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September 30, 2002

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, 7th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: 2000 Avenue of the Stars
EIR Case Number: ENV-2001-4027-EIR
Reference Number: SCH #2002011024

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

_ Strategic Concepts in Organizing and Policy Education (SCOPE) appreciates this
opportunity to comment on the City’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) for the
2000 Avenue of the Stars Project (“the Project™). We appreciate the work that City staff
already have undertaken to prepare the EIR according to the requirements. of the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) and to provide information concerning
the Project. We are concerned, however, that the proposed EIR and supporting
documentation do not fully identify or adequately mitigate the Project’s significant
adverse environmental impacts. The following comments explain our concermns.

SCOPE, a South Los Angeles-based community organization, works with South
Los Angeles communities to gain workforce preparedness programs in their
neighborhood, increasing their voice in public policy decisions by using research,
political education and strategic planning. SCOPE is currently working with security
officers, particularly in Century City, to build a more professional, stable private security
workforce by improving working conditions, training standards and increasing wages and
benefits for security officers. There are over 250 security officers working in the
immediate area of the Project and within its environmenta! footprint. The vast majority of -
those security officers live in South Los Angeles. SCOPE is particularly concerned about
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the Project's impacts on traffic, air quahty, noise, the jobs/housing imbalance, energy
consumption, land use and parking.

As we explain below, the EIR is fatally flawed because it substantially overstates
the property’s existing usage. This failure to account for the existing property's
underutilization not only invalidates the EIR's traffic analysis, it also undercuts the EIR's
conclusions regarding such other issues as air quality/emissions, land use, noise, fire
protection and police protection because of their connections to traffic impacts. The use
- of hypothetical square-footage based calculations is problematic in the jobs creation and
energy consumption analyses in addition to the traffic analysis. Becanse significant
portions of the EIR are permeated with these and other errors, the entire document should
be redone, based on valid analytical methods. We respectfully urge the City not to
approve the Project and its accompanying EIR until all concerns have been addressed.

1. TRAFFIC/TRANSPORTATION

Failure to Account for Underutilized Nature of Existing Develop nent in
Trip Generation Traffic Analysis

The EIR's use of hypothetical, non-site specific traffic estimates based on square
footage rather than actual vehicle counts obfuscates the fact that the site is currently |
~ substantially underutilized. (See EIR 223-226; App. 18 at 23-31). It results in inflated
trip rates for existing uses and an erroneous finding that the Project results in a net -
reduction of traffic. This in turn invalidates the EIR's conclusions on several other issues,
‘such as air quality/emissions, land use, noise, fire protection and police protection.

‘The traffic analysis by Crain and Associates uses four methodologies, which all
lead to the same conclusion that the Project results in'a net decrease in dally trips as
compared to existing uses. (See Table 7 in App. 18 at 31). The EIR assigns trip rates
depending on use per gross square feet to calculate trip generation numbers using the four
methedologies (i.e., “CCNSP,” “WLA TIMP,” “Standard LADOT Methodology™ and
“Revised LADOT Methodology™). For example, the EIR calculates a total of 19,161
daily trips with existing uses under the CCNSP methodology by applying the following
trip rates per thousand square feet: 14 daily trips for office use, 35 daily trips for movie
theater, live theater, retail and health club uses, and 45 daily trips for high turnover
restaurant and quality restaurant uses. (EIR 224; Table 3 in App. 18; Table C-1in App. C
to App. 18). The EIR uses the same numbers to find that the Project will generate 12,450 -
daily trips. (EIR 228; Table 3 in App. 18). Based on these findings, the EIR concludes
that the Project leads to a net decrease in 6,711 daily trips under the CCNSP
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methodology. (/d). The EIR then plugs in different default numbers, but uses the same
overall approach, under the other methodologies. (See id.).

Although the use of pre-established, square-footage based trip rates may be
appropriate to predict vehicle trips in other circumstances, there is no rat:onal basis for
using hypothetical rates in this case, where the current project is known to be
" underutilized and where accurate, site-specific data was easily obtainable. Traffic, unlike
air or water quality, is easy to measure. The EIR reports that manual traffic counts were
conducted in 2000, 2001 and 2002 to analyze the existing traffic conditions at thirty-eight
study intersections (EIR 216), but provides no justification for using hypothetical rates
instead of actual rates in the trip generation traffic analysis. (See EIR 223-26).

The EIR uses the square footage-based trip rates for existing uses that are
admittedly “underutilized” The EIR emphasizes that the existing development is
underutilized. For example, the EIR states that “[t]he Project would enhance the
economic vitality of the area through the re-development of an underutilized site. . . . The
proposed office uses respond to under-utilization of the site and a decline in use of the
theater uses.” - (EIR 163). In addition to underutilized office space, the EIR specifically
" notes the underutilized Schubert theater (EIR 211) and underutilized tennis courts (EIR
- 209, 211). The EIR refers to the Project as a way to “help bring patrons to the retail and
restaurant uses to help revitalize the area.” (EIR 163). The Los Angeles times reported in
2001 that the American Broadcasting Company (“ABC”) was “the major tenant at 2020
and 2040 Avenue of the Stars until it vacated in 2000” (Exh. A at 2), and that the
“[o]ffices in the ABC Entertainment Center are mostly empty.” (Exh. B at 3). These
press reports also discussed the “spotty success” of the retail area and the Schubert
Theater’s “very mixed financial performance since its 1972 opening.” (Exh. A at 2).
~ Indeed, according to the EIR and the Project applicant, the underutilized nature of the
existing buildings justifies the redevelopment. One of the “Project Objectives,” as
provided by the Project applicant, is to “[r]evitalize the ABC Entertainment Center site,
one of the older, under-utilized developments in Century City, by providing an

economically productive and vibrant use of the property that benefits the community,
* reduces vacant properties, and stimulates the local economy.” (EIR 65).

The EIR’s failure to take into account the underutilized nature of the existing

development in the trip generation traffic analysis leads to inflated trip rates for
existing uses and an erroneous finding that the Project results in a net reduction in
traffic.
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- This error creates havoc in the EIR because the finding of a net reduction in traffic
affects the “significance” determinations (and subsequent mitigation measures)
throughout the EIR — not only in the section on Transportation/Traffic (EIR 213-47), but
also in the sections on Air Quality/Emissions (EIR 101-119), Land Use (EIR 154-174),
Noise (EIR 175-86), Public Services/Fire Protection (EIR 197-200) and Public
Services/Police Protection (EIR 201-02). Examples of the dependence on this ﬁndmg
throughout the EIR include, but are not limited to, the following:

In the Air Quality/Emissions section, the EIR states that “Table V.B-10
shows that the Project results in a net reduction in emissions.” (EIR 112).
The EIR continues, “This is primarily due to the reduced mp generation by

~the Project over emstmg uses.” (Id.).

In the Land Use section, the EIR concludes that “the proposed Project
would be consistent with Section 3A of the {Century City North Specific
Plan]” because “the proposed Project would generate 12,450 daily trips, or

6,711 fewer trips, compared to the existing uses.” (EIR 166).

In the Noise section, the EIR states its reliance on the traffic study by Crain

‘and Associates “to assess the Project’s traffic noise impacts” (EIR 175) and.
- concludes: “The proposed Project generates less traffic than the existing

uses currently on the Project site. Therefore, the Project will result in a

slight decrease in traffic noise levels on roadways m the vicinity of the
Project.” (EIR 182).

in the Public Services/Fire Protectiqh section, the EIR states: “The Project
traffic analysis demonstrates that Project impacts to vehicular traffic would

" be less than significant after mitigation. Thus, the Project would not

significantly impact response times.” (EIR 199).

In the Public Services/Police Protection section the EIR states: - _
“Development of the proposed Project . . . would reduce vehicular traffic in
the Project area. Therefore, it is unlikely that the Project would result in a
substantial increase in demands for law enforcement and protectmn servmes

* provided by the LAPD.” (EIR 201).

The EIR is internally inconsistent — it justifies the project based on the
underutilized existing development but assumes full utilization of the emstmg _
development in the trip generation traffic analysis. This traffic analysis is, in many ways,
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the Iynchpin of the EIR. The error in the traffic analysis leaves the FIR riddled with
errors. The deficiencies are so serious that they cannot be remedied without a complete
re-analysis of the daily vehicle trips using appropriate methodology and a corresponding

re-evaluation of the environmental impacts in other sections of the EIR that depend on the
traffic analysis. :

Failure to Mitigate Significant AM Peak Trafﬁc Impact

SCOPE is also concerned about traffic during peak travel times. Our members
travel to and from work on the streets surrounding the Project site and will greatly be
affected by any exacerbation of traffic on the already congested roads in this area during
rush hour. As noted in the EIR, 47 percent (i.e., 18 of 38) of the intersections which
could be most affected by additional traffic generated by the Project are already at the
worst possible Level of Service (“LOS”) designations — namely LOS E or LOS F —in
both peak hours (EIR 239).! The EIR finds “a potentially significant impact at one study
intersection, Santa Monica Boulevard (North) at Avenue of the Stars, in the AM peak
hour.” (EIR 239). ' '

The only mitigation measure to reduce the peak morning traffic impact (i.e.,, T-1)
is a requirement that the Project comply with the existing Traffic Demand Management
(“TDM”) requirements of the ordinances of the City of Los Angeles — a requirement with
which the Project would have to comply in any event. (EIR 245). A major problem with
this mitigation measure is that it is presented in “preliminary” form, making it difficult to
know which of the many suggested measures will actually be undertaken. (See App. G to -
App. 18, “Preliminary Project Transportation Demand Management (TD'M) Program™). -
Moreover, this preliminary document presents mitigation measures in a confusing way by
using permissive, not binding, language — by stating “[D]escribed below are additional
measures that the project may implement, as necessary, to achieve the five percent (5%)
reduction in peak-hour trips” — followed by a breakdown of the measures into categories
labeled “Required Measures” and “Additional Measures.” (/d.). Thus, the EIR proposes
to mitigate a potentially significant traffic impact by referrinig to a “preliminary”
document that imposes “required” and “additional” measures that “may” be implemented

“as necessary.” The final EIR should clarify which mitigation measures are required.

