Eastwood Coalition

c¢/o KC Schmidt

1740 N. Gramercy Pl. #108
Hollywood, CA. 90028

Environmental Review Section
Attention Jonathon Riker

City Hall

200 N. Spring St.

Room 750

Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Re: Case No. ENV-2004-3814-EIR

May 19, 2006

Dear Mr. Riker:

This letter provides Eastwood Coalition’s comments in response to the draft EIR for the
proposed Hollywood/Garfield Mixed-Use Development project located at the NW corner of
Hollywood and Garfield Place: 5553 and 5555 Hollywood Blvd, as well as 1711, 1717, 1723-
1723 % North Garfield Place.

The Eastwood Coalition is a neighborhood association representing the various people
who live or work within the area generally bounded by Sunset Boulevard on the south, Western
Avenue on the east, Franklin Avenue, including a few of the streets extending into Hollywood
Hills on the north, and Bronson Avenue and the 101 freeway on the west. The project site is
within the area we represent.

Our neighborhood is one of Hollywood’s oldest: home to some prime examples of the
Arts and Crafts as well as Art Deco/Moderne styles of architecture in the city. In general, all
development proposals for this area should be designed and scaled to respect and complement
our existing historic buildings, such as use of similar architectural elements, quality materials,
and building massing that steps back while going up.

As the Draft EIR notes, the neighborhood also lies within a Station Neighborhood Area
Plan (SNAP) district (specifically, the Vermont/Western Transit Oriented District Specific Plan).
We believe all development proposals should be consistent with the well thought-out conditions
of SNAP and further its objectives that strive to encourage a pedestrian-oriented village
atmosphere. In this respect, all developments should have sufficient set backs, green space, and
building orientations that are open and inviting to the pedestrian. However, we disagree with
one element of SNAP — its misguided attempt to encourage the use of public transit by placing
caps on parking. People still need cars in Los Angeles, regardless of whether or not they use
public transportation, and they need places to park them. Lack of off-street parking is one of our
neighborhood’s greatest concerns. Thus any development that places any additional demand for



on-street parking would add to our already significant parking problem.

The requirements of SNAP were carefully crafted to, “Guide ALL development,
including use, location, height and density, to assure compatibility of uses and to provide for the
consideration of transportation and public facilities, aesthetics, landscaping, open space and the
economic and social well-being of area residents.” The proposed project, however, seeks
exemptions from SNAP that essentially obliterate it and its objectives. Of particular concern, the
project seeks exemptions from SNAP’s requirements for maximum number of units, maximum
building height, minimum setbacks, grade-level open space, and building step-backs. The
exemptions allow a building height over 9 feet taller than allowed by SNAP, approximately 6
feet out from the adjacent Downtowner Motel and closer to the curb along Hollywood
Boulevard, and approximately 13 feet out from the adjacent apartment building to the north and
closer to the curb along Garfield Place. In fact, all existing buildings along the west side of
Garfield Place are consistent in setbacks — the proposed project would stick out like a sore
thumb.

The draft EIR provides no explanation or justification for the exceptions from SNAP. No
doubt because there can only be one reason — for the developer to maximize the project footprint
and hence his profit. And, all at the expense of the neighborhood character and livability that
SNAP seeks to preserve and enhance. Given this, we find it inconceivable that the City can find
that granting the sought after exceptions “will be consistent with the principles, intent and goals
of the [SNAP] specific plan...”

With these general comments in mind, we turn to the specific comments on the draft
EIR’s analysis of project impacts.

Analysis of Land Use Impacts is Inadequate

The draft EIR dismisses land use impacts entirely, summarily finding that the “Proposed
Project is compatible with the uses surrounding the site and consistent with its zoning
designations.” The land use section of the EIR provides no analysis of the exemptions sought
from SNAP. In fact, it does not even mention SNAP, which is the controlling land use
regulation for the project site. In the project description section, the draft EIR states that despite
the significant exceptions from SNAP, the proposed project “would be expected to be consistent
with the Hollywood Community Plan land use designation once the comprehensive update of
that plan is complete.” However, for the project site the draft of that plan proposes NO
CHANGES from current zoning designations and NO CHANGES from the current requirements
of SNAP. In short, the project significantly impacts existing land use designations and land use
plans for which the draft EIR provides no analysis and no mitigation whatsoever.

