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I. Final EIR Executive Summary

1. Introduction

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132, the County of Los Angeles, as Lead Agency, has
prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Ford Theatres Project
(Project).

As described in Sections 15089 and 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency
must prepare a Final EIR before approving a project. The purpose of a Final EIR is to
provide an opportunity for the lead agency to respond to comments made by the public and
agencies regarding a project’'s Draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132,
this Final EIR includes a revised summary, corrections and additions to the Draft EIR, a list
of persons, organizations, and agencies that provided comments on the Draft EIR, and
responses to comments received regarding the Draft EIR.

This Final EIR constitutes the second part of the EIR for the Project and is intended
to be a companion to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR for the Project, circulated for public
review and comment from June 23, 2014, through August 8, 2014, constitutes the first part
of the EIR and is incorporated by reference and bound separately. (Refer to Volumes |
through IV of the Draft EIR). This Final EIR is organized into four main sections as follows:

Sectionl. Executive Summary—This section provides an overview of the Project
and its potential impacts. Also included in this section are areas of controversy and issues
to be resolved, an overview of the public review process that was completed for the
Project, and a summary of the alternatives to the Project.

Section ll. Clarifications and Additions to the Draft EIR—This section provides
a list of revisions that have been made to the Draft EIR for the Project, based on comments
received from the public and agencies, and other items requiring updating and/or
clarification.

Section lll. Responses to Comments—This section presents a matrix of the
parties that commented on the Draft EIR and the issues that they raised. This matrix is
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I. Executive Summary

followed by verbatim numbered copies of the comments followed by numbered responses
to each of the written comments on environmental issues made regarding the Draft EIR for
the Project for the convenience of the reader. Copies of the full original comment letters
also are provided in Appendix FEIR-A of this Final EIR.

2. Project Purpose and Objectives

Section 15124(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
states that the project description shall contain “a statement of the objectives sought by the
proposed project.” Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines further states that “the
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project.” The
underlying purpose of the Project is to enhance on-site programs that support the work of
County of Los Angeles artists and arts organizations by offering programs that meet the
specialized needs of a broader cross section of the regional arts community, including
emerging theatre, dance, and music ensembles and multi-disciplinary collaborations; to
expand opportunities for diverse County residents to come together by creating new
spaces and programs that better serve the community; and to ensure the future of the
Amphitheatre as an active and relevant historic resource. The Project’s specific objectives
are as follows:

Historic Rehabilitation of the Amphitheatre

e Preserve the historic integrity of the Amphitheatre by providing improvements
necessary to respond to damage from water intrusion, soil erosion, and structural
decay, and ensure its future viability as a cultural and historical resource for the
communities of Los Angeles County.

e Provide operational improvements for the historic outdoor Amphitheatre that
includes modern technical infrastructure and performing arts technology and
amenities to support world class theatrical and cultural experiences for patrons
and program participants while providing improved access to the Ford Theatres
and its canyon park setting as a public cultural and recreational destination.

Additional Artist and Patron Site Enhancements

e Support the development of Los Angeles County-based artists, arts
organizations and arts producers that represent diverse performing arts genres,
disciplines, and communities by providing an on-site natural progression of
appropriately-sized enclosed rehearsal and performing arts spaces which can be
used at the same time to expand creative capacity, create new work, and
increase audiences.
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I. Executive Summary

e Repurpose the areas of the Ford Theatres currently used for on-grade parking to
meet existing critical program needs of the regional arts ecosystem, including a
much needed mid-size theatre space and low- to no-cost, accessible flexible
spaces for rehearsals and performances year-round for artists, particularly dance
and theatre groups, which do not have sufficient right-sized rehearsal and
performance spaces in Los Angeles County.

e Enhance patron pre-show and post-show experience by providing plaza areas
and support functions for meeting, dining and picnicking, while enabling visits of
variable lengths by the creation of non-stacked parking to ease ingress and
egress.

e Further the Ford’s capacity for community building by creating new small and
medium interstitial spaces and opportunities for artists, audiences, and the public
to interact, dialogue, and find meaning and expression through the arts on the
Project Site.

e Create pedestrian and vehicular circulation access that is integrated with a transit
center and sufficient on-site parking so as to provide for improved and safer
patron arrival and departures.

e Enhance the Ford Theatres’ role as a County Regional Park by increasing public
access to the entire site, integrating passive recreational opportunities, and
encouraging visitors to experience the natural landscape and views of
surrounding iconic landmarks from a formal trail within the park boundary.

e Mitigate noise pollution from the adjacent Hollywood Freeway to provide a more
pastoral experience focused on the stage and preserve audience views of the
natural landscaped canyon from inside the Amphitheatre.

e Provide for improved operation and maintenance relating to stage logistics
including set loading and unloading and set staging areas in close proximity to
the Amphitheatre.

e Provide on-site accessible modern office space to accommodate daily personnel
and improve communication and interaction of staff with the arts community.

e Provide site improvements that are focused on areas of the site that have been
previously developed and preserve the canyon setting of the Project Site.
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I. Executive Summary

3. Description of the Project

a. Overview of the Proposed Development

The Ford Theatres Project is proposed to enhance existing facilities and provide for
new artistic programming opportunities that together would activate the Project Site and
transform the existing Ford Theatres from a single-use performing arts facility open
primarily on weekends to a multi-use cultural and recreational center open daily for a
wide variety of users. The Project is comprised of the following primary components:
(1) rehabilitation of certain portions of the existing Amphitheatre; (2) the Ford Terrace,
which would include a two-story structure with one level of office space and lower-level
concessions area and a raised plaza deck above a service level; (3) the Ford Plaza, which
would be set atop a new three-level parking structure and plaza deck featuring a
restaurant, a 299-seat theatre, a new box office, a conference room, and offices and visitor
amenities; (4) the Transit Center, which would include a designated area for bus and valet
drop-off, a new three-level parking structure, an event space, and a maintenance facility;
and (5) a 0.75-mile hiking trail.

(1) Amphitheatre Rehabilitation Improvements

Within the Amphitheatre, the Project would replace the existing approximately
860-square-foot projection booth and control room located to the rear and above the
Amphitheatre seating with a new 800-square-foot projection booth and control room.
Existing lighting positions along the back of the Amphitheatre would also be removed and
replaced with an upgraded lighting platform that would be integrated within a new sound
wall proposed along the rear of the Amphitheatre. The proposed sound wall could
measure up to 48 feet in height. In addition, a retractable shade structure would provide
cover for the Amphitheatre during day time performances.

(2) Ford Terrace

North of the Amphitheatre, the existing circular driveway and disabled parking
adjacent to the secondary entrance would be modified to accommodate a dedicated artist
performance entry and provide for a two-story office and concessions building and an
approximately 3,750-square-foot plaza, collectively referred to as the Ford Terrace. The
two-story building would include approximately 2,500 square feet of office space in one
level above an approximately 2,500-square-foot concessions area at the first level. To the
west of the two-story building would be a raised plaza deck that would serve pre- and post
performance concessions, private receptions, and intermission concessions. Beneath the
plaza, the modified driveway would form a service level referred to as the Service Court
providing a loading dock and stage loading area to serve events and general facility
maintenance such as trash and recycling pickup, as well as fire department access. An
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I. Executive Summary

approximately 1,570-square-foot workshop to support performances would also be
provided within the Service Court adjacent to the loading dock. To provide for these
improvements, the Project would require removal of the existing two-story approximately
320-square-foot concessions building located adjacent to the secondary entrance.
Disabled parking currently located adjacent to the secondary entrance would be
accommodated within the parking structures proposed as part of the Project.

In addition, the existing approximately 1,895-square-foot, 87-seat [Inside] the Ford
located at the lower level of the Amphitheatre and the associated lighting, stage, and
theatrical amenities would be repurposed as a self-serve food marketplace area and
provide space for storage. New ADA-accessible restrooms would also be provided at the
lower level.

(3) Ford Plaza

West of the Amphitheatre, generally within the existing south surface parking area,
the Project proposes the Ford Plaza. The Ford Plaza would include a three-level parking
structure, which would provide approximately 250 parking spaces. A plaza deck providing
approximately 45,000 square feet of outdoor plaza areas would be created above the
parking structure. As part of the Ford Plaza, the existing 365-square-foot box-office would
be repurposed as a museum/gallery for the Ford Theatres and just west of the existing box
office an approximately 560-square-foot box office would be constructed. In addition, a
three-story building providing approximately 17,600 square feet of office uses and
approximately 1,200 square feet of shops/visitor amenities would be located adjacent to the
new box office. At the southern boundary of the Ford Plaza, an approximately
1,000-square-foot conference room would be built to support the adjacent office space.
Adjacent to the conference room would be an outdoor area that could accommodate small
informal performances, musical entertainment, and/or overflow/support monitors to
view events occurring within the indoor venues. North of these uses within the Ford Plaza
would be an approximately 3,900-square-foot, 150-seat restaurant that would include
a 1,300-square-foot kitchen/bar and a 2,600-square-foot indoor seating area. An
approximately 1,000-square-foot outdoor seating area would also be included. East of the
restaurant, an indoor performance venue comprised of approximately 8,000 square feet
and including 299 seats would be provided. This facility would feature acoustic treatments,
a proscenium stage and full theatrical lighting and rigging that would be able to
accommodate multi-disciplinary performances. Backstage spaces within the new venue
would include performer restrooms, dressing rooms, and a prep area for special events.
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I. Executive Summary

(4) Transit Center

A Transit Center consisting of a bus/van loading and unloading zone, a three-level
parking structure referred to as the north parking structure, a rehearsal and event space
referred to as the Flex Space, and a maintenance area would be constructed along the
northwestern extent of the Project Site. Specifically, upon entering the Ford Theatres from
the existing primary access at the intersection of Cahuenga Boulevard East and Pilgrimage
Bridge, the Transit Center would provide a staging area for buses to load and unload.
From this area, vehicles would also be directed south to the parking structure within the
Ford Plaza or north to the three-level parking structure proposed within the Transit Center.
The north parking structure would provide approximately 250 parking spaces.

Approximately 8,300-square-foot Flex Space would be constructed at the lowest
level of the parking structure. The Flex Space would provide approximately 99 retractable
seats and would include full theatrical lighting, performer restrooms, dressing rooms, and a
prep area for special events. A plaza area referred to as the Transit Plaza would also be
located below the parking structure. At the upper deck of the parking structure, an
approximately 6,300-square-foot maintenance area consisting of office, storage, garage,
and yard areas would be provided. To provide for these improvements, the Project would
require removal of the existing two-story approximately 10,500-square-foot former motel
building currently used as office space for Ford Theatre Foundation, Los Angeles County
Arts Commission, and Philharmonic staff.

(5) Hiking Trail

The Project would also include a 0.75-mile ridgeline trail with trail terminations at the
north and south parking structures within the Transit Center and the Ford Plaza,
respectively. The trail would be approximately four feet in width and would feature natural-
type fencing as well as “sutter wall” style retaining walls, where required or necessary, and
cut-in granite steps where areas of steep terrain are proposed. Hand-railing may also be
provided at the steps. The trail alignment may utilize portions of existing user-established
informal trails. The hours of operation for use of the trail would observe standard park
hours of sunrise to sunset.

Overall, implementation of the Project would result in approximately 47,550 net new
square feet of new facilities and approximately 48,750 net new square feet of outdoor plaza
areas within the Project Site.
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I. Executive Summary

b. Project Design

The proposed improvements would be designed to complement the existing historic
character of the Ford Theatres. The Project is designed to be consistent with the Secretary
of the Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995) Weekes and
Grimmer. The new construction would be differentiated from the existing development that
would remain and would be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural
features of the Amphitheatre, thereby protecting its historic integrity. The Project is
also designed to minimize building footprints and remain primarily within the developed
areas of the Project Site. Specifically, upon buildout of the Project, approximately 4.3 acres
of the 32-acre Project Site would comprise developed area, an increase of 0.8 acre. The
remaining approximately 27.7 acres would comprise undeveloped open space.

In addition, to reduce the massing, the new buildings and parking structures in
particular would be integrated into the existing topography of the Project Site. Building
heights would range from approximately 15 feet to 67.5 feet in height as measured from
adjacent grade with elevations ranging from 515 feet to 610 feet above sea level.
Materials, such as wood, brick, stucco, metal panels, concrete and glass are anticipated to
be used in the construction of the buildings. The new buildings and infrastructure would
also be designed to be environmentally sustainable and to achieve certification under the
U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy Efficiency and Design (LEED®) or
equivalent green building standards. In addition, the Project would be designed to meet
the County’s green building requirements.

c. Access and Parking

Access to the Project Site would continue to be available via the four existing
driveways along the east side of Cahuenga Boulevard East with some on-site configuration
and circulation modifications. In addition, to facilitate access and circulation within the
Transit Center, the Project includes one new driveway between the northernmost driveway
and the main entrance at the intersection of Cahuenga Boulevard East and Pilgrimage
Bridge. The northernmost driveway, which is currently used primarily for egress at the end
of events, would be reconfigured internally to provide direct access to the proposed
maintenance facility and allow egress from the north parking structure. The proposed
driveway between the northernmost driveway and the main entrance would provide right-
turn only egress from the Transit Center and the parking structure. The driveway at
Pilgrimage Bridge and Cahuenga Boulevard East, which currently provides primary access
to the Project Site, would be maintained in its existing location and configuration. The
southern driveways would also be maintained in their existing locations with the
southernmost driveway providing ingress to the south parking structure and the other
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I. Executive Summary

driveway providing egress. At the driveway providing egress from the south parking
structure, the Project proposes a new signal to allow for safer left turns from the driveway
to Cahuenga Boulevard East. Ingress and egress to the south parking structure would also
be provided from the main entrance.

Within the Project Site, access to the Amphitheatre would continue to be provided
at the existing main entrance. In addition, new pedestrian pathways would be provided for
access to the new areas. As described above, the existing circular driveway at the
secondary entrance would be modified to form the Service Court, which would provide a
loading dock and stage loading area to serve events and general facility maintenance, such
as trash and recycling pickup, as well as fire department access. The Project would also
include bicycle amenities.

