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November 24, 2008

Jon Foreman

Department of City Planning
City of Los Angeles

200 N. Spring Street, Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: DEIR Case Number:
ENV-2007-933-EIR

The following comments relate specifically to the Metumiversal Project Site (the
“Project”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (the “DEIRIated August 2008. The DEIR
does not adequately address the impacts on the community from thy@oged Project.
Based on a review and analysis of each of the propot&aailves (with the exception of
the “no Project” alternative) wdo not agree that any of the other proposed alternatives
would meet the Project goal of “providing a new developnbkat is consistent with and
complementary to the key defining characteristics efdhea in which the Project Site is
located.” (Page I-17).

We do not agree that the significant impacts on the environment oéilatives 2 through 8
can be reduced to a level of insignificance. Furtherdaeot agree that the significant
impacts can be appropriately mitigated. An “Unavoidablgdaiot is simplynot acceptable

in an area where there are already significant cummelatinmitigated impacts from
developments that have been built over the past feaes. The following comments are
identified by the DEIR page number to which they relatechid these comments should be
considered as a question of who, what, where, whemhgras such would apply and we
request a response to each of them. The exhibits altéghhbis letter of comment contain
documentation in support of the comments to which thiayere

Page No. Comment

Cover There is an error on the cover page of the DHIRe DEIR states that the proposec
Project is located in Los Angeles in zip code 91608. Howtdeeentire proposed
Project is located in Studio City at zip code 91604. (Sdwbi | and Exhibit I-1)

The address of the proposed Project is listed as 3875 Namketshim Blvd.
However, according to ZIMAS, this address is located imilaglle of Campo de
Cahuenga Way. According to the United States Postal sethis address does not
exist. (See Exhibit I-2)

Article VIl of the Studio City Neighborhood Council Bylawsfines the boundaries
of Studio City which includes the proposed Project sgee(Exhibit I-3)

Please note that none of the proposed Project iteld@a zip code 91608. That zip
code is located entirely to the East of Lankershim.e (S¢ibit 1-4)
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The DEIR states that the CEQA Initial Study for thegarsed Project is presented gs

Appendix I-1 to the DEIR. Comments with respect to #pggendix will be set forth
separately below.

The DEIR contains a summary of Significant and \idable Impacts of the
proposed Project. Unavoidable ImpactsldNACCEPTABLE to our stakeholders.

Wearenot in favor of a Signage Supplemental Use District that would irserea
visual blight by permitting any electronic billboards. d@3le note that the proposed
METRO Universal SUD does not comply with the Shermaks6tudio City-Toluca
Lake-Cahuenga Pass Community Plan (the “Community Ptarthe LA-RIO.

Under the LA-RIO land that is within 1/8 mile of the IRver is subject to the City
of LA’s right of first refusal if it is to be soldHas the process for notifying the City
of its rights with respect to any of the property witthia proposed Project site that
are subject to this right of first refusal been followad@w much of the proposed
Project site is within 1/8 mile of the LA River?

Wedo not agree that the proposed Project lighting will not cause actligéare from
the light source at any residential property. The tsMaighborhood of Studio City
will have a direct and adverse impact from the lighttaiby this proposed Project

[-10

This page indicates that the proposed Project’s lapéswould include a
walkway/plaza surrounding the Campo de Cahuenga Histoec Bishould be noted
that the Community Plan on page I-1 states that thepGala Cahuenga Transit
Station will be a focal point centering around the Cahp&@ahuenga and its “early
California Spanish architecture will serve as the desigeria for this important
gateway to the Valley.” (See Exhibit I-5 and 1-5-1)

Page I-5 of the Community Plan states that “Developmgtite transit station site
must retain the early California Spanish Architecturerarer to form a historical link
with the Campo de Cahuenga, a significant structure €alfornia’s past.” The
Campo de Cahuenga is designated as an Historical Landm#ér& Byate of

California Office of Historic Preservation, Califorrtiiate Parks. It is also one of the

eleven monuments located in the Valley that arelatsd on the National Register
Historic Places. (See Exhibit I-6, I-6-1, 1-6-2 and 1-6-3)

Policy 2-6.1 of the Community Plan requires that any pregpagvelopment contain
design element that continues the early California Spastyle of architecture found
at Campo de Cahuenga. (See Exhibit 1-7)

[-10

We do not agree that no open space would be required for Phase 1 or Plgse?
A of the proposed Project. A portion of the proposegetasite is currently zoned g
open space OS-1XL and another portion of the siteriedas PF-1XL. The DEIR
has been prepared as if all of the requested zone ché&age®uld be required to
build the proposed Project have already been grantkid. isTnot the case. The
proposed Project would actually reduce the amount of landrtiyizoned for open
space. Welo not agree that this requested zone change should be allowed.
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[-10

This proposed Project is located entirely withinltBeRIO area. As such, any
development within the LA-RIO must increase the egioll value of open space.
(See Exhibit 1-8) Further, one of the goals of the RKO is to create greenway
adjacent open spaces that enhance the natural qualdiepan space character of {
River. (See Exhibit I-8-1) Why have the goals of the RIS been ignored in the
design of this proposed Project?

[-10

Potential Land ExchangePlease refer to Figure II-11(b). For the proposed Prége
be developed 13,450 square feet of the park space would beugierexchange fo
18,180 square feet of the proposed Project site. Althougipéaas that this will resu
in an increase in the size of Regional Center, thégreaént of Bluffside Drive inta
the area that is currently park land will offset thedfé of the increase in the pa
area from the exchange.

The parking lot currently located close to the basetialnond will be relocated
considerable distance from the diamond and will nhowab@cent to the Metr
Parking facility. This relocation will decrease a sigaint portion of the useable pa
space and detract from the visual beauty of the park. @lytbe parking is on th
back side of the park.

Please refer to Figure IV.E-54. From this figure you eatbat the building to b
built on Site C in Phase 2 will cast a shadow that althost completely cover th
baseball diamond and much of the park. These shadoinsevdecrease the aesthe
appeal of the park.

We do not agree that the proposed land exchange will be in any way benlefictae
community.

-11

The City of Los Angeles is currently undergoing @ewarisis. The proposed Proje¢

will place a further strain on the existing water supfee Exhibit I-9)

~+

[-12

Although dual plumbing would be installed in the proposseldlings, this proposed
Project will place a further strain on the City’sv&® system. Studio City already hg
one scrubber that was installed to control the odoosifrsewer system which is
operating beyond its capacity. Another is slated fstaifation in the very near
future. Many of our homes are plagued by dreadful seweasoddnless the
infrastructure is significantly enhanced a developmerit 8ot many toilets to flush
into the existing systeshould not be permitted. (See Exhibit 1-10).

1S

[-17

The DEIR indicates that parking lot runoff shallttesated with bioretention where
there is adequate space. Control of parking lot runofilshbe a requirement for an
development on this site. As indicated earlier the gseg Project is entirely within
the LA-RIO and all of the Greenstreet Guidelines of drdinance should be
followed. (See Exhibit I-11)

[-17

The proposed Project objectives listed on this pageot in agreement with the
Community Plan. This proposed Projeoes not comply with the Community Plan
or the Specific Plan. The proposed Projectisitet located in a Media-Oriented
Regional Center. The only Regional Center authofizethe Community Plan is at
the intersection of Ventura and Sepulveda Boulevardse ESibit [-12 and Exhibit
1-12-1)
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[-18

The DEIR indicates that this proposed Project prifivide needed office and
production space for the entertainment industry. Waatr@ware of any study that
exists indicating that additional office/production spacededed. Please provide {
study that supports the statement in the DEIR. Furtbatoanot see sufficient
enhancements to local and regional transportation inficiste. The employment
opportunities and job generation at this site will r@hbw jobs but will result from
the transfer of jobs from a neighboring City. Addiadly, jobs may be lost due to
technological advances.

[-21

The mix of uses and per acre development density attéenative 5 would be
similar to the development approved at the Hollywood\and Metro Red Line
station that is presently under construction. Of2l&&0 parking spaces proposed
under this alternative only 1,900 would be dedicated to servint, 11® residential

units. Studio City is a parking impacted area. Condomisiara required to have 2|

spaces per unit and apartments are required to have 2 parking fpameery 3
habitable rooms. Based on these figures the proposedtFaiagedd have at least
2,350 parking spaces dedicated to the residential units. iéuaklly, it is a fact that

78% of those living near public transit do not use it. (Sdweliix-13) Therefore, the

number of proposed parking spaces is not sufficient bastdteaize of the
residential portion of the development. Please expldiy the required number of
parking spaces have not been provided.

