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APPEALS OF THE HOLLYWOOD GOWER PROJECT; CF19-0571AND CF19-0571-S1
At its meeting on May 9, 2019 the City Planning Commission denied an appeal and sustained the
decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74437 for
the Hollywood and Gower Project ("Project”) and certified the Hollywood and Gower Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In addition, under Case No. CPC-2016-2848-VZC-HD-CUBSPR, the City Planning Commission approved a Vesting Zone Change and Height District
change; a Conditional Use for alcohol; and a Site Plan Review for the Project.
Appeals of the City Planning Commission’s action relative to VTT-74437-1A were filed by Casey
Maddren (Citizens for a Better LA), Richard Drury (Supporters Alliance for Environmental
Responsibility) and Michael Gonzales (Music Box Building Co LLC.). Appeals of the City Planning
Commission’s action relative to Case No. CPC-2016-2848-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR were also filed by
Casey Maddren (Citizens for a Better LA), Michael Gonzales (Music Box Building Co LLC.) and
Richard Drury (Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility).
As discussed below, upon careful consideration of the appellants’ points, the appellants have
failed to establish that the City erred or abused its agency discretion. In addition, no new
substantial evidence was presented that City as erred in its actions relative to the EIR and the
associated entitlements. The appellants have raised no new information to dispute the Findings
of the EIR or the CPC’s actions on this matter. Planning staff therefore respectfully recommends
that the appeals of VTT-74437-1A and CPC-2016-2848-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR be denied. The
Applicant has also supplied a more detailed response to the Appeals in a letter dated July 15 and
July 22, 2019 and attached to this report. The Planning Department has reviewed the letter and
agrees with the conclusions in that letter.
Furthermore, responses are also provided below to those appeal points.
1. Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility Appeal
Appellant Comment
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The Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") prepared for the Hollywood & Gower Project (VTT Map
No. 74437-1A; ENV-2016-2849-EIR) ("Project") fails to comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
Staff Response
The Appellant asserts that the EIR fails to adequately analyze environmental impacts of the
Project, fails to adequately describe the environmental setting of the Project, and fails to propose
all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce Project impacts for the following
categories: biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, public services,
transportation and traffic, and tribal cultural resources. The Appellant also believes the Project
will have significant air quality impacts as well as greenhouse gas impacts.
These appeals contain the exact same language as the previous appeal filed by SAFER against
the Advisory Agency’s March 29, 2019 approval of the Project’s vesting tentative tract map. As
described in the May 9th, 2019 Planning Appeal Staff Report, this comment alleges that the
Project’s EIR fails to comply with CEQA, yet fails to provide any substantial evidence of any such
failure to comply. As the comment does not include any details that are specific to the Project or
to the EIR and does not provide any substantial evidence regarding the claimed deficiencies of
the EIR, it fails to raise any relevant issues under CEQA. Moreover, all other comments that have
previously been raised by SAFER have been fully addressed in the CPC Staff Report, as
summarized below, and as such, the EIR was prepared in compliance with the provisions of
CEQA.
2. The Music Box Building Co Appeal
Appellant Comment 1
The City Planning Commission erred in approving the above referenced project because the Los
Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") Section 16.05 and 17.05 authorize imposing conditions of
approval to ensure compatibility of a proposed project with adjacent development. The Music Box
Property is immediately to the west of the proposed project site. Egress over the rear portion of
the project site is to allow one-way eastbound truck and tour bus passage from the alley or
driveway immediately adjacent to the Music Box Property's southern boundary to N. Gower Street
essential for the Fonda's survival.
Staff Response
With respect to the Fonda Theatre’s use of the Project site for egress to Gower Street, as
described in Response to Comment No. 7-3 in the Final EIR, Page II-35, the Project Site is
privately owned and is not intended for use as ingress or egress for vehicles accessing adjacent
properties nor is it required to provide such access. Furthermore, these comments do not raise
any specific environmental issue pertaining to the Project under CEQA.
The Appellant contends that the proposed project as currently designed is not compatible with
the Theatre and therefore is not consistent with the LAMC section 16.05 compatibility finding and
that continued egress over the rear of the proposed project site is feasible. As set forth in Section
IV.H, Land Use of the Draft EIR, the Project does not conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation, including those adopted by the City for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. Moreover, as set forth in the extensive findings adopted by the CPC,
the Project will not only be compatible with (and not adversely affect) adjacent properties and the
surrounding neighborhood, but will also be consistent and compatible with the land use and
development objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and the City’s General Plan
Framework Element. Among other project details and as described in the May 9th, 2019 CPC
Staff Report and Appeal Report, the Project’s height is compatible with the surrounding area, with
various comparable towers existing or proposed in the general vicinity and near the project site.
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Appellant Comment 2
The Appellant also contends that the proposed project's environmental impact report ("EIR") does
not adequately disclose and analyze the proposed project's impact on the Theatre as raised in a
letter from Music Box to the Los Angeles Department of City Planning dated November 12, 2018.
Staff Response 2
The Appellant also contends that the proposed project's environmental impact report ("EIR") does
not adequately disclose and analyze the proposed project's impact on the Theatre as raised in a
letter from Music Box to the Los Angeles Department of City Planning dated November 12, 2018.
However the Final EIR fully responded to all comments included in the referenced Draft EIR
comment letter, which alleged that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze potential impacts
upon the Fonda Theatre. Specifically, Response to Comment Nos. 7-1 through 7-21 in the Final
EIR, Page II-33 to II-59 addressed all issues raised by the commenter’s Draft EIR letter in
extensive detail, and found that they did not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR, did not raise
any substantive issues under CEQA, and did not provide any significant new information.
Therefore, the EIR adequately disclosed and analyzed the project’s potential impact on the
Theater.
3. Casey Maddren/Citizens for a Better LA Appeal
Appellant Comment 1
The approval of the Project’s Vesting Tentative Tract Map was in violation of Government Code
Section 66474 which says that a legislative body shall deny approval of a tentative map or parcel
map for which a tentative map is not required, if it finds that the project is inconsistent with the
general plan or specific plan or if the site is not physically suitable to the proposed type of
development.
Staff Response 1
The Appellant references comments previously submitted by Ms. Garcia-Rill on behalf of the
Hollywood Residents Association. All of these comments were fully responded to in the May 9th,
2019 Planning Appeal Staff Report, and were found to have no merit.
In that May 9th, 2019 Planning Appeal Staff Report, the Appellant claimed that the assumption
that the project will be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan Update when it is finally
adopted is purely speculative and that an appeal being filed on behalf of the nearby Fonda
Theatre, which asserts the project could have significant impacts to the theatre's operation, is
indicative that the site is not physically suitable for this type of development. As discussed in
Section IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, Page IV.H-3 the most recent draft of the City’s Hollywood
Community Plan Update does not propose any land use or zoning changes to the Project Site,
and the EIR therefore properly concludes that the Update, in its latest form, would not conflict with
the Project. Furthermore, the Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan, including the
Hollywood Community Plan that is currently in place, as has been established in Section IV.H,
Land Use of the Draft EIR, and the Entitlement findings of the May 9th, 2019 CPC Staff Report
and as required by Government Code 66474. Regardless, consistency with the Hollywood
Community Plan Update is irrelevant since the Draft Plan has not been adopted by the City.
The comments referenced and made by the Hollywood Residents Association, a former appellant,
regarding the Project’s alleged inconsistency with Government Code Section 66474, have been
fully responded to in the May 9th, 2019 Planning Appeal Staff Report, and were found to have no
merit. This comment cites a portion of Government Code Section 66474 and claims that due to
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the Project’s height and proposed uses, the Project and the approved vesting tentative tract map
would be inconsistent with City’s General Plan.
As stated in the May 9th, 2019 Planning Appeal Staff Report, as set forth in detail in Section IV.H,
Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR prepared for the Project, as well as in the Subdivision
Map Act findings adopted by the Advisory Agency, both the Project and its vesting tentative tract
map are consistent with multiple goals, objectives, and policies of the City’s General Plan.
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the General Plan Framework Element’s LongRange Land Use Diagram (Metro), which identifies the Project Site as being within a Regional
Center. Regional Centers are usually major transportation hubs, and are areas targeted for high
density development with a contemplated range of floor area ratios from 1.5:1 to 6:1. Regional
Centers are also characterized by buildings that are 6- to 20-stories (or higher). In addition, the
Project Site is located within the adopted Hollywood Community Plan, which also classifies the
site as within a Regional Center Commercial land use designation, with corresponding zones of
C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3, and RAS4. The Project Site is also located within walking distance from
the Metro Red Line subway station at Hollywood/Vine, and fronts Hollywood Boulevard, a major
commercial transportation corridor as envisioned by the Framework Element’s Land Use chapter
and the Hollywood Community Plan.
Furthermore, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63 of the State of California
Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), the Deputy Advisory Agency is required to make
the finding that the proposed project is consistent with applicable General and Specific Plans. As
set forth in the findings, The merger and resubdivision of a 1.01 net-acre site into one ground lot
and five airspace lots, in conjunction with the construction of a proposed mixed-use development,
is consistent with the General Plan and demonstrates compliance with Sections 17.06 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code as well as with the intent and purpose of the General Plan, with regard
to density and use. The project site is not governed by a specific plan. Furthermore, pursuant to
Condition 20 of the Letter of Determination, in the event CPC-2016-2848-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR is
not approved, the subdivider would be required to submit a tract modification.
The Project consists of a mix of multi-family residential units and ground-level commercial uses
that would be developed in proximity to existing transit infrastructure. The residential density is
consistent with the Project Site’s zoning. The proposed FAR of 4.5:1 is consistent with the range
of FARs contemplated by the Framework Element, and matches the FAR contemplated by the
Hollywood Community Plan for the Regional Center Commercial designation. The proposed
height of 22 stories is consistent with the Framework Element’s range of building heights, and no
height limit is imposed by the Project Site’s zoning. Moreover, the Project’s height is consistent
with multiple other high-rise buildings in proximity, including the 20-story Hollywood Proper
Residences, the 20-story Sunset and Vine Tower and the 20-story Sunset Media Tower.
Therefore, the Project’s location, uses, density, FAR, and height are consistent with the land use
policies and regulations of the City’s General Plan, including the Hollywood Community Plan.
The comment also includes images purporting to depict the Project’s massing along Hollywood
Boulevard. These images do not accurately depict the Project’s proposed height or massing,
which are correctly depicted in the Project renderings contained in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of
the Draft EIR. Moreover, as described above, the Project’s height and massing are consistent
with the General Plan, Community Plan, and Project Site’s zoning. Further, as set forth in Section
IV.A, the Project’s aesthetic impacts related to its height, including visual character, views, and
shade and shadow, would be less than significant. As discussed in Section III (Environmental
Setting), the Project Site is located within a Transit Priority Area. As such, in accordance with SB
743 and Section 21099(d)(1) of the Public Resources Code, the mixed-use residential Project’s
potential aesthetic impacts, including those impacts relating to visual quality/aesthetics, views,
glare, and shade/shadow impacts, shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment.
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Appellant Comment 2
Approval of the Project’s Vesting Tentative Tract Map would allow for future uses not assessed
in the EIR. It seems clear that the intent is to sell the airspace lots to other entities, which raises
the very real possibility that future owners will request entitlements for uses not assessed in the
EIR. A change of some residential to transient occupancy use, a request for additional liquor
permits, the addition of live entertainment in outdoor areas, and/or the sale of the parking
component to an independent operator could all have significant negative impacts on the
community.
Staff Response 2
The Appellant claims that the subdivision into airspace lots invites future uses not assessed in
the EIR, with the Applicant’s intent to sell the airspace lots to other entities, which would allow
future owners to request entitlements for uses not assessed in the EIR. However no evidence is
provided to demonstrate that the Project’s requested vesting tentative tract violates the
Subdivision Map Act or the City’s subdivision regulations. Future entitlements, if any, would be
subject to CEQA compliance and City review and approval. Furthermore, the comment does not
raise any environmental issue under CEQA.
Appellant Comment 3
The Hollywood Division crime stats from 2016 are out of date. The EIR cites Table IV.K.2-1, 2016
YTD Crimes - Hollywood Area and Citywide. The numbers are calculated incorrectly to make it
appear that crime is much lower than the citywide average. According to the table, crime per
capita in Hollywood is 0.027 compared to a Citywide per capita rate of 0.27, which makes it appear
that crime in Hollywood is significantly less. But the calculations are incorrect, and population
numbers presented in the graph will get an equal per capita rate of 0.027.
Staff Response 3
The Appellant claims that the EIR was published in September 2018, but cites Hollywood Division
crime stats from 2016 which are out of date. The Appellant claims that crime in Hollywood has
risen significantly since 2016 and that the EIR appears to be using outdated numbers to
misrepresent crime rates in Hollywood, citing Table IV.K.2-1 of the EIR and make it appear that
crime is much lower than the citywide average.
The commenter is correct in that the Draft EIR utilized crime statistics from 2016, which was the
year that the EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared. In conformance with CEQA, the
City, as Lead Agency, has set the issuance of the NOP as the applicable date to determine
baseline conditions, and CEQA does not require a lead agency to continuously update these
baseline conditions.
The commenter is also correct in noting that there is a typographical error in Table IV.K.2-1, which
appears on Page IV.K-21 of the Draft EIR, and that this table should correctly show that the crimes
per capita figure in Hollywood (0.027) is equivalent to the crimes per capita figure for the overall
City (0.027). However, this is merely a typographical error, as the correct crimes per capita
calculation of 0.027 is provided for both Hollywood and the overall City in the first full paragraph
of Page IV.K-21. Moreover, contrary to the commenter’s claim, the EIR does not make any claim
that the crimes per capita figure in Hollywood is less than the Citywide figure. Furthermore, the
crimes per capita figures were provided in the Draft EIR as part of its description of the
environmental setting of the Project, and did not provide any basis for analyzing whether the
Project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities. Notwithstanding, to correct this typographical error
in the Draft EIR, an additional Errata to the EIR has been prepared and submitted by the City
(Second Errata) and is available on the Department of City Planning’s Website.
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Appellant Comment 3
There is no reason to believe that trips generated by the project will be reduced 15% due to
proximity to transit. The 15% transit/walk adjustment is unrealistic and will result in Residential
Intrusion Traffic Impacts.