Upon buildout of the Project, parking would be provided within two new three-level
parking structures that would generally be located within the existing north and south
surface parking areas that would be removed as part of the Project. Upon completion, the
Project would provide a total of approximately 500 parking spaces within two parking
structures and a net increase of approximately 120 to 150 parking spaces, including
additional ADA parking spaces. Parking would also continue to be available at the
Universal City/Studio City Metro Red Line Station. A shuttle would continue to be provided
to and from the Ford Theatres during evening events. In addition, use of the Ford Theatres
parking facilities by the Hollywood Bowl may continue.

d. Landscaping

A variety of native and drought tolerant plant material would be used to enhance and
complement the existing plant material on the hillside. In addition, mature native trees
would be planted and enhanced with complementary native vegetation. To screen off-site
views of the south parking structure, the proposed landscape would berm up to cover the
exposed areas of the parking structure, thereby bringing the park-like setting of the Ford
Theatres to the Cahuenga Boulevard East street edge. In addition, along the proposed
trail, landscape improvements may include habitat restoration and enhanced plantings.

Implementation of the Project would require the removal of approximately 146 trees,
including cypress, pine, palm, eucalyptus, ficus, sycamore, oak, and olive trees. This
number includes the trees proposed to be removed as part of the approved Amphitheatre
improvements. The Project would also relocate approximately 20 trees throughout the
Project Site. As part of the Project, trees to be removed would be replaced on a minimum
1:1 basis.
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I. Executive Summary

e. Lighting and Signage

The Project would feature illuminated building fagcades on the north parking
structure, the new theatre, the restaurant, and the proposed sound wall. In addition, the
Project would include exterior lighting along vehicular and pedestrian pathways and at the
upper level of the north parking structure for security and wayfinding purposes. Accent
lighting to highlight architectural features, landscape elements, and the Project’s signage
would also be incorporated. Lighting throughout the plaza areas would also be provided.
The Project would also include new theatrical lighting within the Amphitheatre. Light fixture
control devices could be implemented, as necessary, to minimize glare.

Project signage would include various identity signs including a central identity sign.
The identity signs may include the existing Ford Theatres sign along Cahuenga Boulevard
East, which would be relocated to the main entrance at Cahuenga Boulevard East and
Pilgrimage Bridge. Alternatively, a new marquee sign that would be double-sided with LED
screens on both sides could be provided along Cahuenga Boulevard East at the main
entrance. In addition, a large sign identifying the Ford Theatres would be placed along the
proposed sound wall. This sign is anticipated to be illuminated. The proposed sound
wall and sign would replace the existing wall and sign along the top of the Amphitheatre
wall. Monitors that would be used for a variety of purposes such as publicizing events,
promoting the available food services, assisting in wayfinding, and for broadcasting sold-
out events may also be provided in the plaza areas and other public spaces throughout the
Project Site.

The Project would also include interpretive signage along the proposed hiking trail
and throughout the Project Site to provide information about the history of the Ford
Theatres, Ford programs and local flora and fauna. Lastly, wayfinding signs would be
located throughout the Project Site, including at parking structure entrances and elevators.

f. Utilities

The Project would provide a generator east of the office and concessions building
within the Ford Terrace and north of the building would be a service yard and transformers.
An approximately 2,200-square-foot central utility plant is also proposed east of the main
entrance at Cahuenga Boulevard East and Pilgrimage Bridge. Alternatively, the Project
could provide a decentralized air-cooling system. Additional transformers would be
installed within the Ford Plaza adjacent to the 299-seat theatre, at the central utility plant, at
the north entrance of the north parking structure, and near the south trailhead termination.
Electrical service for the Project is proposed to be provided via underground utility lines.
Alternatively, electrical service for the Project may be provided via approximately 15 to
17 overhead electrical poles along Cahuenga Boulevard East. These electrical poles could
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I. Executive Summary

measure up to 65 feet in height. In addition, temporary electrical poles could be installed
within the Project Site until full build-out of the Project. Other utility improvements
proposed as part of the Project would include new natural gas service, sewer and water
connections, and drainage improvements. The Project would also integrate and relocate
the existing cell towers and associated structures to allow construction of the Transit
Center.

g. Fire Protection and Security Features

As the Project Site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, a fuel
modification plan would be required to minimize the risk of wildfires. The fuel modification
plan for the Project would set forth buffer zones around the proposed structures. The fuel
modification plan would also specify requirements pertaining to landscape irrigation,
thinning and removal of brush and dead plant materials, removal of non-native plant
species, and maintenance of the buffer zones. A preliminary fuel modification plan has
been prepared by the Project in consultation with the Los Angeles County Fire Department,
and is included in Section 1V.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR. A final
fuel modification plan would be submitted to the Los Angeles County Fire Department for
approval prior to the issuance of Project construction permits.

The Project would also include an upgraded fire system, including the installation of
on-site fire hydrants and new water connections. The enhanced fire system would be a
dedicated separate fire service system with no shared connections to the domestic supply
lines. The Project’'s design would also incorporate security features to provide for the
safety of on-site employees and visitors. These features would include high-definition
surveillance cameras, and signage along the hiking trail. Entryways, lobbies, and parking
areas would also be well illuminated and designed to eliminate areas of concealment.

h. Project Construction and Scheduling

The Project could be implemented in several phases to provide flexibility to continue
operating the Ford Theatres during construction. Construction of the Project may be
completed as early as 2020. In the event construction of the Project occurs as one phase,
or in consolidated phases, the Ford Theatres would be expected to close and no events
would be held until buildout of the Project or completion of the phase(s) under construction.
It is estimated that the Project would require approximately 107,094 cubic yards of export.
Based on the proximity of the Hollywood Freeway to the Project Site, it is anticipated that
haul trucks and delivery trucks would access the Project Site traveling northbound on
Cahuenga Boulevard East from the Hollywood Freeway (US-101) and would exit the
Project Site onto Cahuenga Boulevard East and travel northbound on Cahuenga Boulevard
East to the Hollywood Freeway.
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As part of the Project, a Construction Management Plan would be implemented
during construction to manage construction traffic and ensure that adequate and safe
access and parking remains available during construction activities. Construction worker
parking and construction staging would be accommodated on-site. Construction activities
would comply with Section 12.08.440 of the Los Angeles County Code, which prohibits
noise-generating construction activities between the hours of 7:00 p.M. and 7:00 A.m.
Monday through Friday, before 8:00 A.Mm. or after 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, and anytime on
Sundays or legal holidays in the absence of certain emergencies.

3. Necessary Approvals

Discretionary approvals from the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will be
necessary for the Ford Theatre Foundation to implement the Project.

4. Public Review Process

In accordance with CEQA, the environmental review process for the Project
commenced with solicitation of comments from identified responsible and trustee agencies,
and also included early consultation with the public on the scope of the Draft EIR, through a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) process. The County Department of Parks and Recreation
prepared an Initial Study and circulated an NOP for public comment to the State
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other
interested parties on February 7, 2014, for a 30-day review period. In addition, a public
scoping meeting was conducted on February 18, 2014, at the Project Site. The public
scoping meeting provided the public with the opportunity to receive information regarding
the Project and to provide input regarding issues to be addressed in the Draft EIR. The
Initial Study, NOP, and NOP comment letters are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

Consistent with the requirements of Sections 15087 and 15105 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and
Research, and was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period beginning on
June 23, 2014, and ending on August 8, 2014. In addition, a public meeting was held on
July 14, 2014. The public meeting provided an overview of the findings of the Draft EIR
and provided the public an opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft EIR.
Following the Draft EIR public comment period, this Final EIR has been prepared that
includes responses to the environmental comments raised regarding the Draft EIR.

5. Areas of Controversy/lssues to be Resolved

Potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the County’s decision-
makers may include those environmental issue areas where the potential for significant
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impacts has been identified. As evaluated in the Draft EIR and summarized below, with the
incorporation of project design features and mitigation measures, the Project would not
result in significant and unavoidable impacts with regard to the environmental topics
presented in the Draft EIR. Based on the NOP comment letters provided in Appendix A,
issues known to be of concern in the community included, but were not limited to traffic,
noise, and wildfire risk. Refer to Appendix A of the Draft EIR for copies of the NOP
comment letters.

Based on the comment letters received regarding the Draft EIR, which are included
in Appendix FEIR-A of this Final EIR, issues known to be of concern include, but are not
limited to, traffic, historic resources, and wildfire risk. As shown in Table IlI-1, Matrix of
Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR, provided in Section Ill, Responses to
Comments, of this Final EIR, comments were also provided regarding other environmental
topics addressed in the Draft EIR. Copies of the comment letters submitted regarding the
Draft EIR are included in Appendix FEIR-A of this Final EIR.

6. Summary of Alternatives

The Draft EIR for the Project examined three alternatives to the Project in detail,
which include: No Project/No Build; Reduced Project; and Simultaneous Event Schedules.
A general description of these Alternatives is provided below. The Draft EIR also identified
two alternatives that were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible. These
alternatives included an Alternative Site and an Improved Parking Only Alternative, which
was suggested during the NOP Process. The Alternative Site Alternative considered the
development of the Project in a different location and the Improved Parking Only
Alternative considered the development of only the parking improvements proposed as part
of the Project wherein the two existing surface parking lots would be replaced with new
parking structures for 500 cars. These two alternatives were rejected in the Draft EIR for
failing to meet most of the Project objectives. Refer to Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft
EIR for a more detailed description of the alternatives considered and rejected as well as a
description of the alternatives evaluated in detail and a comparative analysis of the impacts
of these alternatives with those of the Project.

Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative

Alternative 1, the No Project/No Build Alternative assumes the Project would
not be approved and the existing environment would be maintained, with the exception of
the previously approved Amphitheatre improvements and other on-going routine interior
and exterior maintenance improvements. The previously approved Amphitheatre
improvements will provide for hillside stabilization, stage reconstruction, disabled access
and code compliance improvements, theatrical systems infrastructure improvements, and
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mechanical and electrical systems upgrades. The previously approved Amphitheatre
improvements will occur internal to the Project Site, within the boundaries of the existing
Amphitheatre. This Alternative would not result in any changes to the existing operations
at the Ford Theatres. The site plan under this Alternative would resemble existing
conditions, as illustrated in Figure 1I-2 in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR.

Alternative 2: Reduced Project Alternative

The Reduced Project Alternative would develop the Project Site similar to the
Project and would include the same components as the Project as follows: rehabilitation of
certain portions of the existing Amphitheatre, the Ford Terrace, the Ford Plaza, the Transit
Center, and a 0.75-mile hiking trail. However, the Reduced Project Alternative would not
include development of the 299-seat theatre within the Ford Plaza. In addition, under this
Alternative, the 99-seat Flex Space proposed within the Transit Center would be relocated
to the area of the 299-seat theatre as proposed by the Project. With the relocation of the
Flex Space from the Transit Center to the Ford Plaza under this Alternative, the footprint of
the Transit Center would be reduced but would continue to feature a designated area for
bus and valet drop-off, a three-level parking structure, and a maintenance facility. All other
components and features of the Project as described in Section Il, Project Description, of
the Draft EIR would be maintained under the Reduced Project Alternative. Further, under
Alternative 2, building heights and architectural features would be similar to the building
heights and architectural features of the Project.

Overall, implementation of this Alternative would result in approximately 39,550 net
new square feet compared to the Project’'s approximately 47,550 net new square feet of
development. As such, this Alternative would reduce the proposed net new development
by approximately 8,000 square feet or approximately 17 percent. Additionally, this
Alternative would provide for 12 net new seats within the Project Site in comparison to the
Project’'s 311 net new seats. In addition, while this Alternative would not provide the
299-seat theatre, the number of annual events and attendees would increase but would be
reduced when compared to the Project.

Alternative 3: Simultaneous Event Schedules Alternative

The Simultaneous Event Schedules Alternative would include the development of
the same components as the Project but with long term flexibility in the scheduling of
events within the Amphitheatre and proposed 299-seat theatre. Specifically, under
Alternative 3, events held in the Amphitheatre, the 299-seat theatre, and the Flex Space
would be able to have simultaneous events with concurrent start times whereas under the
Project, events held in the Amphitheatre and the 299-seat theatre would have staggered
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start times of at least 45 minutes after 6:00 P.M. on weekday evenings to avoid potentially
significant traffic impacts.

As with the Project, Alternative 3 would comprise the following: (1) rehabilitation of
certain portions of the existing Amphitheatre; (2) the Ford Terrace, which would include a
two-story structure with one level of office space and lower-level concessions area and a
raised plaza deck above a service level; (3) the Ford Plaza, which would be set atop a new
three-level parking structure and would feature a restaurant, a 299-seat theatre, a new box
office, a conference room, and offices and visitor amenities; (4) the Transit Center, which
would include a designated area for bus and valet drop-off, a new three-level parking
structure, 99-seat Flex Space, and maintenance facility; and (5) a 0.75-mile hiking trail.
These components would be developed within the Project Site in the same manner as
proposed under the Project described in Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.
The estimated increases in annual events and attendance projected to occur under the
Project would also remain under this Alternative.

7. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Table FEIR I-1 on page |-15 provides a summary of the environmental impacts of
the Project. As summarized therein, implementation of the Project would not result in
significant impacts to any of the environmental issues evaluated in the Draft EIR which
could not be reduced with compliance with regulatory requirements and the implementation
of project design features and mitigation measures.
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Table FEIR 11

Summary of Impacts Under the Project

Environmental Issue

Project Impact

A. AESTHETICS, VIEWS, LIGHT, AND GLARE

Aesthetics

Less Than Significant

Views Less Than Significant
Light Less Than Significant
Glare Less Than Significant

B. AIR QUALITY

Construction—Regional Emissions

Less Than Significant

Construction—Localized Emissions

Less Than Significant

Operational-Regional Emissions

Less than Significant

Operational-Localized Emissions

Less than Significant

Toxic Air Contaminants

Less than Significant

Odors

Less than Significant

C. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less than Significant

D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than Significant with Mitigation

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Historic Resources

Less Than Significant with Mitigation

Archaeological Resources

Less Than Significant with Mitigation

Paleontological Resources

Less Than Significant with Mitigation

F. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than Significant with Mitigation

G. HYDROLOGY, SURFACE WATER QUALITY, AND GROU

NDWATER

Surface Water Hydrology

Less Than Significant

Surface Water Quality

Less Than Significant

Groundwater Less Than Significant
H. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than Significant
I. NOISE

Construction Noise

Less Than Significant

Construction Vibration

Less Than Significant

Operational Noise

Less Than Significant

J.1. PUBLIC SERVICES-FIRE PROTECTION

Less Than Significant

J.2. PUBLIC SERVICES-POLICE PROTECTION

Less Than Significant

K. TRAFFIC, ACCESS, AND PARKING

Traffic

Less Than Significant

Congestion Management Program

Less Than Significant
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Table FEIR I-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts Under the Project

Environmental Issue Project Impact
Access and Circulation Less Than Significant
Parking Less Than Significant
L.1. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—WATER Less Than Significant
L.2. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—ENERGY AND Less Than Significant
ENERGY CONSERVATION

A. Aesthetics, Views, Light, and Glare

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Aesthetics
(a) Construction Impacts

The removal of on-site structures, surface parking areas, and landscaping would not
cause the loss of unique visual resources (i.e., the surrounding hillsides and historic
Amphitheatre) or prominent existing features that contribute positively to the existing visual
character and quality of the Project Site. As such, the Project’s construction activities
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the Project Site or the
surrounding area. Therefore, aesthetics impacts associated with construction would be
less than significant.