5

[-22

A pedestrian tunnel was originally proposed by Metro a@sgbahe original
construction of the Red Line station. A review of khetro Construction Committee
Reports for the year 2002 indicated that constructiohepedestrian tunnel
(underpass contract c0322) was approved. However, thewdimst was delayed
over and over until June of 2002 when, due to an executimageanent decision, thi
contract was removed from the North Hollywood Projegince the MTA removed
the pedestrian underpass from the Universal City St&ii@nEnhancements it has n
fulfilled the commitment it made to the community aswmented on page 3 item
number 33 of the October 24, 2002 Metro Construction Caeenfction File. (See
Exhibit I-14 and Exhibit 1-14-1)

The MTA Mission Statement is to “operate and mainsagafe, clean and efficient
transit system with professionalism, courtesy and iitetiroughout the Los
Angeles region.” The mission of the MTA is not straction and development of
commercial and/or residential properties. Additionalg MTA is a public agency
and as such should not take any actions that are inigiolaf the Community Plan.
(See Exhibit I-14-2) Taxpayers voted to fund the developwithe subway with
Proposition A in 1980 and with Proposition C in 1990. hitof those propositions
contemplated the use of subway stations for commegciasidential development.
(See Exhibit 1-14-3 and 1-14-4)

[72)
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1-23

Alternative 7 indicates that the Proposed Metrovéhsal SUD would permit
changeable copy signs, animated signs, graphic signgoeleanessage display
signs, and projected image signs as long as they wevedreD and 100 feet above
grade. The light emitted by such signs would adverselpdatihe quality of life of
the neighboring residences as well as the surrounding caities. We are opposed
to the granting of a special SUD anywhere within the Comiyiérlan area as this is
not permitted in the Community Plan or the SpecifiaPléSee Exhibit I-15 and
Exhibit 1-15-1).

1-23

The first paragraph of Alternative 8 makes referentkedCommunity Plan as
designating the proposed Project site as a Region&tiCehhere is no such referen
in the Community Plan. (See Exhibit I-16)

1-23

The response to our public records act request did ntaticawomplete information
regarding the [Q]C2-1-CDO zone classification. Therefwe are unable to verify
exactly what is allowed on the proposed Project d#aildings of the size and densi
proposed are not within the scale and character ofdighinorhood. As the DEIR
does not indicate exactly what will be built, we questhe completeness and
adequacy of the DEIR.

[y

1-25

Table I-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts and MitigatioradMees states on its
first line that No Mitigation Measures are required andgigaificant land use
consistency impacts would result from the proposed &trojEhis is not true.
Mitigation of traffic, air, sewer and hydrology isswedl be necessary even if a
building within the scale and character of the neighbodhs ultimately proposed fo
this site.

Of the list of items listed on this page that may nexGity approvals, it should be
noted that Zone Code Changes, Height District Changesany of the other items
listed are called entitlements but in reality, they @aquests for changes to existing
codes and they must be subjected to the hearing process.

We are opposed to any change in the General Plan thed We in contradiction to
our Community Plan which would designate this area asggoRal Center. This
site lacks sufficient alternative ingress and egress fo support the density and
traffic volumes that would result from such a desigmati(See Exhibit 1-16)

The General Plan essentially serves as a “constitfitr development.” The City’'s

35 community plans collectively comprise the Land Usengl&t of the General Plan.

(See Exhibit I-16-1) Therefore, any impact of the progdam®ject that is not in
conformity with the provisions of the Community Plamiwiolation of the City’s
General Plan.

A transitional height adjustment is needed for the pgsedd’roject proposed for this
site. Due to the proposed Project’s proximity to thiettrresidential Island
Neighborhood of Studio City we are opposed to any transit height adjustment.
Without a zone change to eliminate the transitionajhteadjustment, current zoning
would limit the maximum height of this development toféé&t. The views of the
residential properties are protected under both the SpBdaiicand the Community

Plan. (See Exhibit I- 17 and Exhibit 1-17-1)
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I-25

The proposed Project requests a parkland exchangeCityhof Los Angeles and
specifically the Studio City community is park poor. The ®f the proposed Projeq
would put Regional Center and the Campo de Cahuenga foresteadows. This
will have an adverse effect on the vegetation andjtiadity of the recreational
experience at this park. This proposed Project is intdi@aradiction to the goal in
the Community Plan is to preserve and enhance open Epaedxhibit 1-18 and I-
18-1).

—

I-25

Open space is critical to the quality of life in our coumity. The definition of open
space includes the slopes adjacent to the 101 and 134 freevegguires that
properties adjacent to the river should promote the Udeaiver for recreational
purposes. The Community Plan also indicates thatisrighway for transportation
facilities should be maintained as open space. (See Ek1i8i2)

The DEIR indicates that approvals by other governmexgi@hcies may be necessat
to implement off-site mitigation measures. No portid@any project to be develope
on this site should be allowed to proceed unless the appnosadied from other
governmental agencies have been obtained for each arnydodfvsite mitigation
measure.

As indicated in our comments above, the original prapasas for a pedestrian
underpass that was never completed. (See Exhibit I-14548d) Therefore,
approvals for the construction of the pedestrian bridgesad.ankershim are not
sufficient. The construction of either a pedestriathenpass or a bridge must be a
required condition including permits and finalized budget appsdefore any
development is approved for this site. All traffic méiion measures must be
completed prior to the initial excavation of the propoBemject site.

y

L

I-26

Discretionary and ministerial permits and approf@ighe implementation of the
proposed Project are being requested. There are noanaligtsues within the DEIR
because there are at least 28 times that the DIERatedithat impact of the propose
Project is unavoidable. (See Exhibit 1-19) This meanisthese can be no mitigatior

of the impact as proposed. Thisuisacceptable. CEQA requires that adverse effec
be reduced to less than significant. (See 1-19-1) Onmlesof the significance of an

unavoidable impact relates to the requested exemptidre tdlayor’'s Executive
Directive No. 2 prohibiting rush hour construction on Gitgeets. Since many of thg
intersections are already designated as traffic impgawesxemption to the Mayor’s
Executive Directive No.2 should be allowed.

I-26

The DEIR indicates that the proposed Project woatdform to policies identified in
various components of the Framework Element. Thiseayue, however, the fact
that a General Plan Amendment would be required foptbeosed Project to be bu
as proposed including changing the zoning of portions ofréreefeom Open Space
and Public Facilities (the least dense of all areatsiesoid of buildings) to Regional
Center (one of the most dense urban areas) is claatriyp conformity with the goals
of the Framework Element or the Community Plan. Theghten an open space is
NONE yet the proposed Project requests an unlimited helgte object to any
change in the height limit in any part of the progbBeoject area. (See Exhibit I-18-
2)

2d
S
ts

A%

sTuDio@EdCITY

NEIGHBORHOOD \{’ CouncIL



Page No. Comment

[-26 There is an error in the DEIR as it indicatest tPhase | of the proposed Project would
conform to the existing Regional Center land use des@mnatio portion of the
proposed Project site is designated as a RegionalICéftte only area designated as
a Regional Center in the Community Plan is the saetion of Ventura and
Sepulveda Boulevards. (See Exhibit I-16) Additionaltg, DEIR states that Phase|1
of the proposed Project would implement a number of @onity Plan policies. This
is not true anave do not agree with this statement. As specifically indicated
throughout the Exhibits attached hereto, there are d&uaf aspects of the proposed
Project that would be in direct contradiction with geals and objectives of the
Community Plan.

[-26 We object to the use of the DRAFT 2008 Regional Comprehensive Pththan

Phase 1 and | Southern California Compass Blueprint Growth Visi@raft documents have not

Phase 2 been subjected to the required hearing and approval prawksseanot operative
documents.

