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III. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

A. INTRODUCTION

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR shall

consist of the following items: (a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft, (b) Comments and

recommendations received on the Draft EIR, (c) A list of persons, organizations and public agencies

commenting on the Draft EIR, (d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points

raised in the review and consultation process, and (e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

Item (a) is provided as Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this document.

The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, and circulated

for public review beginning Friday, August 29, 2008, and ending on Tuesday, October 14, 2008. The Draft

EIR was circulated for a 46-day public review period, which exceeded by one day the 45-day review

period as required by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087.

A total of 31 comment letters were received. A list of Commenters is provided below. The comment

letters have been numbered and organized into the following categories: State Agencies; Regional

Agencies, City of Los Angeles Agencies; Homeowners Associations, Private and Local Organizations;

and Individuals. To provide a summary of the comments received, Table III-1 lists the comment letters

and identifies the issues raised in each.

The original comment letters with individual comments bracketed and numbered are provided, followed

by numbered responses to each bracketed comment. Individual comments within each letter are

numbered and the corresponding response is given a matching number. Where responses result in a

change to the Draft EIR, it is noted, and the resulting change is identified in Section II, Corrections and

Additions to the Draft EIR. Clean copies of the original letters, including any attachments, are provided

in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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B. LIST OF PUBLIC AGENCIES AND PRIVATE PARTIES COMMENTING ON
THE WILSHIRE AND LA BREA DRAFT EIR

State Agencies

1. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit, October 15, 2008

2. State of California, Native American Heritage Commission, September 9, 2008

Regional Agencies

3. Metropolitan Transportation Agency, October 13, 2008

City of Los Angeles Agencies

4. City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, September 23,
2008

Homeowners Associations

5. Miracle Mile Residential Association, October 14, 2008

Private Organizations

6. Miracle Mile Players, October 10, 2008

7. Art Deco Society of Los Angeles, October 13, 2008

8. Kramer Law Group, October 13, 2008

9. Miracle Mile Chamber of Commerce, October 13, 2008

10. Los Angeles Conservancy, October 17, 2008

Individuals

11. Zachary Shepard, September 2, 2008

12. Myrna Dwyer, October 9, 2008

13. Matt Tenggren, October 9, 2008

14. John G. Huffman, October 11, 2008

15. Joan Jakubowski, October 11, 2008

III-2



III. Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
Impact Sciences, Inc. (906-01) February 2009

16. Sung W. and Nancy Park, October 12, 2008

17. Jenna Petne, October 12, 2008

18. Ed Rubrico, October 12, 2008

19. Susan Baker, October 13, 2008

20. Felicia Filer, October 13, 2008

21. Elizabeth Fuller, October 13, 2008

22. Glenn Han, October 13, 2008

23. Dan Kegel, October 13, 2008

24. Mohsen Movaghar, October 13, 2008

25. Lori Nakama, October 13, 2008

26. Muriel Rothenberg, October 13, 2008

27. Ronald and Nancy Sakall, October 13, 2008

28. Devy Schonfeld, October 13, 2008

29. Matt Tenggren, Frocie M. Liwanag, Mayoni L. Scanlon, October 13, 2008

30. Brent Winn, October 13, 2008

31. Helen H. Nakama, October 13, 2008
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Table III-1
Comments on Draft EIR
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“Other”

State Agencies
1. State of California, Governor’s

Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit, October 15, 2008

X City has
complied with
State
Clearinghouse
review
requirements

2. State of California, Native
American Heritage Commission,
September 9, 2008

X

Regional Agencies
3. Metropolitan Transportation

Agency, October 13, 2008
X
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Summary of Comments

Wilshire and La Brea Project
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City of Los Angeles Agencies
4. City of Los Angeles, Bureau of

Sanitation, Wastewater
Engineering Services Division,
September 23, 2008

X

Homeowners Associations
5. Miracle Mile Residential

Association, October 14, 2008
X X X X Cumulative

impacts

Private Organizations
6. Miracle Mile Players,

October 10, 2008
X X Support for

project
7. Art Deco Society of Los Angeles,

October 13, 2008
X X

8. Kramer Law Group,
October 13, 2008

X Support for
project

9. Miracle Mile Chamber of
Commerce, October 13, 2008

X Support for
project

10. Los Angeles Conservancy,
October 17, 2008

X X
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Summary of Comments

Wilshire and La Brea Project
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Individuals
11. Zachary Shepard,

September 2, 2008
Support for
project

12. Myrna Dwyer, October 9, 2008 X X X X X X
13. Matt Tenggren, October 9, 2008 X
14. John G. Huffman, October 11, 2008 X
15. Joan Jakubowski, October 11, 2008 X X X X
16. Sung W. and Nancy Park,

October 12, 2008
X X X X X Widening of 8th

Street in front of
their property

17. Jenna Petne, October 12, 2008 X
18. Ed Rubrico, October 12, 2008 X
19. Susan Baker, October 13, 2008 X X X X
20. Felicia Filer, October 13, 2008 X X X
21. Elizabeth Fuller, October 13, 2008 X X X X X X X X School safety
22. Glenn Han, October 13, 2008 X
23. Dan Kegel, October 13, 2008 X X X X Walkability of

project
sidewalks
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Summary of Comments

Wilshire and La Brea Project
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24. Mohsen Movaghar,
October 13, 2008

X On-site tenant
has existing
lease and
requests results
of soil surveys.

25. Lori Nakama, October 13, 2008 X X
26. Muriel Rothenberg,

October 13, 2008
X

27. Ronald and Nancy Sakall,
October 13, 2008

X

28. Devy Schonfeld, October 13, 2008 X X X X X X Opportunities
for public
comment

29. Matt Tenggren, Frocie M. Liwanag,
Mayoni L. Scanlon,
October 13, 2008

X

30. Brent Winn, October 13, 2008 X
31. Helen H. Nakama,

October 13, 2008
X

III-7



Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
February 2009

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Impact Sciences, Inc., (906-01)

Letter No. 1
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Comment Letter No. 1

October 15, 2008

Terry Roberts, Director
State of California
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Response No. 1-1

This letter confirms that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Wilshire and La Brea Draft EIR to selected

state agencies for review. The review period closed on October 14, 2008. This letter acknowledges

compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents,

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Comments from one state agency, the Native American Heritage Commission, were attached to the State

Clearinghouse’s letter. The Native American Heritage Commission’s letter is included as Comment

Letter No. 2.
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Comment Letter No. 2

September 9, 2008

Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst
State of California
Native American Heritage Commission
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, California 95814

Response No. 2-1

As discussed in the Initial Study, under Cultural Resources, and in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of

the Draft EIR, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department determined that impacts associated with

archaeological resources, human remains and paleontological resources could be mitigated to a less than

significant level and, therefore, limited study of these cultural resource topics is provided within the

Draft EIR.

No archaeological resources are known to exist on or adjacent to the project site. Excavation for the

foundations and subterranean parking levels associated with the proposed project would cause new

subsurface disturbance on the project site. As the project site has been subject to past subsurface

disturbance associated with grading and foundations, it is unlikely that undisturbed unique archeological

resources exist on this site. Additionally, based on the historic uses of the project site, intact human

remains are unlikely to be present beneath the site. Nonetheless, unanticipated discovery of unique

archeological resources and accidental discovery of human remains is possible.

The Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures CR-1 and

CR-2 (reproduced below), impacts related to archaeological resources and human remains would be

reduced to a less than significant level.

MM-CR-1. If archaeological resources are uncovered on the project site during excavation, the

developer must notify the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety immediately

and work must stop within a 100-foot radius until a qualified archeologist has evaluated

the find. Construction activity may continue unimpeded on other portions of the project

site. If the find is determined by the qualified archeologist to be a unique archeological

resource, as defined by Section 2103.2 of the Public Resources Code, the site shall be

treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources

Code. If the find is determined not to be a unique archeological resource, no further

action is necessary and construction may continue.
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MM-CR-3. If paleontological resources are uncovered during excavation of the project site, the City

of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety must be notified immediately and

work must stop within 100 feet of the find to allow a qualified paleontologist to

appropriately remove the find.
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Comment Letter No. 3

October 13, 2008

Susan Chapman, Program Manager, Long Range Planning
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, California 90012-2952

Response No. 3-1

The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator

will be contacted regarding construction activity that may impact the Metro bus lines, or if any changes to

existing stops and zones are anticipated either during or after construction. The Los Angeles Department

of Transportation will also be notified regarding the DASH Fairfax local service it operates in the vicinity

of the project site.

Response No. 3-2

The Wilshire Bus Lane project being considered would be the conversion of the existing Wilshire

Boulevard curb-lane to an exclusive bus only lane during the morning and evening rush hours. The

end-to-end project area would include portions of Wilshire Boulevard from west of the 110 Freeway to

the Santa Monica City limits excluding the City of Beverly Hills.

Ridership is estimated in person trips, rather than vehicle trips, which were the basis of the analysis used

in the Draft EIR. The Wilshire and La Brea Project is estimated to generate approximately 6,700 daily

person trips, with 350 and 600 morning and afternoon peak hour person trips respectively. The LADOT

Wilshire Boulevard Bus Lane – Council File 03-2337-S1 report indicates that the peak hour Wilshire

Boulevard Bus lane project could achieve a 10 percent mode shift of drivers to transit. Using this potential

transit mode split in lieu of the CMP mode split (7 percent commercial and 5 percent residential mode

split from the transit impact analysis procedures, Section D.8.4 of the LA County CMP) would yield an

increase of 270 daily transit trips from approximately 400 transit trips to 670 transit trips, if the Wilshire

Boulevard Bus Lane project were to be implemented. The end-to-end bus lane project would have

significant benefit for these transit users. Early studies indicate end-to-end bus travel times could

decrease by an average of 24 percent with bus speeds increasing by 32 percent. The higher bus speeds

and higher quality transit that this transit improvement could provide has the potential to further

increase the mode split of the residents and employees of the proposed project.

The removal of one of the three mixed-flow lanes during peak hours on this segment of Wilshire

Boulevard would significantly impact the carrying capacity for mixed flow traffic, increasing traffic
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congestion and related air emissions. With the increased delays on Wilshire Boulevard (estimated by

LADOT to be 27 percent and 13 percent increased intersection delays at La Brea and Wilshire Boulevard

during the morning and afternoon peak hours, respectively), a portion of the project’s non-transit trips

would likely shift to other east-west routes such as Olympic Boulevard. Metro is preparing a full EIR to

evaluate potential impacts that may result from implementation from the Wilshire Boulevard Bus Lane

project. Any further analysis of this proposed project would be speculative and outside the scope of

this EIR.

Response No. 3-3

The Crenshaw–Prairie Transit Corridor Draft EIS/EIR project area extends approximately 10 miles from

Wilshire Boulevard on the north to El Segundo Boulevard on the south. The study area includes portions

of five local government jurisdictions as well as portions of unincorporated Los Angeles County. The

study area is generally defined as north to Wilshire Boulevard, east to Arlington Avenue, south to El

Segundo Boulevard and west to Sepulveda Boulevard/La Tijera Boulevard/LA Brea Avenue. The

intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue is located at the northwest boundary of the study

area. The purpose of the future study is to determine a preferred transit mode and general alignment for

transit improvements.

Metro is preparing an Alternative Analysis (AA) and an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental

Impact Statement (EIR/EIS), in compliance with CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA) for the Crenshaw–Prairie Transit Corridor project. A Light Rail Transit (LRT) alternative is being

considered to allow for a future extension north of the Exposition Line, currently under construction, in

the direction of Wilshire Boulevard and a potential connection to a fixed-guideway transit facility.

Outside of the formal environmental study, the Crenshaw–Prairie Transit Corridor project team is also

studying the feasibility of a future LRT extension north of Exposition/Crenshaw station in the direction of

the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue. The Notice of Intent for the AA/EIS and

Notice of Preparation for the EIR were published in September and October 2007. Scoping meetings were

held in October 2007. The environmental analysis and preparation of the AA/EIS/EIR began in spring

2008 and extends through the beginning of 2009. The AA/EIS/EIR is scheduled for circulation to the

public and agencies for review and comment in the spring of 2009. Because final routes and specific

proposals for transit improvements adjacent to the project site are speculative, any analysis or discussion

of this wide ranging transit study is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR for this project. Furthermore, this

project would enhance ridership opportunities by locating new housing and retail uses adjacent to a high

transit corridor. Also, the development of this project would in no way prohibit the construction of any

future transit improvements in the project area. The applicant will work with Metro to help facilitate

future transit improvements.
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Response No. 3-4

The AA for the proposed Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study is still underway and preparation of

a full EIS/EIR is anticipated to begin in early 2009. Therefore, any future plans for a subway portal on the

project site are speculative, and redesigning the project to accommodate a future portal for a possible

subway station is not feasible at this time. The Applicant, however, has initiated discussions concerning

plans for future Metro improvements in this area of Wilshire Boulevard. The Applicant is also evaluating

with Metro the potential for a future portal on the southeast corner of Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea

Avenue on the project site to the extent that a portal is feasible and would not unduly burden the project.

Also, preliminary designs presented by Metro indicate that the main portal to the proposed station would

be located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue, where a current Metro

building is located, and the project would not interfere with this proposed portal. Development of the

project will not otherwise interfere with the construction of any future transit improvements in the area,

and the Applicant will continue to work with Metro to help facilitate future transit improvements.
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Comment Letter No. 4

September 23, 2008

Brent Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager
City of Los Angeles
Bureau of Sanitation
Wastewater Engineering Services Division

Response No. 4-1

The comment discusses the sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the project site and provides estimates

for the existing wastewater flow, the expected wastewater flow of the proposed project, and indicates

what the capacity and current flow levels are for the local sewer infrastructure.

An analysis of potential impacts related to the wastewater system are provided in the Draft EIR in Section

IV.L-2, Wastewater. An estimate of how much wastewater the existing uses and proposed uses would

generate is provided in Table IV.L.2-1 on page IV.L.2-4 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR indicated that

there would be a net increase of 68,150 gallons per day of wastewater generated, while the Bureau of

Sanitation estimates that there would be a net increase of 62,462 gallons per day of wastewater flow.

Because the Draft EIR estimated a higher amount of wastewater flow when compared to the Bureau’s

estimate, the Draft EIR can be considered to have provided a more conservative analysis.

The letter provides additional detail regarding the infrastructure surrounding the site and indicates that it

appears the system has the capacity to handle the sewerage flows generated by the project.