~ YLOS E “represents volumes at or near roadway capacity, which will result in
possible stoppages of momentary duration and occasional unstable flow,” and LOS F“is
a forced-flow condition, occurring when a facility is overloaded and vehicles experience
stop-and-go traffic with delays of long duration.”. (EIR 219). |
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Failure to Provide Adequate Analysis of Freeway Traffic Impacts

There are four reasons why the EIR fails to provide an adequate a.nalysis of
freeway traffic impacts. First, the EIR fails to distinguish between freeway traffic

impacts caused by the demolition, construction and operation phases of the Project. (EIR
239).

Second, the EIR fails to discuss the freeway impacts from the proposed haul route.
The EIR notes that the debris will be hauled away on the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10})
‘and the San Diego Freeway (1-405) or the Harbor Freeway (I-110). (EIR. 109). Both the
upcoming construction traffic control plan, which is noted as mitigation measure T-2
(EIR 245), and the final EIR should evaluate the f.reeway 1mpacts from the haunling of
materials. _

Third, the EIR measures the significance of the Project's impacts on freeway traffic
solely by reference to numeric standards found in the statewide Congestion Management
Plan (“CMP”) and concludes that “no CMP analysm is required.” (EIR 239). While that
may be true, a CEQA analysis is required. |

_ Fourth, the freeway analysis should segregate the trafﬁc impacts by peak hours and
*off-peak hours.

2.  AIR POLLUTION
Failure to Consider and Mitigate Diesel Engine _Exhaust Impacts

The EIR neglects to consider the potential for significant impacts from pollutants
other than carbon monoxide (“CO™), Reactive Organic Gases (“ROG™), oxides of
nm‘ogen (“NO,™), respirable particulate matter (“PM,,") and sulfur dioxide (“SO,”). As
noted in the EIR, the construction and operation of the Project will require the
consumption of fossil fuels, including diesel fuel. (EIR 303). During the demolition and

“construction phase, “approximately 4,000 roundtrip truck trips would be required to haul
the debris away at a rate of 41 round trips per day.” (EIR 109). Other presumably diesel-
fueled construction equipment, including seven excavators, eight bobcats, and loaders,
will be used on-site. Jd. Nevertheless, the EIR does not consider the potential impacts of
the exhaust from diesel equipment and trucks. (EIR 108-119)
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That is a serious concern, given that diesel engine exhaust is itself a known human
carcinogen.? Lung cancer risk increases with increased exposure to diesel exhaust; in
fact, typical cancer risks to diesel truck drivers and diesel equipment operators far exceed
lifetime cancer risk thresholds.* Thus, to the extent that the Project exposes on-site

2 The Governor of California identified diesel engine exhaust as “known to the
State of California to cause cancer” on October 1, 1990. The current regulatory list of
chemicals known to the State of California to cause cancer is available az

<http://Www.oehha.ca.gov/prop65/prop65_1ist/062802LSTa.pdf> (Excefpts enclosed as
Exh. C).

* Studies have shown that diesel truck drivers may experience a one to two percent
increase in lifetime cancer risk. For example, one recent study by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) reviewed numerous epidemiological studies
and concluded that diesel exposed-workers faced an extra risk of 40% higher than the 5%
background lifetime cancer risk in the U.S. population and that they would have an excess
risk of 2% to develop lung cancer due.to occupational exposure to diesel exhaust. (EPA,
Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust. Prepared by tae National
Center for Environmental Assessment, Washington, D.C., for the Office of
Transportation and Air Quality; EPA/600/8-90/057F (2002), at 8-13, 8-14; available at
<http://cfpub.epa.govincea/chm/recordisplay cfm?deid=29060> (Exh. D). Another study
published in the American Journal of Industrial Medicine found “significant positive
trends in lung cancer risk with i increasing cumulative exposure” and, more specifically, it
found that a male truck driver exposed to 5 micrograms per cubic meter (5 pg/m*) of
diesel exhaust — “a typical exposure in 1990” — “would have a lifetime excess risk of lung
cancer of 1-2% above a background risk of 5%.” (Kyle Steenland, ez al., “Diesel Exhaust
and Lung Cancer in the Trucking Industry: Exposure-Response Analyses and Risk
Assessment,” 34 American Journal of Industrial Medicine 220 (1998) (Abstract enclosed
as Exhibit E)). Another study by Gina Solomon, M.D., reported that 230 out of every 1
million persons exposed to 1 pg/m® of diesel exhaust per day (i.e., just cne-fifth of the
daily exposure level for diesel truck drivers reported in the Steenland study) are expected
to develop lung cancer. (Gina Solomon, et al., NRDC, Exhausted by Diesel, at 7 (1998);
available at <http://www.nrdc.org/air/transportation/ebd/ebdinx.asp> (Exh. F)). Another-
study published in Epidemiology found that across 21 previous epidemiological studies,
there was an increased relative risk for lung cancer from occupational exposure to diesel
exhaust of 33% on average. (Rajiv Bhatia, et al., “Diesel Exhaust Exposure and Lung
Cancer,” Epidemiology 9:84 (1998) (Abstract enclosed as Exhibit G)).
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workers or individuals in the vicinity to increased concentrated amounts of diesel exhaust,
1t would create an undeniably significant cancer risk.

~ Furthermore, diesel exhaust includes over 40 substances that are listed by the EPA
as hazardous air pollutants and by the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) as toxic’
air contaminants.® Fifteen of these substances are listed by the International Agency for
Research on Cancer as carcinogenic to humans, or as a probable or possible human
carcinogens.” Some of these substances include known toxic chemicals such as aldehydes
(e.g., formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein), benzene, 1,3-butadiene, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (“PAHs™) and nitro-PAHs.¢

~ The EIR’s failure to consider the impacts of diesel exhaust and its toxic

constituents — or to require mitigation such as the use of non-diesel equipment, the use

low sulfur fuel substitutes, the installation of emissions filters, and restrictions on idling
_times — is particularly significant since the Project is situated within short distances of

sensitive receptors including, but not limited to, the Century City Hospital, Century City

Medical Center, Beverly Hills High School, Century Plaza Hotel, Park Place

condominiums, St. Regis Hotel, Century Park East condominiums and Century Woods

residential area. (EIR 66, 90). The EIR fails to include an tmpact screening assessment to
- evaluate the impact of toxic air pollutants on sensitive receptors

* CARB, Findings of the Scientific Review Panel on.-The Report on Diesel Exhaust
as adopted at the Panel's April 22, 1998, Meeting, at 1-2 (visited Sept. 27, 2002)
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/dieseltac/de-fnds htm> (Exh. H).

*Id

¢ EPA, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust (2002) at 1-1
- (Exh. D).

7 A criterion that the South Coast Air Quality Management District uses to
determine the adequacy of an air quality analysis is whether an impact screening.
assessment was performed when sensitive receptors are to be sited within one guarter-
mile of a known source of toxic air pollutants. Air Quality Management District, Air
Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook (formerly the CEQA Air Quality Handbook) 2-7to
2-8 (July 1999) (Version 2) (Exh. I).
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‘The EIR also fails to evaluate the effects of diesel engine exhaust on the ambient
concentrations of criteria air pollutants including ozone, CO, NO,, PM,,-and SO,. The
1.25 million diesel-fueled engines and vehicles operating on California roads produce 30
percent of the nitrogen oxides and 60 percent of the particulate matter directly emitted
from California motor vehicles.® Clearly, diesel engine exhaust elevates the
concentrations of these pollutants,® yet the EIR fails to assess the significance of the
contribution of diesel engine exhaust to these pollution levels and fails to propose
mitigation measures. (See EIR 108-112).

SCOPE does not know how many new diesel trucks and engines the Project would
add to on-road and off-road emissions, for the EIR does not attempt to answer these
~ questions. The lack of information makes the EIR inadequate. See Los Angeles Unified
School District v. City of Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App.4th 1019, 1025-26 (1998). We-
respectfully Tequest that the Planning Department consider the impacts of diesel engine
exhaust on air quality during the demolition, construction and operation phases of the
Project.

Inadegilate Analysis of P_atticulate Matter Impacts

The EIR fails to propose adequate mitigation measures to reduce the significant air

‘quality impacts from PM,, emissions that will occur during the demoliticn and

construction phase of the Project. The EIR classifies the construction air quality impacts
as those that “cannot be avoided.” (EIR 303). The net increase in PM,, of 22.3 pounds
per day 1s a serious concern because, as the EIR mentions, the EPA has designated the
South Coast Air Basin as a non-attainment area for PM,,. (EIR 119). Moreover, 1998-
2001 data from within the South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”)

. Source Receptor Area 2, where the Project is located, show that the state standard for
_PM,,; has been exceeded from 33 to 54 days per year. (EIR 104-05). Because the
~demolition and construction phase of the Project would occur over a 25-month period

(EIR 6), the final EIR should describe how much the Project would contribute to these

¥ Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Fuels-and Your Health, A
Faci Sheet by Cal/EPA's Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the
American Lung Association; available at
<http://www.oehha.ca. goV/publicinfo/fapts/ﬁlelstoi.htm1> (Exh. 1).

