


















From: Mark Brown <mcbrown@reedbrownlaw.com> 
Date: Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 2:46 PM 
Subject: Case No. ENV-2011-3299-EIR/Project Name: Sunset-Silver Lake/Our Clients: Grosh Scenic 
Studios & TTADA, LLC 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Rick Kiel <rick@grosh.com> 

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Review Coordinator 

Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section 

On behalf of our clients, Grosh Scenic Studios, Inc., and TTADA, LLC (collectively “Grosh”), the 
owners of the property commonly known as 4114 Sunset Blvd., Los Angeles, California, and generally 
adjacent to the development site in the Sunset-Silver Lake Project (“Project”), Case No. ENV-2011-3299-
EIR, we hereby confirm the previous submission of comments on April 26, 2012, with respect to the then 
proposed Environmental Impact Report for the above-referenced Project.  In light of the Revised and 
Recirculate Notice of Preparation Environmental Impact Report circulated pursuant to letter dated 
November 14, 2014 (“Revised EIR”), our clients wish to confirm and reiterate their concerns and issues 
with respect to the Project in connection with the preparation of the Revised EIR. 

While Grosh continues to support the overall development and enhancement of this Project area, 
particularly in light of existing uses and deteriorating buildings, it feels that the scope of the Project 
should be limited to avoid overburdening existing facilities and infrastructure. 

The current infrastructure of the immediate area, the streets, sidewalk and utility installations, are in fairly 
poor repair and condition, and are suffering from significant deferred maintenance.  The development and 
construction of the Project is likely to put substantial additional stress and wear on this infrastructure, 
apart from the impacts of increased traffic and congestion. The excavation is likely to generate significant 
dirt and dust in the immediate vicinity, which will have an impact on the businesses which occupy the 
Grosh property. 

Grosh has further concerns about the proposed Project as it directly relates to the Grosh property. These 
concerns center on potential damage to its building and interference with normal business operations 
during construction.  

Grosh’s concerns include: 

 •           Integrity of Grosh building, wall, and foundation – especially subterranean excavation during 
demolition and construction; the Grosh building is a relatively old structure, and vulnerable to damage if 
adequate structural lateral support is not maintained and preserved thoroughout the development phase. 

 •           Access to the Grosh building during construction – front and rear. 

 •           Reduced or blocked access to the alley off Myra in the rear of the building.  

 •           Reduced or blocked access to the loading doors and fire exits on the alley. 

 •           Access for FedEx and UPS deliveries and pickups especially at the loading dock on the alley off 
Myra. 



 •           Parking for Grosh employees and customers during construction, and following the completion of 
construction, general parking issues exacerbated by the relatively high density nature of the Project. 

 •           Truck traffic and interference of construction noise and dirt with Grosh business operations. 

 •           The proposed new structure blocking the visibility of Grosh’s building for potential billboard 
advertising, signage, etc. 

 •           Potholes and other unacceptable conditions that currently exist in in the surrounding streets – 
especially Gateway – would be exacerbated with heavy truck traffic. 

 While these concerns are particularly significant for Grosh, they do affect the entire neighborhood. 

 Thank you for your consideration of this input. If any further information or clarification is required, 
please contact Rick Kiel at Grosh at (877) 363-7998. 

  

Mark C. Brown, Esq. 

 
Reed & Brown LLP 
35 North Lake Avenue, Suite 960 
Pasadena CA  91101-1819 
626-449-4521  *  626-449-7453 fax 
 
The pages comprising this e-mail transmission contain confidential information from Reed & Brown 
LLP. This information is intended solely for use by the individual or entity named as the recipient of this 
transmission and may contain information that is privileged, attorney work product or exempt from 
disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, 
copying, distribution, or other use of the contents of this transmission is prohibited. If you have received 
this transmission in error, please notify us by telephone immediately and delete this information from 
your computer. 
 
**IRS Circular 230** To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we advise you that 
any discussion of Federal tax issues contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not 
intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by you, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under 
the Internal Revenue Code, or (2) promoting or recommending to another party any matters addressed 
herein. 