(b) Operational Impacts

The Project would provide new performing arts and support facilities that would be
consistent with and build on the existing uses on the Project Site and in the surrounding
community. Implementation of the Project would result in the removal of the existing
former motel building currently used as office space; the projection booth and control room,
which is not a primary character-defining feature of the historic Amphitheatre and is not
visible from off-site public vantages; the concessions building, which is also not a primary
character-defining feature of the historic Amphitheatre and is not visible from off-site public
vantages; and surface parking areas and landscaping. As illustrated in the conceptual site
plans provided in Section I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would develop
new structures and landscaping that would be primarily confined to areas of the Project
Site that have already been developed.
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While the presence of new development would invariably alter the aesthetic
character of the Project Site, the Project would employ a cohesive site design in part by
ensuring architectural compatibility and integration with the surrounding environment. The
Project would also rehabilitate the existing historic Amphitheatre and would not result in the
removal or alteration of existing features that contribute positively to the visual character of
the Project Site and surrounding area. Overall, the new construction would be
differentiated from the existing development that would remain and would be compatible
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the Amphitheatre, thereby
protecting its historic integrity. Similarly, Project grading would be designed to retain the
integrity and natural grade elevations of the landforms that influence the visual quality of
the Project Site. As such, the Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the Project Site or surrounding area. Impacts related to aesthetics
would be less than significant.

(2) Views

Overall, while Project implementation would modify existing public views along
Cahuenga Boulevard, Pilgrimage Bridge, and the Hollywood Freeway, the proposed
structures would not dominate the viewshed along Cahuenga Boulevard. Rather, the
Project has been intentionally designed to limit the building footprint within areas already
developed so as to preserve the natural setting of the Project Site. Accordingly, public
views of the Project Site would continue to feature a semi-urban environment with a
background of rolling hills, pockets of trees, and landscaping. Thus, the Project would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and view impacts would be less than
significant.

(3) Light
(a) Construction Impacts

Substantial lighting is not anticipated during construction within the Project Site as
most construction activities would occur during daylight hours. However, the Project may
include lighting for construction activities occurring in the early evening during the winter
season. Outdoor lighting sources such as floodlights, spot lights, and/or headlights
associated with construction equipment and hauling trucks would typically accompany
construction activities during this period. To the extent evening construction includes
artificial light sources, such use would be temporary and would cease upon completion of
proposed Project construction. Further, construction-related illumination would be used for
safety and security purposes only. Additionally, as set forth in Project Design Feature A-1,
construction lighting would be shielded and/or aimed so that no direct beam illumination
would fall outside of the Project Site boundary. Construction lighting, while potentially
bright, would be highly focused on the particular area undergoing work. Therefore, given
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that the majority of construction activities for the Project would be primarily confined to
areas of the Project Site that have already been developed, which are separated from
residential uses to the north, east, and south by open space and intervening topography,
the surrounding uses would not be anticipated to be substantially affected by construction
lighting. Thus, light impacts associated with proposed construction activities would be less
than significant.

(b) Operational Impacts

Based on visual simulations provided in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, Views, Light, and
Glare, of the Draft EIR, lighting associated with the proposed light boxes would be the most
distinguishable light source as viewed from Cahuenga Boulevard, Pilgrimage Bridge, and
the Hollywood Freeway. However, as illustrated, the light boxes would not feature so
prominently such that the light boxes would emanate light that would be inconsistent with
the existing light sources in the vicinity of the Project Site. In addition, there are no
residential properties or other sensitive uses immediately surrounding the Project Site, and
any light emanating from the proposed Project lighting would be directed within the Project
Site. Further, lighting associated with the proposed theatrical lighting would be consistent
with the existing lighting within the Amphitheatre. Also, in accordance with Project Design
Feature A-2, Project lighting, where applicable, would incorporate shielding and aiming to
prevent glare and light spill and the upward emition of light and Project lighting would not
exceed 2 foot-candles outside of the Project Site boundary. Therefore, due to the types of
proposed lighting and measures employed to minimize light pollution, the Project would not
create a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area. Thus, impacts related to Project lighting would be less than significant.

(4) Glare
(a) Construction Impacts

Daytime glare could potentially accompany construction activities if reflective
construction materials were positioned in highly visible locations where the reflection of
sunlight could occur. However, any glare would be highly transitory and short-term, given
the movement of construction equipment and materials within the construction area and the
temporary nature of construction activities within each area of the Project Site. In addition,
large, flat surfaces that are usually required to generate substantial glare are not typically
an element of construction activities. Furthermore, the potential for nighttime glare
associated with construction is unlikely as most construction activities would occur during
the day, and any construction activities occurring in the early evening during the winter
season would be limited and temporary. As such, the Project would not result in a
significant impact related to construction glare.
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(b) Operational Impacts

Building materials for the Project would likely include plaster, concrete, metal panels,
fritted glass, and cement board. In accordance with Project Design Feature A-3, exterior
windows, glass, and metal used on building surfaces would be non-reflective or treated
with a standard low-reflective or non-reflective glazing. As such, sunlight reflected from the
surfaces of proposed structures would not be expected to generate substantial daylight
glare. The replacement of existing surface parking areas with structured parking would
also reduce the potential for daytime glare from windows of parked vehicles. Overall, the
Project would not create a new source of substantial glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views. Therefore, glare impacts would be less than significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts

(1) Aesthetics

None of the related projects are located sufficiently close to the Project Site to enter
the same field of view as the Project. Specifically, the nearest related project (Related
Project No. 22) to the Project Site is located approximately 0.8 mile southwest of the
Project Site. Therefore, given its location and distance from the Project Site and
intervening development, Related Project No. 22 would not be within the same field of view
as the Project. Notwithstanding, similar to the Project, future developments would be
expected to occur in accordance with adopted plans, regulations, and guidelines such as
height limits, density, and setback requirements, and would be reviewed by the County or
City to ensure consistency with adopted guidelines and standards that relate to aesthetics.
Further, many of the related projects in the area represent infill development that is not
expected to be out of scale or character with the existing visual environment, as ensured
through the County’s and the City’s environmental review processes. Therefore,
cumulative impacts relative to aesthetics would be less than significant.

(2) Views

Based on the distance of the related projects and intervening development, none of
the related projects would affect views along Cahuenga Boulevard in the area of the
Project Site or block views of the hillsides surrounding the Project Site. As such, future
development in the Project area would not be expected to cumulatively obstruct public
views of valued visual resources within and in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site and
cumulative impacts relative to views would be less than significant.
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(3) Light

Development of the Project, as well as the other related projects in the area, would
introduce new or expanded sources of artificial light. Consequently, ambient light levels in
the Hollywood area may increase overall. However, given the proximity of the related
projects to the Project Site, the additional artificial light sources introduced by these
projects would not significantly alter the existing lighting environment that currently exists in
the immediate Project area. In addition, each of the related projects would be required to
comply with regulatory requirements which address light spill and brightness. As a result,
cumulative impacts relative to light would be less than significant.

(4) Glare

With regard to glare, only related development immediately adjacent to Project
structures would have the potential to create glare that could collectively pose impacts
affecting a given off-site use, property, or activity. Due to the distance of the related
projects from the Project Site, it is unlikely that glare could have a combined effect from a
particular vantage point. In addition, it is anticipated that the related projects in the vicinity
of the Project Site would be subject to discretionary review to ensure that building materials
to be used would not create significant sources of glare. Further, since the Project’s glare
impacts would be less than significant, the Project would not contribute to any cumulative
increase in glare in combination with the related projects. As such, cumulative glare
impacts would be less than significant.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature A-1: During construction, lighting shall be shielded and/or
aimed so that no direct beam illumination would fall outside of the
Project Site boundary.

Project Design Feature A-2: Project lighting shall incorporate shielding and aiming
to prevent glare, light spill, and the upward emition of light and shall
not exceed 2 foot-candles outside of the Project Site boundary.

Project Design Feature A-3: Exterior windows, glass, and metal used on building
surfaces shall be non-reflective or treated with a standard low-
reflective or non-reflective glazing.

d. Mitigation Measures

With the implementation of project design features, impacts related to aesthetics,
views, light, and glare would be less than significant. No mitigation measures would be
necessary.
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e. Conclusion

Project-level and cumulative impacts related to aesthetics, views, light, and glare
would be less than significant.

B. Air Quality

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Construction Impacts
(a) Regional Construction Impacts

Construction of the Project has the potential to create air quality impacts through the
use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated from
construction workers traveling to and from the Project Site. In addition, fugitive dust
emissions would result from demolition and construction activities. Mobile source
emissions, primarily NOx, would result from the use of construction equipment such as
dozers, loaders, and cranes. During the finishing phase of a building, paving operations
and the application of architectural coatings (e.g., paints) and other building materials
would potentially release VOCs. The Project's maximum regional emissions associated
with construction would not exceed any of the daily significance thresholds set forth by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Therefore, regional emissions
during construction of the Project would result in a less than significant air quality impact.

(b) Localized Construction Impacts

Maximum localized construction emissions for off-site sensitive receptors would not
exceed any of the SCAQMD-recommended localized screening thresholds. Therefore,
localized emissions during construction of the Project would result in a less than significant
air quality impact.

(c) Toxic Air Contaminants

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions during construction
would be from diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations
during grading and excavation activities. Because the construction schedule estimates that
the phases which require the most heavy-duty diesel vehicle usage, such as site grading/
excavation, would last for a short duration (e.g., approximately six months), construction of
the Project would not result in a substantial, long-term (i.e., 70-year) source of TAC
emissions. In addition, there would be no residual emissions or corresponding individual
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cancer risk after construction. As such, Project-related TAC impacts during construction
would be less than significant.

(d) Odors

During construction of the Project, activities associated with the operation of diesel-
powered construction equipment, asphalt paving operations, and the application of
architectural coatings and solvents may produce perceptible odors. The Project would
comply with applicable regulatory requirements regarding construction activities and
odors. With compliance with applicable rules and regulations, impacts associated with
objectionable odors during Project construction would be less than significant.

(2) Operational Impacts
(a) Regional Operational Impacts

Regional emissions resulting from operation of the Project would not exceed any of
the SCAQMD’s daily regional operational thresholds. Therefore, air quality impacts from
Project operational emissions would be less than significant.

An analysis of daily operational emissions of existing conditions without the Project
versus with the Project (2014) was also conducted. The analysis shows that the net overall
operational emissions associated with the Project under existing conditions (2014) would
be higher than the estimated emissions at Project build-out (2020). This increase is
exclusively a function of the change in default CalEEMod emission factors from 2020 to
2014 (i.e., vehicular fleet mix is cleaner in subsequent years as a result of cleaner newer
vehicles). As with the Project buildout (2020) analysis year, the Project (2014) analysis
would not exceed any of the established SCAQMD daily regional operational thresholds.
Therefore, air quality impacts from Project operational emissions would be less than
significant.

(b) Localized Operational Impacts

Operation of the Project would not introduce any major new sources of air pollution
within the Project Site. As such, on-site operational emissions would not exceed any of the
localized significance thresholds.

An analysis of daily operational on-site emissions of existing conditions without
the Project versus with the Project (2014) was also conducted. The analysis shows that
the net overall operational on-site emissions associated with the Project under existing
conditions (2014) would be similar to the estimated emissions during Project build-out
(2020). As with the Project build-out (2020) analysis year, on-site operational emissions
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under existing conditions would not exceed any of the localized significance thresholds.
Therefore, localized impacts from on-site emission sources would be less than significant.

In addition, the Project would not cause any new or exacerbate any existing CO
hotspots, and, as a result, impacts related to localized mobile-source CO emissions would
be less than significant.

(c) Toxic Air Contaminants

The primary sources of potential air toxics associated with Project operations include
diesel particulate matter from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic on local streets and idling on
adjacent streets). Although there would be an increase in the total Project Site square
footage and presumably a slight increase in the number of delivery trucks, compliance with
applicable rules and regulations would substantially limit potential emissions from
deliveries. As such, the Project would not be considered a substantial source of diesel
particulate matter and potential air toxic contaminant impacts would be less than
significant.

Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous TACs include industrial
manufacturing processes (e.g., chrome plating, electrical manufacturing, petroleum
refinery). The Project would not include these types of potential industrial manufacturing
process sources. As such, the Project would not release substantial amounts of TACs, and
no significant impact on human health would occur.

(d) Odors

The Project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being
associated with odors. However, the Project does include a restaurant which would have
the potential to emit odors through cooking and charbroilers. The Project would minimize
the release of odors from the proposed restaurant with odor reducing equipment as
necessary. Garbage collection areas for the Project would also be covered and situated
away from the property line and sensitive uses. Good housekeeping practices would be
sufficient to prevent objectionable odors from garbage collection areas. Therefore,
potential odor impacts would be less than significant.

(3) SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Policy Analysis

The determination of AQMP consistency is primarily based on the long-term
influence of the Project on air quality in the Air Basin. Project development would not have
a significant short-term or long-term impact on the region’s ability to meet State and federal
air quality standards. Also, the Project would be consistent with the goals and policies of
the AQMP for the control of fugitive dust. The Project’s long-term influence would also be
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consistent with the goals and policies of the AQMP. Therefore, the Project is considered
consistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP.

b. Cumulative Impacts

(1) Construction Impacts

According to the SCAQMD, individual construction projects that exceed the
SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would cause a
cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Air Basin
is in non-attainment. Construction-related daily emissions at the Project Site would not
exceed any of the SCAQMD’s regional or localized significance thresholds. Thus, the
Project’s contribution to cumulative construction-related regional emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable and therefore would be less than significant. Construction of the
Project also would have a less than significant impact with regard to localized emissions.
Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts due to localized
emissions would also not be cumulatively considerable and therefore would be less than
significant.