- *EPA, Health Assessmeni Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust (2002), at 2-84 to
2-118 (Exh. D).
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exceedances. Just because the net increase in PM,, emissions falls below the SCAQMD
Threshold'® does not mean that the Pro;ect will not contribute to Clean Air Act vmlatmns
or to human health impacts at the site.!

To its credit, the EIR lists eight mitigation measures to reduce construction air
quality impacts; however, the EIR fails to distinguish the measures which are proposed by
the Project proponent from those proposed by the lead agency. See CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(1)(A). This is important information to convey to the public in the final EIR
so that the public can know which measures, if any, are mere proposals.

An EIR must consider all potentially significant environmental impacts. Although
the EIR assesses the impacts of the Project on coarse particulate matter (PM,,) emissions,
the EIR fails to consider the impacts from fine particulate matter emissions (PM, ;). (See
EIR 108-112). The Project will lead to fine particulate matter emissions due to the
demolition and construction equipment as well as the vehicle-trips generated by the
project.'” EPA set new PM, s standards in 1997, but court challenges delayed their
implementation. In 2001, the U.S. Supreme Court unanimously affirmed EPA's ability to
set national ambient air quality standards (“NAAQS”) for fine particulate matter. See
Whitman v. American Trucking Associations, 531 U.S. 457 (2001). Beginning in 2002,

' The EIR notes that the SCAQMD Threshold for PM,,1s 150 pounds per day
(EIR 111, Table V.B-7). -

" The demolition phase alone is projected to occur over a S-month period, w1th a
cortinuous flow of trucks hauling debris and material to and from the site at a rate of 82
daily trips, which equates to ! truck trip every 8 minutes assuming a 10.5 hour-day. (EIR
227).

12 According to EPA, fine particles (PM-2.5 micrometers) result from fuel
combustion from motor vehicles, power generation, and industrial facilities, as well as
from residential fireplaces and wood stoves. Coarse particles (PM-10 micrometers) are
generally emitted from sources such as vehicles traveling on unpaved roads, materials
handling, and crushing and grinding operations, as well as windblown dust. EPA
Particulate Matter (PM-10) (visited Sept. 27, 2002)
<http://www.epa.gov/air/aqtrnd97/brochure/pm10.htmt> (Exh. K).

13See NAAQS for Particulate Matter, 62 Fed. Reg. 38652 (1997) (codified in 40
C.FR. § 50.7 (1999)).
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based on 3 years of monitoring data, EPA will designate areas as non-atfainment that do
not meet the new PM, ; standards.'* The EIR defines PM,; as “respirablé particulate
matter” (EIR 101), but “[i}nhalable PM includes both fine and coarse particles.”® EPA
has documented the substantial health effects of fine particulate matter.” The final EIR
should evaluate the impacts of the Project on PM. ; emissions to comple1e its analysus of
respirable particulate matter. - .

Failure to Consider Lead Emissions

The EIR fails to consider the environmental impacts from lead emissions even
though lead is a criteria air pollutant under the Clean Air Act and is highly regulated.
Although the South Coast Air Basin is in-compliance with the federal and state standards
- for lead emissions, there still could be significant local air quality impacts from lead
emissions of the Project. The Project involves the demolition of two eight-story buildings
that were built prior to the ban on lead-based paint in 1978. (EIR 130). Significant lead
exposures can arise during strlppmg or demohtlon of structures contammg lead-based
paint.

_ In a recent Draft EIR for a separate project called “The Palazzo Westwood
Project” (DEIR No. 2000-3213)," the City of Los Angeles analyzed the impacts from
lead emissions and proposed mitigation measures. The Palazzo Westwood Project Draft

EIR outlined the threshold of significance as follows:

_ A_ll structures that are slated for demolition and have not been surveyed should be
surveyed for lead-based paint prior to their demolition. For the purpose of this
analysis, it is assumed that all these buildings contain lead-based paint. Lead-based
paint abatement measures will be required in the demolition of all structures,
except for specific buildings or elements of buildings where specific lead-based

1“EPA, Particulate Matter (PM-10) (Exh. K).
15 ]d . |

16 See 62 Fed. Reg. 38652 - 38760 (1997); see also EPA, Health Assessment
Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust (2002), at 6-17 to 6-30 (Exh. D).

" The Palazzo Westwood Project Draft EIR’s Tabie of Contents and section on
Hazardous Materials are enclosed as Exhibit L.
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paint tests confirm that no lead is found there, and the City reviews and accepts
these reports. Federal Regulations state that the lead-based paint be properly
managed and/or removed by a licensed abatement contractor during demolition
work. All laws applicable to lead-based paint abatement will be followed during
the demolition of the existing buildings. These laws address safe handling and
disposal such that construction workers and those in the surrounding community
are not adversely affected. Adherence to procedures outlined in the laws (see
mifigation measures section, below) will assure that there will be no significant
impact from lead-based paint due to the demolition.

(Exh. L at 134). The Palazzo Westwood Project Draft EIR thén proposed the following
mitigation measure:

A licensed Lead-Based Paint Inspector shall be retained to determine the presence
of lead-based paint and lead-based paint containing materials (LBPCM) within
structures to be demolished on the Project site, consistent with the 1994 Federal
Occupational Exposure to Asbestos Standards, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA), 29 CFR 1910.1001, 1926.1101, and 1915.1001. The
Project Applicant shall be required to comply with all applicable State and Federal
LBPCM policies and procedures for removal of LBPCM's present on the site.

(Id). The final EIR for the 2000 Avenue of the Stars Project should similarly address

" lead-based paint as a possible source of lead emissions, shonld analyze the significance of
lead emissions and should require appropriate mitigation.

Failure to Analyze Fxceedance of 8-hour CO Standard

_ The EIR recognizes that the Project will contribute to an exceedance of the state’s
9.0 ppm 8-hour CO concentration standard at Intersection #2 (Santa Monica Boulevard
(south) at Wilshire Bonlevard), but concludes that this contribution s not “significant”
because it does not increase the concentration by 0.45 ppm, a threshold recommended by
SCAQMD. (FIR 108, 112-15). The EIR cannot conclude, without any further analysis,
that an impact that is within a preestablished numeric threshold s necessarily
insignificant simply because it falls below that preestablished threshold.'®” Further

¥ See Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency
(Sacramento Super. Ct. April 13, 2001) No. 00-CS-00300, slip op. at 2+4 (holding invalid
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analysis is required because there is a “fair argument” on the basis of substantial evidence "
that the Project may have a significant environmental effect when the threshold is

composed of two parts, and the Project fails to meet one of the two parts (1 e., here, the -
state 8-hour CO standard)

The CO exceedance analysis is also insufficient because it relies on a faulty factual
assumption that: “In the future, average emission rates from vehicles are projected to be
Jower with newer vehicles complying with stricter standards becoming a larger part of the
overall fleet.” (EIR 114; see also EIR 108).- The truth is quite the opposite because of the

increasing market share of light trucks and Sports Utility Vehlcles (“SUVs”) n the
overall new vehicle fleet: -

Average new light-vehicle fuel economy continues to decline. Since peaking at
22.1 mpg in 1987 and 1988, average light-vehicle fuel economy has declined
nearly eight percent to 20.4 mpg and for 2001 is lower than it has been at any time
since 1980. The primary reasons for this decline are the increasing market share of

 less efficient light trucks, increased vehicle weight, and increased vehicle
performance.' '

The final EIR should adjust its analysis to incorporate this new data.

‘Failure to Address Cumulative Contribution to 8-hour CO Exceedances

The EIR wholly fails to consider the cumulative impact of the Project and other
related projects on the attainment or exceedance of the 8-hour CO standard at both
Intersections #1 and #2. (EIR 119). The EIR fails to convey which of the four related
projects are located near these intersections. (EIR 117-19). The EIR also fails to assess

CEQA Gudeline § 15064(h)) (citing Pub. Res. Code §§ 21080(d), 21083; Friends of “B"”
Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal. App.3d 998, 1000-03 (requiring EIR “whenever
it can be fairly argued on the basis of substantial evidence that a proposwd pI‘O_]eCt may
have a significant environmental impact.”)) (Exh. M).

9 Robert M. Heavenrich and Karl H. Hellman, Light-Duty Automotive Technology
and Fuel Economy Trends 1975 Through 2001. Advanced Technology Division, Office
of Transportation and Air Quality. U.S. Enwonmental Protection Agency; EPA |
420-R~01-008 (2001), at i; available at

<http://www.epa. gov/otaq/cert/mpg/feu'ends/ro1008 pdf> (Exh N).
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the combined CO impacts from the construction and operation of these related projects, to
the extent they are reasonably foreseeable. (/d) With regard to the Project’s own
impacts, the EIR notes only half of the story by stating that “the Project would result in a
net reduction in CO levels over future without Project conditions,” without discussing the
exceedance of the state’s 8-hour CO concentration standard at Intersection #2 with
Project conditions. (EIR 119). An exceedance of a state standard is a cause for concern,
especially because the South Coast Air Basin is a non-attainment area for CO. (EIR 14).
The final EIR should consider the cumulative impact on the attainment or exceedance of
the CO standards at both intersections and should require mitigation measures to reduce
the Project’s contribution to any exceedances.