Staff Response 3
The Appellant claims that a 15% transit/walk adjustment made to Project trips in accordance with
LADOT's Transportation Impact Study Guidelines for a development within one-quarter mile of a
transit station (in this case, the Metro Red Line Hollywood/Vine station) is unrealistic since the
year 2000 transit ridership has declined in Central Hollywood and the additional resultant
congestion will result in increased spillover traffic in residential neighborhoods. However, Section
IV.L, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR, states that the Project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts at intersection Nos. 3 and 12 in the Future with Project conditions.
Therefore, the City Planning Commission adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations in
certifying the EIR and voting to approve the Project. As described in the May 9th, 2019 Planning
Appeal Staff Report, the Project’s trip generation assessment, including adjustments pertaining
to transit adjacency, was properly assessed in the Project’s traffic study and the EIR. Moreover,
the Project was not required by LADOT to perform a neighborhood intrusion impact analysis as it
did not meet LADOT’s threshold required in accordance with LADOT's Transportation Impact
Study Guidelines to perform such an analysis, nor would the Project result in any such intrusion
impacts. In addition, the Project’s TDM program is part of its mandated Mitigation Monitoring
Program, subject to review, approval, and enforcement by LADOT.
The Appellant also claims the increase in traffic in the Central Hollywood area will likely increase
risks to pedestrians and that the mitigation measures included in the EIR are merely boilerplate
language and have had no proven impact on reducing traffic or increasing pedestrian safety.
Section IV.L, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR analyzed potential traffic-related Project
impacts to pedestrians, and properly concluded that these impacts would be less than significant
during both construction and operation. As described in Section IV.L Transportation/Traffic of the
Draft EIR, the Project’s traffic-related mitigation measure requiring the implementation of a TDM
program will reduce the Project’s trip generation, and will be reviewed, approved, and enforced
by LADOT. No mitigation measures regarding pedestrian safety are required or proposed for the
Project.
Appellant Comment 4
The City is not diverting 50% of solid waste collected and the project will not be in compliance
with AB 939.
Staff Response 4
The Appellant claims that as a result of China's decision to close its doors to recyclables from the
US at the beginning of 2019, the City revised its contracts for the RecycLA program and revised
its diversion target for 2023 down to 35%. As a result, the Appellant claims, the City is not diverting
50% of solid waste collected and the project will not be in compliance with AB 939. The Appellant
also cites that the EIR states that waste from the project will be sent to the Sunshine Canyon
Landfill, but according to information posted for an upcoming meeting of the South Coast AQMD,
the Sunshine Canyon Landfill will be closing in 2037. The Appellant concludes that this indicates
that the City will be unable to receive any solid waste from the project and that no new landfill
sites have been identified in Southern California. The Appellant concludes that the EIR therefore
assumes a destination for future solid waste deliveries that will be inactive in 18 years. The EIR’s
citations of solid waste diversion rates utilized figures published by the City’s Department of Public
Works, Bureau of Sanitation, for the purpose of demonstrating compliance with the statutory
requirements of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939). AB 939
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remains in effect, and the City (not individual development projects) is required to comply with its
50 percent diversion requirement past the year 2000. Furthermore, the EIR correctly notes the
estimated closure date of 2037 for the Sunshine Canyon Landfill (see Page IV.M-60 of the Draft
EIR), and includes in its assessment of existing and projected landfill capacity the capacity of
Chiquita Landfill as well as multiple other landfills identified by the Los Angeles Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plan, and properly concludes that the Project would be served by
one or more landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate its solid waste needs, and
would not conflict with applicable regulations regarding solid waste.