Analysis of Aesthetics Impacts is Inadequate

In the section of aesthetics, the analysis is focused solely on shadow and shade impacts.
Again, consistency with SNAP dictates set backs, step backs, density and height restrictions —
ALL of which have been denied in the current project and all of which are intended to “preserve
the quality of the existing residential neighborhoods” and “conform to the existing neighborhood



character.” The exemptions for set backs, step backs, height restrictions, as well as tree intervals
for this proposed project are wholly inconsistent with, and detract from the SNAP guidelines
intended to preserve and enhance the aesthetic character of the neighborhood.

The Draft EIR should note that this project has the potential to significantly impact the
character and aesthetics of the neighborhood. This is barely mentioned in the Draft EIR and
therefore is insufficient to mitigate the potential that the proposed building could significantly
detract from the valued aesthetics of adjacent structures and from the neighborhood’s character.
Across the street on Garfield is the St. Francis Hotel, an historical building and part of the CRA’s
Hollywood/Western redevelopment. Across the street, at 5524 Hollywood Blvd. is another
historical building, also an architectural treasure for the entire city. Going further east is the
original Metro-Goldwin-Mayer building, another historical landmark. Currently, also part of the
CRA’s redevelopment plan for the Hollywood/Western intersection.

Analysis of Cumulative Impacts and Traffic are Inadequate

After review of the draft EIR for this proposed mixed-use project on Hollywood/Garfield,
one of our greatest concerns is the lack of acknowledging cumulative impacts. This analysis
does not include all the projects in the works, including the granddaddy of them all, BLVD 6200,
not one mile west on Hollywood Blvd, which includes over 1,000 residential units as well as
175,000 square feet of retail space. These omissions make the cumulative impacts analysis
insufficient.

Attached, please find Table III-1 from the Draft Supplemental EIR for the proposed
BLVD 6200 project. Covering four pages, it lists a total of 75 related projects to be considered
for the BLVD 6200 project. How is it that the majority of these were not considered “Related
Projects” for the proposed project at Hollywood and Garfield? Not even 20 of the 75 total
projects are reported in this analysis. Many of these projects are within a one-mile radius and the
cumulative impact of ALL these projects needs to be considered to establish a fair and accurate
analysis.

Lack of consideration and analysis of these related projects — which the City
acknowledges in a draft EIR circulated at the SAME TIME and prepared by the SAME
CONSULTANT as this EIR — can only mean that the cumulative impacts analysis has seriously
underestimated potential impacts and is thus woefully inadequate.

Because of this error, the entire traffic analysis in particular is flawed as it undercounts
the future contributions of the related projects that the EIR failed to acknowledge and consider.
ALL the proposed projects for the area must be considered when assessing the cumulative traffic
impacts of the proposed project.

In addition, while the EIR states the project "may" oversize parking, the project commits
only to providing the minimum number of parking spaces required by City regulations. The
minimum 1is insufficient and will lead to significant traffic and parking impacts to the
neighborhood, all of which have not been evaluated in the draft EIR. To mitigate the potentially
significant parking impacts to neighborhood streets, the project must include mitigation to



require on-site parking above and beyond what is called for by SNAP, The proposed project
refers to 183 parking spaces that “may” accompany this project. The words, “at leas” should
replace the word, “may”’.

The EIR Fails to Consider Feasible Alternatives

Because the EIR has defined the project objectives in an overly narrow manner, the EIR
fails to consider a reasonable range of feasible project alternatives. The number one objective
for this Draft EIR, listed on Pagell-9, states the objective for this proposal as: “To reuse and
redevelop the currently underutilized project site to provide housing and retail facilities to serve
the local community.”

Yet, according to SNAP, our neighborhood is in need of so much more than what is
stated in this EIR’s proposal. Specifically, SNAP notes that the “Plan Area currently lacks
adequate facilities for schools, parks (including public pools and athletic fields), police stations,
and libraries.” Thus, when considering development on one of the few large undeveloped
parcels in the area, it is absurd to consider the only feasible development option is to “provide
housing and retail facilities.” A simple examination of the other projects proposed in the general
vicinity — which should have been included in the cumulative analysis — makes clear that there
are numerous mixed-used projects under way or scheduled for the near future. And although a
few the related projects are schools, there are none of the sorely needed new “parks [ ], police
stations [or] libraries” in the works.