3. NOISE

Failure to Mitigate Construction Noise Impacts

The EIR fails to analyze the construction phase noise impacts according to Exhibit
1 of the City of Los Angeles Noise Element (“Noise Element™), which defines land uses
based on their noise exposure in the Community Noise Equivalent scale as Normally
Acceptable, Conditionally Acceptable, Normally Unacceptable or Clearly Unacceptable. -
(EIR 176-77, 180-85). The EIR finds that the “[n]oise generated by demolition activities -

_could reach as high as 85 dbA with typical maximum noise levels of approximately 72

dbA” at the property boundary for the “noise-sensitive” Century Plaza Hotel. (EIR 180).
The EIR also finds that the “[n]oise generated by demolition activities could reach as high
as 84 dbA with typical maximum noise levels of approxumiately 71 dbA™ near the property
boundary of the “noise-sensitive” Park Place Condominium complex. (EIR 181).

These mid-eighties noise levels fall within the Noise Element’s “Clearly
‘Unacceptable” designation, even for commercial uses. (EIR 177). According to the -
Noise Element, “Proposed development exposed to Clearly Unacceptable noise levels
should generally not be undertaken.” (/d.) The EIR was correct in finding the “increased
noise levels at the multi-family residential and hotel uses adjacent to the Project” as “a
potentially significant impact.” (EIR 181). However, the EIR fails to mitigate the
construction phase noise impacts to a “compatible level™ as is required for any Normally
Unacceptable or Clearly Unacceptable development. (EIR 177). The EIR instead finds
that the Project could still result in a potentially significant construction noise impact.
(EIR 181, 186, 303). The final EIR should propose other mitigation measures that, along
with the mitigation measures proposed at N-1 to N-6, will reduce the noise to compatible
levels with the surrounding land uses.
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4. JOBS/HOUSING IMBALANCE
- Use of Faulty Assumptions to Support Finding of Zero Population Growth

It is illogical for the EIR to conclude that “[t]he population increase attributable to
the proposed project” will be “0 people” (EIR 190) when the project will create new jobs
and draw new people into the area. Three faulty assumptions underlie the zero population
growth finding. First, the EIR states that the Project only will create 501 jobs. (EIR 190).
This is a vast underestimate because it fails to account for the underutilized nature of the
existing development. (See above discussion of underutilization at pages 2-5). The EIR
calculates “net job creation” “assuming one employee per 200 square feet, multiplied by
the net increase in floor area (100,125 sf) created by the Project.” (EIR 190, fn. 42).
Many more jobs will be created because the existing development has vacancies and 1s
underutilized. The final EIR should provide the numbers of people actually employed by
the existing tenants and then compare those figures to future job projections.

The second faulty assumption underlying the zero population growth finding is
that all current employees will continue to be employed at the Project sitz. In other
words, the EIR only assesses the impact on population growth from the newly created
jobs. However, there is no reason to think current employees who may live nearby will
" be retained when new tenants arrive. The Los Angeles Times reported that “[i]nvestment

banking Bear Stearns & Co., currently a tenant in the nearby SunAmerica Center at 1999
_ Avenue of the Stars, is interested in taking as much as 100,000 feet.” (Exh. A at 3). This
“new tenant alone might bring 500 new employees to the building at the “one employee
per 200 square feet” rate. (See EIR 190, fn. 42) o

The third faulty assumption underlying the zero population growth finding is that
the employees of the new office building will be living in the West Los Angeles/Beverly
Hills area, but it provides no evidence to support such an assumption. (EIR 194). The
EIR merely states that “[tJhe jobs to be created are professional level jobs that require an
‘educated force, commensurate with the West Los Angeles/Beverly Hills location.
Therefore, it is likely that employees could be found in nearby areas.” (EIR 194). Even if
they “likely” “could” be found locally, that does not mean they will be found locally. The
EIR should provide more information about the likely employees at the Project and
should propose mitigation measures to reduce any significant impacts of population
growth. :
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Failure to Address Affordable Housing

SCOPE is concerned about the Project’s impact on the already low levels of
affordable housing in the area. The EIR notes that of the 1.3 million dwelling units in the
City of Los Angeles, only 39,900 units are considered affordable (EIR 188), which
-equates to a mere three percent of housing. The EIR states that the Project will primarily
attract “office professionals” who will be able to afford housing around the Project that
“1s much higher than the citywide average.” (EIR 191). What about the employees who
are not office professionals? Where will they live? Given that the job growth is going to
be much higher than predicted in the EIR, the Project will likely drive up housing costs
and make it more difficult for workers to afford to Irve near their jobs. That, in turn, will
increase commute times and resulting air pollution and traffic congestion. The final EIR
should address the relative proportions of different employee income levels and perform a
more thorough analysis of the Project’s impact on housing prices.

The final EIR should also propose mitigation measures fo reduce the potentially
significant impact of the Project on the availability of affordable housing. The EIR
should discuss impact fees, which are justified where a developer has ari impact on the
demand for affordable housing. According to a report prepared for the City of Los
Angeles Department of Housing Preservation and Production (enclosed as Exhibit O), the
cost of subsidizing housing affordable to the new lower income employee households
associated with office space in the West Los Angeles/Westside area ranges from $24.62-
44,97 per square foot of building area. (Exh. O at 4-5). Applying this range to the
Project’s 100,125 new square feet of building space — which will lead to a conservative
estimate because it does not take underutilization into account ~ the impact fees
" justifiable in this case fall in the range of $2.5 million to $4.5 million.

5. ENERGY CONSUMPTION

Failure to Account for Underutilized Nature of Ex_tstmg Development i Energy
Consumption Analysis

In the energy consumption analysis, the EIR again ignores the current _
underutilization of the property. (See above discussion of underutilization at pages 2-5).
The EIR concludes that the “[d]evelopment of the proposed Project would result in a net
decrease of 3,220,728 kWh when compared to the existing land uses.” (FEIR 267). This
conclusion is based on a total demand analysis prepared by Syska and Hennessy, Inc.
(App. 15), which finds that “clectrical energy consumed by the existing land uses ar full
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oceupancy 1s approximately 11,132,680 kWh” and that “the proposed Project would
consume approximately 7,911,952 kWh of electrical energy.” (Jd.) (emphasis added)

Like the traffic and job creation analyses discussed above, this energy-analysis
fails to recognize that the existing development is underutilized. Syska and Hennessy,
Inc. estimates “the energy consumption of the existing entertainment center buildings
(2020 and 2040 Avenue of the Stars) iz full use.” (App. 15 at 2) (emphasis added).
Energy consumption is calculated on a “per Square Foot™ basis. ({/d. at 3). Syska and

Hennessy, Inc. states that the analysis 1s “based on a number of rough estimates” and the
- company “does not guarantee that the actual consumption of these buildings would be the
same or similar to the above stated numbers.” (/d. at 2). The final EIR needs to account
for the true character of the existing property and accordingly redo the energy
~ consumption analysis. |

6. LAND USE

Failure to Coﬁsider the. Sanfa Monica- Mountaing Regional Plan

The Pro;ect is located in the Los Angeies basm on the southern side of the Santa
Monica Mountains. (EIR 66). Although the EIR correctly recognizes that it must discuss
any inconsistencies between the Project and applicable regional plans (EIR 115), it fails
to address the Santa Monica Mountains regional plan. Because of its location, the final
EIR must analyze any inconsistencies with the Santa Monica Mountains regional plan or
explain why that plan does not apply. See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d).

7. PARKING
‘Failure to Discuss Lack of Off-Site Parking Covenant or Agreement

SCOPE is concerned that the lack of parking in the Project area will only get
worse after the site is redeveloped. The EIR fails to correct an error® of previous
environmental review documents raised by Century City Garage Partners (“CCGP”), the
owner of the off-site parking garage located at 2030 Century Park West. The EIR states
that “there are 451 off-site parking spaces in the garage west of the Century Plaza Hotel,

2 This assumes that no agreement was executed between the appnhcant and the
owner of off-gite pa.rkmg prior to the Draft EIR’s pubhcatmn
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which are covenanted for the site” and states that these spaces “are provided by covenant
and agreement in the parking garage at 2030 Century Park West.” (EIR 231-32).

In etters of February 4, 2002 (Exh. P) and March 22, 2002 (Exh. Q), the owner of
the off-site parking notified the City of this error. In a letter of April 16, 2002 (Exh. R),
the City’s Director of Planning, Con Howe, confirmed that “[tJhe Off-Site Covenant will
be terminated . . . if and when the existing buildings located at 2020 and 2040 Avenue of
the Stars are demohshed ” That same day, CCGP responded and requested that “the [off-
- site] alternative in the EIR clearly states that no off-site parking agreement presently
exists between the applicant and CCGP regarding the Project.” (Exh. S).

Contrary to this request, the EIR reiterates the existence of an off-site parking
covenant and agreement. (EIR 231-32). Given the controversy and confusion over the
availability of off-site parking, the final EIR should clarify the specifics of, including the
- date and parties to, any existing agreement between the Project Applicant and CCGP
regarding off-site parking.

CONCLUSION

We look forward to continuing our participation in the review of the Project and
appreciate the City's consideration of our concerns. For the reasons we have stated, the
EIR is fundamentally flawed. We respectfully request that the City take our
considerations into account in the final EIR. We urge the City to withhold approval of
the Project until the EIR takes into account the fact that the existing development is
underutilized and mitigates all significant environmental impacts.