4. Conclusion
As discussed above, upon careful consideration of the appellants’ points, the appellants have
failed to adequately disclose how the City erred or abused its agency discretion. In addition, no
new substantial evidence was presented that the City as erred in its actions relative to the EIR
and the associated entitlements. The appellants have raised no new information to dispute the
Findings of the EIR or the CPC’s actions on this matter.

Respectfully,

c
SergioTBarra
City Planner
(213) 847-3633
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EcoTierra
consulting

July 22, 2019
Mr. Sergio Ibarra
City Planner
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Major Projects Unit
221 N. Figueroa Street, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
RE:

Responses to May 2019 Appeals of Hollywood & Gower Project Vesting Tentative Tract Map and
Related Entitlements (Case Nos. VTT-74437 and CPC-2016-2848-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR)

Dear Mr. Ibarra,
Between May 24 and May 30, 2019, three appellants (Supporters Alliance for Environmental
Responsibility ["SAFER"], Music Box Building Co. LLC, and Citizens for a Better LA) submitted a total of six
appeals of the May 16, 2019 determinations by the City Planning Commission ("CPC") to: 1) uphold the
Advisory Agency's March 29, 2019 approval of the Hollywood & Gower Project's vesting tentative tract
map (VTT-74437), and 2) approve the Hollywood & Gower Project's site plan review and alcohol
conditional use approvals (CPC-2016-2848-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR). The CPC also voted to recommend
approval of the Project's vesting zone change and height district change at its March 29, 2019 meeting;
however, those actions are not subject to appeal.
Responses to each of the points made in the submitted appeals are provided below. In addition,
responses are provided to the comments made in a letter submitted to the CPC on May 9, 2019 by a
previous appellant, the Hollywood Residents Association. As demonstrated by these responses, as well
as the responses previously provided by the Department of City Planning (DCP) in its staff report for the
CPC's May 9, 2019 meeting ("CPC Staff Report"); the responses provided in EcoTierra's April 24, 2019
letter to DCP ("April 2019 EcoTierra Appeal Response"); and the letters provided by Armbruster Goldsmith
& Delvac LLP to the City on April 26, 2019 and May 7, 2019 ("AGD Letters"), all of the relevant
environmental comments raised in the appeals and public comments provided to date have already been
addressed in the Project's Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) dated September 27, 2018; Final EIR
dated March 1, 2019; and Errata dated April 2019 and July 2019 (collectively, the "EIR").
No new significant information (as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5) that would require
recirculation of the Draft EIR has been identified by any of the public comments or appeals. Specifically,
upon review of all of the comments received and analyzed, there are no new significant environmental
impacts from the Project or from a mitigation measure that were identified subsequent to the circulation
of the Draft EIR. In addition, upon review of all comments received and analyzed, there are no substantial
increases in the severity of any of the significant environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Nor
does anything in the appeals undermine or call into question any of the information or conclusions in the
EIR.

5776-D Lindero Canyon Road #414, Westlake Village, CA 91362
818.356.9495 I EcoTierraConsulting.com

Mr. Sergio Ibarra
City of Los Angeles
July 22, 2019
Page 2
Appeal Comments and Responses
Appeal Nos. 1 (Tract Map) and 2 (CPC Approvals)

Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility
4399 Santa Anita Ave., Suite 205
El Monte, CA 91731
Note: Apart from exclusively referencing the Project's tract map approval under Appeal No. 1 and the
Project's other entitlement approvals under Appeal No. 2, these two appeals are exactly the same;
accordingly, a single set of responses is being provided for both appeals.
Comment No. 1-1
REASON FOR THE APPEAL: The Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") prepared for the Hollywood & Gower
Project (VTT Map No. 74437-1A;1 ENV-2016-2849-EIR) ("Project") fails to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
SPECIFICALLY THE POINTS IN ISSUE: The EIR fails to adequately analyze environmental impacts of the
Project, fails to adequately describe the environmental setting of the Project, and fails to propose all
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce Project impacts. Specifically, the EIR found
potentially significant impacts in the following categories: biological resources, hazards and hazardous
materials, noise, public services, transportation and traffic, and tribal cultural resources. It also found
potentially significant impacts for one of the mandatory findings of significance required by CEQA.
Appellant also believes the Project will have significant air quality impacts as well as greenhouse gas
impacts. These potentially significant impacts must be analyzed in a revised EIR.
HOW YOU ARE AGGREIVED BY THE DECISION: Members of appellants Supporters Alliance for
Environmental Rights live in the vicinity of the proposed Project. They breathe the air, suffer traffic
congestion, and will suffer other environmental impacts of the Project unless it is properly mitigated.
Members of SAFER will be directly affected by soil contamination, improperly controlled construction
equipment, and other risks during Project construction.
WHY YOU BELIEVE THE DECISION-MAKER ERRED OR ABUSED THEIR DISCRETION: The Advisory Agency
approved the EIR, Environmental Findings, the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the Mitigation
Monitoring Program, and the Vesting Tentative Tract No. 744372 for the Project despite the fact that the
EIR fails to comply with CEQA.

1 Appeal No. 2 references CPC-2016-2848-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR instead of VTT-74437.
Appeal No. 2 references the Project's vesting zone change and height district change, conditional use
approval, and site plan review approval instead of its vesting tentative tract map.
2
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Response to Comment No. 1-1
These appeals contain the exact same language as the previous appeal filed by SAFER against the Advisory
Agency's March 29, 2019 approval of the Project's vesting tentative tract map. As described in the April
2019 EcoTierra Appeal Response (specifically, Response to Comment No. 2-1 in that document), this
comment simply alleges that the Project's EIR fails to comply with CEQA, yet fails to provide any
substantial evidence of any such failure to comply. As the comment does not include any details that are
specific to the Project or to the EIR and does not provide any substantial evidence regarding the claimed
deficiencies of the EIR, it fails to raise any relevant issues under CEQA. Moreover, all other comments
that have previously been raised by SAFER have been fully addressed in the Final EIR, CPC Staff Report,
April 2019 EcoTierra Appeal Response, and AGD Letters.
Appeal Nos. 3 (Tract Map) and 4 (CPC Approvals)

Music Box Building Co LLC
6126 Hollywood Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90028
Note: Appeal Nos. 3 and 4 are exactly the same, and therefore a single set of responses is being provided
for both appeals.
Comment No. 3-1
Music Box Building Co., LLC ("Music Box") is the owner of that certain parcel of real property commonly
known as 6126 Hollywood Boulevard (the "Music Box Property"). The Music Box Property is improved
with the iconic Fonda Theatre ("Fonda" or "Theatre"), which has operated for almost 100 years. The City
Planning Commission erred in approving the above referenced project because the Los Angeles Municipal
Code ("LAMC") Section 16.05 and 17.05 authorize imposing conditions of approval to ensure compatibility
of a proposed project with adjacent development. The Music Box Property is immediately to the west of
the proposed project site. Egress over the rear portion of the project site is to allow one-way eastbound
truck and tour bus passage from the alley or driveway immediately adjacent to the Music Box Property's
southern boundary to N. Gower Street essential for the Fonda's survival.
Response to Comment No. 3-1
This comment briefly states the location and history of the Fonda Theatre and alleges that the CPC erred
in its approval of the Project. Further detail regarding this allegation is provided in the comments below,
and responded to accordingly. The comment also notes the Fonda Theatre's use of the Project Site for
egress to Gower Street. As described in Response to Comment No. 7-3 in the Final EIR, the Project Site is
privately owned and is not intended for use as ingress or egress for vehicles accessing adjacent properties
nor is it required to provide such access. Furthermore, these comments do not raise any specific
environmental issue pertaining to the Project under CEQA.