[-27 The DEIR indicates that the proposed Project wouldaromto policies identified in

Phase 2 various components of the Framework Element. Thislmeayue however, the fact

that a General Plan Amendment would be required foptbeosed Project to be built
as proposed including changing the zoning of portions ofrdreefeom Open Space
and Public Facilities (the least dense of all areatsiesoid of buildings) to Regional
Center (one of the most dense urban areas) is claatriy conformity with the goals
of the Framework Element or the Community Plan. Theghten an open space is
NONE yet the proposed Project requests an unlimited helgtd object to any
change in the height limit in any part of the propgbBeoject area. (See Exhibit I-18-
2)

[-27 There is an error in the DEIR as it indicatest tPhase 2 of the proposed Project
would conform to the existing Regional Center land use dasan. No portion of
the proposed Project site is designated as a RegiontdrCel'he only area designated
as a Regional Center in the Community Plan is ttexsection of Ventura and
Sepulveda Boulevards. (See Exhibit I-16)

[-27 Additionally, the DEIR states that Phase 2 ofgh@posed Project would implement|a
number of Community Plan goals and objectives. Thistdrne andve do not
agree with this statement. The purpose of the Specific Blan provide community
development limitations based on the community infrasitirets transportation
capacity. (See Exhibit 1-20) The scope of this propose&trwill increase traffic
in the area such that it will far exceed the infragtieees transportation capacity.

A goal set forth by the Studio City-Cahuenga Pass Sttage Plan and Design

Guidelines is to extend the themes of old California deagyevidenced by the tiles
and other accents of the existing metro station abovwengrand tie them to Ventura
Boulevard. The proposed Project does not comply withstineetscape. (See Exhibit
1-21)

[-27 The DEIR indicates that proposed Project usepamaitted in and consistent with the
C2 zone and that the proposed Project impacts would behassignificant. This is
not true. As indicated previously, the requested change dfmen space and public
facilities zones to a C2 zone would change the height exgaint fronrNO
BUILDINGS i.e. Zero height to a zone with unlimited heigkit.e object to this
proposed change.
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[-27 and 1-28

The DEIR indicates that proposed Projepaats would be less than significant
because front yard setbacks, side and rear yard setdackst required within a C2
zone. However, such setbacks are necessary in raaldegras. As some of the
alternatives proposed may include a strictly residentiddling setbacks would be
required. We object to any proposed Project Alternative that would deletieasis
for residential buildings. If such setbacks were noviged the impacts would be
significant.

1-28

The proposed change from 1.5:1 FAR to 3.30:1 FAR waddltrin a major change
in the square footage allowable and would result in sgamti impacts.

The gross square footage of the project site is 479,596.E(®dst 1-22-1) What is
the net square footage of the project after dedicati®@e@ulation of the allowable
FAR must be based on the net square footage of the pnojettte gross square
footage.

The purpose of the DEIR is to analyze the impact optbposed Project based on t
zoning as it exists not to assume that zone changedl@med and then conclude thg
a less than significant impact would result from caretton of the proposed Project

At

1-28

The height on a portion of the proposed Projeetisirestricted to a two story
maximum height. Other portions of the proposed Ptajge have no restrictions bu
are limited to a 1.5:1 FAR. This designation by definitianits the maximum
allowable height of the buildings. (See Exhibit [-22)

t

1-28

There is no Community Design Overlay in placehwéspect to any portion of the
proposed Project site. The fact that the CommunisidieOverlay was never
completed does not negate the intent of the communpyatect itself from
development that is not consistent with the CommuPiiéyn. We object to the
requested change in zone to eliminate the CDO designation

1-28

Part of this zone is a [Q]. What are the spef@icconditions on all Proposed Proje
sites?

1-28

A conditional use permit is required for a Trangiie@ted District (TOD). The City
has not established a CUP process for TOD’s. TheaHata process has not been
established does not mean that this [Q] condition sHzeildemoved.We object to
the removal of this [Q] condition.

1-29

A conditional use permit for a hotel in the C2 zaneequired when the hotel is
located within 500 feet of property zoned A or R. The oobeindaries are within
500 feet of R zoned propertyVe object to any discretionary approval for the hote
proposed in Phase 2 Option B as the structure would baf ecéle with the existing
residential neighborhoods. Goal 1 of the Community Btamides for the protection
of single family neighborhoods from new out of scaleedgpment and encroachme
by higher density residential and other incompatible usgse Exhibit 1-23 and
Exhibit 1-19-1)

sTuDio@EdCITY
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1-29

Phase 1 of the proposed Project, which is a Conah&orner Development, will
have significant impactswWe do not agree with the conclusion in the DEIR that the
impacts will not be significant as it is based onghemise that zone and height
district changes have been granted.

Further, the purpose of an EIR is to analyze the impl&tproposed Project on the
environment given the maximum use of the proposed Prajecdsscurrently zoned
compared to the maximum use and zone needed for the prdpagect. This DEIR
consistently and inappropriately analyzes the proposgdd®s impact assuming all
requested zone changes and exemptions have been grante€x\itdt 1-24 and
Exhibit 1-24-1)

1-29

As the proposed Project is currently in an areagdased as height district 1 new
buildings and structures would be required to comply wighTatansitional Height
requirementsWe object to any exemption from this provision of the zone code.
(See Exhibit I-25 and Exhibit 1-17-1)

1-29

The DEIR is in error as it states that the proposegeEt site is designated as a
Regional Center. The proposed Project sitdGd a Regional Center. (See Exhibi
1-12)

The DEIR states that the maximum FAR is 6 to 1 far pnoposed Project site. This

is not correct the maximum FAR is 1.5:1. (See Exhibit I-22)

t

1-29

The DEIR states that the Community Plan encourmgesased density. Thismnet
correct. The Community Plan specifically requires the provectf existing stable
single-family and low density residential neighborhoadsifencroachment by highg
density residential and other incompatible uses. (SeeyPolic3 in Exhibit 1-23)

D
-

1-29

Under Phase 2, Option B the proposed Project would prowviokaleof 400 dwelling
units and 300 hotel rooms and concludes that the proposedtRvojeld have a less
than significant impact with respect to the open spapained as set forth in the
LAMC. This statement does not take into account the &change which would
result in a significant decrease in the prime usable @r&®egional Center. (See
Exhibit I-26, Exhibit 1-26-1 and Exhibit 1-26-2)

1-30

The DEIR states that “with the approval of thettdeJniversal SUD, proposed
Project impacts with respect to land use plans and zdmngsign regulations and
policies would be less than significant.” The proposedrvUniversal SUD does nc
exist and itshould not be established as it is not in compliance with the Communit
Plan. (See Exhibit I-15 and Exhibit 1-15-1).

1-30

Figure IV.A.2-2, a map of the proposed Project st&) error. The areas labeled
Valley Village Residential Area, Weddington Park Norttg tsland Community,
Weddington Park South and Campo de Cahuenga Historic 8itdl arithin Studio
City. Additionally, the area labeled as Valley VillaBesidential Area is not Valley
Village at all. Valley Village is located further tioet North and West and it is not
included on this map. (See Exhibit 1-27)

sTuDio@EdCITY
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1-30

The DEIR indicated that “No feasible mitigationamares are available to reduce
impacts associated with increased building height, naaskdensity or signage
adjacent to the Campo de Cahuenga Historic Site and iswactid be significant
and unavoidable at the Campo de Cahuengghisisnot acceptable. The
importance of the Campo de Cahuenga as gateway to ounguty at the transit

station and as a historical site have been previousiyrdented. (See Exhibit I-5 and

I-5-1) and (See Exhibit I-6, I-6-1, | 6-2 and 1-6-3)

[-31

The landscaping mitigation measure described in A2H2hot provide any
mitigation as the southern edge of Site B is the 10IwEng@ot Weddington Park
South. (See Exhibit 1-28) Additionally, it should be notleat full size mature trees
and landscaping elements must be incorporated in theckmdg plan.

[-31

The DEIR states that the impacts from heighssvand density as well as sighage
Weddington Park South, City View lofts and the Islandyheorhood would be
significant and unavoidable after mitigatiobnavoidable impactsare

unacceptable and are not in accordance with the Community Pl&®e Exhibit 1-23)

[-31

In B-1 the DEIR indicates that there will bergfgcant and unavoidable impacts even
after the implementation of a TDM program. The pr@gbBroject should be reduced

in scope so that there are no significant or unavoadiatgbacts, as the alteration of
travel behavior by employees and others frequenting thegeddProject site can
only be encouraged but not mandated. This program will notde@ffective traffic
mitigation. (See Exhibit I-29)

Additionally all traffic mitigation measures must be agteipon by all agencies
referred to in the DEIR and they should be implemenéddrb the hauling begins to
eliminate the unavoidable effects within the proposed Ergjee area.