Response No. 4-2

The letter indicates that it appears the system has the capacity to handle the sewerage flows generated by

the project, and that further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the permit process

to identify a sewer connection point. Further, if local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, the developer

will be required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The

Bureau of Sanitation was consulted during preparation of the Draft EIR, and similar information is

provided in the Draft EIR on page IV.L.2-5. As required in MM-WW-1 provided on page IV.L.2-6 of the

Draft EIR, if local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, the developer will be required to build a

secondary sewer line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity.
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Comment Letter No. 5

October 14, 2008

James O’Sullivan, President
Miracle Mile Residential Association

Response No. 5-1

The commenter maintains that because the City has failed to produce the Annual Report on Growth and

Infrastructure (Annual Report) since 1999, insufficient documentation exists to accurately assess the state

of the City’s infrastructure. He asserts that the Annual Report is required by the City’s General Plan, and

he suggests that the City must prepare the required Annual Reports for the missing years until present in

order for the EIR to accurately analyze the capacity of the City’s infrastructure to accommodate the

project. The commenter, however, merely offers his opinion regarding the state of the City’s

infrastructure and the usefulness of the Annual Reports to provide additional information. Whether or

not the Annual Reports will actually provide additional information is speculative. Furthermore,

producing the Annual Report is not a mandatory requirement under the General Plan’s Framework

Element (Chapter 2, Growth Monitoring) for conducting CEQA review. It is a means to “facilitate”

infrastructure assessment that may be useful for environmental review. The fact that further studies or

analysis might be useful or shed light on the subject is not evidence that an EIR analysis is inadequate.

One can always imagine some additional study or analysis that might provide helpful information, but it

is the adequacy of the information found in the Draft EIR that is important.

The commenter does not provide any substantial evidence that the discussion of potential impacts to

infrastructure in the Draft EIR is inadequate or that the evidence upon which the Draft EIR reaches its

conclusions is flawed. The Draft EIR addresses the specific impacts of the project on City infrastructure

and analyzes in detail the project’s potential impacts on transportation, water, power, police, fire, parks,

libraries, and school infrastructure based on the most current information. The commenter does not

address whether this project-specific analysis is inadequate and does not offer any substantial evidence of

a potentially significant impact to City infrastructure. The conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the

adequacy of infrastructure to accommodate the project are drawn from a variety of sources, including a

traffic study approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT); a Water Supply

Assessment prepared by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and approved by

the LADWP Board; and data and correspondences from the LADWP, the Bureau of Sanitation, Los

Angeles Police Department (LAPD), Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD), Los Angeles Unified School

District (LAUSD) staff, Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation, and the Los Angeles Public

Library (LAPL). Written correspondence is provided in the Appendices to the Draft EIR. These sources

are sufficient to ascertain the availability of public infrastructure to accommodate the project and to
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analyze any potential project impacts on the City’s infrastructure that may result. Nonetheless, the

comment will be forwarded to the decision maker for his or her consideration.

Response No. 5-2

Please see Response No. 5-1, above. In addition, a perceived increase in demand for municipal services

and traffic congestion may not be evidence of a significant impact. The project and its cumulative

contribution of impacts related to other projects in the area may result in an increase in demand for

municipal services and traffic congestion, but significance is determined by the application of significance

thresholds adopted by the City as lead agency. The Draft EIR sets forth significance thresholds, based on

the City CEQA Thresholds Guide and local and state law, for each of the potential impacts referenced in

the comment, and includes analysis regarding whether the project will result in individual or cumulative

impacts based on these thresholds. The commenter has not explained how he believes that significance

thresholds and methodologies should be modified and has offered no evidence that any perceived

increase in demand for municipal services and traffic congestion results in a significant impact compared

to these established thresholds.

Response No. 5-3

The commenter states his concern that there will not be enough water available to supply the project.

However, as discussed on page IV.L.1-39 of the Draft EIR, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was

prepared by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) for the proposed project, which

estimated the originally proposed project (which included more dwelling units than currently proposed.)

to have a water demand of 94 acre-feet of water per year (afy). The WSA also states that LADWP would

have adequate water to meet the proposed project’s demands. After revisions to the original design and a

reduction in the number of units, the proposed project would use approximately 75 afy, which is

approximately 0.01 percent of the projected water demand of 683,000 afy in 2010 that LADWP plans to

meet under average conditions. Therefore, the water demand generated by the proposed project is

accounted for in LADWP’s projections and the Water Supply Assessment prepared by LADWP confirms

that there is adequate water supply to meet the proposed project’s demand. As such, implementation of

the proposed project and the resulting increase in water demand in the project area would not have the

potential to result in significant impacts associated with water supply.

The commenter also questions the availability of water supply to meet demand for the City as a whole.

However, the Draft EIR includes detailed information regarding past and current DWP and MWD plans

and programs to secure future water supply for the City. These include numerous water purchase and

transfer programs and the expansion of water entitlements through additional storage, recycling and

conservation programs. This information reaffirms the WSA’s conclusions that future water supply is
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anticipated to meet demand created by the project. Additionally, as stated in the 2005 UWMP and in the

MWD and DWP plans and programs referenced in the Draft EIR, DWP anticipates meeting all existing

and planned future water demands in its service area for the foreseeable future.

Finally, the commenter cites an October 10, 2008, Los Angeles Times article to support his argument that

water supply is not unlimited and that because the Diamond Valley lake reservoir is at 60 percent

capacity, the MWD board could start rationing water to Southern California cities. The commenter is

correct to imply that water supply may not be unlimited and that shortages in supply may occur.

However, the Draft EIR is not required to demonstrate an unlimited supply. It is required to describe the

current state of water supply and to make a conclusion as to the likelihood of future supply availability

based on substantial evidence. The California Court of Appeal in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning

the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 149 (the “SCOPE” case) upheld the

sufficiency of a water supply analysis in an EIR for a long-term, large scale mixed-use development. In

upholding this analysis, the court emphasized that future water supplies need not be absolutely concrete,

but any uncertainty must be discussed in the EIR. Further, evidence must support any conclusion

regarding those future supplies for the EIR to be legally sufficient. The Draft EIR includes a detailed

discussion of potential water supply uncertainties and, as stated above, includes substantial evidence that

future water supplies will be available for the project based on the DWP and MWD plans and programs

described in the Draft EIR.
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Comment Letter No. 6

October 10, 2008

James Panozzo, Executive Director
Miracle Mile Players
5858 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 205
Los Angeles, California 90036-4521

Response No. 6-1

The commenter expresses support for the proposed project. The comment will be provided to the

decision makers for their review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this

comment is not directed at the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 7

October 13, 2008

Rory Cunningham, President
Art Deco Society of Los Angeles
P.O. Box 972
Hollywood, California 90078

Response No. 7-1

The commenter incorrectly describes the 752 South La Brea Avenue property as 758 South La Brea

Avenue, which includes the former Murphy Oldsmobile Company (Murphy dealership). The Murphy

dealership is identified by a single address, 752 South La Brea Avenue, as noted in several locations, such

as on page 16, of the Chattel Architecture, Planning & Preservation, Inc. report dated May 13, 2008

(Chattel report), which was contained in Appendix IV.C of the Draft EIR. Moreover, as described on page

31 of the Chattel report, the Miracle Mile Historic District, a nearby historical resource listed in the

California Register, does not include the Murphy dealership, which is not located within the established

boundaries of the District (i.e., between 5320–5519 Wilshire Boulevard, or west of La Brea Avenue and

east of Burnside Avenue), or described in the 1983 Request for Determination of Eligibility for Inclusion

in the National Register of Historic Places (DOE report) as one of the 19 contributing properties. Figure 60

of the Chattel report contains a reproduction of the map from the DOE report showing the boundary of

the district; the Murphy dealership is not included within the boundary shown. In regard to the

commenter noting the importance of the Miracle Mile area as one of the largest concentrations of Art

Deco structures in the United States, comment noted. The Miracle Mile area is described on pages 6

through 8 of the Chattel report and page IV.C-20 of the Draft EIR. Regarding the Murphy dealership, as

stated on page 21 of the Chattel report and summarized on page IV.C-31 of the Draft EIR:

While it retains elements of its Art Deco influence, including the curved and canted front façade
wall and the vertical pylon, these characteristics do not appear to rise to the level of distinctiveness
that would lead to the building’s individual eligibility under [California Register] criterion 3. In
addition, alterations, including new stucco, removal of windows, and rearrangement of
storefronts, has dulled architectural lines and features and obscured the original Art Deco
characteristics. As such, the building appears to be an undistinguished, altered example of a
commercial building with Art Deco influences that does not embody distinctive characteristics of
the type, period, region, or method of construction that would lead to its individual eligibility. The
building does not exhibit high artistic value nor can the architect, Max Maltman, be considered an
important creative individual. The building, therefore, does not appear individually eligible for
listing in the California Register under criterion 3.
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Response No. 7-2

The commenter states that the proposed project is out of scale with the adjacent so-called “Sycamore Park

Neighborhood,” identified in the Chattel report as a Potential Period Revival Residential Historic District.

The early 20th-century buildings that make up the neighborhood are a combination of single- and

multi family residences that are one- or two-stories and in limited cases three-stories in a combination of

Period Revival styles popular in Los Angeles in the 1920s and 1930s. These historic buildings are typically

situated on individual residentially zoned parcels, and by contrast the proposed project covers a full City

block zoned for commercial use. The proposed project is three stories in height along Sycamore Avenue,

stepping up toward Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue. While this height is somewhat taller than

the generally two-story multi-family buildings on the east side of Sycamore Avenue, as described on

page 37 of the Chattel report and summarized on page IV.C-42 of the Draft EIR:

The massing of the building is further broken down at the street-level defined by the building’s
three-story height. Here, small-scale recessed entries directly off the sidewalk are defined by low,
stepped platforms and overhanging entry canopies. These design features keep the scale and mass
of the new building relatively similar in its relationship to the street to that of the nearby
residences. Meanwhile, the taller residential units of the remaining four floors set back on the base
are much less articulated architecturally so that they visually recede. The residential character of
the street is further reinforced through reiteration of landscape features characteristic of the area
such as tree-lined sidewalks set off from the street with planting strips or parkways and front-yard
setbacks. These landscape features serve to further define the individual entries to the three-story
flat/townhouse units and contribute to the overall pedestrian scale of the neighborhood.

Designed as a single mixed-use building to accommodate multi-family housing and ground floor retail,

the proposed project has a massing that differs substantially from that of the existing single- and

multi family residential buildings in the neighborhood. The above-described three-story frontage on the

west side of Sycamore Avenue successfully mitigates potential impacts on the historic properties across

the street and in the larger neighborhood to the east and south. There is no doubt that the addition of the

proposed project will change the setting of the identified historical resources. A change in setting is not in

and of itself considered a “substantial adverse change” to an historic resource under CEQA. For the taller

proposed project to cause a substantial adverse change to the setting of the identified historical resources

it would have to diminish the “character of the place in which the property played its historical role” or

how “the property is situated and its relationship to surrounding features.” (National Register Bulletin

15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, National Park Service, revised for the

internet 2002, http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/.)

As provided in CEQA Section 21068, significant impact on the environment means “a substantial or

potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment.” State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1)

provides, “Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical
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demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that

the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” The potential to indirectly alter

in an adverse manner the physical characteristics or qualities that make an historical resource significant

was also evaluated in the Chattel report. As described on page 37 of the Chattel report and summarized

on page IV.C-43 of the Draft EIR:

[T]he new proposed building will not materially alter the setting of adjacent or nearby historical
resources in an adverse manner; rather, the new proposed building will beneficially contribute to
the setting by filling in the streetscape with a defined edge similar to the existing. The overall
height and setbacks of the proposed building also appears to be generally compatible with existing
development in the immediate surroundings of the project site.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) finds that “a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitation,

Restoring, and Reconstruction Historic Buildings (Secretary’s Standards) … shall be considered as

mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.” The Secretary’s Standards,

particularly the rehabilitation standards, anticipate change. Variety in building height is already a

characteristic of the neighborhood.

Additionally, Section IV.A, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR sets forth seven factors to be considered in

determining whether the project would have a significant impact with respect to visual character

analyzes these factors with respect to the project and the cumulative development of the surrounding

area. Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR and Tables IV.G-1 through IV.G-5 specifically addresses the

project’s impacts to visual character and its consistency with applicable local and regional land use plans.

The Draft EIR concludes that no project-specific or cumulatively significant visual character or land use

impacts will result. The commenter does not identify any defects in this analysis and offers no substantial

evidence to contradict the conclusion of the Draft EIR.

Response No. 7-3

The commenter does not identify a defect in the Draft EIR traffic impact analysis or offer evidence of a

traffic congestion impact not disclosed or analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Pursuant to the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) policies and using industry

standard methodologies, the traffic impact of the Project’s net change in traffic volume has been

calculated by adding the Project volume to the “cumulative without project” traffic volume. Comparing

the changes in the traffic conditions provides the information to determine if the project-generated traffic

increases create a significant impact on the study intersection. According to the standards adopted by

LADOT, a project traffic impact is considered significant if the related increase in the V/C value equals or
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exceeds the significance thresholds shown in Table III-2 and provided on pages IV.K-9 and IV.K-10 of

the Draft EIR.

Table III-2
V/C Ratios as Significance Thresholds

LOS Final V/C Value Increase in V/C Value
C 0.701–0.800 + 0.040
D 0.801–0.900 + 0.020
E, F > 0.900 + 0.010 or more

Source: Overland Traffic Consultants, November 2008.

Using criteria established by the LADOT it has been determined that the change in traffic patterns

associated with the proposed project may significantly impact the traffic flow at three intersections

during the weekday peak hour traffic flow prior to the implementation of traffic mitigation measures.

The three intersections that potentially may be significantly impacted without mitigation measures by the

project during the weekday peak hours are: La Brea Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard; Wilshire Boulevard

and Highland Avenue; and 8th Street and La Brea Avenue.

With the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures MM-TRA-1, MM-TRA-2, and MM-TRA-3

identified on page IV.K-37 of the Draft EIR and approved by LADOT, all significant operational project

traffic impacts will be reduced to less than significant levels.

With regard to the “world financial slowdown,” the commenter does not specify or relate the world

economic slowdown to an environmental impact. Economic impacts, to the extent that the comment

implies an economic impact, are not considered environmental impacts under CEQA.