Sincerely,
ALTSHULER, BERZON, NUSSBAUM,
RUBIN & DEMAIN '

By: OAA.M/&X QQ %;

Angelé’ K. Chabot
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VIA FACSIIVIILE AND U.S. MATL

Ms. Maya thzevsky Project Coordmator
Environmenta! Review Section

City of Los Angeles Planmng Department
200 North Spring Street :

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: 2000 Avenue of fhe Stars: ENV—2001-4027-CU/E]1{

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

_ We are writing on behalf of our client, Century City Garage Partners L.P. (“CCGP”)
to provide comments with respect to-the above-referenced Draft EIR regarding the proposed
redevelopment of 2020 and 2040 Avenue of the Stars (the “Project”).

CCGP has previously objected to the application for the Project and the Notice of
Preparation (“NOP?”) for the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the Project because
such documents erroneously assert that that parking for the Project would be provided
pursuant to off-site covenants at CCGP’s property. CCGP submitted previous

_correspondence to the Environmental Review Section dated February 4, 2002, March 18,
2002, March 22, 2002, and April 9, 2002, all of which correspondence is incorporated herem
by reference as comments to the Draft EIR as set forth in full.

In addition to the foregoing comments, CCGP submits the following comments to
the Draft EIR: '

1. The Project description contained in the Draft EIR is vague, uncertair, and in violation

of CEQA. The Project déscription states that the Project would either provide all of its

* parking on-site (through a "preferred parking plan™), or through an alternative
combination of on-site and off-site spaces. CEQA requires that there be a single, finite

 proposal that is the subject of environmental analysis and public review. "An accurate,
stable and finite project description is the sine gua non of an informative and legally
sufficient” environmental document. County of Inyo v. City of Los Augeles, 71 _

‘Cal.App.3d 185, 193 (1977)(emphasis in original). The Draft EIR is therefore legally
defective and must be withdrawn. As Remy & Thomas stated in their leading Guide to

the California Environmental Quality Act (discussing Inyo):

562209.01 03
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"The primary harm caused by ‘incessant shifts among different project
descriptions' was that the inconsistency confused the public and commenting
agencies, thus vitiating the usefulness of the process 'as a vehicle for intelligent
public participation.” The court added that "[a] curtailed, enigmatic or unstable
project descriptio’n draws a red herring across the path of public input."

Chapter IX.3.a, pp. 359-365. The Draft EIR should be recirculated with a single Project
description that unambiguously explains where and how the parking for the Project will
be provided.

2. Failure to ensure that adequate parking is provided for the Project would result in
numerous environmental impacts to Century City and surrounding neighborhoods. The
Draft EIR fundamentally misleads the public in that it suggests that 451 spaces will be
available at CCGP's property to serve as off-site parking for the Project. Despite the
extensive correspondence the Environmental Review Section has received from CCGP,
the Draft EIR failed to disclose to the public CCGP's position that if and when the

~ buildings located at 2020 and 2040 Avenue of the Stars are demolished, the Applicant
for the Project will have caused the existing off-site parking covenants to be terminated
in accordance with their own express terms as a matter of law, and the Applicant will

. have no right to satisfy any of the Project's parking requirements at CCGP's property.
None of this information was disclosed in the Draft EIR, although the public had a right
to know about the uncertainty of parking arrangements for the Project. In its response fo
comments, the City should explain why the foregomg critical information was omitted
from the Draft EIR.

In addition, at a minimum, the Draft FIR should be recirculated with 2 Project
description that eliminates any representation that any parking for the Applicant’s
Project will be provided at CCGP’s property, or that discloses CCGP's position is that
the Applicant will have no right to satisfy any of the Project's parking requirements at
CCGP's property and that Project’s parking will therefore be uncertain.

3. Failure to ensure that adequate parking is provided for the Project would result in
numerous environmental impacts to Century City and surrounding neighborhoods.
CCGP previously advised the Environmental Review Section that CCGP had not
‘consented to any application for the Applicant's Project which entailed CCGP's property.
The City's own regulations and practices require the notarized consent of all property
owners whose property is entailed by a project application. CCGP demanded that the
City cease and desist from any proceedings involving CCGP's property, which demand
is renewed hereby. None of this information was disclosed in the Draft EIR, although

.. the public had a right to know that all owners concermed had not consented to the Project
- Application, and that CCGP has not agreed to commit any portion of its property to

502209.01 03



IRELL & MANELLA LLP
A REGISTERED UMTED UABILITY LAW PARTNERSHIP B
INCIQUD|:NG PHOFFSSIM CDRPORATIONS

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky,
Project Coordinator
September 30, 2002
Page 3

serve as parking for the Project. In its response to comments, the City should explain
why the foregoing critical information was omitted from the Draft EIR, as well as why
the City has continued with these proceedmgs without first obtaining CCGP's notarized
consent to the application for Project in contravention of the City's own regulations and
practices.

4. CCGP has previously advised the City in writing that proceeding with the Project

application without CCGP's consent (or without eliminating of represintations that any
parking for the Applicant’s Project will be provided at CCGP’s prope: rty) constitutes
slander of title. See Glass v. Gulf Oil Corporation (1970) 12 Cal. App. 3d 412 (holding
that planning proceedings regarding a non-consenting owner's property constituied _
stander of title regardiess of the ultimate decision on proposed project). CCGP routinely
receives inquiries from property owners and businesses in Century City seeking to lease
off-site parking for their tenants and employees. The Draft EIR's erroneous suggestion
that 451 spaces will be available at CCGP's property for the Applicant's Project _
improperly clouds CCGP's title and is damaging CCGP's efforts to manage its property.
In its response to comments, the City should explain why it has contirued the '
- proceedings for the Applicant's Project without CCGP's consent, and without the
elimination of representations that any parking for the Applicant’s Project will be
prov1ded at CCGP’s property. '

5. Failure to ensure that adequate parking is provided for the Project would result in
numerous environmental impacts to Century City and surrounding neighborhoods. The
Draft EIR states that "[cJonstruction of the proposed Project would remove all of the site
uses except for the Century Plaza Towers and the subterranean parking garage.” Does
the City contend that the existing off-site covenants for 2020 and 2040 Avenue of the
Stars obligate CCGP to provide parking for the Applicant's Project, even though 2020
and 2040 Avenue of the Stars are to be completely demolished?

6. The Draft EIR's parking discussion is confusing and incomplete. The Draft EIR fails to
provide charts summarizing existing parking spaces on each level, the number of post-
project spaces on each level, the reductions in capacity anticipated on each level of the
existing parking structure (although it is unclear the Draft EIR suggests that some
parking within the existing subterranean structure will be lost), the number of spaces 1o
be added on new levels, existing parking requirements and future parking requirements.
Instead the public is required to sift through an unclear and internally inconsistent
narrative that fails to answer basic questions regarding parking needs.. The parking

- analysis of the Draft EIR should be revised, and the Draﬁ EIR should be recirculated to
remedy this fundamenta! defect.

592205.01 03 -
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7. The Draft EIR states, as part of its ambiguous Project description, that under the
"preferred parking plan” all "code required" parking could be provided on-site. In
connection with this claim, CCGP submits the following questions and comments; and
because the Draft EIR's treatment of these issues was fundamentally deficient, CCGP
requests that a revised Draft EIR be prepared and re-mrculated once the requested

_ information is prov1ded

a. The Draft EIR does not plainly state how much Code-required parkm g is required to
. serve the Applicant's Project (as apart. from 2029 and 2049 Century Park East). What is
the correct number and how was it calculated?

b. The Draft EIR does not plainly state how many parking spaces will be provided in the
Parking Level and Plaza Level of the Project (apparently these are'the only parking
levels to be added by the Applicant). How many striped spaces will there be on each of
these levels? Will any other new parking be constructed besides the parking on these
two levels? If so, how much?

¢. The City's subdivision files contain a parking study which was employed in
connection with the City's approval of Tract 51450. The parking study indicates that
"the required parking for current code” for 2029 and 2049 Century Park East is 4,649 -
spaces (not 4,205 as represented in the Draft EIR). What is the correct number, how was
it calculated, and what is the basis of the discrepancy with the City's official subdivision
files?

d: The City's subdivision files contain a parking study which was employed in
connection with the City's approval of Tract 51450. The parking study indicates that
"the required parking for current code" for 2020 and 2040 Avenue of the Stars is
approximately 3,114 spaces (not 1,717 as represented in the Draft EIR). What is the
correct number, how was it calculated, and what is the basis of the discrepancy with the
City's official subdivision files?

e. The Draft EIR suggests that the amount of parking within the existing subterranean

parking structure will be reduced as part of the Project, apparently by several hundred
spaces (although the Draft EIR is not clear). How many spaces will be eliminated in the
existing subterranean parking structure as a result of the Project? Will it be necessary
for permits for the 2029 and 2049 Century Park East buildings to be modified as a result
of such reduction? How will the non-conforming status of the 2029 and 2049 Century
Park East buildings (with respect to parking) be effected?

f.' Taking current Code requirements for the 2029 and 2049 Century Park East buildings
into account (and the short-fall between certificate of occupancy requirements for the

592200.01 04
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Towers and current Code requirements); how much parking can actualily be dedicated in
the existing on-site subterranean parking structure to serve the Applicant's PI’D_] ect
- without resort to vaiet parkmg in such structure? ,

g The "preferred parking plan" represents that the parking needs of the Applicant's
Project will be met through a valet plan. However, neither the Draft EIR or referenced -
Parking Capacity Study provide 2 striping plan or a valet plan. Accordingly, the
feasibility and accuracy of these representations cannot be assessed by the public. This
fundamental information should have been supplied in the Draft EIR.

h. The Draft EIR does not discuss what, if any arrangements exist between the owners
012029 and 2049 Century Park East and the Applicant. Have the owrers of 2029 and
2049 Century Park East consented to having their property being burdened by an off-site
covenant to satisfy the parking demands of the Applicant's Project? :

1. With respect to the "preferred parking plan," the Draft EIR does not contain any
- mitigation measure that would require the Applicant to actually valet park tenants or

visitors to the Project. From the Draft EIR, it also appears that most of the valet parking
for the Applicant's project would be provided in the existing subterranean garage, which

is separately owned from Applicant's property.  Assuming that a valet parking plan is
feasible for the purpose of discussion, the necessary mitigation measure would have to

“bind both the Applicant and the owners of 2029 and 2049 Century Park East. Failure to
impose a mitigation measure requiring valet parking on both ownerships may result in
potential parking impacts in Century City and the surrounding neightiorhood if either
owner does not provide, or at some time in the future discontinues, valet parking.

j. The Draft EIR states that a reduction in parking requirements has been assumed in
accordance with L.A.M.C. Section 12.24.Y. Such section of the L.AM.C. pertains to a
fixed rail transit "station," bus "station,” or "other similar transit facility." However, the
Draft EIR indicates that only bus stops —not stations — are near the Project. How much

- parking was assumed to be reduced in accordance with Section 12.24.Y? Where is a rail
or bus "station" or similar transit facility within 1,500 feet of the Project. Is it the City's
position that a bus stop qualifies as a "similar transit facility” within the meaning of
Section 12.24.Y?