[-31

Although portions of Lankershim Blvd. may be widened,BDIOT has advised the

SCNC representatives that the portion of Lankershahdbes under the 101 Freeway

cannot be improved or widened. Therefore, there wilenbe any way to design
mitigation measures that will accommodate the expectedase in traffic resulting
from the proposed Project. Further, a Caltrans reprases) Doug Failing, stated
recently at a public meeting that no funding would be corartge area surrounding
the proposed Project site for freeway improvements étbere were no budgetary
constraints.

I-31 to 1-43

Despite the mitigation measures mentioned on theses pdgeDEIR indicates that
the level of impact after the mitigation is signifitamd unavoidable. As indicated
previously unavoidable impacts are unacceptable to our comynii find no
supporting evidence to indicate that any proposed Projdtuwavoidable impacts
has ever been approved in the City of Los Angeles.speifically note that the Los
Lomas project that would have had unavoidable impacts otaspproved. (See
Exhibit I-30 and 1-30-1)
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I-31 to 1-43

The list of mitigation measures on these pages exclugesigigation designed to
address the adverse traffic impact that this proposedd®ropuld have on the
intersection of Lankershim, Cahuenga and Ventura Blvilse DOT’s Public
Information officer has advised us that due to cost caingsrthe underpass at this
location has not been widened. Although the widthhisfiunderpass was adequate
for the traffic volume 948 it is certainly not adequate for today’s traffic volesn
New roadways in the area have already been buitditithte access to the area
primarily related to Universal City and they are not sigfit to eliminate the
congestion at this intersection and on Lankershim Bly8ee Exhibit 1-31 and
Exhibit 1-31-1) The traffic that will result from this proped Project will put this
intersection into a continual state of gridlock. (&aéibit 1-32)

The project is expected to generate between 14,161 and 14,662atadle trips on 3
typical weekday. Portions of the project are locatjdcent to the intersection of
Lankershim Blvd and Ventura/Cahuenga Blvd. At this point Lastker Blvd., a
major access point for vehicular traffic, goes undertie Freeway. This Freeway
underpass cannot be widened. The Project would resugnifisant intersection Los
of Service impacts at 22 intersections as a restithate 1 and 52 intersections as

result of Phases 1 and 2. Many of the proposed traffigation measures will not be

implemented until the completion of Phase 2.

[ i)

IV.B
Transportation
Page IV.B-22

As indicated in footnote 3 the proposed Project would vecaitransit credit as a
component of Mitigation measure 1V.B-1. We object toghenting of any transit
credit to this proposed Project. Please note tleateport “Travel Characteristics of
Transit-Oriented Development in California” which wasded by a Caltrans
Transportation Grant, indicates that 78 percent ofleess in transit oriented housin
do not use nearby bus or subways and only add more carakocdogestion. (See
Exhibit I-13 and Exhibit 1-33)

[-31

The July 24, 2008 Department of Transportation Initraffic Assessment of the
Proposed Metro Universal Project at Lankershim BoulevaddCampo De Cahueng
Way (EIR No Env 2007-933EIR) concludes that a more aggressavesfortation
Demand Management (TDM) program should be developed thatl\®ohieve a
higher trip-reduction benefit of 20%, should be developdte DOT acknowledges
that even such a TDM program would still result in enbar of unmitigated propose
Project traffic impacts. The DOT therefore recomaeethat additional proposed
Project alternatives that are of a reduced density whaidd generate less traffic
impacts should be considered. We agree with the DOTvarabject to any
alternative that results in unmitigated traffic impa8ee Exhibit I-33-1)

1-34

The mitigation in B-8 suggests that upgrading intersestiath signal controllers
will improve traffic flow in the area. However, Mquark Street is only one lane in
each direction from Laurel Canyon to Fulton Ave. Mookdaireet is already overly
congested so instillation of signal controllers will netnove any of the existing
traffic and will not elevate the impact of the addiabtraffic that would result from
the proposed Project.
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1-35

The mitigation measure described in B-12 indicatesitthauld increase the
intersection capacity by one percent. We object toideriag such a de minimus
increase in capacity as a mitigation measure.

The mitigation measures listed as items B-9, B-10, B-11Bahd all refer to the
“intersection from 170 to 2070.” The 170 is a freeway ther®i2070 in this area.
Please identify what the “2070” is and where it is loda(8ee Exhibit 1-34)

1-36 to 1-38

The mitigation measures listed provide for physieprovements to be made to onl
one side of the streets indicatéd/.e object as these measures need to address bag
ingress and egress. Additionally, mitigation measured t@ provide for the
surrounding area in all directions, North, South, Bast West. The current measur
address mitigation to the North and East. There isstlmo mitigation for the areas
West or South of the proposed Project site.

Please reconcile the traffic counts in the DEIR Vied2: Section IV.B to the traffic
counts in the Colfax Bridge Replacement Project fa&tudy — Studio City
Community, Los Angeles, California November 27, 2006. Sdgbit 1-34-1)

[-40

The mitigation measures listed as items B-26 adirreef the “intersection from 170 tg
“270.” The 170 is a freeway there is no 270 in this ardeask identify what the
“2070” is and where it is located. (See Exhibit 1-35)

1-43

At the request of Caltrans, the DEIR included an aralysproposed Project impact
on the study of on-and off ramps and weaving freeway segmé&ine DEIR indicates
that based on the Caltrans criteria the impacteeptoposed Project are significant
and unavoidable even after the proposed mitigation messur

As indicated in the Executive Summary Final Environmentpkct Report for the
San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Ptqespared in July of 2002,
despite its recent widening projects, the Ventura Frg€Ww8 101) is currently
operating at capacity in both directions during peak hotinss corridor has been
projected to be one of the most congested corridofgifuture, operating at 50 to 6
percent over capacity by the year 2020 suggesting the needtfmeigit new lanes
in each direction. It also indicates that sevemagestion is projected for Ventura
Boulevard. (See Exhibit I-36) We object to the constraatibthe proposed Project
as it is evident that the major artery leading to tlogpsed Project location is alread
over capacity.

Mitigation measures B-35 and B-36 indicate that the Préjpplicant will make a
fair-share contribution toward the improvements to mwh @ff ramps as long as they
are implemented by the year 2015. In light of the Cibyidget crisis we object to th
construction of the proposed Project before the mitigaheasures are implemente
and request that the Project Applicant be required tograhése measures and tha
the time of their liability to do so be unlimited.

es
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V.B
Transportation
I\V.B-55

The physical mitigation measures at intersections almura Blvd evaluated at th
request of LADOT were not proposed in the DEIR becaussetimprovements
would result in significant secondary impacts such as t&ohscin sidewalk widths
and loss of on-street parking. (See Exhibit I-3V§ object to the mitigation
measures proposed as they are not able to reduce the pr&roget impacts to less
than significant.

(1%}

1-43

The 2008 Long Range Transportation Plan indicateptbpbsed transportation
improvements to this area include building new SB US-10daops and off-ramps
at Campo de Cahuenga Way (Ventura Blvd. exit from northdbdlirection) and
additional lanes NB and SB between the Ventura Blvd.aaxdtthe 134 interchange.
Please explain the impact of the proposed mitigatiothese necessary freeway
improvements. (See Exhibit 1-38)

1-43

The CMP Arterial Monitoring Station Impacts at Lelu€Canyon & Ventura Boulevar
have been identified in the DEIR as significant. €bants used in the DEIR are
inconsistent with those of the Specific Plan. Thesusess identified in section IV.B
of the DEIR do not conform to the provisions in the Speétfan for mitigation of
traffic in this corridor. The Specific Plan requirestrictions on future developmen
to ensure that Ventura Boulevard remains viable as th&&aando Valley's
premier commercial corridor. (See Exhibit I-39). Thegmsed Project alternatives

should be developed that comply with the Specific Ptahthat do not place a furthe

strain on the Critical Intersections listed in thee&fic Plan. (See Exhibit 1-39-1)

[-44

The DEIR indicates that significant and unavoidaileacts would remain after the
construction of Phases 1 and 2 Option A on 5 CMP freessggnents and that there
are no feasible mitigation measur&disis not acceptable to the community. The
size and density of the proposed Project should be redadedtghe proposed
Project does not result in any significant or unavoidabfEacts.