EcoTierra Consulting
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Comment No. 3-2
Specifically, LAMC Section 16.05.F.2 requires a finding that that the project consists of an arrangement of
buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas,
lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be
compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. In
this case, the proposed project as currently designed is not compatible with the Theatre. Continued egress
over the rear of the proposed project site is feasible.
Response to Comment No. 3-2
As set forth in Section IV.H, Land Use of the Draft EIR, the Project does not conflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation, including those adopted by the City for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. Moreover, as set forth in the extensive findings adopted by the CPC,
the Project will not only be compatible with (and not adversely affect) adjacent properties and the
surrounding neighborhood, but will also be consistent and compatible with the land use and development
objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and the City's General Plan Framework Element. Among
other Project details, the Project's podium height is compatible with the adjacent Fonda Theatre, a
publicly accessible courtyard has been provided adjacent to the Fonda Theatre to provide an amenity for
both Project residents and theatre patrons, and the Project's vehicular access and circulation will not
affect the Fonda Theatre.
The potential feasibility of the Project being able to accommodate egress for the Fonda Theatre does not
raise any environmental issues under CEQA or any entitlement-related issues under the LAMC.
Notwithstanding that fact, the Project applicant and the commenter have extensively discussed the
feasibility of providing such egress, the Project's ground-floor level has been redesigned to accommodate
such egress, and a preliminary term sheet regarding the provision of such egress has been executed by
the parties. The parties continue to pursue the execution of a final binding agreement regarding the
provision of egress, subject to mutual coordination. Furthermore, even if no agreement is reached, the
Fonda Theatre would be able to continue to access the rear of the theatre building via N. El Centro Avenue.
Comment No. 3-3
Moreover, the proposed project's environmental impact report ("EIR") does not adequately disclose and
analyze the proposed project's impact on the Theatre as raised in a letter from Music Box to the Los
Angeles Department of City Planning dated November 12, 2018. The previously submitted letter is
contained in the proposed project's environmental file. Music Box reserves its rights to submit additional
evidence related to project impacts pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA").
Response to Comment No. 3-3
The Final EIR fully responded to all comments included in the referenced Draft EIR comment letter, which
alleged that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze potential impacts upon the Fonda Theatre.
Specifically, Response to Comment Nos. 7-1 through 7-21 in the Final EIR addressed all issues raised by
the commenter's Draft EIR letter in extensive detail, and found that they did not identify any deficiencies
EcoTierra Consulting

5776 D Lindero Canyon Road #414
Westlake Village, CA 91362
(818) 356-9495

Mr. Sergio Ibarra
City of Los Angeles
July 22, 2019
Page 5
in the Draft EIR, did not raise any substantive issues under CEQA, and did not provide any significant new
information.
Comment No. 3-4
Egress over the rear portion of the proposed project site is essential to the Fonda's ability to continue
operating as live performance venue. The City has the authority pursuant to CEQA and the LAMC to
impose conditions of approval requiring such egress.
Response to Comment No. 3-4
See Response to Comment No. 3-2, above. The issue of egress across the Project Site does not raise any
environmental issues under CEQA or entitlement-related issues under the LAMC.
Comment No. 3-5
Music Box has executed a non-binding term sheet with the owner of the property which outlines the
terms for a proposed easement and other mitigation issues. Pursuant to the term sheet, Music Box does
not and will not oppose the proposed development provided that binding easement and mitigation
agreements are executed prior to the hearing before the City Council PLUM Committee. This appeal is
made solely to preserve Music Box's rights in the event that said binding agreements are not executed
prior to the hearing. Upon execution of said agreements, Music Box will promptly withdraw this appeal.
Response to Comment No. 3-5
See Response to Comment No. 3-2, above.
Appeal No. 5 (Tract Map)

Casey Maddren/Citizens for a Better LA
2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17
Los Angeles, CA 90068
Comment No. 5-1
Reason for Appeal
Approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map Violates Government Code 66474
The approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map is in violation of Government Code 66474, which says
that a legislative body shall deny approval of a tentative map or parcel map for which a tentative map is
not required, if it finds that the project is inconsistent with the general plan or specific plan or if the site
is not physically suitable to the proposed type of development.
The City Planning Commission erred in upholding the findings of the advisory agency in approving the
tract map, as outlined in Sarah Garcia-Rill's appeal. Her arguments are incorporated within our arguments
against the subdivision.
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Response to Comment No. 5-1
The commenter claims that the approval of the Project's vesting tentative tract map was in violation of
Government Code Section 66474, and reference comments previously submitted by Ms. Garcia-Rill on
behalf of the Hollywood Residents Association. All of these comments were fully responded to in the CPC
Staff Report, April 2019 EcoTierra Appeal Response, and the AGD Letters, and were found to have no
merit.
Comment No. 5-2
Subdivision into Airspace Lots Invites Future Uses Not Assessed in EIR
This 22-story "residential" structure is not a housing project. Instead it is a thinly disguised real estate deal
whereby the developer has requested a subdivision of the project into five airspace lots, while providing
no justification for the request. It seems clear that the intent is to sell the airspace lots to other entities,
which raises the very real possibility that future owners will request entitlements for uses not assessed in
the EIR. A change of some residential to transient occupancy use, a request for additional liquor permits,
the addition of live entertainment in outdoor areas, and/or the sale of the parking component to an
independent operator could all have significant negative impacts on the community.
Response to Comment No. 5-2
The commenter claims that the Project's requested subdivision is somehow not justified, and speculates
that future entitlements could be sought for the Project Site. No evidence is provided to demonstrate
that the Project's requested vesting tentative tract violates the Subdivision Map Act or the City's
subdivision regulations. Future entitlements, if any, would be subject to CEQA compliance and City review
and approval. Furthermore, the comment does not raise any environmental issue under CEQA.
Comment No. 5-3
How Aggrieved
As a Hollywood resident, I will be impacted by any future uses not assessed in the EIR. A change of some
residential to transient occupancy use, a request for additional liquor permits, and/or the addition of live
entertainment in outdoor areas all could have the potential to cause adverse impacts to the community.
As a patron of the Fonda Theatre, I would be affected by any development which impairs the Fonda's
ability to function. The Fonda has for years been a valuable cultural asset to the Hollywood Community.
Response to Comment No. 5-3
No future changes of use have been proposed for the Project, nor has the commenter provided any
evidence of such future uses. If such a change of use was pursued, it would be subject to the City's
entitlement review process and associated environmental review pursuant to CEQA. The comment does
not raise any environmental issue under CEQA.
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Comment No. 5-4
Points at Issue
Appellants Sarah Garcia-Rill and Hollywood Residents Association argued that the approval of the Vesting
Tentative Tract Map was illegal, citing Government Code 66474, which says that a legislative body shall
deny approval of a tentative map or parcel map for which a tentative map is not required, if it makes any
of the following findings:
1. That the proposed project is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans as specified in
Section 65451.
2. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with applicable general
and specific plans.
3. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
4. That the site is not suitable for the proposed density of the development.
5. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious public health
problems.
Citizens for a Better LA agrees with Ms. Garcia-Rill's assertions. The applicant has requested a vesting
zone/height district change, which indicates the project is not consistent with existing zoning. The EIR
argues that the project would be consistent with the zoning contemplated by the Hollywood Community
Plan Update, but the update faces significant community opposition and will likely be the subject of a
court challenge. The assumption that this project will be consistent with the HCP Update when it is finally
adopted is purely speculative. And the fact that an appeal was filed on behalf of the nearby Fonda Theatre,
which asserts the project could have significant impacts to the theatre's operation, indicates that the site
is not physically suitable for this type of development.
Response to Comment No. 5-4
The comments made by the Hollywood Residents Association, a former appellant, regarding the Project's
alleged inconsistency with Government Code Section 66474, have been fully responded to in the CPC Staff
Report and the April 2019 EcoTierra Appeal Response, and found to have no merit. As discussed in Section
IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the most recent draft of the City's Hollywood Community Plan Update
does not propose any land use or zoning changes to the Project Site, and the EIR therefore properly
concludes that the Update, in its latest form, would not conflict with the Project.
Comment No. 5-5
The CPC approved the subdivision into airspace lots without requiring any justification for this request.
The Applicant's intent is clearly to sell the individual lots to other entities, and no information was
provided as to who the future owners might be. This raises the very real possibility that future owners will
request entitlements for uses not assessed in the EIR. A change of some residential to transient occupancy
use, a request for additional liquor permits, the addition of live entertainment in outdoor areas, and/or
the sale of the parking component to an independent operator could all have significant negative impacts
on the community. In addition, the sale of the parking to another entity could result in limiting access for
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residents, residents' guests, and visitors to the project's commercial space. This could result in impacts
not analyzed in the EIR.
Response to Comment No. 5-5
See Response to Comment Nos. 5-2 and 5-3.
Comment No. 5-6
Public Services - Police
The EIR was published in September 2018, but cites Hollywood Division crime stats from 2016 which are
way out of date. Crime in Hollywood has risen significantly since 2016. The authors appear to be using
outdated numbers to misrepresent crime rates in Hollywood.
Here are the statistics for violent crimes committed in the Hollywood Division for 2014 and 2018. [See
Attachments A & B]
2014: 918
2018: 1,424
This shows that violent crime has risen over 40% in the last four years. But the EIR cites only one year,
and in table Table IV.K.2-1, 2016 YTD Crimes - Hollywood Area and Citywide the numbers are calculated