592209.01 04
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We reserve the right to submit additional comments and questions once the City has
prepared responsive information and circulated it for public review. Please continue to
provide our offices with all reports and notices regarding the Project.

~AJA
Enclosures

cc: Mr. John Bauroth

Jack Brown, Esq.
Ms. Renee Schillact

59220%.01 03
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Shubest Thester), and pédestrian uses cumently provided i 2020 sud 2040 Avenns of the

!

Stars. Therefors, tha garking demand of the appiicent’e naw praject will be
sigmfieantly inereated am Gt generated by the existing 2020 aad Avenus of the
Stars buildings. Lo '
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As ackoowledgad by both the sprlicant's applicarion and the City's materials, the
uses and brildings ot 2020 ﬁhhm&%&m&hﬂ.ﬂ%ﬂu
longer be "maintained F .g:ﬁsﬁucﬁghuﬂdnylomdumnndzuom
removed/demolished, the will muton:stically be terminated Yy thelr express teyms .
mdbyopﬂ'm‘cuuth'd"r.»’ . , ‘ :

e . BEER i -
Because the zp, ﬁmhhumhcﬁwhmﬁnhm'spuﬂn garge
wofhnwﬁédﬂuﬁﬁm%%hmﬁﬁ
own Ty opesation; , 451 offgite parking spaces will net be vided on
mmum@pwmmh&qﬂmumWsmgm
i h ¥ o
| F«ﬁmmﬁ;m,l?w:muh&mawmhpﬁbm“
puiing spaces is , 43 ﬁeamh&edﬁs?qmﬁr@mmﬂm
Wuwﬂumﬁwﬂlpﬁvﬂsﬁ;m ' ite «

ucCGP’s.prum mbwm will be a0 sare tag 5,843 ors,s.s:v:pmdn,g

'
v

tatiens (bat any pascing for the project

thonld be terminatad, or the project desartption
7oy
will b provided at CCGPs propeity, ;

_ Wemwrﬁ&n&&w! Envh-uu'nml hnpldleponﬁtﬁ:pn;jw
‘ vbmitismaedbyﬂ?cim Wewuwmmmomumemum

{ P

..} - COGE herehy roquesi thiat upon the issuanss of Semolition peerity for the
buildings located 2020 and 2040 Aeae of e Stars, the Department of Brilding tnd

Safety provids CCGP with mmumauuwcommmm»

45 2 aliow CCGP 1o elear the Coven 3 fram the ttle cords for CCQF's property, -

(]
1
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copies of the mpnmmasmnamysuﬂup xud Dotices
regarding the preject. ibnmmu:hﬁryuwmpuﬂ:on. anlmys,plendn
mtmmtommiuaifthhﬂemyqnuﬂmamm
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o e ) Mareh 32, 2002
A AND U.S ' . | ‘
Ms, Mays Zaitzevsky, Broject Coopdinator . ' B ST
Bovironmental Review Sectio” -/ : - e .
that‘h‘ocﬂ:ggeles?lmm’ng]?&pum S
200 North Spripg Strest \ | \ . -
Los Angries, Californln 90012, " |
© Rer 2000 Avimeofine Sur ENV-2001.4021 T

1
v

D . B

. Jack Brown asken that we réspond to the <izizss made in the March $, 2002 Iotier

- from the Allen Matkins law finm wid. cespect thage of-site parding covenants known as

( . instrument Nos, 83-230§34 M;MZISWSO{'M&, the, “Covenarts"), As you ire

o . wware, on February 4, 2000, we.y @ to you zn behalf 4f our elient, Century City Garage
Parmar; LP. (“COGP™) 1o prgvide somment: in response w wour Jamaary 4, 2002 Pro-Praft
Reques for Comments 1353 for Commerits”), and io object to the application filed by -
Tremmell Crow (“Applicant™) fespect W its proposed development of & new projest at
2020:&:!2040.&7:&09f&emmmhaedam':.aﬁsfym'pnﬁngwfh '
part) at COGP's property withdtXCGP's agroement. ‘

" As diccussed belov, t9 ' ms mads in Aller Moidng's Micch 5, 2002 latiee e
ithont marit They are aleo based an incemplate rearncy rogarding the background of the
Covenants and the proviicns of th:‘Mvnidp;! Cod viifh raspect to off-sits parking.

A The Offgie ":"s'&gzm. Cammot bhe Deemad to Relate 1 the Twin late 10 |

39 AT o0 tums 3;.LL| '—'l LS _.-
22030240 Averpe of the shod
. A “, "‘]c' N "

AS noted In our previou iplser, the Apj camt's ann Project Desaription in the
Applicant’s application m‘ﬁmf‘esl offestte parking saces fin the garage located an
- CCGP's property] are hted for 2020 arid 2040 Avanus of the Srata” The City's:
Request for Commsimﬂu(ﬁngm to “451 off-site parking spaces [in the garage located

' ceap is th!!' ownerfehe patking garage locaied at 2030 Century P&k West,
w hich is presendy burdensd by the Covenmts, o ‘

R [ X

]
mﬂ o ) v 1'2 .‘,
: e
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Project Coordinator I !
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0a CCGP"s property] which e tcvaanted Sor use by 2020 and 2040 Averms of the Stare.”

As acknowledged by the Applicant’s project daseription and the Chiy's reqm for
comments mnhumwﬂlbermovéd mddmoﬁxhed. :

L anMGCGPhuahjmedbﬂxeApphmwkmgmmlyonmeCwmrsm .
pmvﬁepazkmgfnrmmpmjstlmdhaspomdomﬁﬂﬁe&vmwmwhby
their own terms if and whip, azazoandzMOAwmofmeSMm :
demolizhed, the hcm ‘ow edmigsions (which were

'mmu-ﬁaﬁ:mw*meamw be construed as relating to the
Ceatwry Park Towers aomdn‘zp?.s mdzozs Cmtuiy?arkﬂa:t) jnstead of 2040 and

ZDwAvmofﬂaeSm i

| Inaddmonto h&ngmoﬁhstmwmm omadmmm mzAppham’suzm

s Inconsiseant with the fecomd 6 plycedings foc s dared perting o borl WhL g

in one of the Cavmuns. Ne. 94-2186050 (which provides for 5 off-site parking
spaces gt CCGP’s garage dofpmoudmgs dnﬁ:hhvdymhhshuﬂmthz
pxnposeofh:hmsz 94-! 1£6050 was to replace Instrument No. 93-176237 zid
pmvzszoﬂ’-sib qné;! cc@sgmmaufyﬂnﬁubmms

u.nd:lqi cophection with the Shrbert Thearre's expansion. See
1994 lpptcm.l of Caiv %o, ZA 94-0058(SF) and Novegber 30, 1994 leiter from

Brcwnlushnl g letter entiraly il fo addeess the record of
of Case N&. ZA $4-0098 flatly conflict with it comteations tbout the scope of |
ﬂummzzdoso Méredver In:trumeutNu 542186050 replaced anothes off-
C. Alfep Moriin ! EERCT, that the Covenanty Shottid be Construed 2
s L_.I.'. A '!“ QLY F iy "‘;‘!-"l. kal=l=pr “'L".:m WL TRE Regmivarnesbe

nj u\ A -"; g rpefe el DES '

mwphmfxargmn&dualsamcmmmwmmofmhs
Angeles Mmdpl&derdmﬁ &ff-site parking. A5 acknowledged in the Applicant's
OWn project dmmpdon"ﬂw pmjactwnlmove 2l] of the site neas except for the
Centwry Plaza Towers along Eiil The Applicent now argues that the
Covmmsunhzccnlylg sibfercnec Lot&"a.udﬂmodmuses(speclﬁcaﬂyfu

2 See the Applic Ju; Izoolafﬁdzvitsubs:dbedaadmbefom
California Notary Public aﬂ:uim.o Lwin:, which aﬁdavnwumade&sputofthe

Applimsprojectuppli Np oy
) r‘;d‘ . . .

'
.
M
1 .