Similar to the Project, the greatest potential for TAC emissions at each related
project would generally involve diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy
equipment operations during demolition and grading/excavation activities. Construction
activities at each related project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70-year) substantial
source of TAC emissions. Additionally, the SCAQMD CEQA guidance does not require a
health risk assessment for short-term construction emissions. It is therefore not meaningful
to evaluate long-term cancer impacts from construction activities which occur over
relatively short durations. As such, cumulative toxic emission impacts during construction
would be less than significant.

Also similar to the Project, via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rules, it is
anticipated that construction activities or materials used in the construction of the related
projects would not create objectionable odors. Thus, odor impacts from the related
projects are anticipated to be less than significant individually, as well as cumulatively in
conjunction with the Project.

(2) Operational Impacts

According to the SCAQMD, if an individual project results in air emissions of criteria
pollutants that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific
impacts, then the project would also result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
these criteria pollutants. Operational emissions from the Project would not exceed any of
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the SCAQMD’s regional or localized significance thresholds during Project build-out (2020)
or under existing conditions (2014). Therefore, the emissions of non-attainment pollutants
and precursors generated by Project operation would not be cumulatively considerable.

With respect to TAC emissions, neither the Project nor any of the related projects
(which are largely residential, retail/commercial, and office uses), would represent a
substantial source of TAC emissions, which are typically associated with large-scale
industrial, manufacturing, and transportation hub facilities. As such, cumulative TAC
emissions during long-term operations would be less than significant. In addition, the
Project would not result in any substantial sources of TACs that have been identified by the
California Air Resources Board’s Land Use Guidelines, and thus, would not contribute to a
cumulatively considerable impact.

With respect to potential odor impacts, neither the Project nor any of the related
projects (which are primarily residential, retail, and office uses) have a high potential to
generate odor impacts. Thus, potential odor impacts from related projects are anticipated
to be less than significant. The Project would not result in odor impacts, and, thus, would
not contribute to a cumulative odor impact.

c. Project Design Features

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to air quality.

d. Mitigation Measures

Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to air quality would be less than
significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

e. Conclusion
Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to air quality would be less than

significant.

C. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

Construction emissions are typically associated with demolition, site preparation,
excavation, grading, and construction-related equipment and vehicular activity.
Construction of the Project is estimated to generate a total of 1,442 metric tons of COe.
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As recommended by the SCAQMD, the total GHG construction emissions were amortized
over the 30-year lifetime of the Project (i.e., total construction GHG emissions were divided
by 30 to determine an annual construction emissions estimate that can be added to the
Project’s operational emissions) in order to determine the Project’'s annual GHG emissions
inventory.

The GHG emissions for the Project taking into consideration implementation of
project design features included throughout the Draft EIR, the requirements set forth in the
County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards Code, and full implementation of current
State mandates demonstrates that the Project has incorporated sustainability design
features to reduce vehicle miles traveled and the Project’s potential impact with respect to
GHG emissions. The Project's GHG emissions reduction of 16.4 percent compared to the
“business as usual” (BAU) scenario constitutes an equivalent or larger break from BAU
than has been determined by CARB to be necessary to meet AB 32’s goals (i.e.,
16-percent reduction). Therefore, the Project would not have a significant impact on the
environment due to its GHG emissions. In addition, the Project would be consistent with
CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan for the implementation of AB 32 and would comply
with the County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards. Therefore, the Project would
not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.

b. Cumulative Impacts

Although the Project is expected to emit GHGs, the emission of GHGs by a single
project into the atmosphere is not itself necessarily an adverse environmental effect.
Rather, it is the increased accumulation of GHG from more than one project and many
sources in the atmosphere that may result in global climate change. A project's GHG
emissions typically would be very small in comparison to state or global GHG emissions
and, consequently, they would, in isolation, have no significant direct impact on climate
change. Overall, implementation of project design features included throughout the Draft
EIR, compliance with the requirements set forth in the County of Los Angeles Green
Building Standards Code, and full implementation of current State mandates would
contribute to GHG reductions. These reductions represent a reduction from BAU and
support State goals for GHG emissions reduction. As such, the Project would support
State goals for GHG emissions reduction and be consistent with AB 32. The Project also
would comply with the County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards, which
emphasizes improving energy conservation and energy efficiency, increasing renewable
energy generation, and changing transportation and land use patterns to reduce auto
dependence. The related projects would also be anticipated to comply with many of the
same emissions reduction goals and objectives as the Project. In the absence of adopted
standards and established significance thresholds, and given the Project’s consistency with
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State, regional, and local GHG emission reduction goals and objectives, the Project’s
impacts are concluded to be less than significant and not cumulatively considerable.

c. Project Design Features

No specific project design features beyond the Project improvements discussed in
Section I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR are proposed with regard to greenhouse
gas emissions.

d. Mitigation Measures

The Project would comply with applicable regulatory requirements, including the
provisions set forth in the 2013 CALGreen Code that have been incorporated into the
County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards Code. Impacts related to climate change
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

e. Conclusion

Impacts with regards to GHG emissions would be less than significant.

D. Biological Resources

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Potential Vegetation Community Impacts

No special-status plant communities are located in the Biological Study Area (BSA).
Native plant communities that occur in the study area include chaparral scrub, which is
common in undeveloped areas of southern California. As this native plant community is
not listed as a special-status plant community, potential impacts to existing plant
communities associated with the Project would be less than significant and no mitigation
measures are required.

(2) Potential Regulatory Status Plant Species Impacts

The Project would include rehabilitation of portions of the existing Amphitheatre and
development of new structures, including improvements to the exterior landscape and
development of a hiking trail. Construction along the proposed hiking trail and within the
existing landscaped areas would require vegetation removal. In addition, on a yearly basis,
vegetation would be thinned up to 200 feet from all new structures in an effort to reduce fire
risk in the area. Such activities could directly or indirectly impact identified special-status
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plant species that occur within the BSA. With implementation of Mitigation Measures D-1
and D-2, potentially significant impacts to special-status plant species associated with the
Project would be reduced to a less than significant level.

(3) Potential Regulatory Status Wildlife Species Impacts
(a) Construction
(i) Regulatory Status Bird Species

The coastal California gnatcatcher is identified as a species of concern by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and would have the potential to occur in the BSA
as the chaparral and sage scrub communities located in the BSA are suitable habitats for
the coastal California gnatcatcher. While the potential for the coastal California
gnatcatcher to occur in the BSA during construction is considered low, absence cannot be
confirmed without additional surveys. As such, the Project could result in potentially
significant direct impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher. In addition, as this species
is non-migratory, construction activities could result in indirect impacts on coastal California
gnatcatcher species through noise disturbance and vegetation removal if they were
to be in the BSA during construction. Annual vegetation thinning required out to 200 feet
from all new structures would also reduce habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure D-3 would reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

Migratory birds and raptors also have the potential to occur in the BSA given the
large areas of trees, vegetation, and buildings that could create the potential for migratory
birds and raptors to nest. Construction activities could result in impacts on nesting birds
through noise disturbance and vegetation removal if they were in the BSA during
construction.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure D-4 would reduce potentially
significant impacts to migratory birds to a less than significant level.

(i) Regulatory Status Small Mammal Species

The BSA includes undisturbed habitat that could be impacted as a result of
construction activities. Sensitive wildlife species with the potential to occur within this
habitat includes the coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii) and the San Diego desert
woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia), both of which are considered species of concern by
CDFW. Construction activities, including noise disturbance and vegetation removal could
impact these species if they are present within the BSA during Project construction. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure D-5, potential impacts to wildlife species would be
reduced to a less than significant level.
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(iii) Regulatory Status Bat Species

Four bat species have been identified with the potential to occur within the BSA. All
species are identified as species of concern by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife with the exception of the hoary bat, which has a state rank of “S4.” The BSA
includes large trees, vegetation, and buildings that could provide roosting habitats
for bats. Construction activities would result in noise disturbance and vegetation removal
that could impact the bats if they are present during construction. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures D-6 and D-7 would reduce potential impacts to bats to a less than
significant level.

(b) Operation

Implementation of the Project would increase lighting, noise, and human activity
within the Project Site, which could potentially deter wildlife occurring within the BSA from
the area and reduce their ability to forage. In addition, the development of the proposed
hiking trail would increase the risk for wildlife-human interactions within the Project Site.
Furthermore, the fencing proposed to be installed along the lower trail alignments
to keep people on the designated walking path and reduce further disturbance of the
hillside may prevent wildlife access to foraging areas and reduce their ability to move
through the area. With implementation of Mitigation Measures D-8 through D-10, potential
impacts to wildlife species during operation of the Project would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

(4) Oak Tree Impacts

During the tree survey conducted for the Project, one coast live oak was identified
for removal as part of the previously approved Amphitheatre improvements and four coast
live oak trees have been identified for potential relocation. The oak tree previously
contemplated for removal as part of the approved Amphitheatre improvements measured
4 inches in trunk diameter at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade. The remaining oak trees
proposed to be relocated within the Project Site measured 8, 10, 12, and 14 inches in trunk
diameter at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade. In accordance with the Los Angeles
County Oak Tree Ordinance, a permit would be required for the removal or relocation of
oak trees measuring 8 inches in trunk diameter or greater. As such, a permit would be
required for the relocation of the four oak trees. As these trees are proposed to be
relocated within the Project Site, the Project would not result in the permanent loss of
protected trees and potential impacts to oak trees would be less than significant. Mitigation
Measure D-11, provided below, would ensure the relocation of the oak trees is consistent
with the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance. Mitigation Measure D-11 further
outlines the procedures to be followed should the oak trees be protected in place.
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(5) Regional Connectivity/Wildlife Movement

There are no regional wildlife movement corridors within or adjacent to the Project
Site. In addition, the BSA is not within a designated regional wildlife linkage area identified
in the Los Angeles County General Plan. Notwithstanding, development of the Project
would occur primarily within the already developed portions of the Project Site and, upon
implementation of the Project, the Project Site would remain mostly undeveloped hillsides.
As such, the Project would not be expected to result in an increased barrier to local wildlife
movement. In addition, the proposed trail alignment would generally follow the alignment
of existing user-created trails, which potential wildlife in the area would already be
accustomed to. Furthermore, while implementation of the proposed hiking trail would
increase human activity in the hillside areas, wildlife movement typically occurs during
nighttime when access to the hiking trail would not be permitted. Additionally, in
accordance with Mitigation Measure D-9 provided below, the fencing proposed to be
installed along the lower trail alignments to keep people on the designated walking path
would be designed to be lower in height with openings between posts and rails to allow
wildlife to pass over or through the fence. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to
negatively impact wildlife movement within the open space areas of the Project Site and
the open space areas to the north and east of the Project Site. Impacts with regard to
wildlife movement would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be
required.

(6) Fire Hazard Areas

Given the Project Site’s location and surrounding undeveloped hillsides, the
potential for fire hazards would exist within the Project Site due to the presence of brush,
increased human activity, and the potential for fires due to accidents or arson-related
causes. Fires within the Project Site could result in potential impacts on existing vegetation
communities, special status species, and wildlife if a fire were to spread beyond the
developed areas of the Project. However, due to the Project Site’s location within a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, the Project would be required to comply with all applicable
City and County requirements regarding construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants,
fire flows, and brush clearance for this zone. In addition, the Project would implement a
fuel modification plan that would identify buffer zones for the planting of specific vegetation
and areas where routine landscape maintenance is required so as to create adequate
defensible space around all potentially combustible structures. Routine landscape
maintenance would be conducted in accordance with the County Fire Department’s Fuel
Modification Plan Guidelines and would include pruning; removal of plant litter, dead plants,
and unwanted species; and regular inspection and repair of the irrigation system. Through
compliance with applicable City and County requirements regarding wildfire risks, as well
as approval and implementation of a fuel modification plan, impacts with respect to wildfire
risk would be less than significant.
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b. Cumulative Impacts

The related projects include mostly infill developments that contain limited native
vegetation or suitable habitats for wildlife species. Due to their generally developed/
disturbed nature and lack of native vegetation and habitats, the related project sites do not
contribute to the long-term sustainability of natural communities and, therefore, would not
have a significant impact on biological resources on a cumulative basis In addition, as with
the Project, any potential impacts to biological resources resulting from development of the
related projects would likely be subject to mitigation as part of the environmental review
process, thereby avoiding or minimizing potential impacts to biological resources.
Therefore, the Project in combination with the related projects would not result in significant
cumulative impacts to biological resources.

As previously discussed, the Project would not have a significant adverse effect on
any designated regional wildlife movement corridors as there are no regional wildlife
movement corridors within or adjacent to the Project Site. Based on the location of the
related projects within highly urbanized areas and the proximity of the related projects to
large expanses of open space, the related project sites do not provide the type of
environment that would attract wildlife to those sites or use those sites to reach nearby
open space areas where such wildlife are known to exist. Therefore, the Project in
combination with the related projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts with
regards to wildlife movement.

c. Project Design Features

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to biological resources.

d. Mitigation Measures

Special-Status Plant Species

Mitigation Measure D-1: Prior to construction, a qualified botanist shall conduct
rare plant surveys throughout the Project area. In the event special
status species are found during surveys, avoidance measures shall
be implemented based on the recommendations of a qualified
botanist. If avoidance is not feasible, appropriate mitigation shall be
developed and implemented, in consultation with the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, as applicable.

Surveys shall be conducted during the appropriate blooming period
to the extent feasible. If surveys cannot be conducted within the
appropriate blooming period, or if the presence for any species
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cannot be ruled out for any other reason, avoidance measures shall
be implemented based on recommendations of a qualified botanist.
If avoidance is not feasible, appropriate mitigation shall be developed
and implemented in consultation with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service and/or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
as applicable.

Mitigation Measure D-2: If it is determined that special status plants would

be directly impacted as a result of the Project, an on- or off-site
restoration plan shall be prepared by a qualified botanist, in
coordination with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and/or
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, as applicable.