[-44

The potential additional trips added by the proposeé&trty Ventura Boulevard
would have a significant adverse impact. Implementaifdhe mitigation measures|
would NOT reduce this impact to less than significant

[-44

The proposed Project will be under construction fpeafs. Access to the Island
Neighborhood and the neighborhood from Valleyheart Dailebe significantly
adversely affected due to lane closures and there walllbss of on street parking.
As the DEIR concludes the impact due to these lane closisggnificant and
unavoidable impacts are not acceptable. The size, sodmduaation of the propose
Project construction period must be reduced.

L

[-44

We question how the mitigation measure as desciibBe38 can be implemented.
Will there be a guard posted to insure that the totallbmr of trips per day does not
exceed 2957 The Island Neighborhood is a locked in resatlantéa with only one

way out, Lakershim Blvd. Does the 296ar have to wait until the next day to leave

It should be noted that even if that mitigation measwas successfully implementeq
the impact to the neighborhood will still be signifitand unavoidable. Again, this
not acceptable to the community.

When were the traffic counts compiled? On what daee they compiled and at
what time?

D
N

is
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[-45

The mitigation measures described in B-39 indicadealh busses will turn left on
Campo de Cahuenga Way causing them all to go through thepasdet Lankershin
and Cahuenga/Ventura Boulevards which is a regionally tegarea already. (Se¢
Exhibit 1-40) All other vehicular traffic would end up on Vard or Cahuenga
Boulevards. The Specific Plan requires restrictionfuture developments to ensut
that the corridor remains viable as the San Fernandeyw&apremier commercial
corridor. (See Exhibit 1-39). Proposed Project altevea should be developed that
comply with the Specific Plan and that do not placerthér strain on the Critical
Intersections listed in the Specific Plan. (See ExIHBR-1)

=}

1”4

e

[-45

The benefits described in B-40 to the larger communityad@ut way the adverse
impact that the intrusion will have on the neighbod®moAdditionally, any residual
intrusions after construction is completed aoe acceptable. The amount of funding
proposed in this measure is not sufficient and the bousdairibe area of eligibility
do not encompass a sufficient area. How was thedrédiv determined?

[-45

Site Access and Circulation Impacts especiallekded to pedestrian safety will be
significant and unavoidable. The DEIR indicates thatelare no feasible mitigatior
measures beyond those identified in Section 1V.B, mbgthich will not be
implemented until the completion of Phase 2. Thisotsacceptable. The
construction of a pedestrian underpass should be reqaiteidompleted before any
other proposed Project construction is begun as requirdtedyOT for safety
purposes. (See Exhibit I-41)

I-46

Mitigation measure B-41 states that the Projectlidapt must provide a minimum o
296 parking spaces at one or more offsite locations withlkimg distance of Sites [
and E until the completion of the Site B parking gardglease identify the exact
location for these parking spaces. We are unawaneydbaation within walking
distance that could accommodate so may vehicles. Adalitypmhe current park and
ride lot has 390 spaces. This will result in a losdmbat 100 parking spaces in a
parking impacted area. (See Exhibit I-42) Where will aoldl parking be located?

—h

)

I-46

Since the impacts associated with traffic mitigatmeasures are significant and
unavoidable, this proposed Project should be reduced irssige and density so th
it does not result in any significant and unavoidable irgac

at

[-47

All of the sources of noise listed will have alvarse impact on Regional Center an
the residential neighborhood not just on Campo de Cahueecifically the
relocation of the transit station and the parking ¢lés¢he residential neighborhooc
is not acceptable. They should continue to be locatpadent to the 101 Freeway
where the noise will not have as great an impact.

d

[-47

This DEIR does not include the Universal Vision FRaaject although it is
mentioned on |-47 as being simultaneously constructed. DHIR for that proposed
Project should be cumulatively reviewed with the Mefroversal Project as the
communities requested before this DEIR was prepared. Witkgiewing the
DEIRS for both projects simultaneously, the cumulatimpact of these projects
cannot be properly evaluated.

[-47

Although mitigation measure C-2 addresses construobise by stating that piles
will be drilled and pile drivers will not be used, the irmpfilom vibrations is not
mitigated as they relate to the residential neighbatbod’lease address how
vibration damage to both the residential neighborhood ancbtienercial area
surrounding the site will be prevented or mitigated.
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[-47

The mitigation measures described in C-3 indicdtassttuck haul routes shall be
planned to avoid streets where zoning is predominatelyenatsal. The DEIR
indicates that the preferred truck haul route is southamkershim, right on Ventura
Boulevard and right on Fruitland on ramp and South od@ie (See Exhibit 1-43)
This does not comply with the Specific Plan. No carcdion vehicles should be
allowed on Ventura Blvd. or on Bluffside or on Valleghie Further how do trucks
that are arriving at the proposed Project site fronkts, that exit the 101 Freeway
onto Lankershim northbound get to the west side of Lankershpitk up their
loads? This route will further exacerbate the congest the underpass at
Lankershim and Cahuenga/Ventura Blvd.

Truck Traffic — average daily truck travel during proposeddetaconstruction will
range from 150 trips per day during the average three npamthd to 626 trips pe
day during the peak three month construction period. Althouwgthaul activity
would occur on Sunday the standard DAY TIME haul time sdeedill be from 7:00
am to 9:00 pm Monday through Friday and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm oindaat

The haul schedule for the NIGHT TIME shift is from 9:pén to 4:00 am thg
following morning. This would include hauling through the nightoiday until 4:00
am on Saturday morningNo nighttime hauling should be allowed.

-

\1%4

[-47

The mitigation measure described in C-5 indicatesttieae will be a 4-5 foot high
wall to mitigate the noise from the loading dock. Tiedively mitigate the noise thi
wall should be 8 to 10 feet tall and it must be contindfoughe entire length of
Bluffside.

[72)

1-48

Mitigation measures described in C-8 do not apply to excavdtauling and
concrete pours. All construction related activityaa kind should be limited to the
hours of 7:00 AM and 9:00 PM Monday through Friday and 8:00AM to BM®n
Saturday. This proposed Project is adjacent to residemtighborhoods and any
exception to the LAMC relating to construction tinsasuld not be permitted.

1-49

The DEIR indicates that the wall along the logdilock and Bluffside Drive would b
unattractive, unappealing and would make the park less aceesSibce the wall
would also attract graffiti it may not be constructedaihivould make noise impacts
significant and unavoidable. The wall must be built arsthould be 8 to 10 feet tall
and protected from graffiti with greenery that attackesfito the wall.

Additionally, as the noise from the loading dock wél ¢penerated 24 hours a day, t
loading dock and the parking facilities should be locatedthealOl1l Freeway and
not build next to Regional Center and the residengahiborhoods.

e

NS

[-49

Who from the City is going to be monitoring the gution measures listed in C-6
through C-14?

1-50

The increase in ambient noise from the loadingkdwill cause the noise level to be
above 5dB and in the “Clearly Unacceptable” categorp&ks. Sound travels.
These sounds will also result in an unacceptable vadise in the residential
neighborhoods.

(}Eﬁw
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I-50, | 51 &
-52

The DEIR does not indicate what mitigation measureletevel of impact after
mitigation for the HVAC equipment, relocation of thietro Bus Transfer and
Layover facility, the rooftop patio, public assembly in lwedscape plaza, and
amplified programs. Please provide the mitigation meagummsed and the level ¢
impact after mitigation. Additionally why were male s used in the noise
analysis?

[-52

The roof of the studio facility will be used fortdaor dining. Program sound may
used on this roof and in the landscaped plaza below befivaemand 12 am or 1
hours a day. Program sound from the rooffoquld not be permitted.

[-52

The DEIR indicates that to reduce the significasial character and view impact o
the proposed Project structures to less than signifit@a proposed Project would
have to be substantially downsized/e agree with this statement. Wedo not

agree that such a downsizing would bring the proposed Projeztcompliance with
the goals of the Community Plan and the Specific PAssindicated previously, ther
is an error in the DEIR where it states that this s defined as a Regional Center.
The site is not defined as a Regional Center in thrar@anity Plan.