Response No. 7-4

Please see Response No. 7-1. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for their review and

consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this comment is not directed at the

environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 8

October 13, 2008

Stephen W. Kramer
Kramer Law Group
5858 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 205
Los Angeles, California 90036-4521

Response No. 8-1

The commenter expresses support for the proposed project. This comment will be provided to the

decision makers for their review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this

comment is not directed at the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 9

October 13, 2008

William Bergstrom, Executive Director
Miracle Mile Chamber of Commerce

Response No. 9-1

The commenter expresses support for the proposed project. The comment will be provided to the

decision makers for their review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this

comment is not directed at the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 10

October 17, 2008

Mike Buhler, Director of Advocacy
Los Angeles Conservancy
523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826
Los Angeles, California 90014

Response No. 10-1

The commenter purports to set forth the legal requirements of CEQA and states that the information

provided is substantial evidence of the historical significance of the Columbia Savings building, thereby

requiring a project alternative that studies retention and preservation of the building. The commenter

maintains that substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the project will cause a substantial

adverse change to an historical resource. As a preliminary matter, the “fair argument” standard does not

apply when, as in this case, the lead agency has prepared an EIR. Instead, in order to comply with CEQA,

the EIR’s conclusions must be supported by substantial evidence. The Chattel report, prepared by a

recognized expert and based on an intensive study of the building, provides substantial evidence that the

building is not an historical resource under CEQA.

In any event, the commenter fails to provide substantial evidence to establish the historic significance of

the 5220 Wilshire Boulevard property, the former Columbia Savings building, as an historical resource. It

would necessarily follow, that should the California Register eligibility of the Columbia Savings building

be firmly established, its demolition as proposed would result in a significant adverse impact under

CEQA. New information is provided in the commenter’s letter such as the fact that when the building

was newly constructed it was published in a leading professional architectural magazine in France, that

the stained glass artist studied with renowned Belarusian-French artist Marc Chagall, and that the

fountain was designed by a local artist, Taki (though no additional information on this artist is provided

by the commenter). However, this new information does not adequately establish the building’s

eligibility for listing in the California Register or constitute substantial evidence of a new significant

impact or a substantial increase in a significant impact disclosed in the Draft EIR or new information

requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

The commenter requests that the EIR evaluate an alternative that retains and preserves the Columbia

Savings building. However, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides that an EIR need not consider

every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to

the proposed project that “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would

avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project.” In this case, the Columbia

Savings building is not historic, and removing the building would not result in a significant impact to
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historic resources. Therefore, including an alternative to preserve the building would not lessen any

significant impacts posed by the project.

Even if the alternative requested by the commenter were to lessen a significant environmental effect, the

alternative is not feasible. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as capable of being

accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,

environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Such factors include, among other things, site

suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional

boundaries, and the applicant’s access to an alternative site. In terms of site suitability and consistency

with the City’s General Plan, retaining the bank building would create significant design constraints and

inhibit implementation of the City’s planning goals. Residential uses cannot be developed within the

bank building due to its open atrium or, central court. Moreover, retaining the bank building would

make it infeasible to excavate that portion of the project site for subterranean parking.

Keeping the bank building would result in the loss of approximately 100 units at the corner of Wilshire

and La Brea. Forty units could be relocated to the east side of the project by extending the building

"fingers" to the east where the townhomes are currently located, and by enclosing the courtyard areas,

again at the eastern edge. However, this could result in an incompatible height and scale along Sycamore

that could have physical land use, cultural resource, and visual character impacts on the homes across

Sycamore. The remaining 60 units would be lost unless the building height was raised, which would

result in the same potential impacts and significantly increase costs due to a different construction type.

The frontage along Wilshire Boulevard, where the bank building is located, is zoned at the highest

density and is more suitable for higher density residential and mixed use commercial development than

other portions of the project site. Retaining the bank would preclude redevelopment of this portion of the

project site, in conflict with Objective 1-2 of the Wilshire Community Plan to reduce vehicular trips and

congestion by developing new housing in close proximity to regional and community commercial

centers, subway stations, and existing bus route stops. In addition, retaining the bank building would

result in a loss of approximately 50 percent of the proposed retail uses along Wilshire Boulevard in an

area that is underserved by high quality retail. The bank building itself is not viable for retail use, as

evidenced by the fact that it has not been used for commercial use since 1994. Thus, retaining the bank

would interfere with Objective 2-1 of the Community Plan to preserve and strengthen viable commercial

development and provide additional opportunities for new commercial development and services within

existing commercial areas.

Retaining the bank would also interfere with several project objectives. For example, keeping the building

would require residential density to be pushed to the south, adjacent to sensitive residential uses along
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Sycamore Avenue. This would interfere with the objective to develop the site with structures that are

compatible with existing residences to the east in terms of scale, mass, and bulk. As noted above,

retaining the bank building would yield fewer units and therefore would not meet the project object of

providing multi-family residential housing in an urban area of the City of Los Angeles. Also, maintaining

the bank building and thereby limiting the amount of mixed-use development along Wilshire Boulevard

would conflict with the City's walkability guidelines and would interfere with the project objective to

promote walkability. Also, the current bank building is on a plinth and there would be very little room

to add landscaping and other pedestrian friendly elements and still meet the City's sidewalk and setback

requirements. This would also interfere with the project objective to improve and integrate the

streetscape along Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue.

Response No. 10-2

The text beginning on page 8 of the Chattel report and summarized beginning on page IV.C-3 of the Draft

EIR describes both the architecture and history of the Columbia Savings building, including both exterior

and interior features as well as alterations, property history and an extensive discussion of both the

architect and architectural style. Consistent with accepted professional practice, this detailed description

identified all decorative features present in the building as well as information about the architect and

artist responsible for their creation when that information is available. It should be clear, however that

most buildings that are not of a strictly utilitarian nature contain decorative features and these decorative

features always have someone responsible for their creation. The mere fact that a building has decorative

elements or that its creation can be attributed to a person or persons hardly constitutes significance. The

commenter also asserts that the two 85-foot-tall signs are sculptural in nature and somehow add to the

monumentality of the building. Use of florid language to describe otherwise straightforward and

utilitarian features of building or its site does not establish architectural significance.

While not explicitly stated, the commenter seems to be arguing that the Columbia Savings building is

significant under California Register criteria 1 and 3. Under criterion 1, a building would considered to be

significant if it was associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns

of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. Under criterion 3, a

building would be considered to be significant if it embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type,

period, region, or method of construction or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic

values. In addition, while the California Register does not maintain an arbitrary cutoff for eligibility at

50 years of age, it does provide a special consideration for historical resources achieving significance

within the past 50 years. Under Section 4852 (d)(2):

Historical resources achieving significance within the past fifty (50) years. In order to understand
the historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must have passed to obtain a scholarly
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perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource. A resource less than fifty
(50) years old may be considered for listing in the California Register if it can be demonstrated
that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance.

While the California Register does not require an evaluation of exceptional importance for resources that

are not yet 50 years of age, National Register guidance for such properties is nevertheless instructive. For

properties that have achieved significance within the last 50 years National Register guidance states

(National Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for evaluating and nominating properties that have achieved significance

within the last fifty years, National Park Service, undated, 9):

Justifying the importance of properties that have achieved significance in the last fifty years…The
rationale or justification for exceptional importance should be an explicit part of the statement of
significance. It should not be treated as self-explanatory…It must discuss the context used for
evaluating the property. It must demonstrate that the context and the resources associated with it
can be judged to be “historic.” It must document the existence of sufficient research or evidence to
permit a dispassionate evaluation of the resource.

As far as California Register criteria 1, the commenter appears to be arguing that the Columbia Savings

building contributes to the cultural heritage of the United States as an exemplar of postwar bank design.

The most convincing evidence offered in the commenter’s letter is the stated opinion of the Columbia

Savings building’s importance by the author of a book on the history of bank design entitled Monuments

to Money: The architecture of American banks (Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, Inc., 2005). The

commenter quotes the book’s author, Charles Belfoure, a Maryland-based architect, as stating in an

interview with the commenter that the Columbia Savings building is “a modernist way of interpreting a

classical bank’s composition.” In that interview, given on September 20, 2006, the author further noted

that the Columbia Savings building’s combination of quality design, artwork, and monumental signage

make it “a really excellent example of this time period … a complete package.” While the opinion of a

design professional who has investigated the building typology of banks does carry some weight, it

hardly constitutes a statement of this particular bank’s significance. While the author obviously thinks

highly of this building, as demonstrated in his spoken comments on the subject, it is not a building that

he thought so representative or exemplary that he included it or referred to it within his book. Moreover,

it is unclear whether the commenter or the author considers the Columbia Savings building significant at

the national or regional level within the context of postwar bank design. The commenter included, as an

attachment to his letter, selected pages out of Belfoure’s book with a photograph of a bank by a very well

known and highly regarded California architect (Craig Ellwood), but the relationship of the Columbia

Savings building to either this bank building, or other photographs of postwar bank buildings included

as attachments, was in no way explained.
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Under California Register criterion 3, the commenter appears to rely on the building being of a stand-

alone retail subtype including banks of a unique design incorporating integrated art. However, the

commenter never explicitly states this, and cites disparate factors that leave the reader to formulate his or

her own historic context. The importance of this context has not been fully developed as provided in the

guidance cited above and therefore there is no way to evaluate the contribution of this particular building

at either a national or regional level. Other proffered “evidence” is unsubstantiated and un-cited,

including the assertion that the architect, Irving Shapiro, may have received the commission through a

design competition.

If a comparison to other stand alone bank buildings of the period or to other works of Brutalist

architecture were made, the obvious comparison to the work of local architect Kurt Meyer would be

appropriate. Meyer designed at least two Brutalist bank buildings in the 1960s era, Lytton Savings and

Loan Association (1965) located at 300 W Second Street in Pomona and Liberty Savings & Loan (1966)

located at 1180 S Beverly Drive in Los Angeles. Both of these buildings are highly representative of the

stand alone retail bank building of the period and the latter is featured with a photograph in David

Gebhard and Robert Winter’s A Guide to Architecture of Los Angeles and Southern California (Santa Barbara:

Peregrine Smith, 1977) as the representative example of Brutalism regionally. Again, if the comparison

were appropriately made, the Columbia Savings building, which falls into a hybrid design employing

elements of International Style and Brutalism, would be viewed in the context of like properties. As

stated on page 13 of the Chattel report and summarized on page IV.C-7 of the Draft EIR:

[T]here are times when combinations of diverse architectural styles create a structure that is
architecturally insignificant. In the case of 5220 Wilshire Boulevard, the assortment of stylistic
elements adds up to something that is both more and less than the sum of the parts. Expressing the
geometric massing and vertical slot windows typical of Brutalism negates the horizontal and
volumetric emphasis of the International Style. The application of paint and stone veneer on the
exterior, while appropriate for International Style buildings, completely misses one of the central
principles of Brutalism; the expression of raw materials, particularly exposed concrete. In an effort
to combine these two styles, the architect created a structure that fails to effectively express or
celebrate either style. Thus, the building is neither architecturally distinctive nor a meaningful
and unique architectural expression. Likewise, the stained glass skylight and the sculptural
fountain, while two of the most articulated design features of the building, are not highly-skilled or
representative examples of stained glass or sculptural works, and they do not stand separately on
their own as historic resources.

Application of California Register criterion 3 requires some additional discussion beyond the

commenter’s contentions in order to demonstrate that the building is California Register eligible and

therefore an historic resource under CEQA. The commenter fails to make any comparison of the

Columbia Savings building to like properties other than by offering images of buildings shown in

attachments. It is unclear to the reader exactly what these images are intended to illustrate (for example,
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there is no information provided as to whether these buildings are extant, are representative examples of

the period, how is their significance demonstrated, whether the examples were previously evaluated, or if

they are even included in scholarly publications). As such, the information provided in the letter does not

constitute substantial evidence that the building is an historic resource. In contrast, the DEIR, and the

Chattel report attached as an appendix thereto, provide abundant evidence that the building is not an

historic resource.

Response No. 10-3

In addition, also in reference to California Register criterion 3, the commenter appears to be arguing that

the Columbia Savings building possesses high artistic values because it contains integrated art

components. The two artworks which are noted in the Chattel report and commenter’s letter are the

stained glass ceiling and the metal fountain, both of which appear to have been designed and fabricated

specifically for this building. The Chattel report identified both the Ècole des Beaux Arts trained stained

glass artist, Roger Darricarrere, and the dalle de verre-technique used. The commenter notes that Roger

Darricarrere studied under Marc Chagall and won an award for use of the dalle de verre technique at the

1964 New York World’s Fair. While the commenter credits Darricarrere as “helping to introduce the

technique to America after World War II,” there is no evidence offered to support an assertion that he is

one of the primary people associated with the technique or its dissemination in the United States. In fact,

it seems that the commenter may be simply overstating the role of Darricarrere based on information

provided in the Chattel report on page 10 where it is noted that the artist “immigrated to the United

States after World War II to work with Harold W. Cummings, who had recently established the first

American studio to design, fabricate and install dalle de verre glass.” The commenter also states that the

glass installation may be one of the largest in the City, if not in the state (and this is, in fact, corroborated

by the French article which shows that it was not only the largest in the state at the time, but it was the

largest installation of its kind in the US for a private building). However, the mere physical attribute of

size does not impart significance to a work of art; if size were indeed to dictate the significance of a work

of art, rather than the originality of the idea conveyed or the skill by which the artwork was rendered,

then the creation of works of art would be reduced to a contest in which whoever could gather the most

material together would be declared the winner. The commenter fails to provide a context for the creation

of the dalle de verre glass installation at the Columbia Savings building that would convey why this

installation is particularly skilled when considered either among other installations in Darricarrere’s

ouvre or when considered in relation to other dalle de verre installations in the City, the region or the

nation.

The 10-story Glendale Federal Savings & Loan building at 9450 Wilshire Boulevard at the southeast

corner of Beverly Drive in Beverly Hills, designed by architects Langdon & Wilson and constructed in
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1968, offers an exemplary use of dalle de verre-type stained glass in contrast to the installation at the

Columbia Savings building. The overhanging cornice-like element at the top of the building on all four

elevations integrates stained glass. At 9450 Wilshire Boulevard, the dalle de verre glass is incorporated

into the exterior of the building in a particularly innovative way that makes the artwork accessible to the

public at all times, whether back lit by the sun or illuminated at night. This innovative installation, when

compared to the installation at the Columbia Savings building, not only demonstrates that this form of

stained glass was in widespread use during this period, but also offers an exemplary example of its

application.

Nor is a context provided for the significance of the Columbia Savings building within the context of

other bank buildings of the period that integrate art, which was commonplace in bank design and other

building types of the period. In the Los Angeles region, by far the most exemplary bank buildings that

integrate art were those designed and constructed between circa 1951 through 1970 by artist Millard

Sheets for Howard Ahmanson, chair of Home Savings of America. Millard Sheets (1907 through 1989)

was an artist, architectural designer, and educator, best known for his figurative painting on canvas.