 















From: Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com> 
Date: Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 12:08 PM 
Subject: Comments DCP Sunset-Silver Lake Project Env-2011-3299-EIR_ISNOP due 12.15.2014 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

LA MS4 NPDES permit and all aspects in relationship to mitigation needs to be addressed for this 
project. 
  
Infrastructure needs must be addressed including Economic Analysis. 
  
Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 
 







From: Matt Hickman <matthickman1@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Nov 17, 2014 at 3:00 PM 
Subject: ENV 2011-3299-EIR (Frost/Chaddock) 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana.  
 
I am wiring you today to express my deepest objection to the construction of these complexes.  I think it 
will have a negative impact on the neighborhood and general area.  Traffic, parking, etc.  These buildings 
do not match with the style or integrity of the neighborhood.  I live in this area (1045 Sanborn) because I 
wanted to get away from the large buildings and generic retail/residences.  Please, if there is anything else 
to be done or there are ways to express my objections in a more constructive manner, please let me know. 
  
 
Have a wonderful day. 
 
 
--  
Matt Hickman 
Cell: (323) 547-9154 
 



From: Neviana Hristova <neviana@christovfx.com> 
Date: Mon, Nov 24, 2014 at 11:37 PM 
Subject: Case # ENV-2011-3299-EIR/ Fwd: Request for information/ Follow up/ Re: Comments CASE #: 
ENV-2011-3299-ENV 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: Venti Hristov <venti.hristova@gmail.com> 
 

Dear Ms Hewawitharana,  
 
Recently we received a Revised Notice for Case NO.: ENV-2011-3299-EIR, dated November 2014. 
 
I am attaching our comments on the same case from March 30, 2012. At that time we did not receive any 
comments from your consultants to whom you had forwarded our letter, per your email attached below 
from April, 2012. 
 
Therefore we consider our comments from March 30, 2012 still valid and relevant to the new Revised 
Notice from November 14, 2014.  
 
Please find attached our correspondence and our comments on Case #: ENV-2011-3299-EIR. 
 
If you feel we need to resubmit our comments with a new date please let us know. 
 
Please confirm receipt. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Neviana Hristov 
 
Property address: 4231 Gateway Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90029 
 
Mailing address: 3503 Griffith Park Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90027 
 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
 
From: Neviana Hristova <neviana@christovfx.com> 
Subject: Request for information/ Follow up/ Re: Comments CASE #: ENV-2011_3299-ENV 
Date: September 30, 2012 at 7:13:06 PM GMT+3 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
 
Dear Ms Hewawitharana,  
 
I would like to follow up on our comments CASE # ENV-2011-3299-ENV, attached below. 
 
Please let us know of the results/decisions on this case. 
 
Thanks you, 
 



Neviana Hristova 
Mailing address: 
3503 Griffith Park Blvd, 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
 
 
 
On Apr 6, 2012, at 8:31 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana wrote: 
 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Hristov,  
 
Thank you for your comments on the proposed project.  They are being forwarded to the consultants 
preparing the environmental documents and will be taken into consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
 
 

On Sun, Apr 1, 2012 at 9:28 AM, Neviana Hristova <neviana@christovfx.com> wrote: 
 
Hello Srimal, 
 
We spoke with you earlier. 
 
Please find attached our comments. 
 
Please confirm receipt. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Neviana 
 



ATTN: SMIRAL HEWAWITHARANA,
Environmental Review Coordinator
Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section
200 N Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

March, 30. 2012

FROM: Mr. & Mrs. LUBOMIR HRISTOV - property owners

Mailing Address:
3503 Griffith Park Blvd,
Los Angeles, CA 90027

Property Address:
4321 GATEWAY AVENUE,
LOS ANGELES, CA 90029

RE: COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CASE NO.: ENV-2011-3299- EIR
PROJECT NAME: Sunset-Silver Lake
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS OF 3 SITES: 4000 SUNSET BLVD; 4002-4038 
SANTA MONICA BLVD,;1069-1075 SANBORN AVE AND 1068 MANZANITA STR; 
4100 SUNSET BLVD AND 1071, 1077, 1083, 1085, 1087, 1089 MANZANITA; 4301, 
4303 SUNSET BLVD AND 4300, 4306, 4308 EFFIE STREET.