! . ) l n}“-u‘ &
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Ms. Maya Zaitzeviky, | - f’ "R x
Project Goordinatar - q;'.:' > '
Mareh 22, 2002 ,‘g” o ;
Pms : ) ,l .. ., 1
bi ‘H-u Lo

cmmmrwmwmaﬂmu&huum 4t 3020 mnd 2040 Avenme of the
Stars are demolished, ﬂl:jﬂthatihquwnmahuﬂdfnmforebemmﬁ nsrehhngtotha
Cenun'yParkTwers.

jcant’s ammun: ohwaly conflicts 'ath thc recard of
186050, and nmdnothe dizcussed fu:thm-

ragarﬂmglpsmtho £3.230834 arc dlso
inconsistentt with the Municipd} with regpect to off-site paking, Los-
:zmthﬂtmﬂirﬁpuﬁngbemﬁdﬂ

AnganmapdCoHSecﬂm
on the same lot “as the use for they we imtended to serve or oa another ot got mare
ol (Smphasls vdded), wmmhﬂmgbmauzozo
tars ¥rélabithin 753 feet of CCGD’s zarage, the Centary Plaza
Tmmmmm&?rl.z 0 myuvenwhanmm:adalnnsﬂnmnmﬁueu:to
the Cenuny Plaze Hotel mmdﬂ::useztismme"up:mlmw
Los Angeles Mimicipal Code Su:hbn 12.214\.4(;) Thus, the CCGP garage cculd nat have
bmm@ddmsmaoﬁmpaﬁm;ﬁrmmPukmenﬁmmus

Angeles Minicipal muw&w;&mmm 1225 83.
 Inadditien, “Tot §* ns T4 mmlmmcmmmngnm

and 3040 Avengs of .

- approved Tract §1450 _ allof Lef § i 4 1ots. The Century Plaza Towers are

situsted an Lot 1 and 2 of Tt 51450, y;* dndd e bulldings located ot'2000 and -

ZMOAvmorthsSMm 230 o Lots 4.’ Condmmkqmmdtumbdwid:
ﬁ; +_,'l ‘

. Oﬂm‘thmﬁe Elmrmmmeonlymm@dxzwmumainm
thaeumngmbtemam g'ange,%r&ichofmmumam&atsmmy
parking “requirement.” byl e

‘ mwwmﬁhwm m:m&wmam
x&mww%ﬁ&&:t&er‘smmmuiomwu
75 feot'o the west ofsmh.pmﬁkdy’hne). The Aveme oftHeSmmugbrnof-wayvmmin

width, but is zppro 145 wide. ¢

5 Thelot oxr CWemumwmmymt&m;em
Century Park West. Ewployinsihe altemativg methiodalogy of measuring horizontally
mtﬂ:alen.gCamryPachst‘ ﬁmmmgmnmnwudymmdmmofmm
thousand faet. R

¢ Lotslandzof‘rmu 0 have thajr mﬁun:ngeonCaﬂmyPﬂEast,and
mwbmmuAvméﬂfﬁtﬁsMgndelwdmO’);hmldemmbuk
approximately S75 foet frein AVeife of Stocs. |

! Lots 3 and 4 of'I‘nd}Slgsn h.mfhurshwﬁnmgunﬁ.vmofthwm
. i"‘ '

Hq oy ,
N0 o Co u.-,-,\.. ' !
oo ’n‘g; LI ' -
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ol Tract 51450 to allocats tha exisrirg parking spaces serving the site to each lot of the
subdivision “including xefm.asgfepm pazking affidevits fior offshia parking 1o be
reconied satisfactory t the Départmiew: of Bullding and Safety.” (emplnsis added) See
Jamiary 18, 1996 Advisoly Agency Decigion. Obviously, it was anticipated that new offs
sits patking covenahiz would Be'recorded. However, Condition 4 hes never baen satisfied.
In any eveat, CCGP's grrage oquld not sazisfy Condition 4 ‘with sespect to the Centiry Plaza
Towers beeguss the Towers a1¢ fignificantly in excess ¢f 750 feet from CCGP's garage.
. Lo mint 1 ' :
ts arp B

D. Off-Site Pasitin

'IbAppﬁcmalsouﬁﬁ 23 long as “same™ use is majntained ot a given point
in &me on what was wace Lot 8, mvmmugmmtfmmmmma
- grgument is inconsistens with the two simple paragraphs of the Los Angeles Municipa] Code
which mmeoﬁﬁ&‘.gﬁ#“g@ﬁf e . Pl
_Oqlbehaifntmﬁpphdaﬁ‘h;': 'ﬁﬂmMs&u ing'atghics thit whils the buildings Iocated gt
2020 dnd 2040 Avenus of the Stare urd being demolished, the buildings located 222029 and
2049 Cettuzry Park East will i, “Thus, scearding to Allen Matking, the Covenants
showld ccntime.” Obviglisly, s Sxtension of Allen Mafiing’s srgument wonld be that if
the Cenfiry Plaza Towers erdFiétiolished sometime in fhe fistire, the Covenants would stil
continus as Jong as the tm_mjeq‘ﬁngozomdm».moﬂhs
Starx confinued to exist b och buildings would then be the “contimiing” use being
seved dogch time. | Uiy et :
C o g gh _ e
The Los Angeles Mudidifal Code’s g&-xite parking providons were fsver meant to
imagrative L ﬁ&d:mlu& Sectian 12.26 B.3 Bmits this-duration of the
I y Shus “hé Knldimgror use - 1o matmtaimed
(emmphasis added) Section 12358:3 clehrly refere to 3 gpedific building ~ not some yet to be
imagined use or building.: The'simyiimcne-page fisrm covenant to tmplemnent Section
ORI I 7o S TR
-]

eyl afu

.3 %f‘osAngzlaa Codasdmm!ﬁﬁgm'tmﬁmgé:mﬁ:m
mummﬁﬁmh%g’f 'niﬁommd*%ﬁuqﬁﬂng'mm
from the gwner of the off-cits Fridng in favoyof the City agitcing that such parking “so
long as the bullding oruse theferd-intended to serve is maintained™),

strumeny No, 94-2186050 is only for the Shubert Theatre,
natlgqfeguded.aiiﬂmdadmmit!wCumle

Towery becaties of the 790-foo; Hisfance lipitation ia Los Angeles Munieipal Code Section
12.21.A4%). . geMh o oy |
. ) LN “""‘f [) . :,’: sy .f
‘. . “ ’“' : ‘; .
@ o5 | PRNER Uy |
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umn 'thc nsn or rcqm steh parhng & maintxived.”
Ifihc City had | Oﬁ-a:te cuvwaputﬂbvrdmpmpemu in perpstuity |

80 as fo mubmww&ﬂawmmwmammmuwmmu_ .

b&wmﬂhmm fhe ordinmes and in the covenumt so that the
burdened property owner &ﬁﬂqrmm Basin Od Coi v. Inglewood (1954) 125. .
wm.z&mmmm mﬂhﬂrdbhamﬂﬁngmmmﬁﬁehnmﬁm
of the parties a3 gathersd frog this Whole instrument). Few owners would sign fich an

agreement, and obviously the 2 :
perpetnal burdeq of the kind i Rpplicant yoeks. In fact, the City's covenants do the
appasite, providing forthe antotigtic termination of the off-site covenant when the building

is demoba!:ed. Moreav hmy s past practices regarding off-site parking covenants are

: ; ﬁmamm,.ms ngrmudawmmof

me dite g mdarmaﬁds:m(mmmmefﬂnccep x
parking stroctre) (the *1595 bents") at providing for the consent of the Applicent to

Ciovenigil? pppareatly, Allen Mafking has nen provided the 1995
Agrecments to the City: Thes 1953 ets were exesuted in copnection with 2 loan

regmding what was then Lot hﬂuﬁﬁrmlyi:upouaﬁmhg&uﬁamm
which were their subjbet werd In.plas od effective £0 23 10 ensure that fie value of the
 security for the logn Wauld mﬂzﬁ AP Propeities Ll agreed that it would niot
modify or tezminate the mw}ﬁ)? & ﬂumb}ectofﬂn 1995 Agrsernents withaut the
Vm’smsonab!nmm-_ﬁ,"" .
' " Pt ]
I-Iowwe.ﬂwlm mmmt:dmbé:emﬂmumbeﬁm&z

&ty‘rcbegmm&,tlu‘lﬁs . mdomtmnd!ﬂ&s&vmmdwnaﬁhg -
ahoutﬁmmuedevel aﬁ, m&ﬁulmcﬂmﬂxdﬁmtmlﬂeth:hurden

cteated by #ither of the & fms& As discussed sbove, such burden is
strictly limited 1o Ignmda? and 2040 Averue of the Stars.