1-53 & I-54

Wedo not agree that the views from sites P6, P7 and P10 all surroundéggoRal
Center will not be significantly impacted by the progbBeoject. The proposed
Project will block the views of the hills to the soutsieliom the park and the Island
Neighborhood. Additionally, the view from P3 will bigsificantly impacted. The
Community Plan protects the views from the hillsidesee(Bxhibit 1-44 and 1-44-1)

1-53

This area is suburban, not urban. ®lgect to the proposed signage as it will caus
visual blight and use excessive amounts of electride object to the fact that the
DEIR assumes that this is a Regional Center andstiwdt signage would be needed
create a media oriented environment. Studio City, Burbadkthe surrounding ares
has existed harmoniously with numerous studios and othaa fmesinesses since
their inception without any need for such signage. Hamyrfoot candles would be
allowed in the requested signage supplemental use district?

1%}

to
|

[-54

As indicated in the DEIR the visual impact of a pé&thes bridge would be significan
and unavoidable. This is why a pedestrian underpass dh®@uwloinstructed.
Additionally, the developer should be required to paytfor

—

[-55

No feasible mitigation measures are availablednce the impacts of light & glare,
shade and shadow other than a reduction in the height béitldéngs. The proposed
Project specific impacts and the cumulative impact€ansidered significant and
unavoidable.Thisisnot acceptable. The height of the buildings should be reduce
until the unavoidable impacts are eliminated.

d

[-55

No mitigation measures are available to addressigindicant impacts of upper leve
signage within the proposed Project. We recommend tbatizh of the signage be
reduced to eliminate the unavoidable impacts.

I-56

The impact of the proposed Project on Studio Cisyldeen excluded from this page.

Please analyze the impact of all these items on&titly. As can be seen in Exhib
[-45 the entire proposed Project is located in Studio Cltyis unacceptable to
ignore the impact of the proposed Project on Studio City.

I-56

Nothing on the roof of any building should be allowe8éavithin 10 feet of the edg
of the building. No helicopter pad should be allowed.

D
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I-57

With respect to the impact on Geology and Sdiks,mitigation measures proposed
are: preparation of site specific reports for each@it& to construction, monitoring
and observation during construction, repair of the Campadieienga if it is
damaged and design of a temporary dewatering sysIémse measures are not
sufficient. No construction activity should be approved until a# specific reports
have been completed and evaluated for all sites to ettuxgability of the proposed
Project in its entirety. It would be unacceptable tgileonstruction on one site and
then find that the rest of the sites cannot be bsifilanned once the report for that
site is prepared. Further, the cumulative effect efdhiversal Vision Plan Project
must be included.

Additionally, there are many questions that the DEIRsdaot address. How much
water will be needed for the required wetting of the trosion site in compliance
with the city ordinance? What is the long term impacthe sub-surface soils
themselves beyond settlement and slippage and whatlenthéerm effect of
dewatering on the trees in the adjacent park and the sih®unding areas? What is
going to happen to the water that is pumped out in orderiltbthe proposed
Project? Will it be allowed to run off as waste watesewage? What is the
ecological impact of sucking that water out of the sutfege strata once it is gone?
Southern California is a desert and we rely on the ragion of large amounts of
water to continue to live here in comfort. The stedelyletion of clean water bodes
ill for the future of the residents of this city. Treguired dehydration of the land
where the Project Applicant proposes to build portendsmnaironmental disaster.

1-58

With respect to the mitigation measures listed-h ¥ho will monitor the
construction equipment to insure that the Project Apptics complying with these
measures? How can trucks be limited to 5 minutes opfadg time when they are
lined up to haul out the dirt?

As the above ground parking will be an open structure aitiéty will be
characterized by large numbers of bus operations suchregsadd layovers. These
operations will have continuing localized air quality irafsaon the Campo de
Cahuenga Historic Site, the Island Neighborhood and Rabenter.

1-59

The surrounding communities agbject to brown outs and occasionally to blacko
Although we agree that the use of electric generatorsngoMmy internal combustion
engines should be avoided, the electricity to be used $ptbposed Project will put
a considerable strain on the Southern California etetigrid. The proposed Project
Applicant should be required to make a significant coutiolm to upgrade the
electrical grid before proposed Project constructionrisegi

I-59 to I-64

Mass daily emissions of Volatile Organic Coomis (VOC), Carbon Monoxide
(CO), Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) and Airborne Particulate ttida (PMyg) from the
proposed Project would exceed the Southern CaliforniaCAiality Management
District (SCAQMD) thresholds and would be significanimpacts associated with
toxic air contaminants during Phase 1 construction wouldesignificant. The size
and scope of the proposed Project should be reduced ws# tlmpacts would not be
significant.
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I-59 to I-64

Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions frdire total construction effort may lea
to maximum cancer risk for residential and work receptioas is greater than th
South Coast Air Quality Management District cancer tiskshold. TAC emission
must be reduced so that the people in the surrounding Ere®subjected to sug
cancer risks.

SV o5

I-64

The proposed Project will engulf the Campo de Cahuefi¢a size and scope of t
buildings will put the Campo de Cahuenge into a shadow.

As noted previously the Community Plan on page I-1 sthtdshe Campo de
Cahuenga Transit Station will be a focal point cenggaround the Campo de
Cahuenga and its “early California Spanish architectulesenil’e as the design
criteria for this important gateway to the Valley. ¢¥exhibit 1-5 and 1-5-1)

Page I-5 of the Community Plan states that “Developmktite transit station site
must retain the early California Spanish Architecturerarer to form a historical link
with the Campo de Cahuenga, a significant structure €alifornia’s past. The
Campo de Cahuenga is designated as an Historical Landm#ér& Byate of

California Office of Historic Preservation, Califorrtiiate Parks. It is also one of the

eleven monuments located in the Valley that arelatsd on the National Register
Historic Places. (See Exhibit I-6, I-6-1, 1-6-2 and 1-6-3)

Policy 2-6.1 of the Community Plan requires that any pregoBroject a desig

element that continues the early California Spaniske sty architecture found at

Campo de Cahuenga. (See Exhibit I-7)

e

of

1-68

What will be the effect on the Campo de CahuengtoHc Site from the dewatering”

1-69

fire fighting and emergency services. This may be thmyever, the Islang
Neighborhood has only one entry. The proposed Prajéicbe under constructiot
for 7 years. Access to the Island Neighborhood an@ittygiew Lofts on Valleyhear
Drive will be significantly adversely affected due to larh@sures and there will be
loss of on street parking. The DEIR concludes the itngiae to these lane closur
is significant and unavoidableT hese impacts are not acceptable. A plan must be
developed to insure that emergency vehicles have unfe@ecedontinual access
the Island Neighborhood during the construction.

I)

The DEIR indicates that proposed Project constmuavould not be expected to tax
)
L
L

[0

[-70

The LAFD review indicated that implementation loé oroposed Project could res

in the need for the expansion of Stations 86 and 76 anductascthat the proposed

Project would have a potentially significant impact widspect to fire preventio
services. As a result, the proposed Project Applisanuld be required to make
significant contribution to the expansion of these shations.

ult

N
a

I-71

The proposed Project may result in a reduction toctineent officer-to-populatior
ratio that would be classified as a significant impaks.a result, the proposed Proje
Applicant should be required to make a significant couatidim to the hiring of 6
additional officers.
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I-71

The DEIR indicates that intersections surroundivegroposed Project are expec
to be significantly impacted with the proposed Projecplé@mentation; howeve

emergency response times are not anticipated to be gedtdbted as emergenc¢

vehicles have sirensWe do not agree. Emergency sirens cannot effectively cl
intersections that have gridlock as they are at seleied F.

ted

I-72

The DEIR indicates that the Phase 1 of the prapd3mject will generate an

additional 42 students further contributing to overcrowslingdow was this numbe
determined, as Phase 1 has no residential component sngrdjected to genera
3,448 employees?

The school fees must be allocated directly for ti@gls listed in the DEIR.

Phase 2 option A includes an additional 711 employeet Wiilh generate arn

additional 21 students. Causing the capacity of the existiddle and high school to

be exceeded. How were these numbers determined?