Dear MADAM,

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report regarding the 
development of 3 very large sites surrounding our property on Gateway Ave.

We carefully examined the environmental factors and would like to put forward our concerns 
and express our needs.

According to the Project Description the development of all three sites has a common 
applicant and we assume the construction will be simultaneous.

If the sites are developed simultaniously and/or consecutively, that would dramatically affect 
ALL environmental factors, such as:
- Aesthetics; Air Quality; Hazards/ Hazardous Materials; Water Quality; Noise; Population; 
Housing & Employment; Transportation/ Traffic; Utilities/ Service Systems, etc.

We are owners of a 4-unit income property situated in the middle of the proposed sites. It 
is fully occupied and generates income which supports us.

We are very concerned that our tenants would be distressed due to noise, traffic, air quality, 
parking complications, etc. and would eventually leave the apartments thus creating 
vacancies which dramatically would reduce our income.

Furthermore, we would have huge difficulties in renting out the vacant apartments due to the 
ongoing construction, and will have to dramatically drop our rents in order to attract new 



tenants during the construction period.

This will result in a huge loss in income for us which we cannot afford.

Therefore, we would like to be compensated for any losses incurred during the whole 
construction period until Certificate of Occupancy is issued by the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety.

We trust our comments/concerns/needs will be taken into account by the Environmental 
Commission in preparing the Environmental Report.

Sincerely,

Mr & Mrs Hristov



From: <wesjoe@aol.com> 
Date: Sat, Dec 13, 2014 at 11:36 AM 
Subject: Notice of Preparation, ENV-2011-3299-EIR (Various sites & addresses along Santa Monica 
Blvd., Sunset Blvd., and Manzanita Street 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Hello, 
Here’s a response to the Notice of Preparation for this project.  Thanks again for your cooperation in 
providing access to the file. 
  
--First off, a note on some prospective developments on nearby sites that are being considered.  There’s 
been a longstanding proposal for Metro to transform the Jiffy Lube property, across Santa Monica Blvd 
(“SMB”) from Site 1 and across Manzanita from Site 2, into a transit plaza: 
Http://www.compassblueprint.org/Documents/CBResources/LA_METRO_Sunset_Junction_Final_Repor
t.pdf 
http://media.metro.net/about_us/committees/images/ATP_Transition_Memo.pdf 
Development of the plaza on the Jiffy Lube site could affect traffic and circulation.  Could a transit plaza 
also lessen the demand for parking? 
  
--There has been discussion of reconfiguring SMB in the Project area, so that the easternmost block of 
SMB is re-routed to run along the current course of Manzanita Street to a signalized intersection at 
Manzanita/SMB and Sunset Blvd.  So hopefully the impacts of this change, along with the effects of the 
project on Manzanita south of SMB, will be considered. 
  
--In the Initial Study there’s reference to the City’s Seismic Safety Element, which notes there have been 
small landslides in the immediate area.  The geologic stability of the project sites, especially Site 2, needs 
to be carefully studied.  The sidewalk along the Manzanita frontage of Site 2 collapsed years ago.  
(Attached are pictures taken 12/11/2014; Photo 1 from near Manzanita & Gateway, looking NE across 
Site 2; Photo 2 from near Manzanita & SMB, looking SW along the Manzanita sidewalk).  This is 
especially pertinent if SMB is going to be reconfigured to run along Manzanita – any retaining wall along 
the east side of Site 2 will have to support the increased traffic. 
  
--There’s a high water table in the area.  This affected the design of the Casa Laguna affordable project at 
4201 Sunset.  And the condominiums at 4111 Sunset (directly across Sunset from Site 2), where the 
condition was not discovered until construction was started.  (The high water at 4111 required the 
construction of a raft type foundation, which per the developer added cost and resulted in the constructed 
units being less affordable than what had initially been announced.)  So, hoping that this aspect of the 
local geology will be considered, especially given that the building on Site 2 is proposed to be quite 
massive -- 89’ tall, with 44 extra community parking spaces. 
  