Howard Ahmanson (1906 through 1968) was a successful banker and philanthropist. Home Savings, at

the time of Ahmanson’s death, was the largest savings and loan in the country. Ahmanson and his wife,

Caroline, were major donors to and leaders of the Los Angeles County Museum of Art and the Music

Center. The earliest extant bank building designed by Sheets Designs for Ahmanson & Co is located at

9245 Wilshire Boulevard in Beverly Hills at the “T” intersection with Rexford Drive. Completed in 1954,

this bank building, with its integrated art consisting of mosaic tile, stained glass, and sculpture, was an

immediate success. It became the prototype for future bank designs and with approximately 40 buildings

designed during Sheets’ 17-year relationship with the bank using the same integration of art, served as a

“brand” for the company. As noted by esteemed architecture critic Aaron Betsky in the Los Angeles Times

article entitled “Marble Palaces of Home Savings Remind us what the Money’s for” (August 29, 1991, J2),

“The marble box tells you that this is a safe, dependable place to store your money, while all the art gives

you a picture of what you are saving for.” The bank branches designed by Sheets were clearly a sound

investment and branding effort, but also were a successful attempt to demonstrate Ahmanson’s cultural

patrimony regionally. The commenter does not make any of the necessary comparison of the Columbia

Savings building to like properties such as the early Home Savings branches. In making such an effort,

the Columbia Savings building pales by comparison in its integration of artwork as a component of the

architectural program.

California Register criterion 3 also addresses significance for an association with “high artistic values.”

The commenter provides limited information with regard to integration of artwork in the building

program, does not identify that by this period such integration was commonplace, and fails to compare

III-64



III. Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
Impact Sciences, Inc. (906-01) February 2009

like properties, such as the Home Savings branches where integration of artwork was a key component of

each branch bank, but also served as a culturally patrimony regionally.

Response No. 10-4

As noted above in Responses No. 10-1 through No. 10-3, the information provided by the commenter

does not clearly establish the Columbia Savings building’s historic or architectural significance

employing California Register criteria or guidance. CEQA requires that an EIR study range of alternatives

that may substantially reduce or avoid the significant impacts of the proposed project. The Columbia

Savings building is not a significant historical resource and its demolition would not result in a significant

impact. Therefore, study of a preservation/retention alternative is not required.
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Comment Letter No. 11

September 2, 2008

Zachary Shepard, Esq.
Glickman & Glickman
9460 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 830
Beverly Hills, California 90212

Response No. 11-1

This commenter expresses a preference for an earlier project design. The architect has gathered

considerable feedback on the exterior design, and the applicant will take these comments into

consideration as the building design is further developed. The comment will be provided to the decision

makers for their review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this comment is

not directed at the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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Comment Letter No. 12

October 9, 2008

Myrna Dwyer
746 South Mansfield Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 12-1

The commenter discusses the “Sycamore Square community” and potential impacts to its population

related to project implementation. Section IV.I, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR sets forth

significance thresholds for the potential impact related to the increased residential population that would

result from project implementation, and includes analysis regarding whether the project impacts and

cumulative impacts result in significant impacts compared to these thresholds. The Draft EIR analyzed

the population and housing impacts at the Census Tract and Community Plan levels; however, there are

no municipal data or verifiable information about the “Sycamore Square community” with regard to its

current population or its planned population growth; therefore, no analysis at the neighborhood level

could be performed.

As discussed on page IV.I-6 of the Draft EIR, based on the 2000 Census, an average of 2.17 persons

occupied multiple family units within Census Tract 2110, where the proposed project would be

constructed.1 Census Tract 2110 extends from West 3rd Street/Beverly Boulevard to the north, 8th

Street/Wilshire Boulevard to the south, South Plymouth Boulevard to the east and North June/South La

Brea to the west.2 In 2000 the population of Tract 2110 was 4,309, reflecting a decrease of approximately

4 percent since the 1990 reported population of 4,488.3, 4

While the exact occupancy rate for the proposed housing units is unknown, it is anticipated that the

occupancy rate for multiple family units would be comparable to the year 2000 baseline Census data.

Applying the 2.17 persons per multifamily unit factor to the proposed 562 residential units associated

with the proposed project would result in the introduction of approximately 1,220 new residents to the

project site. The new residents from the project would result in an increase of 28 percent over the 2000

population and 27 percent increase from the 1990 population. As no population projections are provided

1 US Census Bureau. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000. Census Tract 2110, Los Angeles
County, California. Available on-line at: http://factfinder.census.gov/. 2007.

2 See boundaries on map for Census Tract 2110, http://factfinder.census.gov/. 2007.
3 US Census Bureau, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 1990, Census Tract 2110, Los Angeles County,

California. Available on-line at: http://factfinder.census.gov/. 2007.
4 US Census Bureau, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Census Tract 2110, Los Angeles County,

California. Available on-line at: http://factfinder.census.gov/. 2007.
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at the Census Tract level, no analysis can be performed on the potential impact of the project at the

Census Tract level.

The Wilshire Community Plan includes population projection data through 2010. The data suggests that

population within the Wilshire Community Plan Area will grow at a rate of 7.2 percent between 2005 and

2010, from 314,602 to 337,144 persons (an increase of 22,542 persons).5 If the occupancy rate remains the

same after the project’s completion, anticipated to be in 2010, and assuming an occupancy rate of 2.17

persons in each of the housing units, the resulting population would be approximately 1,220 persons, or

approximately 0.36 percent of the estimated 2010 population of 337,144 persons in the Wilshire

Community Plan Area.

Based upon this information, the project would be consistent with the projections made for the Wilshire

Community Plan Area. The commenter has not addressed the adequacy or propriety of significance

thresholds and has offered no evidence that any perceived increase in demand for municipal services and

traffic congestion results in a significant impact compared to these established thresholds.

The commenter asserts that due to the current economy, tenants will double up and the project

population will probably be 1,500 persons. However, the commenter offers no substantial evidence to

support her opinion. Therefore, no further response is necessary or can be provided.

Response No. 12-2

With the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures MM-TRA-1, MM-TRA-2, and MM-TRA-3

identified on page IV.K-37 of the Draft EIR and adopted by LADOT, all significant project traffic impacts

will be reduced to less than significant levels. Also see Response No. 7-3, above.

Response No. 12-3

The commenter suggests that the amount of parking proposed by the project is inadequate and would

result in spillover parking impacts to the neighborhood. However, the commenter offers no substantial

evidence to support her opinion. The project complies with City code requirements by providing a total

of 1,083 parking spaces, including approximately 148 retail spaces, 80 restaurant spaces, and

855 residential spaces. A summary of the project’s parking requirements described above as compared to

its proposed parking supply is provided in Table IV.K-9, Code Parking Ratios and Required Spaces, on

page IV.K-36 of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, residential guest parking will be allowed to use the

commercial parking during off-peak commercial periods.

5 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan, 2001.
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City code parking requirements have been calculated based on the sum of the peak parking demands for

each individual use. However, simply adding the peak parking demand per code for each individual uses

in a mixed-use development produces an overall parking demand estimate that is too high.

The concept for shared parking is that a single parking space can be used to serve two or more individual

uses without conflict. In other words, hourly parking demand differs between uses so that one space may

provide parking for several uses during different times of the day. Furthermore, opportunities are

available in mixed-use projects to reduce overall parking demand due to the effects of a captive market.

Short walking distances between uses allows visitors to patronize more than one on-site use on a single

trip to the project site. Therefore, stand alone parking requirements can be factored downward to account

for the internal market support between complementary land uses.

Using the Urban Land Institute’s shared parking model, a 6 to 8 percent reduction of the code parking

demand for this project would be realized. However, the project would be parked to the full City code

requirement of 1,083 spaces. Therefore, the amount of parking provided is likely to exceed the actual

parking demand created by the project.

Significant spillover parking impacts will not occur because the parking provided by the project is more

than adequate to meet anticipated demand. Furthermore, Residential Parking District Number 36, located

on the east side of Sycamore Avenue across the street from the project site (and also the west side of

Sycamore Avenue south of 8th Street) will restrict the availability of parking for occupants and visitors to

the project who may choose not to park within the project parking garage. In addition, the project will

provide street improvements to the west side of Sycamore Avenue, including the addition of 14 parking

spaces. Currently, parking is not allowed on the west side of the street, and the additional parking spaces

will enhance parking availability in the neighborhood.

Response No. 12-4

The commenter states her opinion that the modern, blocky architectural design of the proposed project

does not fit in with the character of the neighborhood. The residentially scaled edge of the building along

Sycamore Avenue has been further developed based on neighborhood comments to reflect the existing

context in scale, texture, and materials. Please see Response No. 28-9 for more information regarding

public outreach for this project made by the project Applicant.

As noted in Response No. 7-2, the project steps down from the Wilshire and La Brea frontages to create a

three-story envelope with apartment units accessible from grade along the west side of Sycamore

Avenue. The overall scale and mass of this portion of the project makes every reasonable attempt to meet

the scale and character of the east side of Sycamore Avenue. The commenter further states that at least
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part of the new project should echo the design of the 1920s and ‘30s Spanish Colonial Revival homes in

the neighborhood. This concept of treating a new contemporary building in a stylistic manner that

“matches” the surrounding adjacent historic buildings is often popularly cited, by design professionals

and the public alike, as an appropriate means by which to sensitively respond to those historic buildings.

However, this approach, in fact, runs contrary to accepted professional practice as established in

guidance provided by the National Park Service, the primary public agency entrusted with safeguarding

the nation’s historic properties for the future. Guidelines established by the agency serve as the

benchmark by which successful preservation practice is judged.

The most definitive guidelines for preservation design practice are those set forth in the Secretary’s of the

Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Secretary’s Standards, National Park

Service, 1995). Those standards establish that the best way to respect existing historic properties is not to

mimic them, but to complement them with new buildings that clearly communicate their own time and

place. Further guidance to the appropriate approach to new building design where historic resources are

present is provided in National Park Service publications such as Preservation Brief 14: New Exterior

Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns (Kay D. Weeks, National Park Service, 1986).

Some of the most substantial information on this subject is provided in a section of that brief entitled

“Protecting the Historic Significance: Making a Visual Distinction between Old and New.” This section

not only describes the appropriate approach for additions to an historic building, but it also explains that

the same approach could be applied equally to the preservation of districts, sites, buildings, structures

and objects. The section also takes care to note the common preservation fallacy, also suggested by the

commenter, that a new contemporary building should “match” the adjacent historic building and the

reason that such an approach is inappropriate:

Rather than establishing a clear and obvious difference between old and new, it might seem more
in keeping with the historic character simply to repeat the historic form, material, features, and
detailing in a new addition. But when the new work is undistinguishable from the old in
appearance, then the “real” National Register property [or other historic property] may no longer
be perceived and appreciated by the public.

An attempt to mimic the architectural style of the nearby historic buildings would not generally be in

conformance with the Secretary’s Standards. As discussed in more detail on page 37 of the historic

resources assessment provided in Appendix IV.C to the Draft EIR, the contemporary design of the

proposed project, particularly along the west side of Sycamore Avenue, is an appropriate contemporary

interpretation that is compatible in use and scale, and speaks of its own time and place.
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Response No. 12-5

Please see Responses No. 7-1 and No. 10-1 through No. 10-4. Neither the Murphy dealership (Metroplaza

mini-mall) nor the Columbia Savings buildings are eligible for listing in the California Register and thus

are not considered historical resources for purposes of CEQA.

Response No. 12-6

As discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would require a general

plan amendment and a zone change.

Without these discretionary approvals the project as proposed would not be constructed. As stated on

page IV.G-15, “Implementation of the proposed project would require a general plan amendment to

change the designation for the southernmost portion of the project site along La Brea Avenue from

General Commercial to Regional Center Commercial.” Also as discussed on page IV.G-16, the Zoning

Code designates the project site as [Q] C4-2-CDO along Wilshire Boulevard, C2-1 along La Brea Avenue,

and [Q] C2-1 along Sycamore Avenue, which all permit commercial and residential uses within these

zones. Additionally, Height District 1 associated with the C2-1 zone along La Brea Avenue and the

[Q] C2-1 along Sycamore allow a maximum FAR of 1.5:1 while Height District 2 associated with the

C4-2-CDO along Wilshire Boulevard allows a maximum FAR of 6:1. As portions of the project would

exceed the FAR permitted under Height District 1 and the density permitted under the [Q] C2-1 zoning,

implementation of the project will require that the entire site be rezoned as [T][Q]C4-2. With project

approval, the general plan amendment and zone change would be adopted and implementation of the

proposed project would thereby be consistent with the site’s new zoning designation.

The commenter asserts that the project is inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood. As discussed

in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR the residential floors would consist of two elements: a

primary structure arranged in a “wing” configuration, which would create building “fingers” that would

surround open-ended courtyards; and a smaller “bar” structure along the base edge at Sycamore Avenue.

The “finger” building would be six stories plus mezzanines above the base, while the “bar” building

would be two stories above the base. Overall, the “finger” building would be a maximum of 100 feet

above grade, and the “bar” building would be up to 44 feet above grade. An accent tower at the corner of

Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue would be up to 130 feet above grade; the highest parts would

contain equipment and provide a decorative element for the building.

The courtyards would open to the east to take advantage of City skyline views and to provide a more

articulated building face to the adjacent residential neighborhood on Sycamore Avenue. The secondary

“bar” building would be used, together with the flats at grade, to diminish the height of the structure as it

fronts Sycamore Avenue, and would provide mass, bulk, and scale that is more consistent with the
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residential structures located at the east side of the street. Additionally, the western ends of the “fingers”

would be set back 60 feet along Sycamore Avenue while the average setback of the building would be set

back 15 feet; a 5,400-square-foot linear park would be located between Sycamore Avenue and the

proposed building.

Section IV.A, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR also sets forth seven factors to determine the significance

of visual character impacts and analyzes these factors with respect to the project and the cumulative

development of the surrounding area. Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR and Tables IV.G-1

through IV.G-5 specifically addresses the project’s potential impacts to visual character and its

consistency with applicable local and regional land use plans. The Draft EIR concludes that no project-

specific or cumulatively significant visual character or land use impacts will result. The commenter does

not identify any defects in this analysis or offers any substantial evidence to contradict the conclusion of

the Draft EIR.