incorrectly to make it appear that crime is much lower than the citywide average.
According to the table, crime per capita in Hollywood is 0.027 compared to a Citywide per capita rate of
0.27, which makes it appear that crime in Hollywood is significantly less. But the calculations are
incorrect, and anyone who does the math using the crime stats and population numbers presented in
the graph will get an equal per capita rate of 0.027. This is a major error, and gives a misleading
impression to anyone trying to assess crime risks in the area.

As the City has approved numerous new housing projects, hundreds of thousands of square feet of new
office space, and dozens of new liquor permits, crime has risen significantly in the Hollywood area. In
addition to the Hollywood Gower project, the City has also approved the Crossroads Project, the Palladium
Project, and five new party hotels clustered around Selma and Wilcox. Crime has risen rapidly in
Hollywood, and the City has failed to consider cumulative impacts of new development on law
enforcement. The Hollywood Division is currently understaffed, and because the LAPD has been unable
for years to find sufficient qualified recruits, there's no reason to believe staffing will rise to normal levels
any time soon.
Response to Comment No. 5-6
The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR utilized crime statistics from 2016, which was the year that
the EIR's Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared. In conformance with CEQA, the City, as Lead Agency,
has set the issuance of the NOP as the applicable date to determine baseline conditions, and CEQA does
not require a lead agency to continuously update these baseline conditions.
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The commenter is correct in noting that there is a typographical error in Table IV.K.2-1, which appears on
Page IV.K-21 of the Draft EIR, and that this table should correctly show that the crimes per capita figure
in Hollywood (0.027) is equivalent to the crimes per capita figure for the overall City (0.027). However,
this is merely a typographical error, as the correct crimes per capita calculation of 0.027 is provided for
both Hollywood and the overall City in the first full paragraph of Page IV.K-21. Moreover, contrary to the
commenter's claim, the EIR does not make any claim that the crimes per capita figure in Hollywood is less
than the Citywide figure. Furthermore, the crimes per capita figures were provided in the Draft EIR as
part of its description of the environmental setting of the Project, and did not provide any basis for
analyzing whether the Project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities. Notwithstanding, to correct this
typographical error in the Draft EIR, the City issued a second errata to the EIR in July 2019 (Second Errata).
Comment No. 5-7
Transportation/Traffic
During the City Planning Commission's May 9, 2019 hearing on the proposed project and appeals,
Commissioner Dana Perlman acknowledged that "There's no question that there are unmitigated
transportation impacts here." We agree.
This is a major project that is likely to worsen existing congestion in the Hollywood area. As a result, it is
likely to cause further neighborhood intrusion, with increased likelihood of safety risks to pedestrians. It
is also likely to further hamper emergency vehicles as they try to navigate area streets, especially at rush
hour.
The EIR says:
"A 15% transit/walk adjustment was made to Project trips in accordance with LADOT's Transportation
Impact Study Guidelines for a development within one-quarter mile of a transit station (in this case, the
Metro Red Line Hollywood/Vine station)."
There is no reason to believe that trips generated by the project will be reduced 15% due to proximity to
transit. The City has claimed for years that it is building transit-oriented density, and yet transit ridership
is lower now than it was 30 years ago. Over 2,000 new apartments have been built in Central Hollywood
since the year 2000, and yet ridership on lines that serve the area, including the 217, 780, 2 and 302, has
declined significantly. DASH ridership has also been plummeting. The City has no evidence to support the
claims that this 15% reduction is justified.
The additional congestion resulting from the project will result in the increased intrusion of spillover traffic
in residential neighborhoods.
The City claims that the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan will mitigate traffic impacts to
the community, but in fact the City does not monitor the effectiveness of TDMs and has never presented
any evidence that they have produced results with regard to congestion reduction or safety.

EcoTierra Consulting

5776 D Lindero Canyon Road #414
Westlake Village, CA 91362
(818) 356-9495

Mr. Sergio Ibarra
City of Los Angeles
July 22, 2019
Page 10
Response to Comment No. 5-7
Section IV.L, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR states that the Project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts at intersection Nos. 3 and 12 in the Future with Project conditions. Therefore, the
City Planning Commission adopted a statement of overriding considerations in certifying the EIR and
voting to approve the Project. As further described in the July 15, 2019 memorandum from Gibson
Transportation Consulting Inc. (Attachment A), the Project's trip generation assessment, including
adjustments pertaining to transit adjacency, was properly assessed in the Project's traffic study and the
EIR. Moreover, as discussed in the April 2019 EcoTierra Appeal Response, the Project was not required
by LADOT to perform a neighborhood intrusion impact analysis, nor would the Project result in any such
intrusion impacts. In addition, the Project's TDM program is part of its mandated Mitigation Monitoring
Program, subject to review, approval, and enforcement by LADOT.
Comment No. 5-8
Utilities - Waste
In its account of the City's recycling history, the EIR states....
By the end of 2011, the City achieved a diversion rate of 76.4 percent.
This is completely misleading. The EIR uses statistics that are years out of date to give a misleading
impression of the success of the recycling program. Since China stopped accepting our recyclables, the
City has been struggling to find new recycling resources, and has, in fact, resorted to dumping recyclable
materials in landfills. Currently the City is nowhere near a 76% diversion rate.

The EIR also states:
"Therefore, it is estimated that the Project would divert 50 percent of its solid waste generated as required
by AB 939, thereby diverting this waste from landfills."
But there is no explanation given as to how that diversion rate will be achieved, other than saying
receptacles for recyclables will be available within the project.
As a result of China's decision to close its doors to recyclables from the US, at the beginning of 2019 the
City revised its contracts for the RecycLA program and revised its diversion target for 2023 down to 35%.
[See Attachment C.] This should make it clear that the City is currently NOT diverting 50% of solid waste
collected and that this project will not be in compliance with AB 939.