The restoration plan shall be implemented prior to the completion of
the Project. The plan shall include the following: receiver locations;
number of plants to be replanted and the methods of replanting;
maintenance and monitoring requirements; and measures necessary
for the establishment of self-sustaining populations in suitable open
space areas to ensure the long-term survivability of the species in
the vicinity.

Annual monitoring for at least five (5) years shall be required to
ensure no-net-loss of acres of habitat for the species. The acreage
ratio of lost special-status plant species habitat to habitat replaced
shall be coordinated with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
and/or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, as applicable,
but shall be no less than 1:1.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

Mitigation Measure D-3: Within a year prior to construction, protocol level surveys

for the coastal California gnatcatcher shall be conducted within
300 feet of suitable habitat by a qualified biologist/ornithologist
according to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service survey
guidelines. The surveys shall include, at a minimum, a thorough
examination of all suitable habitat within the Project area and vicinity
for the coastal California gnatcatcher or its sign. The final survey
methodology shall be determined in coordination with the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service. A summary report shall be
prepared upon completion of these activities and submitted to the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

If, following protocol level surveys, no gnatcatchers are detected, but
construction is delayed more than one year, additional surveys may
be required, at the discretion of the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, to ensure that no gnatcatchers have moved into the area. If
evidence of the coastal California gnatcatcher is found within the
Project area during surveys, consultation with the United States Fish
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and Wildlife Service shall be conducted, and any requirements of the
regulatory agencies regarding protection of the species shall be
implemented.

Migratory Birds and Raptors

Mitigation Measure D-4: The following measures shall be implemented during
construction to minimize impacts on nesting birds and raptors:

a.

Construction in areas that include trees, vegetation, or buildings
that may provide nesting habitats for bird and raptors shall be
reduced to the maximum extent feasible.

Trimming and removal of vegetation and trees shall be minimized
and performed outside of the nesting season (February 15 to
September 15) to the extent feasible.

In the event trimming or removal of vegetation and trees must be
conducted during the nesting season, nesting bird surveys shall
be completed by a qualified biologist no more than 48 hours prior
to trimming or clearing activities to determine if nesting birds are
within the affected vegetation. Nesting bird surveys shall be
repeated if trimming or removal activities are suspended for five
days or more.

In the event construction is scheduled during bird nesting season,
nesting bird surveys shall be completed no more than 48 hours
prior to construction to determine if nesting birds, raptors, or
active nests are in or within 500 feet of the construction area.
Surveys shall be repeated if construction activities are suspended
for five (5) days or more.

In the event nesting birds or raptors are found in the construction
area, appropriate buffers (typically 300 feet for songbirds and up
to 500 feet for raptors) shall be implemented, in coordination with
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, to ensure that
nesting birds and active nests are not harmed. Buffers shall
include fencing or other barriers around the nests to prevent any
access to these areas and shall remain in place until birds have
fledged and/or is no longer active, as determined through
coordination with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Special-Status and General Wildlife Species

Mitigation Measure D-5: A qualified biologist shall complete pre-construction
surveys no more than 48 hours prior to construction to determine the
presence or absence of wildlife in the construction area. Surveys
shall be repeated if construction activities are suspended for five (5)
days or more. If any wildlife species are identified, appropriate
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Bats

measures shall be developed and implemented to avoid impacts on
these wildlife species, in consultation with resource agencies as
applicable.

Mitigation Measure D-6: To the extent feasible, tree and building removal shall be

scheduled during the non-breeding and active season for bats
(typically October and November). Prior to construction, surveys
shall be conducted by a qualified bat specialist to identify the
presence of bats and any active or potential bat-roosting cavities.
During the non-breeding and active season, any bats roosting in
cavities in the area, either in trees or in structures, shall be safely
evicted under the direction of a bat specialist and under consultation
with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Once it has been determined that all roosting bats have been safely
evicted from roosting cavities, exclusionary devices approved by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be installed and
maintained to prevent bats from roosting in these cavities prior to and
during construction. A summary report shall be prepared upon
completion of these activities and submitted to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Pre-construction bat surveys shall be conducted by a qualified bat
specialist no more than seven (7) days prior to the removal of any
trees within the Project area to confirm that exclusionary measures
have been successful and there are not bats within the construction
area. If no roosting bats are detected, no further surveys are
required provided the tree removal is conducted within seven (7)
days. If removal is delayed more than seven (7) days, additional
surveys shall be conducted no more than seven (7) days prior to tree
removal to ensure that no bats have moved into the area.

Mitigation Measure D-7: Surveys and exclusion measures are expected to

prevent maternal colonies from becoming established in the Project
area. In the event a maternal colony of bats is found in the
construction area, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
shall be consulted, and no work shall be conducted within 100 feet of
the roosting site until the maternal season is over or the bats have
left the site, or as otherwise directed by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife. The site shall be designated as a sensitive area
and protected as such until the bats have left the site. No clearing
and grubbing shall be authorized adjacent to the site. Combustion
equipment, such as generators, pumps, and vehicles, shall not to be
parked nor operated under or adjacent to the roosting site.
Construction personnel shall not enter into areas beneath the colony,
especially during the evening exodus.
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General Wildlife Species

Mitigation Measure D-8: Amphitheatre lighting shall be designed to focus
downward on the developed areas of the Project area and minimize
light spillover onto adjacent open space areas.

Mitigation Measure D-9: Fencing associated with the proposed hiking trail shall be
designed to be low in height with openings between posts and rails
to allow the movement of wildlife to pass over or through the fence.

Mitigation Measure D-10: Trash receptacles that are not accessible to wildlife shall
be used along the proposed hiking trail and within open areas of the
Project Site to discourage wildlife from entering the area and reduce
the potential for wildlife-human interaction. Signage shall also be
place along the trail to encourage hikers to stay within the designated
trail boundary.

Oak Trees

Mitigation Measure D-11: The following measures shall be implemented to
minimize impacts on oak trees:

a. Oak trees measuring 8 inches or more in diameter at 4.5 feet
above mean natural grade shall be protected in place unless
specifically permitted by the County of Los Angeles through the
Los Angeles County Tree Ordinance.

b. Prior to construction, protection fencing shall be installed outside
of the drip line of an oak tree to be protected in place during
construction to minimize damage from equipment storage, debris
dumping, parking, etc. within oak tree protected zones.

c. Oak trees that are relocated shall be done so in a manner
consistent with the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance.

e. Conclusion

(1) Vegetation Communities

No special-status plant communities are located in the study area and impacts to
vegetation communities would be less than significant.

(2) Regulatory Status Plant Species

Implementation of Mitigation Measures D-1 and D-2 would reduce potentially
significant impacts to special status plants to less than significant levels.
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(3) Regulatory Status Wildlife Species
(a) Regulatory Status Bird Species

Implementation of Mitigation Measures D-3 and D-4 would reduce potentially
significant impacts to special status bird species to less than significant levels.

(b) Regulatory Status Small Mammal Species

Implementation of Mitigation Measure D-5 would reduce potential impacts to
regulatory status small mammal species to a less than significant level.

(c) Regulatory Status Bat Species

Implementation of Mitigation Measures D-6 and D-7 would reduce potential impacts
to regulatory status bat species to a less than significant level.

Additionally, with implementation of Mitigation Measures D-8 through D-10, overall
potential impacts to wildlife species would be reduced to a less than significant level.

(4) Oak Tree Protection

In accordance with Mitigation Measure D-11, removal or relocation of any oak trees
within the Project Site would adhere to the Los Angeles County Tree Protection Ordinance.
Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure D-11 and compliance with the Los
Angeles County Tree Protection Ordinance would reduce impacts to oak trees to a less
than significant level.

(5) Regional Connectivity/Wildlife Movement

There are no regional wildlife movement corridors within or adjacent to the Project
Site. In addition, the BSA is not within a designated regional wildlife linkage area identified
in the Los Angeles County General Plan. Furthermore, development of the Project would
occur primarily within the developed portions of the Project Site and, upon implementation
of the Project, the Project Site would remain mostly undeveloped hillsides. Additionally, in
accordance with Mitigation Measure D-9, the fencing proposed to be installed along the
lower trail alignments to keep people on the designated walking path would be designed to
be lower in height with openings between posts and rails to allow wildlife to pass over or
through the fence. Therefore, Project impacts with regard to wildlife movement would be
less than significant.
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In conclusion, with implementation of the mitigation measures provided above, the
Project would result in less than significant impacts to biological resources.

E. Cultural Resources

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Historical Resources

(a) Potential Impacts Related to Previously Approved Amphitheatre
Improvements

In September 2013, the County of Los Angeles prepared and approved a Notice of
Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15331, Historical Resource
Restoration/Rehabilitation (Class 31) for the rehabilitation of portions of the existing
Amphitheatre consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties.  These improvements will include hillside stabilization, stage
reconstruction, disabled access and code compliance improvements, theatrical systems
infrastructure improvements, and mechanical and electrical systems upgrades. These
improvements were documented independently to be in compliance with the Class 31
exemption for historic resource rehabilitation consistent with the Secretary of Interior's
Standards. Therefore, no significant impacts with regards to historic resources would occur
as a result of implementation of the previously approved Amphitheatre improvements.

(b) Potential Impacts Related to Other Improvements

Overall, impacts with regards to historic resources associated with the Project have
the potential to be significant as the specific design details of the Project have not been
finalized. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure E-1, provided below, such
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

(2) Archaeological Resources

The results of the records search indicate there are no known archaeological sites or
isolates located within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site or within the Project Site. While
the majority of the Project would be developed within areas that have been subject to
disturbance in the past, some portions of the Project would extend to previously
undisturbed areas. As such, there is the possibility that archaeological resources could be
discovered. With implementation of Mitigation Measures E-2 and E-3, provided below,
potential impacts related to archaeological resources would be reduced to a less than
significant level.
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(3) Paleontological Resources

As described in the paleontological records search, excavations in the igneous rocks
exposed in much of the Project Site would not uncover any recognizable fossils. However,
excavations in the Topanga Formation deposits intercalated with the igneous rocks may
encounter significant vertebrate fossils. Therefore, the potential exists for paleontological
resources to be uncovered during construction activities and impacts associated with
paleontological resources could be potentially significant.  With implementation of
Mitigation Measure E-4, any potential impacts related to paleontological resources would
be reduced to a less than significant level.

b. Cumulative Impacts

As previously evaluated, potential impacts to historic resources associated with the
Project would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure E-1.
Additionally, based on the unique use and features of the Project Site as well as the area of
the related projects, it is not expected that the related projects would impact historic
resources of the same character (based on context, building type, evaluation, and
designation) as that which is present within the Project Site. In addition, due to the
distance of the related projects to the Project Site, the closest of which is approximately
0.8 mile from the Project Site (Related Project No. 22), the related projects are not
anticipated to impact the historic features within the Project Site. Therefore, cumulative
impacts on historic resources would be less than significant.

As discussed above, potential impacts to archaeological and paleontological
resources associated with the Project would be less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measures E-2 through E-4. With regard to potential cumulative impacts related
to archaeological and paleontological resources, the related projects area is urbanized and
has been disturbed and developed over time. As with the Project, in the event that
archaeological and paleontological resources are uncovered, each related project would be
required to comply with applicable regulatory requirements. In addition, as part of the
environmental review processes for the related projects, it is expected that mitigation
measures would be established as necessary to address the potential for uncovering
archaeological and paleontological resources. Thus, cumulative impacts associated with
archaeological and paleontological resources would be less than significant.

c. Project Design Features

No specific project design features are proposed with respect to cultural resources.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page 1-38



I. Executive Summary

d. Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure E-1: To ensure that the Project is consistent with the

Standards and prior to the issuance of building permits for new
construction, the final architectural plans shall be reviewed and
approved by a qualified professional who satisfies the Secretary of
the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards for History,
Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61.

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a unique archaeological resource is discovered during

Project construction activities, work in the area shall cease and
deposits shall be treated by a qualified professional who satisfies
the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards or
History, Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61
in accordance with applicable federal, State, and local guidelines,
including those set forth in California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2. In addition, if it is determined that an archaeological site is
a historical resource, the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public
Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 shall be
implemented.

Mitigation Measure E-3: If human remains are encountered during construction,

work in the affected area and the immediate vicinity shall be halted
immediately. The construction manager at the Project Site shall be
contacted, and shall notify the County Coroner. If the County
Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the
archaeologist and Native American monitor shall then be contacted,
if they are not on-site at the time, as well as the responsible lead
agency of the discovery, who in turn shall notify the Native American
Heritage Commission. Disposition of the human remains and any
associated grave goods shall be in accordance with California Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code
Sections 5097.91 and 5097.98, as amended. The archaeologist and
the Native American monitor, with the concurrence of the County,
shall determine the area of potential impact and the timing when
construction activities can resume.

Mitigation Measure E-4: A qualified paleontologist shall be retained to perform

periodic inspections of excavation and grading activities of the
Project Site where excavations into the Topanga Formation may
occur. The frequency of inspections shall be based on consultation
with the paleontologist and shall depend on the rate of excavation
and grading activities, the materials being excavated, and if found,
the abundance and type of fossils encountered. Monitoring shall
consist of visually inspecting fresh exposures of rock for larger fossil
remains and, where appropriate, collecting wet or dry screened
sediment samples of promising horizons for smaller fossil remains. If
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paleontological materials are encountered, the paleontologist shall
be allowed to temporarily divert or redirect grading and excavation
activities in the area of the exposed material to facilitate evaluation
and, if necessary, salvage. The paleontologist shall assess the
discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report
evaluating the impact. The paleontologist’s survey, study or report
shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation,
conservation, or relocation of the resource, as appropriate. The
Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report, and a
copy of the paleontological survey, study or report shall be submitted
to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum and the
Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation. Ground-
disturbing activies may resume once the paleontologist’s
recommendations have been implemented to the satisfaction of the
paleontologist.