Phase 2 option B includes an additional 1,251 residents whiatgenerate an
additional 143 students. How was this number determiné@df the residents wer
couples there would be 625 couples, and if only half of thoagles or 312 had on
1 child each that would indicate that there would be 312 iaddltstudents or mor,
than twice the number indicated in the DEIR.

Furthermore, how has the data in Table Ill-2 RelategeBi®been incorporated in
these calculations? The DEIR indicates that theeel66 related projects in the C
of Los Angeles alone.

oy
e

I-73

The Project Applicant requests a parkland excharngee City of Los Angeles an
specifically the Studio City community is park poor. Hiee of the proposed Proje
would put Regional Center and the Campo de Cahuenga fareseshadow. This
will have an adverse effect on the vegetation and théitya the recreationa
experience at this park. This proposed Project is ictda@ntradiction of the goal i

the Community Plan is to preserve and enhance open spaeeEkhibit 1-18 and It

18-1).

I-73

Please refer to Figure II-11(b).

For the proposed Project to be developed 13,450 square finet pérk space woul
be given up in exchange for 18,180 square feet of the proposedtite.

Although it appears that this will result in an increaséhe size of Regional Centg
the realignment of Bluffside Drive into the area tisaturrently park land will offse
the benefit of the increase in the park area fronekohange.

o
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I-73

The parking lot currently located close to the basetialinond will be relocated

considerable distance from the diamond and will nowab@cent to the Metrp

Parking facility.

Please refer to Figure IV.E-54. From this figure you eatbat the building to b
built on Site C in Phase 2 will cast a shadow that althost completely cover th
baseball diamond.

I-73

Wedo not agree that the construction phase of the proposed Projd#latat interfere

with the existing park usage in a manner that would subslignteduce service
qguality of Regional Center. The DEIR indicates thatess to the park site will be
limited during the construction phase. Upon what was study this statement

based?

Additionally, trucks hauling dirt, excavation and constinrc noise will all have an

adverse impact on the park during construction. The payofefétes or potentia
dedication of land (which will only be a potential mitiga measure for Phase

Option B) cannot be considered an effective or dinatigation measure for the noise
and disruption that will impact the quality of life in tpark during the 7 years that
this proposed Project will be under construction. Feslividuals would make a

conscious choice to have a picnic or take a walk adfd@aoea construction site.

[-74 and |-75

a

I
2

We do not agree that the estimated 5,159 empltyd® generated by the proposed

Project will only occasionally patronize the park. &l provide the study was usg

to support this statement? The walking trail and open spfate park will provide a
welcome respite from the office environment and shotitd@ many workers during

their lunch hours, before work and after work.

[-75

Since the proposed Project has the potential tcedserthe parkland-to-populatipn
ratio which would be a significant impact, no approvalsusth be issued until this

impact is mitigated or the proposed Project should deced in size until the impa
in not significant.

All Quimby Fees must be site specific and should leel dsr Regional Center or for
green open gateway as part of the LA-RIO project.

I-76

Has the mitigation measure described been develof@dyafing consideration to th
additional strain on the Libraries that will resiittm the construction proposed in t
Universal Vision Plan Project?

I-77

The DEIR indicates that the DWP has stated thidt immplementation of mitigatiof
the agency has adequate water supplies to serve the pidpagect and projecte
growth. What specific mitigation measures are beingrned to in this section

Additionally, please provide the study that supports thiglosion. The City of Los

Angeles is currently undergoing a water crisis. The @se@d Project will place
further strain on the existing water supply. (See Exhijt

D

D
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I-77

The State of California indicated on Octobel"3bat it would cut water deliveries 1
their second lowest level ever, prompting warnings ofewadtioning for cities an
less planting by farmers. (See Exhibit 1-46)

The California Department of Water Resources officgid water agencies could ¢
as little as 15% of their State Water Project allocet (See Exhibit 1-47)

o

Jet

Please reconcile these statements from the Stafaldgbrnia regarding cutbacks

water that will be available to the DWP potentiallguting in rationing with the
statement in the DEIR that the DWP has an adequater wapply to support th
strain this proposed Project will have on the wateresyst Please include the impa
on water conveyance and fire flow infrastructure afber removal of the tempora
water line?

Please provide the Resolution of the Board of WaterRowler Commissioners fa
agenda item number 13 [ADOPTED RES 009-019]. (See Exhid) IAdditionally,
please provide any study or report that was considered athopting this resolution.
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I-78

Weagree with the mitigation measure described in J-3.

I-78

Please describe in detail the exact nature ofehersline improvements referred
on this page. As noted on page IV.J-57 of the DEIR thed&upof Sanitation (th
“BOS”) will not determine if there is allotted sewerpe&ity availability for the
proposed Project until the Los Angeles Department oifdBig and Safety ha
established that the proposed Project’s plans and sp#oifisare acceptable for Pl
Check. Since that has not taken place yet please explaetail the basis for th
conclusion that no mitigation measures are requiredow Ihany toilets does th
Project Applicant propose to install in Phase 1 arléhase 2 of this project?

to

[4%

I-78

On page 1V.J-58 the DEIR indicates that the BO@eawentatives report that the
trunk sewer system is currently flowing at a rate of 53ceur capacity. Pleas

provide the report that supports this statement. Much Hean tplace in the

communities surrounding the proposed Project site inasieféw years. What wa
the date of the report and how have impacts on thersgyggem from the recer
developments been taken into consideration in reachingadmslusion?  Althougt
the trunk sewer system may be flowing at that rateséweer lines that feed into tk
trunk sewer system throughout Studio City are not flowintlpia rate. The propose
Project will place a further strain on the City’svee system. Studio City already h
one scrubber that was installed to control the odomsumsewer system which

operating beyond its capacity. Another is slatedifistallation in the very nes

future. Many of our homes are plagued by dreadful sewersodddnless the

infrastructure is significantly enhanced a development w@ many toilets to flus
into the existing systeshould not be permitted. (See Exhibit 1-10).
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[-78 and 1-79

The DEIR indicates that the landfills thettuld serve the proposed Project site

anticipated to be closed by 2019 and 2029. If constructidheoproposed Proje¢

begins by 2012 and takes 7 years to complete, one ofllargHrving the propose
Project site is expected to be closed. Additionallyy as the impact of the oth
Related Projects Table 1lI-2 been considered in detémmithe impact of thig
proposed Project on landfills.
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Page No.

Comment |

[-78 and 1-79

The DEIR states that the impacts on landfills frdms proposed Project specifical
and cumulatively will be significant and unavoidabl€his is not acceptable. The
size of the proposed Project should be reduced until igadts are less tha
significant.

I-79

We do not agree that the proposed Project would not contribute to anyutativie
electricity impact. The surrounding community is subjéxt brown outs ang
occasionally to blackouts. The electricity to be usethi®/proposed Project will pu
a considerable strain on the Southern California ebattgrid. The Project Applicar
should be required to make a significant contribution to ageyithe electrical gri
before proposed Project construction begins.

I-79

We do not agree that the proposed Project will not contribute to anynalative
natural gas supply. A natural gas crisis has been pedj¢attake place within 5 to 1
years. We object to the statement that the impaéised to natural gas supply will |
less than significant. This proposed Project will dbnote to the depletion of natur
gas. (See Exhibit I-49)
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I-79

Hazardous materials will be used and stored on the gedpBroject site durin
construction. The only mitigation measure proposed isptieparation of a so
management report and management of contaminated swilisf discovered by
subsequent observation (by sight or smell) during excavatmohgrading. Thes
mitigation measures aret adequate. What measures will be taken to insure that]
hazardous materials stored on the site during and afistraction do not leach int
the ground water or have an adverse effect on the Lgelés River? Without sug
measures wdo not agree that the impact will be less than significant.

—Q

1-80

Wedo not agree with the statement in the DEIR that the proposegeBravould not
result in a permanent, adverse change in the movementrfate water sufficient t
produce a substantial change in the current or direofievater flow. The propose|
Project includes the construction of dense building aveas that are currently op
space. Those areas will no longer be able to absanbwater and contribute th
replenishing of the aquifer. This will result in a peneat adverse impact.

The DEIR concludes that the City’'s storm drain systemm accommodate th
discharge associated with the dewatering that would aidwtng proposed Projeq
construction. In a time of severe drought no wateruresoshould be wasted. T
developer of the proposed Project should be required tgclee@ll discharge
associated with dewatering such that no net decredke aquifer occurs.