If there is a high water table on Site 2, could the size of the proposed building affect the water table and 
nearby properties?  Apparently this may now be the case with respect to buildings in Seattle’s Pioneer 
Square (affected by the construction of the Alaskan Highway tunnel). 
(http://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/10/us/in-seattle-a-sinking-feeling-about-a-troubled-tunnel.html?_r=0) 
  
  
--The proposed building at Site 2 is taller than anything constructed in the area, and possible shading and 
reflected light impacts need to be considered.  
  



--Given the spate of recent water main failures, hoping that the integrity of our local pipes will be 
considered with respect to putting in a new cluster of almost 300 units – especially given possible 
geologic instability. 
  
--With respect to the application of the Community Plan and the Zoning Ordinance on this project, there 
are issues – hillside massing, affordable housing – that perhaps are more appropriately considered with 
respect to Site Plan Review.  But there are clear guidelines with respect to these in the Community Plan. 
  
It’s my understanding that (optional) public comment/scoping meetings sometimes provide a forum for 
community members to suggest alternatives to proposed projects.  Not knowing if one is planned for this 
review, I’d like to suggest that consideration be given to an alternative project in which the individual 
units, especially those on Site 1, are made smaller in floor area.  This would allow for massing that is 
more sensitive to and reflective of local topography.  (The last version of the project made available to the 
public portrayed a building on this site that did not appear to reflect the hillside slope along Sanborn.) 
  
  
Thanks again, looking forward to remaining involved in the process. 
  
Wes Joe 
 







From: <wesjoe@aol.com> 
Date: Wed, Apr 22, 2015 at 3:24 PM 
Subject: ENV-2011-3299-EIR 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
 
 
Hello Srimal, hope this finds you well.  
I'm checking regarding the EIR for the Sunset Junction project.  Any idea of when the draft will be 
released? 
 
FYI, a couple of new issues have arisen -- 
 
-- Fire safety during construction, pursuant to the daVinci fire.  The building at the "SW" corner of 
Manzanita and Sunset is actually proposed to be taller than the Palmer building, and I'm assuming 4, 
perhaps 5 stories of wood construction over concrete.  And this location is at the mouth of the "canyons" 
through which Sunset Blvd & Hyperion Ave thread through the hills -- so breezy.  The surrounding 
residential and commercial structures in Sunset Junction are built of much less fire resistant construction 
than the buildings around the daVinci.  So, a concern. 
 
-- Water piping -- we continue to have breaks in the mains under major thoroughfares.  Apparently the 
main water pipe under Sunset is over 90 years old.  (Amazingly enough you can see the main from 
underneath the Silver Lake Blvd. overpass -- what I assume are the water and gas mains were left open 
and hanging under the bridge when it was constructed).  This would seem to be mainly a question of 
timing -- if the DWP is going to be replacing the water main under Sunset, when will that happen -- 
perhaps this affects the timing of the project. 
 
I realize that the NOP period has long ago passed and there is nothing available to comment on, but 
thought I'd pass these along. 
Thanks again for you assistance regarding all of this.  And hoping that this project will be decided before 
the next Presidential election. 
Wes Joe 
 



From: Bradley Jones <bjesquire@gmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Dec 14, 2014 at 3:40 PM 
Subject: Sunset-Silver Lake/Case No. ENV-2011-3299-EIR 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
 
Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, 
 
I am responding to your letter regarding the Revised and Recirculated Notice of Preparation 
Environmental Impact Report for the Sunset-Silver Lake Project/Case No. ENV-2011-3299-EIR dated 
November 14, 2014 with a deadline for public comments of December 15, 2014. 
 
As local resident in the immediate area of the proposed projects, I have many objections to them and have 
previously written to your office, as well as the offices of former CD-13 Council Member and Mayor Eric 
Garcetti and current CD-13 Council Member Mitch O’Farrell. I believe the scale and scope of these 
proposed projects, as well as their mediocre design, are entirely at odds with the community of Silver 
Lake. I could provide you with a laundry list of what’s wrong with these projects including traffic 
congestion and the false assumption that affluent tenants will ever use public transportation. 
 