Referring to this proposed project’s chapter VI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED
PROJECT” (Page VI-1) On Page VI-2 under the heading “Alternatives Rejected as Being
Infeasible” this draft EIR grossly misstates the actual reason one of the two prior projects was
declined. When referring to this lot being rejected as the site for relocating Fire Station 82, the
“brief” explanation given, states: “Due to neighborhood concerns regarding the noise that the fire
station would produce, the project was never approved.”

We would like it to be known for the record that the foremost reason this neighborhood
did not want Fire Station 82 relocated to this lot was not for the noise issue, although that was a
minor factor. The relocation of Fire Station 82 to this lot would have meant the destruction of 66
residential units, as well as two non-profit organizations. THAT is the number one reason this
community rejected the project.

Alternatives Rejected also states that another alternative was suggested: A park. It states
that it was determined infeasible because: “... it would require acquisition of all or part of the
site by a public agency...”

Members of our community would like to know what public agencies have been
contacted for the acquisition of all, or part of this lot, in order to develop a park? Perhaps, more
public agencies should be contacted. The rest of that sentence concludes by saying, “...and
would not achieve any of the objectives of the proposed project.”



We have clearly pointed out that this project falls within a SNAP area and therefore
follows the requirements set forth by SNAP. We have also pointed out that, according to SNAP,
our area is in need of parks, including pools and athletic fields.

So you see, our community members are confused how this proposed project takes
precedence over SNAP? Have all other SNAP area requirements been addressed in this or other
proposed projects? The answer is a resounding, “No.”

This EIR needs to provide a reasonable range of alternatives. It does not, particularly
because the defined objectives are presented in an overly restricted manner. To preordain only a
mixed-use project as the ONLY feasible project is incorrect and results in an inadequate
consideration of alternatives.

Scope of Concern:

Starting with the discussions over where to locate the new Fire Station 82, the various
neighborhood organizations realize that the projects in the “Flats” of Hollywood have impacts in
the Hollywood Hills, up Beachwood Canyon, and into Los Feliz Estates. To the extent the Flats
become boggled with traffic, the quality of life and property values in these neighborhoods will
decline. Crime rates in these neighborhoods will increase to the extent more imprudent catering
to the whims of developers increases gang activity despite the proposed gang injunction for this
specific area. Thus, there is widespread community concern for each and every project which
fails to make itself part of the solution.

When people have to circle the block four or five times to find a parking space, or wait
upwards of an hour, the lack of parking is significant. When women routinely have to park two
and three blocks away and walk home alone at night in an area which the City has designated
appropriate for a gang injunction against not one, but three gangs, the lack of parking is
significant

The City's prior failure to study these factors does not mean that they do not exist and
have no adverse affect on the residents, as well as lower the property values in this
neighborhood.

With the many projects proposed for the immediate area, the biggest being BLVD 6200,
as well as many more to come, it would be inadequate of the City to refer to the isolated projects
chosen in face of all of these projects’ cumulative impacts. The cumulative effects of these
projects will create impacts that will exceed this City’s thresholds.

Eastwood Coalition's Woonerf-Shared Street Proposal:

Eastwood Coalition has proposed the Woonerf-Shared Street concept as set forth and
expressly endorsed by SNAP in order to mitigate some of the air pollution, traffic, parking,
crime, and other psycho-socio factors infringing upon this neighborhood. Please, see attached
sheets referring to our Woonerf-Shared Street Concept. We also draw your attention to the
submittals of Rich MacNaughton contained in the draft EIR appendix of NOP comments for



more detailed information on Eastwood’s Woonerf-Shared Street concept.

As SNAP is the City ordinance which controls the land where this project will be
constructed and as Woonerfs-Shared Streets are expressly endorsed by SNAP, the City is under a
legal duty to seriously study the Woonerf-Shared Street concept as how each new development
advances or hinders the legal requirements in SNAP. Failure to address this issue in a significant
manner could result in the EIR being found fatally defective by the Courts.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we hope that these comments assist the City in understanding the need to
adhere to the guidelines set forth by SNAP, ensuring that the proposed project will not result in
significant, unmitigated impacts. At this time, absent revisions to address these concerns in this
project would indicate that this project not go forward as proposed.

Very truly yours,

KC Schmidt
President, Eastwood Coalition

cc: Franklin Hollywood Hills Community Council
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association
Hollywood/Gower Neighborhood Association
Taft Neighborhood Watch
Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning
The Oaks Homeowners Association
The Dell Homeowners Association
Hollywood United Neighborhood Council
Hollywood Studio Neighborhood Council
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council
Los Feliz Improvement Association