Mitigation Measure E-5: The Project shall include preparation of a Historic
Structures Report by a historic preservation professional meeting the
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards. The
Historic Structures Report shall be prepared in compliance with
National Park Service Preservation Brief No. 43: The Preparation
and Use of Historic Structures Report. Pursuant to National Park
Service Preservation Brief No. 43, the Historic Structures Report
shall include recommendations for the treatment of the character-
defining features, as well as guidance for complying with the
Standards. The Historic Structures Report shall also include
additional information about the history and physical features of
the property. Preparation of the Historic Structures Report shall
commence by the first quarter of 2015.

e. Conclusion

As evaluated above, potential impacts to the on-site historic resource would be
reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures E-1. In
addition, following implementation of the Project in accordance with the applicable
Standards, the integrity of the Ford Theatres as a whole would be sufficient to convey its
historical significance. Therefore, the Ford Theatres would continue to be eligible for listing
in the National Register and the California Register and the significance of the historic
resource would not be materially impaired by the Project.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures E-2 and E-3, as set forth above,
impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced to a less than significant level. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure E-4, potential impacts to paleontological resources
would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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F. Geology and Soils

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Strong Seismic Ground Shaking

As with any new development in the State of California, Project building design and
construction would be required to conform to the current seismic design provisions of the
California Building Code to minimize potential seismic impacts. In addition, construction of
the Project would be required to adhere to the seismic safety requirements contained in the
Los Angeles County Building Code. The Project would also be required to comply with the
site plan review and permitting requirements of the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works, Building and Safety Division, including the recommendations provided in
site-specific geotechnical reports subject to Building and Safety Division’s review and
approval, as reflected in Project Design Feature F-1 and Project Design Feature F-2,
above. Compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of project design
features would ensure Project construction adheres to the seismic safety requirements
contained in the State and County Building Codes and that site-specific engineering
recommendations are implemented in accordance with a design-level geotechnical
investigation. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects associated with seismic ground shaking, and impacts would be
less than significant.

(2) Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading

Portions of the Project Site are located within an area that has been identified by the
State as being potentially susceptible to liquefaction. Given the Project Site’s location
within an area potentially susceptible to liquefaction, significant impacts with regard to
liquefaction and lateral spreading could occur. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure F-1 is
provided below to require that Project construction involve a combination of ground
modification (remedial grading) and/or structural enhancements that would address
potential liquefaction hazards. In addition, Project construction would adhere to the seismic
safety requirements contained in the California and County Building Codes applicable to
liquefaction and lateral spreading. With compliance with regulatory requirements and
incorporation of the recommended structural enhancements into the design and
construction of the Project, the Project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects related to liquefaction and lateral spreading, and potential
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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(3) Landslides and Slope Stability

Based on the Seismic Hazard Zone Map for the Hollywood Quadrangle, a portion of
the Project Site is located within an area that has been identified by the State as being
susceptible to seismically-induced landslides. Based on the site-specific conditions
observed as part of the geotechnical investigations, the Project Site is primarily susceptible
to shallow landslide events such as debris flows and rockfalls associated with the natural
slopes of the Project Site. As such, the Project could result in potentially significant
impacts with regard to landslides and slope stability. The results of the stability analyses
indicate the Project Site would attain sufficient stability with minor surficial grading and the
incorporation of slope reinforcement measures as specified in Mitigation Measure F-2. In
addition, for protection against potential future rockfalls, Mitigation Measure F-2 also
includes the installation of flexible barriers. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure F-2, the Project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects related to landslides or slope failures, and impacts would be less than
significant.

(4) Erosion

Sedimentation and erosion could potentially occur as a result of exposed soils
during Project construction. However, construction activities would occur in accordance
with erosion control requirements, including grading and dust control measures, imposed
by the County pursuant to grading permit regulations. In addition, as part of the Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Best Management Practices would be implemented
during construction to reduce sedimentation and erosion levels to the maximum extent
possible. The Project also would comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District
Rule 403, which requires the implementation of best available fugitive dust control
measures during active construction periods capable of generating fugitive dust emissions.
With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of appropriate Best
Management Practices, impacts with respect to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil
associated with Project construction would be less than significant.

Project operations could result in a limited degree of soil erosion from vegetated
areas. However, the Project would be required to have a Low Impact Development Plan in
place during the operational life of the Project in compliance with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit requirements. The Low Impact Development
Plan would include Best Management Practices which would reduce on-site erosion
from vegetated areas within the Project Site. With compliance with these regulatory
requirements, impacts with respect to sedimentation and erosion during operation would be
less than significant.
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(5) Corrosive Soils

Corrosion testing performed suggests the soils within the Project Site could be
corrosive to concrete and ferrous metals. Corrosion testing would be performed, as
required by the County Building Code, and final recommendations for concrete would be
made in accordance with the latest California Building Code requirements. With
compliance with all regulatory requirements and implementation of the recommendations
set forth in the Geotechnical Reports as well as any subsequent recommendations, as
applicable, impacts related to corrosion would be less than significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative growth through 2020 (inclusive of the 27 related projects) would expose
a greater number of people to seismic and other secondary hazards. However, as with the
Project, related projects and other future development projects in the area would be subject
to established guidelines and regulations pertaining to building design and seismic safety,
including those set forth in the California Building Code and Los Angeles County Building
Code (or City of Los Angeles Building Code requirements, as appropriate). Therefore, with
adherence to such regulations, cumulative impacts with regard to geology and soils would
be less than significant.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature F-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit(s), the
Applicant shall submit to the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works for review and approval a final design-level
geotechnical investigation report that complies with all applicable
State and local code requirements based on final Project designs
prepared by a registered civil engineer and certified engineering
geologist.  The geotechnical investigation report shall include
recommendations for the specific building locations and design
including those pertaining to site preparation, fills and compaction,
foundations, etc. The geotechnical investigation report shall be
prepared to the written satisfaction of the Los Angeles Department of
Public Works—Building and Safety Division.

Project Design Feature F-2: Project design and construction shall comply with all
applicable current building codes and standards, including those
established by the California Geological Survey’s “Guidelines for
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, Special
Publication No. 117”; the Uniform Building Code as adopted by the
County of Los Angeles; State and County laws, ordinances and
Code requirements; and the recommendations set forth in a final
geotechnical investigation(s).
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d. Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure F-1: Project grading shall include a combination of ground
modification and/or structural enhancements in areas subject to
liquefaction to reduce the risk to an acceptable level (as defined by
the California Geological Survey in Special Publication 117a,
Chapter 2). Ground modification shall consist of the removal and
replacement of undocumented fill with engineered fill. Subsequently,
foundations shall be supported on conventional shallow footing
systems established on engineered fill or undisturbed bedrock.

Mitigation Measure F-2: In order to minimize, capture, and manage debris flows
and rockfalls, the Project shall incorporate a combination of the
following measures:

e Remove and recompact loose surficial material and remove rock
fall accumulations;

e Construct storm drain and catch basins in swales above
proposed retaining walls to provide an outlet for rainfall runoff and
to catch eroded materials. Regular maintenance of catch basins
to remove eroded materials shall be performed to preserve the
basin and drain functionality;

¢ Install retaining walls; and

e Install flexible barriers or anchored mesh net.

e. Conclusion

With compliance with all regulatory requirements and implementation of the project
design features and mitigation measures described above, Project-level impacts related to
geology and soils would be less than significant. In addition, cumulative impacts with
regard to geology and soils would be less than significant.

G. Hydrology, Surface Water Quality, and
Groundwater

a. Analysis of Project Impacts
(1) Construction Impacts

(a) Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality

Construction of the Project would require on-site demolition, grading, and excavation
activities. Such construction activities would have the potential to temporarily alter existing
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drainage patterns and flows within the Project Site by exposing the underlying soils and
making the Project Site temporarily more permeable. Exposed and stockpiled soils could
be subject to erosion and conveyance into nearby storm drains during storm events. In
addition, construction activities, such as earth moving, maintenance/operation of
construction equipment, and handling/storage/disposal of materials, could contribute to
pollutant loading in stormwater runoff. On-site watering activities to reduce airborne dust
could also contribute to pollutant loading in runoff. The main pollutant of concern during
construction would be sediment or soil particles that would become detached by water and
wind. In accordance with the requirements of the Construction General Permit, the Project
would implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan that would specify best
management practices (BMPs) to be used during construction to manage runoff flows and
erosion and prevent pollution. BMPs would also be provided to target pollutants of concern
and be designed to reduce runoff and pollutant levels in runoff during construction.
Further, implementation of BMPs, such as sandbag barriers and other sediment barriers,
would serve to maintain the existing drainage flow paths and discharge points during
construction.

Through compliance with all NPDES Construction General Permit requirements,
including the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan,
implementation of BMPs, and compliance with applicable County grading regulations,
construction of the Project would not violate any water quality standards; substantially alter
the existing drainage pattern of the Project Site and surrounding area or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial
erosion or flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of the existing stormwater drainage system or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff and otherwise substantially degrade water quality. In addition,
Project construction would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater
drainage facilities which could cause significant environmental effects. As such, impacts to
surface water hydrology and water quality during construction would be less than
significant.

(b) Groundwater

No water supply wells are located at the Project Site or within one mile of the Project
Site that could be impacted by construction, nor would the Project include the construction
of water supply wells. In addition, as noted above, due to the relatively high topographical
relief and the exposed or shallow bedrock throughout the majority of the Project Site,
shallow groundwater is not expected to be encountered within the Project Site.
Furthermore, groundwater was not encountered during recent on-site explorations
conducted within the Project Site. Accordingly, it is not expected that groundwater would
be encountered during construction that would require temporary or permanent dewatering
operations. Therefore, Project development would not substantially deplete groundwater
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supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. Additionally, compliance with
all applicable federal, State, and local requirements concerning the handling, storage and
disposal of hazardous waste, would reduce the potential for the construction of the Project
to release contaminants into groundwater. As such, Project construction would not result in
a significant impact with regard to groundwater.

(2) Operational Impacts
(a) Surface Water Hydrology

With implementation of the Project, the amount of impervious area would increase
from approximately 11 percent to 13 percent. Accordingly, Project development would
increase the amount of stormwater flow and volume. In addition, development of the
Project would change existing drainage areas by bisecting existing tributary flows. With
Project development, the total flow rate for the Project Site would increase from
119.92 cubic feet per second to 123.44 cubic feet per second and the total collected
volume would increase from 381,586 cubic feet to 392,476 cubic feet. Although the runoff
volume would increase as a result of an increase in impervious area, in accordance with
NPDES and County requirements as set forth in Project Design Feature G-2, a Low Impact
Development Plan would be prepared and implemented for the Project that would specify
BMPs to promote bioretention or other functions to detain water on-site to manage
post-construction stormwater runoff associated with a 0.75-inch, 24-hour storm event. In
addition, the design runoff would be managed so as not to exceed the recommended and
allowable runoff flows determined by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.
Therefore, with compliance with regulatory requirements, the Project would not
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or
flooding on- or off-site, and would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff, or require the construction of new stormwater
drainage facilities. As such, operation of the Project would result in a less than significant
impact on surface water hydrology.

(b) Surface Water Quality

As is typical of most urban developments, stormwater runoff from the Project
Site has the potential to introduce pollutants into the stormwater system. As part of the
NPDES and County requirements, a Low Impact Development Plan would be prepared for
the Project which would outline the stormwater treatment measures or post-construction
BMPs required to control pollutants of concern associated with storm events up to the
0.75-inch precipitation level. BMPs would include source control and treatment control
BMPs to remove pollutants from stormwater discharges. As the Project Site currently does
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not have structural BMPs for the treatment of stormwater runoff from the existing
impervious surfaces, implementation of BMPs to capture and naturally filter stormwater
from the Project Site would result in an improvement in surface water quality runoff from
the Project Site compared to existing conditions. Therefore, with compliance with NPDES
and County requirements which would require the implementation of BMPs that would
serve to improve runoff from the Project Site, operation of the Project would not violate any
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality. Thus, operational impacts on surface water quality would be less
than significant.

(c) Groundwater

As discussed in the Hydrology and Water Quality Report, the soils underlying the
Project Site are not conducive to infiltration as they are underlain by bedrock.
Notwithstanding, no water supply wells are located within the Project Site or within one mile
of the Project Site and, due to the relatively high topographical relief and the exposed or
shallow bedrock throughout the majority of the Project Site, shallow groundwater does not
occur within the Project Site. Therefore, Project development would not substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.
Additionally, compliance with all applicable existing regulations at the Project Site would
prevent the Project from affecting or expanding any potential areas affected by
contamination. As such, operation of the Project would not result in significant impacts to
groundwater.

b. Cumulative Impacts

(1) Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality

The Project in conjunction with the cumulative growth in the Santa Monica Bay
Watershed (inclusive of the related projects) through 2020 would cumulatively increase
stormwater runoff flows and could possibly increase the amount of pollutants potentially
resulting in cumulative impacts to surface water hydrology and water quality. However, as
with the Project, cumulative growth in the Santa Monica Bay Watershed (inclusive of the
related projects) would be subject to NPDES and local requirements, including
implementation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plans, and Low Impact Development Plans with appropriate BMPs to manage
stormwater runoff and water quality during construction and operation. Furthermore, the
local jurisdiction would review each future development project on a case-by-case basis to
ensure sufficient local and regional drainage capacity is available to accommodate
stormwater runoff. Therefore, with compliance with applicable laws, rules and regulations,
cumulative impacts on surface water hydrology and water quality would be less
than significant.
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(2) Groundwater

As described above, no water supply wells, spreading grounds, or injection wells are
located within a one-mile radius of the Project Site. In addition, Project development would
not involve the temporary or permanent extraction of groundwater from the Project Site or
otherwise use the groundwater. Furthermore, while implementation of the Project would
result in an increase in impervious surface area, per County requirements, the Project
would implement BMPs to capture the first flush or first 0.75-inch of rainfall for any storm
event and offset the potential reduction in percolation resulting from Project development.
However, development of the related projects could result in changes in impervious surface
area within their respective project sites which would decrease the potential for
groundwater recharge. As the related projects are located in a highly urbanized area, any
reduction in groundwater recharge due to the overall net change in impervious area within
the related project sites would be minimal in the context of the regional groundwater basin.
Additionally, compliance with all applicable existing regulations at the Project Site would
prevent the Project from affecting or expanding any potential areas affected by
contamination, increasing the level of contamination, or causing regulatory water quality
standards at an existing production well to be violated, as defined in the California Code of
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15 and the Safe Drinking Water Act. As with the
Project, the related projects would be unlikely to cause or increase groundwater
contamination because compliance with existing statutes and regulations would similarly
prevent the related projects from affecting or expanding any potential areas affected by
contamination, or increasing the level of contamination, or causing regulatory water quality
standards at an existing production well to be violated. Therefore, cumulative impacts to
groundwater would be less than significant.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature G-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the
Applicant shall provide evidence to the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, as appropriate, that a Notice of Intent
has been filed with the State Water Resources Control Board for
coverage under the Construction General Permit and a certification
that a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been prepared.
Such evidence would consist of a copy of the Notice of Intent
stamped by the State Water Resources Control Board or Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, or a letter from either
agency stating that the Notice of Intent has been filed. The
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would include a menu of Best
Management Practices to be selected and implemented based on
the phase of construction and the weather conditions to effectively
manage stormwater runoff and control erosion. Best Management
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Practices to be implemented as part of the Project could include, but
not be limited to, the following:

e Erosion Control BMPs to protect the soil surface and prevent soil
particles from detaching. Selection of the appropriate erosion
control BMPs would be based on minimizing areas of
disturbance, stabilizing disturbed areas, and protecting
slopes/channels;

e Sediment Control BMPs, which are treatment controls that trap
soil particles that have been detached by water or wind.
Selection of the appropriate sediment control BMPs would be
based on keeping sediments on-site and controlling the site
boundaries;

e Wind Erosion Control BMPs, which consist of applying water to
prevent or minimize dust nuisance;

e Tracking Control BMPs, which consist of preventing or reducing
the tracking of sediment off-site by vehicles leaving the
construction area. These BMPs include street sweeping and
vacuuming. The construction site would have a stabilized
construction entrance to prevent off-site tracking of sediment and
debris;

e Non-Stormwater Management BMPs, which are also referred to
as “good housekeeping practices” involve keeping a clean,
orderly construction site; and

e Waste Management and Materials Pollution Control BMPs
consist of implementing procedural and structural BMPs for
handling, storing, and disposing of wastes generated by a
construction project to prevent the release of waste materials into
stormwater runoff or discharges through the proper management
of construction waste.