But what I would like to make clear at this time is my objection to the way your office is conducting this 
Environmental Impact Report. I do not agree that the developer in this case, Frost/Chaddock, should be 
shown favoritism by your office by analyzing all three projects in one EIR just because there is a common 
applicant and the sites are in close proximity to one another. I believe each project should be considered 
separately, especially since one of the sites (4000 Sunset Blvd.) was the previous home of a cultural 
landmark that was destroyed by the applicant and may be geologically unstable. 
 
The applicant in question, Frost/Chaddock, has violated their agreements and trust in the community by 
destroying the previously existing structure at 4000 Sunset Boulevard in September of 2011. I and others 
have photographic evidence of this deliberate and wanton act of destruction of a building that was in the 
process of being designated a Cultural and Historic Landmark by the Los Angeles Conservancy at the 
request of local residents and the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council. The former building at 4000 Sunset 
Boulevard once housed A Different Light Bookstore, the iconic original Gay and Lesbian bookstore and 
cultural center. There are legitimate ethical and legal questions that must be addressed by the City of Los 
Angeles regarding the destruction of the building at 4000 Sunset Boulevard. The developer promised to 
work with the community to see how the previous structure might be incorporated into the new design or 
partially saved while at the same time they obtained a permit for demolition from the City of Los Angeles 
and acted upon it. The Los Angeles Conservancy and the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council should be 
able to substantiate these claims if you contact them. 
 
As a citizen I am requesting an independent investigation as to why the applicant in question was granted 
a demolition permit and who authorized it. Frost/Chaddock has been disingenuous from the beginning of 
this process, and after they demolished the historic structure at 4000 Sunset Boulevard, they didn’t even 
apologize to the community. At one of the community meetings the company’s representative called it an 
“Unfortunate Incident.” It was no such thing. It was a premeditated act of destruction that has left the 
property a weed and trashed covered vacant lot for over three years. 
 
By granting the applicant one EIR for three projects, your office and the City of Los Angeles has engaged 
itself in a conflict of interest between the public and a private company. Rewarding the applicant’s 
potentially illegal behavior in this case puts the community at risk and sets a bad example for other 
developers which have and continue to commit similar acts. By granting this combined EIR, your office is 
in violation of the public trust, and may be in violation of the law. That is why I have copied the Los 
Angeles County District Attorney’s Office and will share my these comments with the media. 



 
Frost/Chaddock claims they had to tear down the building at 4000 Sunset Boulevard because it was too 
costly to maintain. I spoke to the small business tenants of the building after they received their eviction 
notices. They all told me Frost/Chaddock refused to maintain the historic building and that they had to 
make basic repairs to the roof and plumbing at their own expense. They all wanted to stay and contribute 
to the community, but Frost/Chaddock had other plans, and obviously had help within City Hall since 
they were granted a demolition permit in secret without public discourse. If Frost/Chaddock was truly 
concerned with demolishing an uninhabitable building, why haven’t they demolished the building at Site 
3 (4301 Sunset Boulevard), known as “The Bates Motel,” which has been uninhabited for years? They 
refuse to answer that question and that building still stands. 
 
Therefore, the onus is on Frost/Chaddock to explain their actions, and your office will be aiding and 
abetting a potential criminal act if you continue with this unwise scheme to reward a bad actor, in this 
case Frost/Chaddock, by combining all three projects into on EIR. Your office is also potentially risking 
the safety of the community by not doing a thorough geological survey of the hillside behind the 4000 
Sunset Boulevard, which may be geologically unstable and unfit for a project of this size. Digging the 
underground parking structure could potentially adversely affect surrounding structures. By combining all 
three projects into one EIR, despite the fact that each site has unique geological concerns, vital 
information that is key to public safety and economic concerns may be whitewashed for the sake of the 
applicant, with no benefit to and potential harm done to the community. 
 