The EIR says that waste from the project will be sent to the Sunshine Canyon Landfill, but according to
information posted for an upcoming meeting of the South Coast AQMD, the Sunshine Canyon Landfill will
be closing in 2037. This means that it will be unable to receive any solid waste from the project. At this
point no new landfill sites have been identified in Southern California. The EIR therefore assumes a
destination for future solid waste deliveries that will be inactive in 18 years. For this reason, the EIR's
assessment of solid waste impacts is completely inadequate.
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Response to Comment No. 5-8
The EIR's citations of solid waste diversion rates utilized figures published by the City's Department of
Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, for the purpose of demonstrating compliance with the statutory
requirements of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939). AB 939 remains in
effect, and the City (not individual development projects) is required to comply with its 50 percent
diversion requirement past the year 2000. Furthermore, the EIR correctly notes the estimated closure
date of 2037 for the Sunshine Canyon Landfill (see Page IV.M-60 of the Draft EIR), includes in its
assessment of existing and projected landfill capacity the capacity of Chiquita Landfill as well as multiple
other landfills identified by the Los Angeles Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan, and properly
concludes that the Project would be served by one or more landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate its solid waste needs, and would not conflict with applicable regulations regarding solid
waste.
Comment No. 5-9
Why I Believe Decision-Maker Erred/Abused Discretion
The City Planning Commission erred in upholding the findings of the advisory agency in approving the
tract map, as outlined in Sarah Garcia-Rill's appeal. Her arguments are incorporated within our arguments
against the subdivision.
The applicant has requested a vesting zone/height district change, which indicates the project is not
consistent with existing zoning. The EIR argues that the project would be consistent with the zoning
contemplated by the Hollywood Community Plan Update, but the update faces significant community
opposition and will likely be the subject of a court challenge. The assumption that this project will be
consistent with the HCP Update when it is finally adopted is purely speculative. And the fact that an appeal
was filed on behalf of the nearby Fonda Theatre, which asserts the project could have significant impacts
to the theatre's operation, indicates that the site is not physically suitable for this type of development.
The subdivision into airspace lots was obviously requested to facilitate the future sale of portions of the
building to separate entities. In approving the subdivision, the CPC failed to require any explanation as to
why it was necessary and failed seek information about future uses that may not be assessed in the EIR.
The Department of City Planning has freely granted changes of use in the past (TORS for Metropolitan
Apts. on Sunset Blvd. and for Level Furnished Living at 9th and Olive) and has also granted Master CUPs
for the sale of alcohol subsequent to the completion of other projects (6200 Hollywood Blvd.). If parking
is sold to a different party, it may limit accessibility for both residents, guests of residents, and customers
for commercial uses.
By granting developers significant changes to projects well after completion, the Department of City
Planning has made a mockery of the environmental review process and reduced the public's opportunity
to offer meaningful input.
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In approving the subdivision into airspace lots without requiring any justification for this entitlement, it
has irresponsibly opened the door future project modifications which were not assessed in the EIR, and
which have the potential to cause significant adverse impacts to the Hollywood community.
Response to Comment No. 5-9
See Response to Comment Nos. 5-2, 5-3, and 5-4. For responses to other appeal points made by the
Hollywood Residents Association/Ms. Sarah Garcia-Rill, see the CPC Staff Report, April 2019 EcoTierra
Appeal Response, and the AGD Letters.

Appeal No. 6 (CPC Approvals)

Casey Maddren/Citizens for a Better LA
2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17
Los Angeles, CA 90068
Note: Appeal No. 6 was submitted by the same appellant as Appeal No. 5, and makes nearly identical
comments as Appeal No. 5. Responses are provided below, with references to responses to Appeal No.
5 where appropriate.
Comment No. 6-1
Mutliple [sic] Negative Impacts on Hollywood Community
This 22-story "residential" structure is not a housing project. Instead it is a thinly disguised real estate deal
whereby the developer has requested a subdivision of the project into five airspace lots, while providing
no justification for the the [sic] request. It seems clear that the intent is to sell the airspace lots to other
entities, which raises the very real possibility that future owners will request entitlements for uses not
assessed in the EIR. A change of some residential to transient occupancy use, a request for additional
liquor permits, the addition of live entertainment in outdoor areas, and/or the sale of the parking
component to an independent operator could all have significant negative impacts on the community.
Response to Comment No. 6-1
This is the same comment as Comment 5-2. See Response to Comment 5-2.
Comment No. 6-2
Sections of the EIR Are Clearly Inaccurate
Information contained in the EIR is not accurate and its analysis of impacts is not credible with respect to:
Public Services/Police
Transportation/Traffic

EcoTierra Consulting

5776 D Lindero Canyon Road #414
Westlake Village, CA 91362
(818) 356-9495

Mr. Sergio Ibarra
City of Los Angeles
July 22, 2019
Page 13
Utilities/Solid Waste
Response to Comment No. 6-2
See Response to Comment Nos. 5-6, 5-7, and 5-8 for relevant responses.
Comment No. 6-3
How Aggrieved
According to LAPD statistics, the number of violent crimes recorded by the Hollywood Division went from
918 in 2014 to 1,424 in 2018. As a Hollywood resident, the increase in violent crime is of great concern to
me. This project will result in a greater burden on Hollywood Division staff and greater risk that area
residents will be victims of crime.
Response to Comment No. 6-4
See Response to Comment No. 5-6.
Comment No. 6-4
The increase in traffic in the Central Hollywood area will likely increase risks to pedestrians. The mitigation
measures included in the EIR are merely boilerplate language and have had no proven impact on reducing
traffic or increasing pedestrian safety.
Response to Comment No. 6-4
Section IV.L, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR analyzed potential traffic-related Project impacts to
pedestrians, and properly concluded that these impacts would be less than significant during both
construction and operation. As further described in the July 15, 2019 memorandum from Gibson
Transportation Consulting Inc. (Attachment A), the Project's traffic-related mitigation measure requiring
the implementation of a TDM program will reduce the Project's trip generation, and will be reviewed,
approved, and enforced by LADOT. No mitigation measures regarding pedestrian safety are required or
proposed for the Project.
Comment No. 6-5
Waste disposal is a growing problem, not just in the City of Los Angeles but throughout the state. The City
is currently far from meeting its recycling goals, and landfills are reaching their capacity as it becomes
increasingly difficult to identify new sites for future waste disposal. The City's waste disposal infrastructure
is not adequate to meet current challenges, and approval of this project will only strain resources further.
This increases the likelihood of groundwater contamination and air pollution, which impacts all
Angelenos.
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Response to Comment No. 6-5
See Response to Comment No. 6-8.
Comment No. 6-6
Citizens for a Better LA adopts all objections submitted previously in opposition to the proposed project.
Public Services - Police
[The remainder of the comment is identical to Comment No. 5-6]
Response to Comment No. 6-6
See Response to Comment No. 5-6.
Comment No. 6-7
Transportation/Traffic
[The remainder of the comment is identical to Comment No. 5-7]
Response to Comment No. 6-7
See Response to Comment No. 5-7
Comment No. 6-8
Utilities - Waste
[The remainder of the comment is identical to Comment No. 5-8]
Response to Comment No. 6-8
See Response to Comment No. 5-8.
Comment No. 6-9
Why I Believe Decision-Maker Erred/Abused Discretion
The CPC was informed in writing and through comments at the meeting that the EIR's analyses of
Traffic/Transportation, Public Services/Police, and Utilities/Waste contained grossly inaccurate
information and that proposed mitigation measures would be ineffective.
In the case of Public Services/Police the EIR contains an error in calculation that results in a shocking
misrepresentation of the actual crime rate in Hollywood. In general, this section fails to provide an
accurate account of crime rates in Hollywood and how they compare to crime rates citywide.
The EIR's section on Utilities/Waste provides outdated statistics on the City's diversion rate. The EIR falsely
claims that the project will comply with AB 939, which requires that California cities achieve a solid waste
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rate diversion rate of 50%. The EIR also states that waste produced by the project will be directed to the
Sunshine Canyon Landfill. Sunshine Canyon will be closing in 18 years and no viable replacement has been
identified.
The CPC was informed of these falsehoods and deficiencies and still chose to adopt the EIR instead of
deferring adoption until these issues could be resolved.
Additional objections will be submitted into the record prior to the hearing on the appeal.
Response to Comment No. 6-9
This comment summarizes the preceding comments regarding police protection services, transportation
and solid waste. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5-6, 5-7, and 5-8.