Project Design Feature G-2: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant

shall prepare and submit for review and approval a Low Impact
Development Plan that would include Best Management Practices
and demonstrate compliance with Low Impact Development
Ordinance requirements to the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works, Building and Safety, as applicable. Specific Best
Management Practices to be implemented as part of the Low Impact
Development Plan for the Project to manage post-construction
stormwater runoff would include, but not be limited to, the following:

e Installation of catch basins, planter drains, and building roof drain
downspouts throughout the Project Site to collect roof and site
runoff and direct stormwater away from structures and to potential
infiltration systems.
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e Installation of filter inserts to catch basins to improve the quality of
stormwater runoff from the Project Site.

e Promote evapotranspiration and infiltration, and the use of native
and/or drought tolerant plants

e Promote bioretention through the use of underground retention
tanks and/or rainwater harvesting;

e Design material storage areas and loading docks within
structures or enclosures to prevent leaks or spills of pollutants
from entering the storm drain system;

e Design post-construction structural or treatment control BMPs to
infiltrate stormwater runoff. Stormwater treatment facilities and
systems would be designed to meet the requirements of the
LID Ordinance.

d. Mitigation Measures

The Project would result in less than significant impacts to surface water hydrology,
water quality, and groundwater during construction and operation. No mitigation measures
would be required.

e. Conclusion

Impacts to surface water hydrology, water quality, and groundwater would be less
than significant.

H. Land Use

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Consistency with Local Plans and Applicable Policies

The Project would support policies of the County’s General Plan, General Goals and
Policies Chapter regarding the preservation of open space areas and cultural resources,
encouraging cultural and social diversity, and environmental sustainability. The Project
would also support various policies of the Conservation and Open Space Element by
incorporating a variety of sustainability features and maximizing the preservation of the
Project Site’s existing open space areas, thus maintaining the natural and scenic character
of the area. With regards to the Land Use Element, the Project would support compatibility
with the existing development of the Project Site and the preservation of surrounding uses
and open space. The Project would further support policies of the Transportation Element
by providing a new traffic signal to allow for safer left turns from the southern (egress)
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driveway to Cahuenga Boulevard East; providing one new driveway between the
northernmost driveway and the main entrance to facilitate access and circulation with the
proposed Transit Center; and reconfiguring the northernmost driveway to provide vehicles
with direct access to the proposed maintenance facility and allow egress from the north
parking structure, thereby improving the flow of vehicles within and adjacent to the Project
Site. The Project would also encourage use of public transit by continuing to promote
parking at the Universal City/Studio City Metro Red Line Station where a shuttle would
continue to be provided to and from the Ford Theatres during evening events. Additionally,
with the implementation of water conservation features and the provision of necessary
utility improvements, the Project would support applicable policies of the Water and
Waste Management Element. The Project would also support policies of the Safety
Element and would coordinate with the County and City Fire Departments and implement
recommended guidelines regarding wildland fire prevention to reduce fire hazards. Overall,
the Project would be generally consistent with the intent and applicable policies of the
County General Plan.

While development of the Project Site is governed by the County General Plan and the
Los Angeles County Code, a consistency analysis with relevant policies of the City General
Plan was also conducted. As detailed in Section IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the Project
would support policies of the General Plan Framework Land Use Chapter regarding the
establishment of new open space opportunities to serve the needs of existing and future
residents. In addition, as off-site residential uses would continue to be buffered from
proposed on-site development by existing intervening undeveloped open space, the Project
would be consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan
Framework’s Land Use Chapter regarding preservation of and compatibility with the scale
and character of the City’s residential neighborhoods. The Project would also be
consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the General Plan Framework’s Urban
Form and Neighborhood Design Chapter through the development and improvement of
community facilities which would serve to meet the performing arts and recreational needs
at a City- and County-wide level. Additionally, with the conservation of the majority of the
Project Site’s open space areas, the Project would be consistent with the goals, objectives,
and policies of the General Plan Framework’s Open Space and Conservation Chapter,
which guides the provision, management, and conservation of the City’s public open space
resources. The Project would also provide for necessary infrastructure improvements and
would therefore be generally consistent with the relevant goals, objectives, and policies of
the General Plan Framework’s Infrastructure and Public Services Chapter. Furthermore,
with the continued use of the Project Site as a public regional park and performing arts
center, the Project would be consistent with the Project Site’s land use designation as a
public facility as set forth by the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Community
Plan Update. In summary, the Project would be generally consistent with relevant policies
of the City General Plan.
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With regard to zoning, the Los Angeles County Planning and Zoning Code regulates
development of unincorporated areas of the County through land use designations and
development standards regarding allowable uses, density, height, and design. As the
Project Site is not located within an unincorporated area of the County, land use and
zoning designations have not been established by the County for the Project Site.
However, since the Project Site is owned and operated by the County, the Project would be
built in accordance with Los Angeles County Code building design requirements. The
Project Site is located within the City of Los Angeles and is zoned per the City of Los
Angeles Municipal Code. With implementation of the Project, the Project Site would
continue to be used as a public regional park and performing arts center. As such, the
Project would be consistent with the City of Los Angeles zoning of the Project Site for
Public Facilities. In addition, while some of the proposed buildings and structures would
exceed 30 feet in height, the Project has been intentionally designed to be compatible with
the massing, size, and scale of the existing structures.

(2) Consistency with Regional Plans

As analyzed in Section IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the Project would be
generally consistent with the Southern California Association of Governments’ 2012-2035
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, Growth Vision Report,
and Regional Comprehensive Plan. Additionally, as discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality,
of the Draft EIR, Project development would not have a significant long-term impact on the
region’s ability to meet State and federal air quality standards. The Project would therefore
be consistent with the goals and policies of the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan.
Further, as discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would not conflict with the Congestion Management Program as it would not result
in significant impacts to the nearby Congestion Management Program intersections or
freeway monitoring locations.

(3) Conclusion Regarding Impacts Relative to Land Use Consistency

Based on the analysis provided above, the Project would be generally consistent
with the adopted County and City General Plans and with relevant environmental policies in
other applicable plans. As such, the Project’'s impacts related to land use consistency
would be less than significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts

Future growth through 2020 (the Project’s buildout year) as a result of related
projects and general ambient growth would have the potential to alter the existing land use
environment due to infill development at increased densities, conversions of vacant land to
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new development, and/or conversions of land uses. However, future development projects
would be subject to existing zoning and land use designations as well as environmental
review by the County or City. Therefore, such future projects are not expected to
fundamentally alter the existing land use relationships in the community.

The closest related project to the Project Site is Related Project No. 22, located
approximately 0.8 mile southwest of the Project Site. Given its distance from the Project
Site and intervening land uses, Related Project No. 22 would not combine with the Project
to create any incompatibility with surrounding land uses. Additionally, as the Project would
be compatible with existing surrounding land uses and would be generally consistent with
applicable land use plans and policies, the Project would not contribute to significant
cumulative land use compatibility or consistency impacts. The balance of the related
projects would not cause cumulative land use impacts due to distance and/or existing
intervening development. As such, cumulative impacts with regard to land use would be
less than significant.

c. Project Design Features

No specific project design features beyond the project improvements discussed in
Section I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR are proposed with regard to land use.

d. Mitigation Measures

Based on the above analysis, the Project would be generally consistent with
applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations and no significant impacts with regard
to land use would occur. Thus, no mitigation measures would be required.

e. Conclusion

Impacts related to land use would be less than significant.

l. Noise

a. Analysis of Project Impacts
(1) Construction Noise

(a) On-Site Construction Noise

Noise impacts from Project construction activities occurring within or adjacent to the
Project Site would be a function of the noise generated by construction equipment, the
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location of the equipment, the timing and duration of the noise-generating construction
activities, and the relative distance to noise sensitive receptors. Construction activities
would generally include demolition, grading and excavation, and building construction.
Each stage of construction would involve the use of various types of construction
equipment and would, therefore, have its own distinct noise characteristics. Noise from
construction equipment would generate both steady-state and episodic noise that could be
heard within and adjacent to the Project Site. The estimated construction noise levels at
the nearest off-site receptors R1, R2, and R4 would be well below the existing daytime
ambient noise levels. At receptor R3, the estimated construction-related noise levels would
be consistent with the lowest measured ambient noise levels. The estimated construction-
related noise levels would be below the Project significance threshold. Therefore, noise
impacts associated with the Project’'s on-site construction activities would be less than
significant.

(b) Off-Site Construction Traffic Noise

The major noise sources associated with off-site construction trucks would be
associated with haul and delivery trucks. Based on an 8-hour workday and a uniform
distribution of trips, there would be a maximum of 12 truck trips per hour during the peak
construction period. The noise level generated by haul trucks during the peak construction
period would be well below the existing daytime ambient noise level at the noise sensitive
receptors along the haul routes. Therefore, noise impacts from off-site construction traffic
would be less than significant.

(2) Construction Vibration

Project construction activities would generate ground-borne vibration during site
demolition and excavation/grading activities when heavy construction equipment, such as
large bulldozers, would be used. Vibration velocities from typical heavy construction
equipment operations that would be used during construction of the Project would range
from 0.003 to 0.210 PPV at 25 feet from the equipment. The estimated vibration velocity
levels (from all construction equipment) would be well below the significance thresholds.
Therefore, vibration impacts associated with potential building damage to off-site building
structures during construction activities would be less than significant.

With regard to potential building damage to the on-site historic Amphitheatre,
vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be
used during construction of the Project would range from 0.003 to 0.210 PPV at 25 feet
from the equipment. Therefore, on-site vibration impacts associated with building damage
could be significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure -3, which would require
that construction activities in close proximity (within approximately 20 feet) of the existing
Amphitheatre structure utilize smaller equipment, such as a small bulldozer and handheld
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compactors, vibration levels would be reduced to less than 0.12 PPV. Therefore, with
implementation of this mitigation measure, potential on-site vibration impacts with respect
to building damage would be reduced to less than significant.

Relative to potential human annoyance impacts associated with the generation of
on-site vibration, the estimated ground-borne vibration levels from construction equipment
would be below the significance threshold for human annoyance at all off-site sensitive
receptors. Therefore, on-site vibration impacts on human annoyance during construction
would be less than significant.

Haul trucks during construction would generate ground-borne vibration as they travel
along the Project designated haul routes. Thus, an analysis of potential vibration impacts
associated with building damage and human annoyance from ground-borne vibration along
the local haul route was conducted. Based on FTA data, the vibration generated by a
typical truck would be approximately 63 VdB (0.006 PPV) at a distance of 50 feet from the
truck. At the shortest distance between haul trucks and sensitive receptors, haul/delivery
trucks would be approximately 10 feet from nearby sensitive receptors along Cahuenga
Boulevard East. Vibration levels generated by the haul trucks at this distance would be
0.063 PPV, which would be well below the building damage threshold of 0.2 PPV for the
residential buildings along Cahuenga Boulevard East. In addition, vibration levels
generated by Project construction trucks along the haul routes would be similar to the
existing truck traffic already traveling on the same roads. Therefore, potential impacts
associated with vibration from delivery/haul trucks traveling along the designated haul
routes would be less than significant.

(3) Operational Noise
(a) On-Site Stationary Noise Sources
(i) Mechanical Equipment

As part of the Project, new mechanical equipment would be located in various
locations throughout the Project Site. Although operation of this equipment would generate
noise, Project Design Feature I-1 would ensure compliance with the County’s Noise
Ordinance, which would limit noise from mechanical equipment from exceeding the
ambient noise levels on the premises of other occupied properties. In addition, as the
Project’'s mechanical equipment would be designed to minimize noise to on-site uses and
patrons, noise levels to off-site receptors from mechanical equipment would be further
reduced. Therefore, noise impacts from mechanical equipment would be less than
significant.
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(i) Outdoor Areas

The Project includes two outdoor plazas at the Ford Terrace, the Transit Plaza, and
Ford Plaza. In addition, the Project would include a restaurant located at the Ford Plaza
that would feature an outdoor seating area with an amplified sound system. In accordance
with the County’s Noise Ordinance, the amplified sound system would be designed so as
not to exceed a maximum noise level of 90 dBA (Leq) at the restaurant outdoor seating
area. Overall, the estimated noise levels from the plaza areas would not exceed the
existing ambient noise levels at the off-site receptors. Therefore, noise impacts from
outdoor spaces would be less than significant.