CdGPremhsgn i 2o with the Covensnts aid the 1995 Agreements, The
temd_mdoqpf.tb.eCnt‘méms e effectnated not by COGP, but automatically as a matter
of Lew (pursnsitt to Los Apgelss Mmicipal Qode Sectinn:12.26E.3) and under the express

of the Covenants thegblves If and when the uildings locatad at 2020 and 2040

Avenas of the Stars are démolfied, “The éansent of thie Agplicant to the termination will
not be required becanse the ABPL; ;mlfwmmémammemudm
onum w' o i’i’( b s e

R A R

Hu.n'
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Inennclusiananﬂassuﬁpdmou:ptmauﬂm CCGP has 0o ob mﬂnntathe
Apphwn'sdwelopmemofa;mpmjmupnhﬁemaf&embu dings locoted at
zozomzmumusofm ' pmwdadchumpﬁnsﬂ:bplmgis edombythz
Applicant.and by the City. b rijildings Jocated 3t 2020 snd 2040 Aveh he Stars are
degr .--__'._-;: the Covenants willbe st J--_,:':* ETIIRAtRG Bé 2 TeSUIt o] 1N ‘.__._-!'.i'-

nd AEve Do oyt JJ D& CCGPBMWMqufﬁe T
Applim'l-ptnjeﬂ,mddthu 7 b_foceedlngswi&:espectbﬁupmeﬂm&be )
&mmtad.arth:prof destiiption sheinld be revised to climinate representations that any
paking for the Applicant's préiect Will be provided ab CCGP's property. [The City should
"tyﬁrwhnmsuquanythea.pphcqummpemshm
the costs of its Tiew projest ”qh?ﬂ:elmdnwnu-

Wehokfmwudbrevimmgﬂumnvlmmmhﬂmad&pmfnrfhcpme:t
when the City prepares it. Wi

peoject Thank you very rmue
cnntactmﬂ'youhevcmy
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200 Noxth Spring Streex ‘
Los Angeles, Califorals $0012 '—\

‘R WW
Deas Mp. Zu:zsvbbr

We are writing nnhahllfot' o :.!ienl, Ceatiwy Cﬁy Gmge lem L2, ("eeGP)
mpplmnt nu:pmtuwm of February 4t and March 220d and 1 bripg to your
an Rdditienal informatiofl which confirms that fie, offéite parking providad under

thave cityoﬂ.os sovenants known as Instrrment Nos, 83-230834 and 94-2186050

™) at 2030 West (which pasking structure is owned by CCGF)
%e@mmmmmumoudzmammomasm-mm ‘
to €he Ceetury Ploza Towers. * ' .

Enclosed {2 2 Dedlomtion oFOp mmmmmww
Apdl 1, 1997 exscnted by Ons Bun wrmmmmnmmmm. 57-
503336 against the site b2 the ABC Setartairmant Conter zid fhe Contory Plias, Towers
&udnaﬂu“ﬁabudqﬁaﬂugm@mnﬂd:ﬁapmﬂdwﬂmm The
Mareh £, zoozmmbmdbymmmwmmubmomumm
mmmmmm&umwnymmmmmm
the letrer. , | ,

- The Declararion the off-3ite parking spaces provided underths -
cuvmem 2020 and 2040 A oFtiie Stars. Saction .2 of the Declarution, which .
mmmrw&mmmmwmsmﬂ,gwaﬂym

that

¥
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Ths corly isnprovemensa located on Lots 3 and 4 of Traet 51450 are the buildings located &

' 2020 end 2040 Avatme of the St Purthser, in addition ' to allocating all off-dits parking o

Lots 3 w&.&%m‘mdldwpuﬁqgwﬁddhmpwgmwe
ot the property (which strasture is wholly contained in Lats 1 and 2 of Traet §1450) is
allocated to Lats | mdz(gn_m‘uu Ceatury Fleza Towers &5 located). See Sections

5,2(a), (&).' ; o Cal
The Dielurariaa fatly it te ergmants muade by the Allen Markin lsw firm

sn its Mareh $.2002 1stier to the City that the Covenants should be conswuad as relting

tha Ceatury Plaze Towsty (logpted v 2029 and 2043 Century Park Bast) instead 0f 2040 and
2040 Avenue of the Smrs. Mawzver, the Declaration explains the Applicunt’s eriginal
Tpternencs in ita project 2pplicatiop {matle undar penalty of perury) thit the offsite pariding
provided to tho Covegants is allocatad to the buildings located ot 2020 and 2040
Avenue of the Stars, The City should not allew itself 1o be misled or incur petential Uabllity
$or what j< azsantially the Applieant's {mprepef aemt 1a shift the costs of its new project’

omto another landowmer, T o P
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble & Mallory LLP

attorneys as law

- 515 South Figueroa 7th Floor Los Angeles Califernia  90071-3398
Allen Matklns telephone. 213 622 5555 facsimile. 213 620 8816 www.allenmatkins. com
_ ' wrttor Pouick A, Pery L. 213 855 5504
file number, JA46B0ZBAASTTAE1.01 e, ppory@alienmenking.com

March 5, 2002

V1A MESSENGER

Ms, Maya Zaitzevsky

City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re:  Parking Covenant for Lot 8 of Tract 26196 (2030 Avenue of the Stars,
Los Angeles, California)

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

This letter responds to your request for information regarding the two recorded covenants
currently in effect regarding maintenance of off-street parking space in favor of the property
Jocated at Lot 8 of Tract 26196 (2030 Avenue of the Stars). Attached are copies of the two
covenants (Instrument No. 83-230834 recorded on March 1, 1983, and Instrument No. 94~
2186050 recorded on December 8, 1994). The covenants benefit the property described on
Exhibit A attached to the covenants which is described as Lot & of Tract 26196. Lot & of Tract
26196 legally describes the entire block bounded by Avenue of the Stars, Constellation
Boulevard, Century Park East and Olympic Boulevard. This site includes the existing ABC
Entertainment Center, the two eight-story office buildings fronting on Averme of the Stars, and
the two 44-story Century Plaza Tower office buildings fronting on Century Park East. The
addresses for the 4 buildings on this site are 2020 and 2040 Avenue of the Stars, and 2029 and
2049 Century Park East. This site also includes the existing 5,471-space subterrznean parking
structure. The 2030 Avenue of the Stars address listed on the covenant is the address for the
subterranean parking structure. :

Instrument No. 83-230834 provides that 446 off-site parking spaces will be maintained at
the parking structure located at 2030 Century Park West for the benefited property (2030 Avenue
of the Stars-Lot & of Tract 26196). Instrument No. 94-2186050 provides that five additional off-
site parking spaces will be maintained at the parking structure located at 2030 Century Park West
for the benefited property (2030 Avenue of the Stars-Lot 8 of Tract 26196). The two covenants
together provide a total of 451 off-site parking spaces at the parking structure located at 2030
Century Park West that benefit the entire property (Lot 8 of Tract 26196). The two covenants

- (Instrument Nos. 83-230834 and 94-2186050) are still in effect and have not been terminated.
Further, the two covenants do not terminate when the two buildings located at 2020 and 2040

I Los Angeles Cencory City Orange Connty San Diego  San Francisce




Allen Martkins Leck Gamble & Mallory LLp

atforneys ar law

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky
March 5, 2002
Page 2

Avenue of the Stars are demolished. The covenants beneﬁf the entire site and all uses and
buildings on the site.

Moreover, in addition to the covenants, an agreement entitled Agreement and Consent of
Prudential (the "Consent") was entered into on March 10, 1995, by and among the Prudential
Insurance Company of America, Citicorp Real Estate, Inc., JMB Realty Corporation, AP
Properties, Litd., and DT Towers Limited Parmership, wherein the Delta Towers Joint Venture
(the predecessor owner of Lot 8 of Tract 26196) and AP Propertics, Ltd. (the owner of the
parking structure at 2030 Century Park West) were required to enter into an agreement whereby
the owner of the parking structure located at 2030 Century Park West would agres on behalf of
itself and its successors and assigns vot to modify or terminate the Covenants without the prior
written consent of the Delta Towers Joint Venture. Accordingly, an Agreement Fegarding
Parking Covenants (the "Parking Agreement”) was entered into on March 10, 1895, by AP
Properties, Ltd. and Delta Towers Joint Venture, which Parking Agreement was tecorded as
Instrument No. 95-372655 on March 10, 1995 and runs with the land (2030 Century Park West).

The Parking Agreement requires my cl1ent‘s consent to any termination of the covenants. My
client has not consented to any such termination.

The owner of the parking structure in which the off-site parking spaces are located is
"therefore bound by the covenants to provide 451 usable and accessible parking spaces for Lot 8
of Tract 26196. Moreover, the owner of the parking structure is bound by the Packing

Agreement not to modify or terminate the covenants without my client's prior written consent.
My client has not provided any such consent,

Please call with any questions or if I can provide additional information with respect to
this matter. ‘

Very truly yours,

Patrick A. Perry '
PAP:kt
Enclosures

ce: Mt. Daniel J. N"lemann
Mr. Kevin Lindquist
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From: Carole Segal [mailto:ke6dxq@hotmail.com]

Sent: Monday, October 14, 2002 2:45 PM

To: Park, Francis (LA); mzaitzev@planning.lacity.org

Ce: mjaffe@council lacity.org; salest@earthlink.net; Irdemers@flash.net:
maryearl@earthlink.net; levyphoto@aol.com; lpaillet@council lacity.org;
melshar@worldnet.att.net; sbursk@council lacity.org ‘
Subject: 2000 Ave of the Stars Draft EIR

Maya E. Zaitzevsky, Projct Co-ordinator
Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, Ca 90012
Dear Ms Zaitzevsky:

Reference: The Draft Environmental Impact Report, 2000 Ave. of the Stars, Ref
#5CH?2002011024 '

The South Robertson Neighborhoods Council did receive a copy of the draf: EIR for the
2000 Ave of the Stars project in August, but due to crcumstances beyond our control we
were unable to comment on this document before the September 30, 2002 deadline. We
would like to go on record with our comments now. We ask that they be included in the
. public comment section of this EIR.

 The Transportation/ Traffic portion of this report does not involve a study of the area to
the East and Southeast of this project. We would like to see this corrected and traffic
studies and abatement proposals made for the following.

Pico Blvd., East to Robertson and La Cienega Blvds.

North/South Streets: CastleHeights/Beverwil, Bagley, Canfield, Shenandoah

East/West Streets: Cashio, Monte Mar/ 18th Street, Hillsboro/ Cadillac, Cattaraugus

We request that the draft EIR not be adopted until a study is made of these zreas.

Thank you for taking our concerns into consideration

Carole Segal, President, South Robertson Neighborhoods Council

310-836-8409