Response No. 12-7

The commenter requests that the project provide additional green space instead of paying the in-lieu fee

required as mitigation in the Draft EIR. The commenter, however, does not provide any evidence that

paying the in-lieu fee instead of providing actual green space would result in any significant impacts. To

the contrary, the City has determined that the in-lieu fee will reduce impacts to less than significant

levels. As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR the proposed project would include

both common and private open space and amenities totaling 65,000 square feet (1.49 acres). Shared open

space recreational amenities totaling 3,000 square feet would be provided on the 2nd/base level and would

include a 1,200-square-foot club room and a 1,800-square-foot fitness room. Shared open space

non-recreational amenities would total 39,600 square feet and would include a 31,500-square-foot pool

deck on the 2nd/base level. These amenities and pool deck would be available to residents only. Other

non-recreational amenities include a 5,400-square-foot linear park located on Sycamore Avenue, a

1,600-square-foot garden located at the corner of 8th Street and Sycamore Avenue, and the

1,100-square-foot La Brea Court, located along La Brea Avenue, for a total of 8,100 square feet (0.19 acre)

of public open space. Private decks totaling 22,400 square feet would also be provided.

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section IV.J.4, Recreation and Parks, the project would introduce

approximately 1,220 new residents and employ approximately 135 individuals. Also discussed therein,

the desired long-range standard for both neighborhood and community park/recreation facilities is

2 acres (minimum) per 1,000 residents and, for regional parks, 6 acres per 1,000 residents. As such, project

residents would require approximately 2.44 acres of neighborhood and community park/recreation

facilities, and 7.32 acres of regional parkland. Project employees would require an additional 0.27 acre of
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neighborhood and community park/recreation facilities, and 0.81 acre of regional parkland. In total the

project would require 2.71 acres of neighborhood and community park/recreation facilities, and 8.13 acres

of regional parkland.

As discussed above, the project would provide common and private open space and amenities totaling

65,000 square feet (1.49 acres) and a total of 8,100 square feet (0.19 acre) of public open space. As such, the

project would not provide the required amount of open space to meet project demands.

As discussed on page IV.J.4-10, the recreation and open space amenities would also partially serve to

meet the needs and demands of the new residents and serve to partially reduce demand for public

recreation facilities potentially generated by the proposed project. However, due to the existing deficit of

public parks and open space in the Wilshire Community Plan Area and City of Los Angeles, the project

would still contribute additional demand for recreational and park facilities. As such, the project

applicant would pay the in-lieu fee (based on current rates approximately $3.8 million) to the City in

accordance with the requirements of the City of Los Angeles (Ordinance No. 141422, amending

Chapter 1, Article 7, of the Los Angeles Municipal Code). With payment of these fees, impacts related to

parks and recreation would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Response No. 12-8

Please see Responses No. 12-1 through No. 12-7. The comment expressing concern about the adequacy of

the analysis and resolution of issues will be provided to the decision makers for their review and

consideration prior to any approval action on the project.
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Comment Letter No. 13

October 9, 2008

Matt Tenggren
835 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 13-1

The commenter suggests that the project will result in significant traffic impacts on the 800 and 900 blocks

of Sycamore Avenue because of the parking exits proposed on that street and requests that the street be

changed into a one way street traveling north or that a cul-de-sac be implemented at 8th Street and

Sycamore to reduce these impacts. However, the traffic study provided in Appendix IV.K of the Draft

EIR and approved by the LADOT concludes that the project will not result in significant traffic impacts

on Sycamore Avenue, Orange Avenue or Detroit Street. The commenter does not offer any evidence to

challenge this conclusion. Furthermore, the commenter does not provide any evidence to support his

suggestion that a one way street or cul-de-sac would improve traffic conditions on Sycamore Avenue.

The Draft EIR concludes that with the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures MM-TRA-1,

MM-TRA-2, and MM-TRA-3 identified on page IV.K-37 of the Draft EIR and approved by LADOT, all

significant project traffic impacts will be reduced to less than significant levels. Furthermore, the project

traffic study analyzes potential neighborhood traffic impacts on local streets, including Sycamore

Avenue. This analysis is summarized on pages 35 and 36 of the traffic study provided in Appendix IV.K

of the Draft EIR and concludes that potential impacts to Sycamore Avenue would be less than significant

due to an average daily trip (ADT) increase that would be below the threshold established in the City’s

CEQA guidelines. Therefore, additional traffic mitigation such as street closures or one-way street

conversions is not warranted. Furthermore, the commenter’s suggested conversion of Sycamore Avenue

to one-way northbound street or creation of a cul-de-sac may exacerbate traffic conditions by causing

secondary traffic impacts due to the diversion of traffic currently using Sycamore Avenue to other local

neighborhood streets at this time. For these reasons, the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are not

recommended for further consideration at this time. However, the Applicant will continue to work with

LADOT to ensure that effective traffic reduction measures are implemented.
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Comment Letter No. 14

October 11, 2008

John G. Huffman
831 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 14-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 regarding potential traffic impacts to Sycamore Avenue and for a

discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are not recommended for further

consideration at this time.

Response No. 14-2

The commenter correctly points out that Sycamore Avenue may not wide enough to sustain heavy traffic.

Sycamore Avenue is designated a local street south of Wilshire Boulevard to 8th Street. A local street

standard in commercial areas calls for a 60-foot right-of-way with a 40-foot-wide roadway and 10-foot

sidewalks on each side. Sycamore Avenue is fully dedicated to 60 feet with a 30-foot roadway and 15-foot

sidewalks on each side. Therefore, a 5-foot street widening along the Sycamore Avenue project frontage

will be required to meet the local street standard, as has been determined to be necessary by the City of

Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. Also, please see Response No. 13-1 above regarding local traffic on

Sycamore Avenue.
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Comment Letter No. 15

October 11, 2008

Joan Jakubowski
855 S. Citrus Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 15-1

Please see Response No. 12-1, above. As discussed there, the project would be consistent with the

population projections made for the Wilshire Community Plan Area.

Response No. 15-2

Please see Response No. 12-3 for a detailed discussion of parking needs for the project and the adequacy
of the parking that will be provided.

Response No. 15-3

Please see Response No. 13-1 regarding potential neighborhood traffic impacts to Sycamore Avenue. The

commenter also suggests that traffic on Sycamore Avenue will prevent cars from exiting/entering the

proposed project during the morning rush hour at that street. The commenter, however, offers no

evidence to support her conclusion that the cars will not be able to enter/exit the project. Furthermore, the

project’s on-site circulation patterns, access, and loading locations are consistent with current LADOT

policy and prior reviews for this site. LADOT required all access be from the adjacent minor streets with

no vehicular access on Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue; streets with heavy traffic volume.

Therefore, all site access is proposed from Sycamore Avenue and 8th Street with full internal connectivity

within the parking garage to allow alternative access choices for residents and patrons of the project.

It is recommended by LADOT that 8th Street be widened along the north and south sides to improve

project access and to accommodate the added traffic generated by the project and cumulative

development. LADOT’s project requirements are contained in the project approval letters dated

September 10, 2007, and June 26, 2008, which are provided in Appendix IV.K of the Draft EIR.

Response No. 15-4

As stated in Section I, Summary, of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. CEQA does not require an analysis of telephone infrastructure, nor

does the City of Los Angeles. A discussion of the proposed project’s impacts and cumulative impacts

related to utilities is contained in Section IV.L, Utilities, of the Draft EIR, which includes a discussion of

impacts to water, wastewater (sewer), solid waste, and energy service systems. The analyses contained in

the Draft EIR concluded that with the implementation of mitigation measures, potential impacts would
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be reduced to less than significant levels. Because no specific questions related to the analysis or

conclusions in the Draft EIR have been raised, no further response can be provided. Please see also

Response No. 5-1 for a detailed discussion on why the project will not result in significant impacts to the

City’s infrastructure.

Response No. 15-5

A discussion of the proposed project’s impacts and cumulative impacts related to public services is

contained in Section IV.J, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, which includes a discussion of impacts to

police protection, fire protection and emergency medical services, public schools, recreation and parks,

and libraries. The analyses contained in the Draft EIR concluded that with the implementation of

mitigation measures, potential impacts Public Services would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Because no specific questions related to the analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR have been raised, no

further response can be provided.

Response No. 15-6

Please see Response No. 12-6 for a detailed discussion of why the size and scale of the project is

compatible with the neighborhood. The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their

review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this comment is not directed at

the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 16

October 12, 2008
Sung W. and Nancy Park
5262 West 8th Street
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 16-1

The Commenter claims that no consideration is given in the Draft to EIR to the residential development

located on the 5000 block of West 8th Street. This is incorrect. Draft EIR Figure IV.A-5 takes 8th Street into

account for purposes of shade/shadow analysis. Page IVA-13 specifically references 8th Street, describes

the existing development, and discusses the existing transition “between areas of high-density

commercial development and low-scale residential.” Please see Response No. 13-1 regarding potential

neighborhood traffic impacts to Sycamore Avenue. Please see Response No. 12-6 for a detailed

discussion of why the size and scale of the project is compatible with the neighborhood.

The commenter requests a 15-foot setback on 8th Street, similar to that proposed for the east side of the

project, due to the height and mass of the project. The commenter is referring to the 15-foot landscape

buffer along Sycamore Avenue which is intended to enhance the transition between the project and an

entire block of residences across the street. Unlike Sycamore Avenue, 8th Street is characterized by a mix

of commercial and residential uses. Furthermore, the distance between the proposed project building

along the 8th Street frontage and the residential buildings along 8 th Street would be at least 64 feet, which

is the required right-of-way width (including sidewalks) after street widening (see project Traffic Study,

p. 39, Appendix IV.K of the Draft EIR); this distance does not include the side yard of the commenter’s

property. There is not a significant land use compatibility impact regarding the project’s 8 th Street

frontage and its relationship to 8th Street multi-family residential uses. In fact, the front yard of the

commenter’s property is oriented toward Sycamore Avenue. The side yard is bordered by 8th Street, and

side yard setback requirements (generally 5 feet) are much less than front yard setback requirements

(generally 20 feet) for R2-zoned properties such as the commenter’s. Therefore, there is no evidence to

suggest that additional 15-foot setback on 8th Street is necessary. Furthermore, the Draft EIR concludes

that the project will not result in any significant impacts with respect to Visual Resources or Land Use. As

noted by the commenter, landscaped open space will be located at the corner of 8th Street and Sycamore

Avenue, across the street from the commenter’s property, to help provide a buffer between the project

and neighboring residences. Also, the C2 Zone and -1 Height District do not limit height, but the project

will be seven stories tall along the 8th Street frontage, which is well within the typical height range for

projects located on land designated as a Regional Center.
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The commenter also requests that the proposed widening of 8th Street be confined to the north side of the

street only. Widening 8th Street by 3.5 feet from La Brea Avenue to approximately 160 feet easterly (along

the commercial frontage of 8th Street only is required to mitigate a potentially significant traffic trip

impact at the intersection of 8th Street and La Brea Avenue. If only the north side of 8th Street were

widened, then the traffic impact would remain significant. CEQA requires the implementation of feasible

mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts below significant levels. The commenter offers no

substantial evidence that street widening on the south side of the street would result in any significant

environmental impacts. After widening, the sidewalk on the south side of 8th Street will be 12 feet wide

adjacent to the commercial use. The 8th Street sidewalk/parkway along the residential frontage would

remain 15 feet wide (see Appendix IV.Kb, Supplemental Traffic Assessment for Revised Project, of the

Draft EIR, LADOT September 10, 2007 letter, attachment 5). There has never been a requirement or need

for additional dedication on the south side of 8th Street between La Brea Avenue and Sycamore Avenue.

Response No. 16-2

See Response No. 15-3 for a discussion of circulation on the project site and adjacent streets. The project

has been designed to provide on-site loading and unloading facilities. The delivery trucks associated with

the project will not be conducting loading or unloading activities on 8th Street and therefore will not be

blocking any driveways on the south side of 8th Street between La Brea Avenue and Sycamore Avenue.

Response No. 16-3

As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section IV.H, Noise, on page IV.H-17, the proposed project would result

in permanent ambient noise level increases ranging from 0.0 to 1.2 A-weighted decibels (dB(A)) on

surrounding roadways during the weekday. As shown in Table IV.H-5, in the Draft EIR, the largest

project related increase of 1.2 dB(A) would occur on Sycamore Avenue between Wilshire Boulevard and

8th Street. An increase of 0.4 dB(A) is projected to occur on 8th Street between La Brea Avenue and

Sycamore Avenue. These road segments would have a CNEL that falls under the “normally acceptable”

category, as identified in Table IV.H-4 of the Draft EIR. Based upon this analysis, operational impacts

would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Response No. 16-4

The commenter suggests that frequency of accidents will increase at the corner of West 8th Street and

Sycamore Avenue due to the project. However, the commenter offers no evidence to support this claim.

Furthermore, project traffic mitigation along 8th Street consists of street widening to improve the traffic

flow and driver sight lines at the intersection of 8th Street and Sycamore Avenue. Traffic mitigation is also

required at the intersection of La Brea Avenue and 8th Street to reduce the project’s traffic impacts to a less

than significant level. These project traffic mitigation measures will provide a benefit for all users of
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8th Street by improving the traffic flow. This, in turn will improve traffic safety. These mitigation

measures are provided on page IV.K-37 of the Draft EIR. Also, please see Response 15-3 regarding

LADOT review of the project for access and circulation.

Response No. 16-5

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.

Response No. 16-6

See Response No. 16-2 for a discussion regarding the lack of impact on the commenter’s access.
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Comment Letter No. 17

October 12, 2008

Jenna Petne

Response No. 17-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.

III-90



Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
February 2009

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Impact Sciences, Inc., (906-01)

1

Letter No. 18

III-91



III. Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
Impact Sciences, Inc. (906-01) February 2009

Comment Letter No. 18

October 12, 2008

Ed Rubrico

Response No. 18-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.

III-92



Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
February 2009

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Impact Sciences, Inc., (906-01)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Letter No. 19

III-93



Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
February 2009

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Impact Sciences, Inc., (906-01)

10

III-94



III. Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
Impact Sciences, Inc. (906-01) February 2009

Comment Letter No. 19

October 13, 2008

Susan J. Baker
825 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 19-1

Please see Response No. 12-1, above. As discussed there, the project would be consistent with the

projections made for the Wilshire Community Plan Area.

Response No. 19-2

The commenter offers no substantial evidence that the project will result in significant impacts in terms of

traffic, noise, or billboard blight. Traffic impacts were discussed in Section IV.K, Transportation, of the

Draft EIR. Noise impacts were discussed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR. Aesthetic impacts,

including light and glare, were discussed in Section IV.A, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR. All

environmental sections of the Draft EIR contained a cumulative impact analysis. The analysis in the Draft

EIR concluded that operational project and cumulative impacts in all topic areas would be less than

significant, or reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures. The

project applicant does not currently own any other site on Wilshire Boulevard from La Brea Avenue east

to Highland Avenue and beyond for the purposes of redevelopment and therefore cannot comment on

the development of any other site. Other projects proposed for development will be subject to review and

approval by the City of Los Angeles. Also, the project would not include any new billboards, and the two

billboards currently located on the project site would be removed.