Public Comments and Responses
Hollywood Residents Association Comment Letter, submitted at May 9, 2019 City Planning Commission

meeting
Public Comment-1
Thank you to the Members of the City Planning Commission, for the opportunity to speak on Case Number
ENV-2016-2849-EIR (VTT 74437) the Hollywood Gower Project.
The physical height of the Hollywood Gower Project is its defining characteristic. The building would be
252 feet tall, over 100 feet above anything else along Hollywood Boulevard. This site is not physically
suitable for this type of development, as has been proven the last two times a similar development on the
same plot was requested. The Project does not offer enough improvements to offset the requested
entitlements, and approval should have been delayed until factors included, and not included, here are
mitigated, and not before.
The Hollywood Residents Association would like development in our area to make sense, real sense, for
the whole community. We're also interested in consistency with the General Plan, as well as the
aspirational Hollywood Community Plan, and adequate affordable housing to service increasing need.
Many developments in the Hollywood area do their best to respect the general landscape in their scale
and design, by reducing their use of above-grade parking. While the Hollywood Gower Project does not
use above-grade parking on the ground level, they do add three levels of above-grade parking above the
ground level restaurant space. No other building in the area contains a three-story parking podium above
a restaurant. In this regard, the current Project design is inconsistent with the neighborhood entirely, and
therefore inconsistent with the General Plan.
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Response to Public Comment-1
The commenter's points regarding the Project's height, consistency with the General Plan, and
compatibility with the surrounding built environment were addressed extensively by the CPC Staff Report
as well as the April 2019 Appeal Response. No new arguments or evidence are presented by the comment.
Public Comment-2
The Argyle Modera Project works with a 1.1 acre lot, and manages to sink the parking into the ground,
requesting their 4.5:1 FAR at 7 stories. The Argyle Modera Project will also have two areas of residential
entry and exit, one on each corner. The Hollywood Gower Project exhausts all of the building's 283 parking
spots onto one side street, Gower, and insists on 22 narrow stories over Hollywood Blvd.
Response to Public Comment-2
The commenter describes the design characteristics of another Hollywood development proposal, but
does not allege any deficiency in the Project's environmental analysis or City approvals.
Public Comment-3
Carlton Way is almost directly across from the parking egress for the proposed Hollywood Gower Project
(Image 1.1) and in that regard, it has the potential to lead drivers getting on the 101 North or 101 South,
away from Hollywood Boulevard and on to Carlton Way, via reentry to Hollywood, on Bronson Avenue. In
reference Image 1.1. when people are driving northbound on Gower, and traffic is so bad they've cycled
through two lights before they can make a right on Hollywood Blvd, drivers 5 cars back from the
intersection (and behind them) will cut to the right, down Carlton Way to get to the 101 Freeway.
This could very easily generate more than 120 daily vehicle trips down Carlton Way, Bronson Avenue, and
Gordon Street. Carlton Way and Bronson Avenue will be abused as a pass-through to get around excessive
traffic, caused by the construction and existence of this Project. We ask that you please consider this area
when making your decisions, as the Traffic Demand Management measures are woefully insufficient. All
the traffic you see in Image 1.1. occurs in less than 700 feet.
Response to Public Comment-3
As further described in the July 15, 2019 memorandum from Gibson Transportation Consulting Inc.
(Attachment A), the neighborhood traffic impacts of the Project were properly assessed in the EIR and
would be less than significant.
Public Comment-4
In Comment Letter Number 1, from Barbara A. Lee, Director of the Department of Toxic Substances
Control, State of California, notes in her response 1-2 "Section four.F (Hazards and Hazardous Material)
of the Draft EIR identified known or potentially contaminated sites within the Project area (see reference
pages) and evaluated whether conditions at these sites pose a threat to human health or the environment.
As detailed therein, due to the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials associated with four
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historical dry cleaner sites and one historical movie studio, the potential for groundwater contamination
was properly identified as a recognized environmental condition."
Response to Comment 1-2
" ... However, due to the identified historic uses of the Project Site, it is possible that unidentified isolated
areas of impacted soils may be present, and due to the lack of documentation regarding the closure or
abandonment of the historic on-site underground storage tanks and hydraulic lifts, their continued
existence at the Project Site cannot be ruled out. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure MM F-1 requires the
preparation of a Soil Management Plan ... "
The geophysical survey and soils management plan needs not only be completed prior to construction,
but also completed prior to approval, in order not to defer mitigation. It's possible that boring samples
will turn up something that cannot be mitigated. Then, you've approved a Project that is no longer viable.
Irreversible momentum to a project is counter-indicated to CEQA Guidelines and mitigation should not be
deferred at all. The neighborhood would like to keep that from happening, by requesting the City Planning
Commission adequately perform due diligence in this matter.
Since the soil management plan is already being prepared, the Project should examine ways to sink their
parking structure into the ground, rather than perching it on top of a ground floor restaurant.
Response to Public Comment-4
The commenter's points regarding alleged hazards impacts have been comprehensively addressed in the
EIR, the CPC Staff Report, the April 2019 Appeal Response, and the AGD Letters. As described throughout
these documents, the Project's potential impacts related to hazardous materials have been appropriately
assessed and would be less than significant through implementation of the identified mitigation measures
as well as required compliance with all applicable regulatory requirements.
Public Comment-5
When the issue of Noise with respect to the rooftop space was raised with the City, it was stated that the
rooftop and 4th floor common areas would be reserved only for residents. If that is the case, then it should
be unnecessary to divide the building into five separate airspace lots ... unless they are building this with
the intention of selling off those lots, leaving those spaces, and the parking lot, open to use not listed in
the EIR. In fact, the parking lot being separated out into its own lot seems to indicate exactly how far this
development will go to increase its profit potential.
Response to Public Comment-5
The comment does not raise any environmental issue under CEQA or any entitlement-related issue under
the LAMC.
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We appreciate the opportunity to submit these responses to the May 2019 Appeals to the Hollywood &
Gower Project approvals. Please let us know if we can provide any further information.
Sincerely,
EcoTierra Consulting

Curtis Zacuto
Principal
curtis@ecotierraconsulting.com
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

Curtis Zacuto, EcoTierra Consulting

FROM:

Jonathan Chambers, P.E.

DATE:

July 15, 2019

RE:

Responses to Traffic Comments on Appeals to the
Hollywood / Gower Project
Hollywood, California

Ref: J1510

Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. (GTC) prepared Transportation Impact Study for the
Hollywood / Gower Mixed-Use Tower Project (February 2018) (Project Traffic Study), which
assessed the potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed Hollywood / Gower Project
(Project) located at 6100 Hollywood Boulevard in the Hollywood community of Los Angeles,
California.
This memorandum details our responses to several appeal and public comment letters
regarding the Project. Specifically, this memorandum provides responses on traffic comments
made in a letter submitted to the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (CPC) on May 9,
2019 from Ms. Sarah Garcia-Rill representing the Hollywood Residents Association (HRA
Letter), as well as traffic comments made in appeals of the CPC’s approval of the Project filed
by Mr. Casey Maddren representing United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles (UN4LA
Appeals).

HRA LETTER
Comment
The HRA Letter commented that it can take multiple signal cycles for northbound traffic on
Gower Street to turn right on Hollywood Boulevard and that Carlton Way, an east-west
residential street located near the Project site, could serve as a cut-through route for traffic
from the Project site to US 101 via Bronson Avenue. It also notes a similar concern for Gordon
Street, a north-south residential street connecting Carlton Way to Sunset Boulevard.