At the very least, Frost/Chaddock should be fined and penalized for it’s bad behavior, not rewarded by the 
City of Los Angeles. If need be, all concerned citizens and parties can request public information about 
potential illegal financial contributions and conflicts of interest in this case. 
 
I look forward to hearing your response. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bradley Jones 
bjesquire@gmail.com 
 



From: Carrick Moore Gerety <carrickmg@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Dec 10, 2014 at 9:22 PM 
Subject: ENV-2011-3299-EIR 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Hey Srimal-- I'm a longtime Silverlake resident and have a music studio at 1116 1/2 Bates Ave., 90029. I 
got your notice in the mail and wanted to give you a couple comments about the proposed Sunset-
Silverlake Development Project.  
 
Site 3: 
I'm generally very happy to have something built in the place of the Bates Hotel that I have seen 
abandoned across the street for ten years. I don't approve of the reduced setbacks or increased height 
requests from an aesthetic and pedestrian-friendly perspective. 
 
Site 1 and Site 2 
What the neighborhood (and the city) needs more than anything are more parks and parklettes. As I'm 
sure you'd agree, the reason a city like Paris is so pleasant and works so well is that nearly every block 
has a small park where pedestrians gather to picnic, read or play. They are also pockets of habitat for 
wildlife. Since both of these sites are currently undeveloped land, they represent a valuable resource. 
Once something is built on a site, it almost never is return to open land, so now is the time to choose a 
park over more buildings. Sunset Junction is one of the few pedestrian friendly villages in Los Angeles, 
but it still has a ways to go before it works as well as a place like Greenwich Village in New York City. If 
we allow developers to build up every inch of undeveloped land, the neighborhood will start moving in 
the other direction from where it is currently headed. It will slide towards an unfriendly landscape of solid 
buildings and cars. Studies show a pedestrian friendly neighborhood is best for the economy and the 
property values of a neighborhood. Please consider forcing these developers to devote at least half of each 
of these sites to public park. Or, if possible, make Site 1 a park entirely.  
 
Thanks! 
C  
 



From: Brittany Petros <brittpetros@me.com> 
Date: Mon, Nov 17, 2014 at 2:12 PM 
Subject: Regarding case no ENV 2011-3299-EIR 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
 
 
Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, 
 
My name is Brittany Petros and I own the property located at 1045 Sanborn Ave.  I just received in the 
mail the notice of preparation for the environmental impact report for the 3 Sites near my home.  Two are 
near where Sunset Blvd. and Santa Monica intersect and the 3rd is just a bit further down Sunset. 
 
I wanted to write and say that I’m beyond upset that these monstrosities are even being considered.  
Parking is a MASSIVE problem in the neighborhood and they do not have anywhere near the appropriate 
amount of parking to accommodate not only the tenants and business owners but all of their friends and 
customers as well.  The already horrible parking conditions will become unbearable. 
 
The traffic will increase hence increased pollution - also affecting the environment and my quality of life. 
 
I moved to Silver Lake to get away from these gigantic buildings and I’m sick just thinking about - not 1, 
not 2, but 3 of these non-neighborhood, non-environmentally friendly buildings are now being considered 
to be built just blocks from my home. 
 
What can I do to stop it?  Please let me know what I can do - where can I go to try to stop this from 
happening? 
 
Thank you, 
Britt 
 
Brittany Petros 
310-403-7556 
 







From: Richard Stephan <richardstephan@yahoo.com> 
Date: Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 6:29 PM 
Subject: ENV-2011-3299-EIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 
  
I live in an apartment building located at 4141 Santa Monica Blvd., and I write to submit my comments 
regarding the above-referenced construction project and environmental impact report. 
  
I am particularly concerned about the noise and air pollution that will result from three separate 
construction projects in a three-block radius.  While I do not support in any way this construction (what 
the area needs are more green spaces, not buildings), I hope that the developers will be required to 
observe strict measures to reduce construction noise and the various environmental contaminants (dust, 
fumes, etc.) that will result from the project. 
  
Thank you. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Richard Stephan 
323-898-5190 
 