Response No. 19-3

The commenter does not raise any specific issues regarding construction impacts. However, the EIR

analyzed impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic during construction in sections IV.B, Air

Quality, IV.H, Noise, and IV.K, Transportation. The Draft EIR concluded that even with the

implementation of all feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent possible, air quality

and noise impacts during construction would be temporary but nonetheless significant and unavoidable.

The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) in Section IV of this Final EIR is designed to monitor

implementation of the mitigation measures required for the Wilshire and La Brea Project. The MMP will

be in place throughout all phases of the project. City Planning, in conjunction with the project applicant,

will assure that project construction occurs in accordance with the MMP. The South Coast Air Quality

Management District (SCAQMD) shall be responsible for the implementation of corrective actions

relative to violations of SCAQMD rules associated with mitigation. With compliance with City
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regulations related to construction hours and implementation of the MMP, the air quality and noise

impacts related to construction will be reduced to the fullest extent possible. Mitigation measures

MM-TRA-4 to MM-TRA-7 will further reduce potential impacts due to construction traffic. Please refer

to Section I, Summary, and Section IV of this Final EIR for these mitigation measures.

Response No. 19-4

The commenter asserts that traffic related to operation of the project will occur 24 hours per day. With

regard to activities of residents and residents’ guests, activities of the residents are anticipated to be

similar those of residents currently living in the immediate project vicinity and are not expected to be

24 hours in nature. During off-peak retail hours, guests of residents would be allowed to use the retail

and commercial parking spaces. The hours of operation of retail uses would conform to City code and

would be generally be between 7:00 AM and 12:00 AM (midnight). Loading docks would be located

completely within the interior of the parking structure. Trucks would enter on the north from the

driveway on Sycamore Avenue and exit via the south driveway onto 8th Street. Delivery will be limited to

the hours of between 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM, per Municipal Code Section 114.03j(a).

Please refer to Section IV.K, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. The traffic impact study prepared for the

project’s environmental review and summarized in Section IV.K includes an estimate of the daily traffic

generated by the project. The study also includes a neighborhood traffic impact analysis based on the

added daily traffic generated by the project (page 35 of traffic impact study provided in Appendix IV.K of

the Draft EIR). Using the LADOT policies and procedures for neighborhood traffic impacts, it was

determined that the project’s daily traffic generation would not cause any significant neighborhood traffic

impacts.

Response No. 19-5

The commenter provides no evidence that the Project will result in increased traffic accidents and crime.

However, as discussed in Response No. 15-3, traffic safety will improve as a result of mitigation

measures, including street widening, which will enhance driver line of sight in the area. Also, as

discussed in Section IV.J.1, Police Protection, of the Draft EIR, the project would be designed to provide

security features that insure a secure environment for project residents and employees. Secured entry and

exit points for residents, security fencing, security lighting, and other essential features would be

provided at the project site. Additionally, as recommended in mitigation measure MM-PP-1, prior to the

issuance of building permits, the applicant would coordinate with the LAPD’s Crime Prevention Unit

(CPU) to incorporate necessary security measures for the purpose of incorporating “defensible space”

and other crime prevention features into the project. Additionally, in order to help the Wilshire Area
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commanding officers during responses to emergencies, the applicant would provide a diagram

demonstrating access routes to each portion of the project site.

As discussed in Section IV.J.1, Police Protection, funding for the police department in the City of Los

Angeles is derived from various types of tax revenue (e.g., property taxes, sales taxes, user taxes, vehicle

license fees, deed transfer fees, etc.), which are deposited in the City’s General Fund. The City Council

then allocates the revenue for various public services that the City provides, including police protection

services. As the Wilshire and La Brea Project is developed, tax revenues from property and sales taxes

would be generated and deposited in the City’s General Fund and the State Treasury. A portion of these

revenues would then be allocated to the City’s police department during the City’s annual budget

process to maintain staffing levels within the City of Los Angeles in numbers adequate to serve project-

related increases in service call demands.

Response No. 19-6

The commenter is concerned about the concentration of alcohol-serving establishments in the project area

and the possible impact on crime by adding establishments that serve liquor to the project site. The

commenter, however, does not address the adequacy of the EIR in analyzing these issues. As described in

the project’s entitlement application, 12 establishments selling or dispensing alcoholic beverages for on-

site consumption are located within a 1000-foot radius of the project site. Of these, one is located on site

and will be removed with the demolition of the existing uses. Three premises are located within 100 to

160 feet, two of which sell beer and wine only. The remaining eight establishments are located 500 to

1000 feet from the subject property and include seven restaurants. With respect to off-sale establishments,

four are located within 1000 feet of the subject site. Of these, one is on site and will be removed with the

demolition of existing uses. Two others are food markets located 700 or more feet from the subject site

and selling only beer and wine. The fourth establishment is an online retailer offering no on-site

purchases, and sells only beer and wine.

With respect to the applicant’s request for authorization to sell/dispense alcoholic beverages for on-site

consumption in conjunction with three restaurants, the statistics from the Department of Alcoholic

Beverage Control state there is an over-concentration of licenses. However, the number of licenses does

not rise to the level of being an undue concentration. This is a condition which similarly exists in many

intensely urbanized areas of the City of Los Angeles, and particularly in areas such as Downtown Los

Angeles, Westwood, and the Miracle Mile. Due to both residential population densities in the vicinity and

because such areas are also tourist and recreation destinations, there tends to be a high concentration of

bonafide eating establishments, many of which typically also sell/dispense alcoholic beverages as an

important adjunct to the economic viability of their businesses.
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With respect to the applicant’s request for authorization to sell alcoholic beverages for off-site

consumption in conjunction with a gourmet specialty foods and beverages store, while there exists a

minor concentration of licenses (three permitted, four existing), it again does not rise to the level of being

undue. As noted above, after construction of the project, there will exist only three off-sale licenses within

1000 feet of the property. As with the restaurants, this is a condition which exists in many highly

urbanized portions of the City. The existence of a slight overconcentration of off-sale licenses in areas

such as the project area is not automatically inappropriate and does not necessarily constitute an undue

concentration. This is substantially because in this case, the applicant is requesting the authorization to

sell alcoholic beverages in conjunction with a specialty market operation. Such goods are anticipated to

be imported and domestic gourmet items, not typically sold in more conventional liquor outlets, and will

appeal to upscale residents of the project.

With respect to crime statistics, information from the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control

demonstrates that the project site is not located within a high crime area. Furthermore, as noted in the

Draft EIR on page IV.J.1-1, the average police response time for the project area is slightly faster than the

Citywide average. It is not anticipated that the character of the proposed uses would exacerbate existing

levels of crime or be a magnet for criminal activity. These uses will be located within an upscale

development, and will be composed of bonafide eating places offering full dining menus, and a

specialized gourmet food and beverage shop. The property owner will insure that individual operators of

the facilities provide appropriate security measures when application is made for the specific premises

under future plan approval filings. Under those applications, a variety of premises-specific characteristics

can be determined, including hours of operation, occupancy loads, entertainment, the precise type of

alcoholic beverages permitted, the location of cocktail lounges and security measures. The project owner

will fully comply with the rules and regulations established by the City of Los Angeles for establishments

that serve liquor. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for their review and

consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this comment is not directed at the

environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response No. 19-7

See Response No. 12-3 for a detailed discussion of parking needs for the project and the adequacy of the

parking that will be provided.

Response No. 19-8

LADOT provides a safe route to school map for the Wilshire Crest Elementary school. All suggested

walking routes to the school provide for safe street crossings controlled by traffic signals or stop signs to

protect the movements of pedestrians along these routes to school. Also see Response No. 19-4.
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Response No. 19-9

The commenter expresses the opinion that new apartments are not needed.

The need for housing in this area was evaluated in the context of the Wilshire Community Plan Land Use

Goals and Objectives in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR. As stated on page IV.G-12, Residential

Objective 1-1 is the development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and physical needs of the

existing residents and expected new residents in the Wilshire Community Plan Area to the year 2010. The

project is consistent with this objective.

The impact of adding housing was analyzed in the Draft EIR in Section IV.I, Population and Housing. As

stated on page IV.I-5, the implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of

562 apartment units in the Wilshire Community Plan Area of Los Angeles. The provision of these

562 apartment units represents a 0.91 percent contribution towards the Southern California Association of

Government’s projected dwelling unit increase of 61,739 units within the City of Los Angeles between

2005 and 2010. As such, the additional housing that would be provided by the project is accounted for

within growth projections for the City of Los Angeles and the Wilshire Community Plan Area, and

implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts.

Response No. 19-10

The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their review and consideration prior to any

approval action on the project. As this comment is not directed at the environmental analysis or

conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 20

October 13, 2008

Felicia Filer
750 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 20-1

See Response No. 15-3 for a discussion of circulation on the project site and adjacent streets.

Response No. 20-2

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.

Response No. 20-3

Figure IV.A-5, Shade and Shadow Analysis, of the Draft EIR, shows the shadows that would be cast by

the project in the vicinity of the project site. As discussed on page IV.A-18 of the Draft EIR, morning

shadow patterns would extend to the west and northwest of the project. The maximum shadow lengths

would occur at the winter solstice. On that day, the project would cast shadows of approximately

440 feet. Early morning shadows would fall across properties on the northwest side in both the winter

and autumn. Noon shadows would be cast on properties to the north in both the winter and autumn.

Afternoon shadows cast by the project would extend to the northeast in the winter and autumn. During

summer months, the sun travels in an arc farther north than during other times of the year. As such,

shadows cast during the summer do not extend as far onto other adjacent properties as would occur

during the winter. For this reason, no shadows would be cast upon residences along Sycamore Avenue.

The Draft EIR concluded that no significant impact from shading would occur because the shadows cast

from the proposed structure would not be cast upon shadow-sensitive uses to the east.

The commenter’s request that the building height be reduced by one to two stories will be provided to

the decision makers for their review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this

comment is not directed at the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 21

October 13, 2008

Elizabeth Fuller
903 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 21-1

The commenter raises concerns with the planning process in the City of Los Angeles and suggests that

this process may be resulting in cumulative environmental impacts. The commenter, however, does not

raise specific environmental issues that pertain to this Draft EIR. In addition, the commenter does not

provide any substantial evidence that the City’s planning process will result in any significant cumulative

environmental impacts. The comment raises an issue of public policy, i.e., whether the City should allow

development projects that require zone changes. This policy issue will be forwarded to the decision

maker for consideration.

Response No. 21-2

The project and its cumulative contribution of impacts related to other projects in the area were evaluated

for each topical area of the Draft EIR. Significance is determined by the application of significance

thresholds. The Draft EIR sets forth significance thresholds for each of the potential impact areas and

includes analysis regarding whether the project impacts and cumulative impacts result in significant

impacts compared to these thresholds. The commenter has not addressed the adequacy or propriety of

significance thresholds and has offered no evidence that any perceived increase in demand for municipal

services and traffic congestion results in a significant impact compared to these established thresholds.

While the majority of project-related and cumulative construction and operational impacts would be

reduced to less than significant levels, the Draft EIR concluded that even with the implementation of all

feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent possible, air quality and noise impacts

during construction would be significant and unavoidable.

Response No. 21-3

The commenter suggests that the lots along Sycamore Avenue should be developed to R-2 density levels

in order to preserve the overall character of the neighborhood and implies that the project will result in a

significant impact to neighborhood character. Section IV.A, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR sets forth

seven factors to be considered in determining whether the project would have a significant impact with

respect to visual character analyzes these factors with respect to the project and the cumulative

development in the surrounding area. Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR and Tables IV.G-1

through IV.G-5 specifically addresses the project’s impacts to visual character and its consistency with
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applicable local and regional land use plans. The Draft EIR concludes that no project-specific or

cumulatively significant visual character or land use impacts will result. The commenter does not identify

any defects in this analysis and offers no substantial evidence to contradict the conclusion of the Draft

EIR. The townhomes along Sycamore will be constructed at a maximum height of 44 feet, which is

substantially lower than the 100-foot height of the majority of the project and the maximum project height

of 130 feet. Furthermore, a 15-foot landscaped buffer will be provided along Sycamore Avenue as a

transition to the existing residences across the street. This transition, along with the proposed landscaped

open space buffer at the southwest corner of Sycamore Avenue and 8th Street, will enhance the project’s

compatibility with the neighborhood. As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section IV.A, the project will not

result in any significant impacts in terms of visual character. Therefore, development of the project and

specifically the lots along Sycamore Avenue will not be detrimental to the surrounding area.

Response No. 21-4

Please see Response No. 12-3 for a detailed discussion of parking needs for the project and the adequacy

of the parking that will be provided. The commenter correctly notes that the proposed number of parking

spaces would meet the applicable Los Angeles Municipal Code parking requirements, and no significant

impact will occur.

The proposed project requires a total of 1,083 parking spaces, including approximately 148 retail spaces,

80 restaurant spaces, and 855 residential spaces. A summary of the project’s parking requirements

described above as compared to its proposed parking supply is provided in Table IV.K-9, Code Parking

Ratios and Required Spaces, on page IV.K-36 of the Draft EIR. Table IV.K-9 shows that the proposed

project parking supply would be consistent with the City’s parking requirement. Further, during off-peak

retail hours, guests of residents would be allowed to use the retail and commercial parking spaces. For

these reasons, parking for the proposed project is considered adequate, and no significant impact will

occur. The project will also add 14 spaces on the west side of Sycamore, where parking is currently

prohibited.

Response No. 21-5

Please see Response No. 7-3 for a discussion of the methodology used to evaluate traffic impacts,

Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are not

recommended for further consideration, and Response No. 15-3 for a discussion of circulation on the

project site and adjacent streets.

Furthermore, a capacity analysis of the existing baseline and future traffic conditions was completed at

those locations in the study area expected to have the highest potential for significant project traffic

impacts. Morning and afternoon peak hour conditions have been evaluated at sixteen intersections
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selected by LADOT for review. Consistent with standard LADOT policy, certain low volume

intersections or intersections with minimal project traffic need not be included specifically in a traffic

study. Other higher volume intersections are better indicators of potentially significant traffic impacts

than low volume intersections with more capacity which are much less likely to be significantly impacted

per LADOT sliding scale of significance. The study area was selected in consultation with LADOT based

on the traffic generation of the project, the project distribution, the street network, and the traffic impact

thresholds used by the City of Los Angeles. Lastly, the neighborhood traffic impact analysis for the

project did not warrant the installation of speed humps or any other neighborhood traffic control

measures because no significant impacts on neighborhood streets, including Sycamore Avenue, Orange

Avenue and Detroit Street, were found. Please refer to pages 35 and 36 of the traffic study provided in

Appendix IV.K of the Draft EIR for the neighborhood traffic analysis. The Draft EIR has been revised to

include the analysis provided in the traffic study. Please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions,

of this Final EIR for the additional text.