Response
While Carlton Way does provide a parallel route to Hollywood Boulevard, it is unlikely that a
substantial amount of Project traffic would travel east on Carlton Way to get to Hollywood
Boulevard via Bronson Avenue, as suggested in the comment. There are numerous reasons
for this:
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The number of cars turning right from Bronson Avenue to Hollywood Boulevard exceeds
the number of cars turning right from Gower Street to Hollywood Boulevard (during both
peak hours), even with Project traffic adding to the Gower Street turn.
Gower Street provides two northbound through lanes at Hollywood Boulevard (one of
which allows right turns) while Bronson Avenue only provides one. The combined
northbound through and right turn volume at Bronson Avenue is substantially more than
half of the volume at Gower Street (during both peak hours).
The number of opposing left turns (from the southbound direction) is approximately 40%
higher at Bronson Avenue than at Gower Street during the morning peak hour (and less
than 20% lower during the afternoon peak hour).
Based on a Highway Capacity Manual analysis of the two intersections, the overall
intersection delay is higher at Bronson Avenue than at Gower Street (during both peak
hours). Further, the northbound right turn delay and queue length is longer at Bronson
Avenue than at Gower Street (during both peak hours).
For all of these reasons, it is unlikely that Project residents, who will be very familiar with area
traffic patterns, would choose to travel on Carlton Way to Bronson Avenue since the data suggests
this would result in a longer travel time.
Further, even if some Project traffic did travel on Carlton Way, it would not result in a significant
traffic impact for the following reasons:
•

The City’s neighborhood traffic impact criteria is based on non-residential Project traffic.
The Project is primarily residential and, therefore, the majority of its trips are not
considered contributors to neighborhood traffic impacts. Accordingly, pursuant to the
Transportation Impact Study Guidelines adopted by the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), no assessment of potential neighborhood intrusion impacts is
required for the Project.

•

Notwithstanding, if a neighborhood intrusion impact assessment was performed, the
neighborhood traffic impact threshold would not be 120 daily Project trips, as claimed in
the comment. A traffic count conducted on Carlton Way in February 2017 showed a two
way traffic volume of 1,763 trips over a 24-hour period. For residential streets with between
1,000 and 2,000 daily vehicle trips, the City’s significant impact threshold for neighborhood
traffic impacts is 10% of the final traffic volume (i.e., after the addition of Project traffic.
Therefore, a significant traffic impact would occur only if non-residential Project traffic
caused Carlton Way traffic volumes to increase to 1,959 daily trips (1,763 / 90%), or a
Project traffic total of 196 daily trips.

•

Based on the Project’s trip generation estimates and trip distribution pattern, a total of 162
Project trips (residential and non-residential alike) are estimated to turn right from
northbound Gower Street to eastbound Hollywood Boulevard over a 24-hour period. This
is fewer trips than the neighborhood traffic impact threshold of 196 daily trips on Carlton
Way. Therefore, even if all Project trips expected to travel on eastbound Hollywood Way
were to shift to Carlton Way, and all were considered contributors to a potentially

Mr. Curtis Zacuto
July 15, 2019
Page 3

significant neighborhood traffic impact (i.e., both residential and non-residential trips were
counted toward the threshold), there would still not be enough trips to result in an impact.
The comment also mentions Gordon Street as a possible route for Project traffic to reach Sunset
Boulevard as an alternative to Gower Street. Even if that street were used by Project traffic, it
would not result in significant impacts for the same reasons that Carlton Way would not be
impacted. A total of 86 daily trips are estimated to travel south on Gower Street to Sunset
Boulevard. Gordon Street, based on a February 2017 traffic count, currently has 1,649 daily trips
and, therefore, the Project traffic threshold for a significant impact would be 183 trips, more than
double the total number of trips traveling south on Gower Street. Again, only non-residential
Project trips are considered contributors to neighborhood traffic impacts. Therefore, there would
be no significant impact on Gordon Street nor on Carlton Way.

UN4LA Appeals
Comment
The two UN4LA Appeals (which contain the same traffic-related comments) questioned the
Project Traffic Study’s use of a 15% transit/walk adjustment to Project trips. It noted that, despite
over 2,000 new apartments built in Hollywood since the year 2000, transit ridership on Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and LADOT Downtown Area Shuttle bus
lines has seen declines and, therefore, suggests that the use of a 15% transit credit is unjustified.
The UN4LA Appeals also claimed that (1) congestion caused by the Project would result in
increased spillover of traffic into residential neighborhoods, (2) while the Project Traffic Study
shows that a transportation demand management (TDM) plan will reduce traffic impacts, the City
does not monitor the effectiveness of TDM Plans and has not presented evidence that such plans
have reduced congestion or improved safety, and (3) that the increase in traffic in Hollywood
would increase risks to pedestrians and that the mitigation measures presented in the
Environmental Impact Report have no proven effect on reducing traffic or increasing pedestrian
safety.

Response
Transit/Walk Credit
The Project Traffic Study used trip generation rates from Trip Generation, 9th Edition (Institute of
Transportation Engineers [ITE], 2012) to estimate residential trips prior to application of the
transit/walk credit. These rates are based on surveys of dozens of primarily suburban apartment
buildings and include data going back to the 1960s. LADOT allows a transit credit of 15% for
developments within 0.25 miles of a transit station or a Rapid Bus stop in recognition that the ITE
trip generation rates are based primarily on surveys of locations that have little to no transit service
and are spread out far enough from commercial services that walking is not a reasonable option.
While overall transit usage has not increased in the Los Angeles area in recent years, there are
still thousands of people who use transit daily, and this reduces automobile trips compared to
areas without transit service on which the ITE rates are based. Further, the Project is located in
a high-density urban environment with many employment, retail, and dining options in walking
distance.
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In addition, the trip generation rate used in the Project Traffic Study was conservative for two
reasons. First, ITE has since released Trip Generation, 10th Edition (2017), which discarded
survey data from the 1960s and 1970s and added new data from after 2010. The new morning
and afternoon peak hour trip generation rates for low-rise residential (the closest corresponding
land use in 10th Edition) are 10% lower than the rates used in the Project Traffic Study. Second,
the Project is a high-rise building, and ITE’s trip generation rates have long recognized that
residents in high-rise buildings generate fewer trips than those in low-rise buildings. The high-rise
apartment rates (in both 9th Edition and 10th Edition) are more than 40% lower than the rates used
in the Project Traffic Study, far surpassing the modest reduction in trips resulting from the
application of the 15% transit credit.
Residential Neighborhood Traffic
The comment regarding traffic in residential neighborhoods was addressed in the response to the
HRA Letter above. As noted, it is unlikely that residential streets in the vicinity of the Project site
will see much increase in daily traffic as a result of the Project. Nonetheless, any such increase
in traffic would not approach the significance thresholds set by LADOT, even conservatively
assuming that residential Project trips counted toward those thresholds.
Effectiveness of TDM Programs
Studies have shown that even basic TDM measures can achieve a 10% reduction in peak hour
trip generation, especially in areas with high-quality and high-frequency transit options like the
Project’s area. Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition (ITE, August 2014) summarizes research
into the effectiveness of TDM programs at workplaces that found that comprehensive TDM
programs produced an average reduction of 24% for commuter vehicles. While the Project is
residential, it serves as the origin for commute trips and has the potential for similar levels of
effectiveness. A study by the Vermont Agency of Transportation (Transportation Demand
Management Guidance, February 2016) concluded that a residential project in a "moderate
transit” area (the highest level of transit availability included in that study) could expect up to a
15% reduction in trips without providing financial incentives for participation and up to 20% when
including financial incentives. As such, it is clear that a 10% reduction in peak hour travel in the
high-transit area around the Project site is achievable with even a modest TDM program.
Recognizing this, LADOT has historically required that TDM effectiveness only be monitored for
projects requesting a TDM credit higher than 10%. As the Project’s TDM credit is 10%, no
monitoring was required.
Risks to Pedestrians
The analysis presented in the Project Traffic Study fully analyzed all types of potential traffic
impacts associated with the Project in accordance with the guidelines, methods, and criteria set
forth by LADOT. LADOT reviewed the Project Traffic Study and wrote a letter agreeing with its
findings (Supplemental Transportation Impact Analysis for the Proposed Mixed-Use Development
Located at 6100 Hollywood Boulevard, LADOT, June 25, 2018). No significant impacts to
pedestrian safety were identified, and no mitigation is required to reduce safety impacts. There is
no evidence to suggest that the Project would have any material effect on pedestrian safety
adjacent to the Project site or in the greater Hollywood Area. Also, as discussed above, TDM
programs have been demonstrated to reduce trip generation in excess of the 10% credit claimed
as mitigation for the Project.