We do not agree that mitigation measure L-1 which regupreparation of a plan is
itself sufficient to mitigate the effect of dewategi Wedo not agree that the impac
on Water Quality and Hydrology will be less than sigaift.

[

[-81

Although the proposed Project site may not coraaynqualified protected trees, the
are many mature trees that will be lost as a re$ulteoconstruction of the propose
Project, including 22 protected Sycamores. Additionaltg tleveloper should b
required to replace any tree of any size that is removeldstroyed as a result of t
construction of this proposed Project with a mature ricdea tree in a 24 or 48 ing
box. The replacement trees should be indigenousetcatba and come from tk
species list in the protected tree ordinance.
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Comment

1-82

We request that the SCNC and all other communijarzations responding to tl
DEIR receive the initial report of the qualified bioldgislated to the birds and the
nests. Further, regular monthly updates should be sehese brganizations durin
the period when the biologist serves as constructiamtoro

[-82 and 1-83

Although the construction workers may naiaate their residence as a conseque
of working on the proposed Project, we do not agree thatirtipact from the
temporary daily increase in population will be less thigmificant. As constructio
workers generally arrive at a proposed Project site witilstand other equipme
they will not be arriving on public transportation. Tdfere, there will be @
significant increase in traffic and an adverse immactparking in the immediatel
surrounding area. In Studio City there is already ipgrn the sidewalks and
alleys. We are concerned that the construction wenkél do the same here as th
do in New York. (See Exhibits 1-50, I-50-1, I-50-2 and [-50-3)

1-83

We do not agree with the conclusion in the DEIR thadr 3,000 new jobs will b
generated by this proposed Project. The studio facilitiepgzed for the propose

Project site are being relocated from the neighboringneonity of Burbank. The

jobs in those facilities are therefore not new |dimsing created in the are
Additionally, the introduction of new technology in teidio facilities on propose
Project site is expected to result in a net reductiaredfin jobs.

-84

Option B includes the development of 400 residentiaswamd 300 hotel rooms. TI
significant increase in developments in Studio City onr @2 different sites ha
resulted in the construction of approximately 1,400 uniteenlast 4 years. Many (
these units are unsold and unoccupied. Further, on Novellb2008 there are 46
available apartments, townhouses and condos, as wdélasreclosures in Studi

City alone. (See Exhibit 1-51 and Exhibit 1-51-1) Therefogéyen the current

depressed state of the economy and the level of rdeselopment in the area, t
additional residential units proposed in Option B areneetded.

-85

Although the impact on population from the 1,251 newdeegs expected to I
generated by Option B, Phase 2 is not expected to bdicagmion the City of Los
Angeles, when the cumulative effect of this proposedeletas considered in relatia
to the 2,900 additional residents expected to be generatedthe Universal Visior
Plan Project and the residents from the Related &sojeable 11I-2 the impact o
population will be significant. Please revise the DEIRatlmress the cumulativ

effect of the Universal Vision Plan Project residenaas those on Related Proje¢

Table IlI-2. (See Exhibit 1-52)
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[11-14

The DEIR indicates that the Universal Visiola®® Project Table 11I-2 number 65 h
an EIR. Please include the Mixed-Use Development Univé&fisdgon Plan Project

EIR in your response to these DEIR comments and expiaw the cumulative

impacts of that development have been considered préparation of this DEIR.

[11-14

In early 2007, the CBS Studio Center opened their Imadcast facility. Presentl
there are almost 3,000 employees driving on and off theTable 1V.B-4 does no
take these additional car trips into account. FurtherDEIR shows only one critic:
intersection on Ventura Blvd. between Lankershim and I8ega Blvds. This doe
not agree with the number of intersections with sigaiit loss of service that

documented in the Specific Plan
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Appendix I-1 CEQA Initial Study for the Proposed Project

Page Number Comment

Cover There is an error on cover page of the DEIRe DEIR states that the proposed
Project is located in Los Angeles in zip code 91608. Howtdeeentire proposed
Project is located in Studio City at zip code 91604. (SdwbiE | and Exhibit I-1)

Page IlI-6 We do not agree with the response to this item. Theosexd Project will caus

Item IV.c hydrological interruption and it will have a substantialeagde effect on the hydrolog
of the proposed Project site.

Page IlI-6 We do not agree with the response to this item. Thposex Project will conflict

Item IV.f with provisions of both the LA-RIO and the Los AngelagdR Master Plan.

Page IlI-7 We do not agree with the response to this item. TheRDdtles not adequate

Item Vl.a.iv | address the potential impact the dewatering and excavdiadrwill be required for
the construction of the proposed Project may have erstbsurface or on the are
immediately surrounding the site. The significant amtoof dewatering and
excavation proposed may cause slope failures and undetimeii®1 Freeway at th
location.

Page I11-8 We do not agree with the response to this item. Theosexd Project wil

Item VIIl.c substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of giregposed Project site.
proposed Project includes the construction of dense bgildver areas that a
currently open space. Those areas will no longer be tabhbsorb rain water ar
contribute the replenishing of the aquifer. Additiopaparking lot runoff will be
substantial. This may result in substantial erosion.

Page I11-9 We do not agree with the response to this item. Theosexd Project wil

Item VIIl.d substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of thegesed Project site and mq
adversely impact underground streams that feed into th&kivAr. The propose
Project includes the construction of dense building aveas that are currently op
space. Those areas will no longer be able to absanbwater and contribute th
replenishing of the aquifer. Additionally, parking tanoff will be substantial. Thi
may result in on- or off-site flooding as there wié less open space to abs
rainwater runoff.

Page I11-9 We do not agree with the response to this item. Thpgsed Project includes th

Item VIll.g construction of 400 residential units and 300 hotel rooms nw&AD feet of the Lo
Angeles River. Therefore the proposed Project sitgtisn the 100-year flood plain

Page I11-9 We do not agree with the response to this item. Thpgsed Project includes th

Item VIIl.h construction of dense building over areas that are diyrepen space. Those are
will no longer be able to absorb rain water and thecttres will impede or redire¢
flood flows.

Page IlI-9 We do not agree with the response to this item. Thetglerighe proposed Project

Item IX.a the gateway to the San Fernando Valley would forevangh the character of th
suburban residential community.

Page I11-9 We do not agree with the response to this item. Thpgsex Project will conflic

Item IX.c with provisions of the LA-RIO, the Los Angeles River MastPlan and thg
Community Plan.

Page I1I-12 We do not agree with the response to this item. ThERDBEates that the impacts ¢

Item XI.g landfills from this proposed Project specifically andncdatively will be significant

and unavoidable.
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Appendix I-1 CEQA Initial Study for the Proposed Project
Page Number Comment

Page lll-5to | The Project Applicant in their response to the CEQ#idl Study Checklist
Page I1I-12 acknowledges that the proposed Project will have 55 patignsignificart impacts.
There are at least 12 additional items that should hage beswered as having
potentially significant impacts. The size of the pregub Project should be reduced
until the impacts are less than significant and no udatde impacts are included In
the final EIR.

The DEIRdoes not adequately address the impacts of the proposed Projextio Wot

agree with the conclusion set forth that certain impa@srot be mitigated and are
unavoidable or that the significant effects on the emvitent have been analyzed adequately
in the DEIR. As noted on page I-24 of the DEIR, CEq)Adelines require the selection of
the environmentally superior alternative. We agreettigaproposed Project should comply
with CEQA guidelines. Although the Reduced Height/Reducediyeikernative would

be environmentally superior to the proposed Project Alatnative should be reduced in
scale and character until it results in no significaherse impacts after mitigation.

Studio City has changed considerably since 2006. Yet mas¢ gLipporting tables and
maps were prepared as of 2006. We request that these dosbe@pidated. We request
that the Final EIR address each concern listed herdithah the proposed Project not be
allowed to proceed in its current form. We request thathanges to the current zone code
designations or other regulations and ordinances thadrotective of our community be
permitted. Any additional consideration of the documboukl be deferred until all the
reports required by the FEIR are prepared and analyzed.

We appreciate your consideration of our position.

Sincerely yours,

Ben R. Neumann
President
Studio City Neighborhood Council
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