Response No. 21-6

As stated in Response No 19-8, LADOT provides a safe route to school map for the Wilshire Crest

Elementary school. All suggested walking routes to the school provide for safe street crossings controlled

by traffic signals or stop signs to protect the movements of pedestrians along these routes to school. The

Draft EIR recognized the potential for safety impacts at the school during the construction phase of the

project and recommends implementation of MM-SCH-11 to reduce this impact to a less than significant

level. MM-SCH-11 requires that the project applicant provide crossing guards when safety of students

may be compromised by construction-related activities at impacted school crossings. This mitigation

measure was requested by the Los Angeles Unified School District in written correspondence provided in

Appendix IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. Additional mitigation measures requested by the LAUSD were

incorporated in the Draft EIR.

Response No. 21-7

Section IV.A, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR sets forth seven factors to be considered in determining

whether the project would have a significant impact with respect to visual character analyzes these

factors with respect to project and the cumulative development in the surrounding area. Section IV.G,

Land Use, of the Draft EIR and Tables IV.G-1 through IV.G-5 specifically addresses the project’s impacts

to neighborhood character and its consistency with applicable local and regional land use plans. The

Draft EIR concludes that no project-specific or cumulatively significant visual character or land use

impacts will result. The commenter does not identify any defects in this analysis and offers no substantial

evidence to contradict the conclusion of the Draft EIR.

III-107



III. Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Wilshire and La Brea Project Final EIR
Impact Sciences, Inc. (906-01) February 2009

The townhomes along Sycamore will be constructed at a maximum height of 44 feet, which is

substantially lower than the 100-foot height of the majority of the project and the maximum project height

of 130 feet. Furthermore, a 15-foot landscaped buffer will be provided along Sycamore Avenue as a

transition to the existing residences across the street. This transition, along with the proposed garden at

the southwest corner of Sycamore Avenue and 8th Street, will enhance the project’s compatibility with the

neighborhood. The courtyards would open to the east to take advantage of City skyline views and to

provide a more articulated building face to the adjacent residential neighborhood on Sycamore Avenue.

The secondary “bar” building would be used, together with the flats at grade, to diminish the height of

the structure as it fronts Sycamore Avenue, and would provide mass, bulk, and scale that is more

consistent with the residential structures located at the east side of the street. Additionally, the project

would have building setbacks of 60 feet along Sycamore Avenue with a 5,400-square-foot linear park

between Sycamore Avenue and the proposed buildings. As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section IV.A, the

project will not result in any significant impacts in terms of visual character. Therefore, development of

the project and specifically the lots along Sycamore Avenue will not be detrimental to the surrounding

area.

Response No. 21-8

In regard to the historic resources report prepared by Chattel Architecture, Planning & Preservation, Inc.

(which is provided in Appendix IV.C of the Draft EIR) evaluation of potential historical resources, the

commenter believes that there are several inconsistencies between the information presented and the

conclusions reached. The most significant inconsistency, the commenter believes, pertains to the

Columbia Savings building in that the Chattel report points out several architecturally distinct features

within the text and yet, nevertheless, the conclusion is reached that the building does not have significant

enough aesthetically valuable features to merit consideration as a historical resource. There is no

contradiction. Please see also Response No. 10-2, above.

The commenter also states that it seems odd to claim that the project site has no connection or

responsibility to the Miracle Mile Historic District when it is included in the design overlay created to

protect that historic district. As the commenter notes, the property at the northern portion of the

proposed project site is included within the Miracle Mile Community Design Overlay District (CDO),

adopted into the Los Angeles Municipal Code as Ordinance No 176,332 effective as of January 16, 2005.

The CDO was not created “to protect” the Miracle Mile Historic District as the commenter states, but

rather it was intended “to provide guidance and direction in the design of new and rehabilitation of

existing buildings and storefronts in order to improve the appearance, enhance the identity and promote

the pedestrian environment of the [overlay] District.” The CDO covers an area more expansive than the

designated Miracle Mile Historic District, which is not uncommon in developing and implementing
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design guidelines for conservation districts or neighborhood character areas where a core area may

consist of a concentration of historic buildings. It should also be noted that the “district” established by

the Miracle Mile CDO is by no means an historic district or coterminous with the designated Miracle Mile

Historic District, rather it is a defined area or planning district delineated for the purposes of guiding

future development by reinforcing the character of identified historic resources throughout the length of

the CDO. As previously stated in the Chattel report, the project is not located in the Miracle Mile Historic

District and would not adversely impact this district.

In addition, the Draft EIR does not state that the project has “no connection or responsibility toward the

[CDO].” To the contrary, in Section IV.G (pages IV.G-16 and IV.G-17) of the Draft EIR specifically

evaluates the project’s consistency with the CDO and concludes that project is consistent with the CDO

guidelines.

Response No. 21-9

This commenter expresses a concern that the scale of the proposed development is incompatible with the

adjacent residential neighborhood on Sycamore Avenue. Please see Response No. 21-7 and

Response No. 7-2, above, for a discussion of this topic. The Draft EIR concludes that no project-specific or

cumulatively significant visual character, land use, or cultural resource impacts will result. The

commenter does not identify any defects in this analysis and offers no substantial evidence to contradict

the conclusion of the Draft EIR.

Response No. 21-10

Please see Response No. 12-1, above. As stated there, the population growth associated with the project

and related projects would be consistent with the projections made for the Wilshire Community Plan

Area.

Response No. 21-11

The commenter erroneously states that the Draft EIR did not give specific information about the

37 cumulative projects.

As stated on page IV.I-8 of the Draft EIR, SCAG’s 2004 Regional Transportation Plan Growth Forecast

Report projects that the City of Los Angeles will add 61,739 dwelling units between 2005 and 2010.6 The

proposed Wilshire and La Brea Project and the identified related projects would collectively add

approximately 4,114 dwelling units, representing an approximately 6.7 percent (4,114 dwelling units of

the projected 61,739 units) contribution towards the projected dwelling unit increase for the City of Los

6 Southern California Association of Governments, 2004 Regional Transportation Plan/Growth Vision: Socio-
Economic Forecast Report, (2004).
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Angeles. Based on the 2000 Census of approximately 2.17 persons per occupied multi-family housing the

number of people generated from 4,114 multi-family dwelling units is approximately 8,930 persons.

As discussed in Section IV.I of the Draft EIR, SCAG projections forecast a 16.1 percent population

increase in the City of Los Angeles between the year 2000 and 2030. In the more immediate short term,

population is expected to grow from approximately 3,950,347 to 4,090,125 residents (an increase of

139,778 residents) in the City of Los Angeles between 2005 and 2010, which represents a 3.5 percent

population increase. The related projects’ population of 8,930 persons result in a 6.0 percent contribution

to that short-term population growth of 139,778 persons. Therefore, population growth is forecast

throughout the Los Angeles area, the anticipated population growth associated with this proposed

project is accounted for within SCAG’s growth projects, and with or without implementation of the

proposed project, population growth is expected within the City of Los Angeles. The commenter has not

addressed the adequacy or propriety of significance thresholds and has offered no evidence that any

perceived increase in demand for municipal services and traffic congestion results in a significant impact

compared to these established thresholds.

Response No. 21-12

Please see Response No. 12-7, above, for information about the provision of recreational space proposed

as part of the project. As discussed in Section IV.J.4, Parks and Recreation, on page IV.J.4-10 of the Draft

EIR, the recreation and open space amenities would also partially serve to meet the needs and demands

of the new residents and serve to partially reduce demand for public recreation facilities potentially

generated by the proposed project. However, due to the existing deficit of public parks and open space in

the Wilshire Community Plan Area and City of Los Angeles, the project would still contribute additional

demand for recreational and park facilities. As such, the project applicant would pay the in-lieu fee

(based on current rates approximately $3.8 million) to the City in accordance with the requirements of the

City of Los Angeles (Ordinance No. 141422, amending Chapter 1, Article 7, of the Los Angeles Municipal

Code). The Department of Recreation and Parks will use these fees to create new parks or enhance

existing parks. Further, LAMC Section 17.12 expressly gives the applicant the option to pay fees in lieu of

dedicating parkland. With payment of these fees, impacts related to parks and recreation would be

reduced to a less than significant level.

Response No. 21-13

Please see Response No. 12-3 for a detailed discussion of parking needs for the project and the adequacy

of the parking that will be provided. Furthermore, the Metro Rapid bus service on Wilshire Boulevard,

with an average daytime speed of 11.7 mph, currently operates at the lower end of Level of Service C. The

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Final EIR/EIS states that “the Corridor’s transit trips are expected to increase
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at a much higher rate than total trips.” Therefore, additional transit studies (e.g., bus priority lanes) are

being conducted for the Wilshire Corridor to provide added transit capacity. Although no projects have

been approved, it is reasonable to assume that this heavily used transit corridor will receive additional

transit capacity.

Response No. 21-14

The commenter seems to confuse the concepts of “alternatives that were considered but rejected” with

the actual alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. CEQA requires an EIR to identify any alternatives that

were considered by the City during the scoping practice but were rejected as infeasible. Also, CEQA

requires analysis in the EIR of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that can lessen the significant

effects of the project while meeting the basic objectives of the project. The significant effects identified in

the Draft EIR are short-term air quality and noise construction impacts and the project’s cumulative

contribution to greenhouse gas emissions during construction and operation. The feasibility of these

alternatives will be considered by the decision maker when deciding whether or not to approve the

project. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as capable of being accomplished in a

successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,

legal, social, and technological factors. Such factors include, among other things, site suitability, economic

viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and the

applicant’s access to an alternative site.

The lead agency initially considered two alternatives that were rejected as infeasible (1) a commercial and

retail alternative that was rejected largely due to its failure to meet the basic project objective of

producing much-needed housing, and (2) an alternative site alternative that was rejected due to the

unavailability of a suitable alternative site in the Wilshire Community Plan area for a project of a similar

scale. Also, as described above in Response No. 10-1, an alternative that would preserve and retain the

Columbia Savings building would not reduce any significant impacts and would not be feasible.

The four alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR are: (1) the No Project, No Build Alternative; (2) the No

Project, Existing Zoning and General Plan; (3) the Reduced Density Alternative, and (4) the No

Subterranean Parking Alternative. CEQA requires the Draft EIR to identify an environmentally superior

alternative to assist the decision maker in weighing the merits of the project when compared to the

project alternatives. Although Alternative 1 would avoid the environmental impacts associated with the

project, it would not meet any of the project’s objectives. In addition, hazards and hazardous materials

presently on the site would not be removed. Alternative 2 does not avoid any of the significant impacts

associated with the project; also, by providing 541 fewer dwelling units, the project objectives of

providing much needed housing and providing high quality housing in an underutilized urban area of
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the City would not be achieved to the same extent as the proposed project. Alternative 3 also does not

avoid any of the significant impacts associated with the project, and by providing 140 fewer units than

the proposed project, the housing objectives mentioned above would also not be met to the same extent

as the proposed project; also, by providing 140 fewer dwelling units, the financial ability to design a

project that meets the City’s green building ordinance standards may be undermined. Alternative 4 was

selected as the environmentally superior alternative because it would lessen the overall amount of air

quality emissions during project construction and would meet the project’s objectives; however, the

greater height of the buildings and the increased scale, bulk and mass of the building on Sycamore

Avenue would create greater impacts with regard to aesthetics and historical resources.

The commenter also suggests that the Draft EIR should consider an additional project alternative that

analyzes the environmental effects of a much lower-density mixed-use or commercial development along

Wilshire Boulevard and/or La Brea Avenue with R2-density housing along Sycamore Avenue. The EIR,

however, analyzes an alternative that is very similar if not identical to the one suggested by the

commenter, Alternative 2 – No project, Existing Zoning and General Plan. This alternative proposes

21, 3-story, 33-foot-tall townhomes along Sycamore Avenue, which conforms to the R2-density suggested

by the commenter. Under Alternative 2, overall residential density would be lower than that of the

proposed project. The EIR also analyzes a reduced-density alternative. These and the other alternatives

analyzed in the EIR represent a reasonable range of alternatives, and the additional alternative suggested

by the commenter is not required.

Response No. 21-15

Please see Response No. 21-1 through Response No. 21-14.
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Comment Letter No. 22

October 13, 2008

Glenn Han

Response No. 22-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 23

October 13, 2008

Dan Kegel
901 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 23-1

The sidewalks along all bordering streets on this project have been designed to be well proportioned,

continuous, and straight while still including ample landscaping. Therefore, the sidewalks will be

walkable.

In August 2007, the Citywide Planning Commission approved and adopted the Walkability Checklist as a

tool used during the approval process for projects in the City. The purpose of the checklist is “to make

developments more ‘walkable,’ that is, to enhance pedestrian activity, access, comfort, and safety.” The

Checklist also encourages development to “protect neighborhood character and pursue high quality

urban form.” An evaluation of the project’s walkability compared with the Walkability Checklist is

provided in the Draft EIR in Section IV.G, Land Use, on pages IV.G-24 through IV.G-31. The project is

considered “compatible” or “generally compatible” with the applicable Checklist items.

Response No. 23-2

The commenter suggests that an alternative evaluating development based upon current zoning and with

a residential tower on Wilshire Boulevard be considered. The Draft EIR does include an alternative

consistent with the current zoning. Please see Response No. 21-14 which discusses the range of

alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, and why this range is reasonable.

Response No. 23-3

The commenter states that the EIR does not justify how installing ATCS at Wilshire and La Brea will fully

mitigate impacts at this intersection. The commenter, however, mischaracterizes this mitigation

measures. LADOT’s September 10, 2007, project approval letter lists specific traffic system upgrades for

the Wilshire Corridor traffic signal system to justify the traffic mitigation benefit assigned to the project

(see Attachment 4 of the LADOT September 10, 2007, letter). Furthermore, the project’s traffic impacts

will be fully mitigated through the implementation of all three mitigation measures listed in the traffic

section of the Draft EIR, including MM-TRA-2, which requires ATCS improvements at the intersection of

Wilshire Boulevard and Highland Avenue. The commenter correctly states that ATCS improvements

provide no benefit at individual intersections and must be installed as part of a coordinated system. In

fact, the ATCS improvements will be installed as part of a larger effort to upgrade the City’s traffic

signals. As described in LADOT’s approval letter, attachment 4 “Wilshire West ATCS Sub-System
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Implementation”, the traffic mitigation includes the installation of 1 closed circuit TV camera; 21 new

upgraded traffic signal controllers at 21 intersections; and 43 system detectors at 11 intersections.

Response No. 23-4

Please see Response 21-13.

The following transit impact analysis is based on the 2004 Congestion Management Plan (CMP)

guidelines for Transit Impact Review. Section D.8.4 of the CMP provides a methodology for estimating

the number of transit trips to be generated by a proposed project. The CMP procedure assumes an

average vehicle ridership (AVR) factor of 1.4 applied to the vehicle trips to estimate the number of person

trips to and from the project. Since project site is located within a transit corridor being located on La Brea

Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard, the CMP guidelines recommend using a transit mode split of

approximately 5 percent and 7 percent of the total residential and commercial person trips, respectively.

The project could therefore generate approximately 400 daily transit trips using the CMP mode split as a

means of travel to and from the site. According to Metro, the current average weekday ridership on the

Wilshire Corridor is approximately 100,000 weekday riders with an additional 15,000 on La Brea Line

212. Therefore, the project may add approximately 0.3 percent to the daily ridership, a less than

significant increase. The current bus load factor has been calculated using Metro ridership data from the

fourth quarter of 2007 at the Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue stops. The average passenger load

per bus for Line 720 is 37 passengers per bus, or 65 percent of capacity (bus capacity is 57 seated

passengers). The average passenger load per bus for Line 20 is 21 passengers per bus, or 50 percent of

capacity (bus capacity is 42 seated passengers). The average passenger load per bus for Line 212 is

23 passengers per bus, or 55 percent of capacity (bus capacity is 42 seated passengers). Based upon this

information, transit capacity is available for future transit riders generated by the project.
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Comment Letter No. 24

October 13, 2008

Mohsen Movaghar
732 S. La Brea Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 24-1

The commenter is requesting a copy of a soil test conducted for the project site. Soil samples are discussed

in sections IV.D, Geology, and IV.E, Hazards of the Draft EIR. Additionally, the geological investigation

and the Phase I and Phase II reports are contained in Appendix IV.D and IV.E, respectively, of the Draft

EIR.

With regard to the commenter’s lease, it is a legal/economic issue that does not relate to the adequacy of

the EIR. No further response is necessary. The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their

review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this comment is not directed at

the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 25

October 13, 2008

Lori Nakama
833 ½ S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 25-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration, Response No. 14-2 for a discussion of the street standards

for Sycamore Avenue, and Response No. 15-3 for a discussion of circulation on the project site and

adjacent street.

Response No. 25-2

As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, one of the objectives of the proposed

project is to provide multifamily residential housing in an urban area of the City of Los Angeles where

there is substantial demand for such housing.

The impact of adding housing was analyzed in the Draft EIR in Section IV.I, Population and Housing. As

stated on page IV.I-5, the implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of

562 apartment units in the Wilshire Community Plan Area of Los Angeles. The provision of these

562 apartment units represents a 0.91 percent contribution towards the Southern California Association of

Government’s projected dwelling unit increase of 61,739 units within the City of Los Angeles between

2005 and 2010. As such, the additional housing that would be provided by the project is accounted for

within growth projections for the City of Los Angeles and the Wilshire Community Plan Area, and

implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact. Further, this data

supports the need for additional housing units.

As discussed in Section IV.I, Population, of the Draft EIR, according to SCAG’s Growth Forecast, the

annual population growth rate for the City of Los Angeles is projected to be approximately 0.5 percent;

and the annual housing growth rate for the City of Los Angeles is projected to be approximately

0.9 percent. The population is forecast to grow from approximately 3,711,969 residents in 2000 to

4,309,625 residents in 2030, a 16.1 percent increase. The housing growth forecast projects an increase of

available housing units from 1.3 million in 2000 to 1.66 million units in 2030, a 27.7 percent increase.

The City of Los Angeles General Plan contains projections of the reasonably expected population and

dwelling unit count for the year 2010 within the Wilshire Community Plan Area, which includes the

project site. These projections are based on the residential, commercial, and industrial densities and
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intensities proposed by the Wilshire Community Plan. The Wilshire Community Plan projects a

23.56 percent population increase from 1990 to 2010 in the City of Los Angeles.7 The Wilshire Community

Plan indicates that the reasonably expected population in the City in 2010 would be 4,306,564 people and

the number of dwelling units would be 1,566,108.8 In 2000, the population of the Wilshire Community

Plan Area was 292,059 with 120,112 housing units.9 The City estimates that in 2005 the population in the

Wilshire Community Plan Area reached 310,225 with 122,047 housing unit.10 The data suggests that

population within the Wilshire Community Plan Area will grow at a rate of 7.2 percent between 2005 and

2010, from 314,602 to 337,144 persons (an increase of 22,542 persons).11

Additionally, the City of Los Angeles General Plan Housing Element identifies the following goals

relative to the provision of housing in the City of Los Angeles:12

 Goal 1: A City where housing production and preservation result in an adequate supply of
ownership and rental housing affordable to people of all income levels, races, ages and suitable
for all needs.

 Goal 2: A City which actively takes steps to preserve, stabilize, and enhance livability/
sustainability in all neighborhoods throughout the City and maintains the quality of life in all
residential areas.

 Goal 3: A City where there are equal housing opportunities for all without discrimination.

Given the projected population growth, there is a need for additional housing. In addition, given the

goals of the General Plan Housing Element there is also a need for the project’s type of housing.

Several Project Objectives related to the provision of commercial uses in the project are identified in

Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR and are provided below:

 to promote the use of public transportation by providing housing, retail shopping and dining
opportunities adjacent to a major public transit corridor;

 to provide retail shopping and dining opportunities for the local community;

 to promote walkability by providing housing, retail shopping and dining opportunities in close
proximity to adjacent commercial and residential uses;

7 City of Los Angeles General Plan, Chapter II, Background. 2002.
8 Ibid.
9 Los Angeles Department of City Planning/Demographics Research Unit. Local Area Profile, Wilshire

Community Plan Area.
10 Ibid.
11 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan, 2001.
12 Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ”Housing Element,” City of Los Angeles General Plan, (2002) Chapter V.
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 to develop the site with land uses consistent with the intent of the Wilshire Community Plan and
the Miracle Mile Community Design Overlay District Design Guidelines and Standards;

 to improve and integrate the streetscape along Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue; and

 to provide jobs within the Wilshire Community Area of Los Angeles.

Therefore, the provision of commercial uses is consistent with the goals of the City of Los Angeles and the

Wilshire Community Area Plan.

Additionally, as discussed in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the approximately

45,000-square-foot ground floor commercial component of the proposed project would consist of 37,000

square feet of retail space and 8,000 square feet of restaurant space. Of the 8,000 square feet of restaurant

space, 5,000 square feet would be designated for high quality, low-turnover restaurant uses and 3,000

square feet would be designated for high-turnover restaurant uses. At this stage in the planning process

exact retailers or restaurateurs are unknown.

Response No. 25-3

Please see Response No. 19-5 regarding the provision of security features at the project site. The comment

concerning the addition of new tenants to the neighborhood will be provided to the decision makers for

their review and consideration prior to any approval action on the project. As this comment is not

directed at the environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter No. 26

October 13, 2008

Muriel Rothenberg
855 S. Citrus Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 26-1

Please see Response No. 12-3 for a detailed discussion of parking needs for the project and the adequacy

of the parking that will be provided.
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Comment Letter No. 27

October 13, 2008

Ronald and Nancy Sakall
857 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 27-1

Please see Response No. 7-3 for a discussion of the methodology used to evaluate traffic impacts,

Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are not

recommended for further consideration, and Response No. 15-3 for a discussion of circulation on the

project site and adjacent streets.

As stated in Response No 19-4, using the LADOT policies and procedures for neighborhood traffic

impacts, it was determined that the project’s daily traffic generation would not cause any significant

neighborhood traffic impacts.

Construction mitigation measure MM-AQ-1 and on pages IV.B-58 and IV.B-59 of the Draft EIR includes

measures to mitigate potential impacts related to construction traffic on local streets.

As stated in Response No 19-8, LADOT provides a safe route to school map for the Wilshire Crest

Elementary school. All suggested walking routes to the school provide for safe street crossings controlled

by traffic signals or stop signs to protect the movements of pedestrians along these routes to school.

As stated in Response No. 21-5, the neighborhood traffic impact analysis for the project did not warrant

the installation of speed humps or any other neighborhood traffic control measures.

Excavation and haul trucks would travel down La Brea Avenue to Interstate 10, which is similar to the

route approved for other projects in the vicinity. The exact points of egress on the project site and travel

patterns would be determined by construction phasing and would be approved by the City. Trucks could

enter the site from La Brea Avenue, and exit onto 8th Street en route to La Brea Avenue. Trucks could also

come out on Sycamore Avenue, on the north end near the current alley, and would take the most direct

route to La Brea Avenue, which is north to Wilshire and west to La Brea Avenue, then south to

Interstate 10.
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Comment Letter No. 28

October 13, 2008

Devy Schonfeld
Citrus Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 28-1

The request for a neighborhood traffic mitigation plan funded by the project is currently not a traffic

mitigation measure required by LADOT. Please see Section IV.K, Transportation, of the Draft EIR for

more information about traffic impacts and transportation-related mitigation measures identified to

reduce traffic impacts to less than significant levels. Also, LADOT provides a safe route to school map for

the Wilshire Crest Elementary school. All suggested walking routes to the school provide for safe street

crossings controlled by traffic signals or stop signs to protect the movements of pedestrians along these

routes to school. Please see Response No. 13-1 regarding traffic calming measures suggested by

commenters.

Response No. 28-2

Please see Response No. 12-3 for a detailed discussion of parking needs for the project and the adequacy

of the parking that will be provided.

Response No. 28-3.

The commenter notes the importance of including additional trees and green space within the

development for use by the neighborhood. Figure II-11, Landscape Plans, in the Draft EIR illustrates the

landscaping plans for the 1st/Ground and 2nd/Podium Levels for the proposed project. As shown, on

Sycamore Avenue, a 15-foot-wide setback would allow for development of a 5,400-square-foot linear park

along Sycamore Avenue and a 1,600-square-foot landscaped area at the corner of Sycamore Avenue and

8th Street for use by both residents of the building and the neighborhood. On Wilshire Boulevard and La

Brea Avenue, the building setbacks would allow for some planting areas to be established adjacent to the

building. In addition, along those two streets, landscaped planters would be located curbside in a row

which would allow a double layer of landscaping along many areas of the sidewalk.

Response No. 28-4

Please see Response No. 19-5, above for a discussion of the security features that will be included in the

proposed project.
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Response No. 28-5

As stated in the Project Description on page IV.2-17, the proposed project would meet the standards

contained in the City’s Green Building Ordinance. This process is intended to promote a whole-building

approach to sustainability by incorporating a checklist of green practices into building plans. The

checklist includes a choice of items such as low-flow toilets, use of recycled materials, and use of natural

light. The design of the project will incorporate features and systems that enable the building to perform

better in its overall use of available resources than a comparable sample of other projects. Special

attention will be given to energy conservation, water conservation, waste reduction and management,

and indoor air quality. Targets for the building's performance are derived from the standards established

by the United States Green Building Council in its Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

(LEED) program. In addition, the project would seek Silver Certification on LEED rating system.

Response No. 28-6

The applicant requests that construction be permitted only Monday through Friday from 8:00 AM until

4:00 PM. As proposed, and as discussed in the Project Description on pages II-16 and II-27 of the Draft

EIR, construction would last approximately 36 months. A reduction in the number of hours per day and

days per week construction occurs would extend the construction period to approximately 49 months.

Noise impacts resulting from project construction are discussed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR.

As stated therein, the project applicant will comply with Section 41.40 of the City of Los Angeles Noise

Ordinance, which states that construction operations shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM

Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturdays and holidays. In compliance with the

Noise Ordinance, no construction activities shall occur on Sundays. In addition, the project applicant will

comply with Section 112.05 of the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, which states that all technically

feasible measures shall be implemented to reduce noise levels of construction equipment operating

within 500 feet of residential areas in cases where noise levels exceed 75 dB(A) at 50 feet from the noise

source.

In addition, mitigation measures MM-N-1 through MM-N-7 on pages IV.H-23 and IV.H-24 of the Draft

EIR are intended to reduce construction noise impacts to the extent feasible.

Response No. 28-7

The Draft EIR analyzed potential impacts related to hazards in Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous

Materials. Mitigation measures, which require the implementation of a Removal Action Workplan (RAW)

and Risk Management Plan (RMP), would reduce the risk of exposure to people to soil or groundwater

contamination during either construction or operation of the proposed project to a less than significant

level. Recommended mitigation measures to remove and properly dispose of asbestos-containing
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building materials (ACBM) and lead-based paint (LBP) would reduce potential impact from these

materials to less than significant levels. With implementation of these mitigation measures, potential

impacts related to air quality or other safety hazards would be reduced to less than significant levels. The

Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) in Section IV of this Final EIR is designed to monitor

implementation of the mitigation measures required for the Wilshire and La Brea Project. More

information regarding the MMP is provided in Response No. 19-3.

Response No. 28-8

The design team has solicited and received, and will continue to receive, comments from the

neighborhood regarding the proposed design of the building. Many of these have been considered and

worked into the building design.

Response No. 28-9

The Applicant has and continues to meet with the neighbors and interested stakeholders to discuss the

proposed project, and encourages the public’s participation in the planning process. The Applicant has

been meeting regularly with the Working Group, a committee of interested neighbors that was formed by

Council District 4 for the purpose of reviewing plans for the Wilshire and La Brea Project site. The group

represents stakeholders from various neighborhood and community organizations in the Miracle Mile

area. Project information has also been presented to the Miracle Mile Chamber of Commerce and the

Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council. The commenter may contact Liz Fuller, who is chair of the

Working Group, about their concerns and attending future meetings.
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Comment Letter No. 29

October 13, 2008

Matt Tenggren
835 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Frocie M. Liwanag
843 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Mayoni L. Scanlon
845 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 29-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 30

October 13, 2008

Brent Winn

Response No. 30-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 31

October 13, 2008

Helen H. Nakama
833 S. Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90036

Response No. 31-1

Please see Response No. 13-1 for a discussion about why the suggested changes to Sycamore Avenue are

not recommended for further consideration.

III-139