(iii) Transportation Facilities

Sources of noise within the parking structures would primarily include car
movements (i.e., engine noise), doors opening, people talking, and intermittent car alarms.
The Project would also introduce a new Transit Center at the north parking structure that
would include a staging area for buses to load and unload. It is anticipated that there
would be up to 10 buses loading/unloading at the Transit Center at any given time. The
estimated noise levels from the parking structures and the Transit Center would be below
the existing ambient noise levels at the off-site receptors. Therefore, noise impacts from
the parking structures and Transit Center operations would be less than significant.

(iv) Performance Spaces

The analysis for the performance spaces accounted for audience cheering as well
as an amplified sound system. As specified by Project Design Feature I-2, the proposed
amplified sound system for the Amphitheatre would be designed to generate a maximum
sound level of 95 dBA (L¢q) at as measured in “slow” response at the house mixer location.
Similarly, the assumed sound levels generated by the amplified sound system inside the
299 seat theater and the 99 seat Flex Space would be approximately 95 dBA (Leg). In
addition, in accordance with Project Design Feature 1-3, the building structure of the
299-seat theatre and the Flex Space would be designed to provide a minimum 25 dBA
noise reduction. The estimated noise levels from the performance spaces would be well
below the ambient noise levels at receptors R2 and R4. The estimated noise levels from
the Amphitheatre amplified sound systems at receptors R1 and R3 would be approximately
0.5 dBA and 2.7 dBA higher than the existing ambient noise levels. However, the
measured ambient noise levels do not include the existing Amphitheatre operation-related
activities, which would result in higher ambient noise levels due to noise generated from
performances within the Amphitheatre. It is further noted that the noise levels from the new
299-seat theatre and Flex Space would be contained within the building structures and are
estimated to be well below the existing ambient noise levels. Therefore, the noise levels
from the performance spaces including the new facilities would be similar to existing
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conditions with the Amphitheatre being in operation. As such, noise impacts from the
performance spaces would be less than significant.

(v) Loading Dock/Trash Collection Areas

The Project would include a new Service Court, which would include a new loading
dock and trash/recycling areas. Based on measured noise levels from typical loading dock
facilities, delivery trucks (while idling at the loading dock) could generate noise levels of
approximately 71 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source. In addition,
trash compactors would generate noise levels of approximately 66 dBA (Leq) at a distance
of 50 feet. The estimated noise levels from the loading dock/trash collection areas would
be well below the existing ambient noise levels at the off-site receptors. Therefore, noise
impacts from loading dock/trash collection operations would be less than significant.

(b) Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources)
(i) Future plus Project

Future roadway noise levels were calculated along 11 off-site roadway segments in
the vicinity of the Project Site. The calculated CNEL levels overestimate noise levels as
they are calculated in front of the roadways and do not account for the presence of any
physical sound barriers or intervening structures. The Project would result in a maximum
increase of 0.2 dBA (peak-hour Leq and 24-CNEL) in traffic-related noise levels along Odin
Avenue during both the weekday and weekend. The estimated noise increase due to
Project-related traffic would be well below the 3 dBA significance threshold. Therefore,
off-site traffic noise impacts associated with future plus Project conditions would be less
than significant.

(i) Existing plus Project

An additionally analysis was conducted to determine the potential noise impacts
based on the increase in noise levels due to Project-related traffic compared with the
existing baseline traffic noise conditions. The maximum Project-related traffic noise
increase would be 0.2 dBA CNEL along Odin Avenue. The estimated increase in off-site
traffic noise levels would be below the 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold. Therefore,
off-site traffic noise impacts associated with the existing plus Project traffic conditions
would be less than significant.

(c) Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations

In addition to considering the potential noise impacts to neighboring noise-sensitive
receptors from each specific on- and off-site noise source, an evaluation of the potential
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composite noise level increase (i.e., noise levels from all noise sources combined) at the
analyzed sensitive receptor locations was also performed. The Project would result in an
increase of 1.0 dBA at Location R3 up to 1.4 dBA at Location R1. No noise increase is
anticipated at receptor Locations R2 and R4. The estimated increases in noise levels due
to Project operation would be below the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold. Therefore,
composite noise level impacts due to the Project operations would be less than significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts

(1) Construction Noise and Vibration

Noise from construction of development projects is typically localized and has the
potential to affect areas within 500 feet from the construction site. Thus, noise from
construction activities for two projects within 1,000 feet of each other can contribute to
a cumulative noise impact for receptors located midway between the two construction
sites. The nearest related project is Related Project No. 22 (a hotel development at
1841 Highland Avenue), which is approximately 0.8 mile from the Project Site. Other
related projects are located further from the Project Site. Due to the distance attenuation
and intervening buildings between the related projects, cumulative noise impacts from
construction activities would be less than significant.

Additionally, as ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance, potential
vibration impacts due to construction activities are generally limited to buildings/structures
that are located in close proximity of the construction site (i.e., within 50 feet). As indicated
above, the nearest related project is approximately 0.8 mile from the Project Site.
Therefore, due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of ground-borne vibration, there is no
potential for a cumulative construction impact with respect to ground-borne vibration.

(2) Operational Noise

Due to provisions set forth in the LAMC that limit stationary source noise from items
such as roof-top mechanical equipment, noise levels would be less than significant at the
property line for each related project. In addition, with implementation of regulatory
requirements and proposed Project design features, noise impacts associated with
operations within the Project Site would be less than significant. Based on the distance of
the related projects from the Project Site and the noise levels associated with the Project,
cumulative stationary source noise impacts associated with operation of the Project and
related projects would be less than significant.

The Project and other related development in the area would produce traffic
volumes (off-site mobile sources) that would generate roadway noise. Cumulative traffic
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volumes during a typical weekday would result in a maximum increase of 1.9 dBA along
Cahuenga Boulevard, between Pilgrimage Bridge and Hollywood Bowl Road. During a
typical weekend, the maximum cumulative traffic noise increase would be 2.5 dBA along
Cahuenga Boulevard, between Pilgrimage Bridge and Hollywood Bowl Road. At all other
analyzed roadway segments, the increase in cumulative traffic noise would be lower.
Thus, the cumulative traffic noise increase would be below the 3 dBA significance
threshold. Therefore, cumulative noise impacts due to off-site mobile noise sources
associated with the Project, future growth, and related projects would be less than
significant.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature I-1: Project-related outdoor mechanical equipment shall be
designed to meet the County’s Noise Ordinance.

Project Design Feature I-2: The design of the Project amplified sound system for
the Amphitheater shall include the sound level regulator programmed
to a maximum sound level of 95 dBA, as measured in “slow”
response, at the house mixer locations.

Project Design Feature I-3: The building structure for the 299-seat theatre and the
Flex Space shall provide a minimum 25 dBA indoor to outdoor noise
reduction.

d. Mitigation Measures

(1) Construction

Mitigation Measure I-1: Power construction equipment (including combustion
engines), fixed and mobile, shall be equipped with state-of-the-art
noise shielding and muffling devices (consistent with manufacturers’
standards). All equipment shall be properly maintained to assure
that no additional noise, due to worn or improperly maintained parts
would be generated.

Mitigation Measure I-2: Project construction shall not include the use of driven pile
systems.

Mitigation Measure I-3: Contractor shall utilize smaller construction equipment,
such as small bulldozer and hand held compactors, when
construction occurs within 20 feet of the existing Amphitheatre
structure.
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(2) Operation

Operation of the Project would not result in a significant impact to the off-site noise
sensitive receptors. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required.

e. Conclusion

(1) Construction

Compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of the mitigation
measures would reduce noise and vibration impacts associated with Project construction to
a less than significant level. As discussed above, cumulative construction noise and
vibration impacts would also be less than significant.

(2) Operation

Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to operational noise would be less
than significant.

J.1. Public Services—Fire Protection

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Construction Impacts

Project construction could temporarily increase the demand for fire protection and
emergency medical services within the Project Site as construction activities could
potentially expose combustible materials such as wood, plastics, sawdust, covers and
coatings, to sources of ignition from machinery and equipment sparks, exposed electrical
lines, chemical reactions in combustible materials and coatings, and lighted cigarettes. In
compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration and Fire and Building
Code requirements, construction managers and supervisory personnel would be trained in
emergency response and fire safety operations, including the monitoring and management
of life safety systems and facilities, and maintaining fire suppression equipment such as fire
extinguishers on-site. Additionally, the Project would comply with County requirements to
ensure brush clearance and other applicable measures are followed to reduce the
likelihood of fire spreading through the surrounding undeveloped hillsides. Therefore,
construction impacts on fire protection and emergency medical services would be less than
significant.
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Emergency access for City Fire Department vehicles within the Project Site and the
surrounding vicinity could also be impacted by Project construction activities due to
temporary lane closures, utility line construction, and the generation of traffic as a result of
construction equipment movement, hauling of soil and construction materials to and from
the Project Site, and construction worker traffic. However, the Project would implement a
Construction Management Plan during construction of the Project, wherein traffic
management personnel and appropriate signage would be employed as necessary to
ensure emergency access to the Project Site and vicinity is maintained. In addition,
construction worker and haul truck trips would generally occur outside the typical weekday
commuter morning and afternoon peak periods. Further, emergency vehicles would utilize
emergency sirens to clear a path of travel or drive in opposing traffic lanes to avoid heavy
traffic. As such, impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant.

(2) Operational Impacts
(a) Facilities and Equipment

The Project does not include the development of any new residential uses and, as
such, would not increase the permanent residential population within the service area of
Fire Station No. 76. However, the Project would generate an increase in the daytime
population at the Project Site associated with employees and users of the hiking trail and
restaurant as well as an increase in the population associated with events. As such, the
Project’s increase in the population within the Project Site would increase the demand for
LAFD fire protection and emergency medical services. However, as indicated by the
LAFD, no changes are currently proposed within Battalion 5, which includes the fire station
that services the Project Site. In addition, the Project would incorporate building design
features that comply with County and City fire safety requirements, as applicable, including,
but not limited to, use of fire-resistant building materials where appropriate, smoke
detection and fire alarm systems, automatic sprinkler systems, and portable fire
extinguishers. Further, as set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-1, the Project would
implement a fuel modification plan that would identify buffer zones for the planting of
specific vegetation and areas where routine landscape maintenance is required.
Implementation of a fuel modification plan would serve to provide adequate defensible
space around all potentially combustible structures within a fire environment. Compliance
with applicable regulatory requirements would ensure that adequate fire prevention
features would be provided that would reduce the demand for firefighting services.
Therefore, based on the type of development proposed and the availability of existing
LAFD facilities, impacts with regard to LAFD facilities and equipment associated with the
Project would be less than significant.
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(b) Response Distance and Emergency Access

Section 57.507.3.3 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code sets forth a response
distance for industrial and commercial uses of one mile from fire stations with an engine
company and 1.5 miles from fire stations with a truck company. Fire Station No. 76 is
located approximately one mile northwest of the Project Site and is equipped with one
engine and one ambulance. Therefore, the Project would be located within the required
emergency response distance. In addition, upon implementation of the Project, access to
the Project Site would continue to be available via the four existing driveways along the
eastside of Cahuenga Boulevard East with improved internal configuration and circular
modifications to accommodate the Project. Furthermore, the Project would incorporate
specific access recommendations provided by the County Fire Department and LAFD as
set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-2. Additionally, traffic generated by the Project
would not result in significant impacts to Project area intersections, including intersections
along the closest disaster route along Highland Avenue. The drivers of emergency
vehicles also normally have a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using sirens to
clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes of opposing traffic. In addition, the Project
would be designed in accordance with emergency vehicle access, clearance, and staging
recommendations set forth by the County Fire Department and LAFD. Therefore, Project-
related traffic is not anticipated to impair the LAFD from responding to emergencies at the
Project Site or the surrounding area. Impacts with regard to response distance and
emergency access would be less than significant.

(c) Fire Flow

With implementation of a fire sprinkler system within all of the buildings proposed as
set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-3, the fire flow set forth by the County Fire
Department would be 4,000 gallons per minute (gpm) at a pressure of 20 psi. Domestic
and fire water service is currently provided from a 4-inch water service lateral line that
connects to an 8-inch LADWP water main located in Cahuenga Boulevard East. The water
main can provide approximately 1,750 gpm at a residual pressure of 72 psi. To
accommodate the fire flow of 4,000 gpm, the Project would include the installation of two
new connections to the existing 8-inch high-pressure water main in Cahuenga Boulevard
East, or other necessary improvements to accommodate the ultimate fire flow set forth
during the building permit process, as provided in Project Design Feature J.1-4. In
addition, the Project would include the installation of four private fire hydrants on-site and,
as set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-5, booster pumps would be required for all
proposed hydrants to meet the minimum flow rate and pressure requirements around the
Project Site. As provided in Project Design Feature J.1-6, the enhanced fire system would
be a dedicated separate fire service system with no shared connections to the domestic
supply lines. With construction of the necessary on-site fire water system improvements as
coordinated with the County Fire Department, LAFD, and LADWP, the Project would meet
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the fire flow requirements set forth by the County Fire Department and LAFD. Therefore,
impacts regarding fire flow would be less than significant.

(d) Wildfire Risk

Given the Project Site’s location and surrounding undeveloped hillsides, the
potential for fire hazards would exist near the Project Site due to the presence of brush,
increased human activity, and the potential for fires due to accidents or arson-related
causes. However, due to the Project Site’s location within a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone, the Project would be required to comply with all applicable City and County
requirements regarding construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, and
brush clearance for this zone. In addition, as previously described, the Project would
implement a fuel modification plan that would identify buffer zones for the planting of
specific vegetation and areas where routine landscape maintenance is required so as to
create adequate defensible space around all potentially combustible structures. Routine
landscape maintenance would be conducted in accordance with the County Fire
Department’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines and would include pruning; removal of
plant litter, dead plants, and unwanted species; and regular inspection and repair of the
irrigation system. Through compliance with applicable City and County requirements
regarding wildfire risks, as well as approval and implementation of a fuel modification plan,
implementation of the Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. Impacts with respect to wildfire risk would be
less than significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts

A number of the identified related projects and ambient growth projections fall within
the service areas of Fire Station Nos. 76, 27, and 41. Several of the related projects
include residential uses, which would increase the residential population of Fire Station
No. 76, the “first-in” station for the Project Site, as well the secondary fire stations available
to provide service to the Project Site. In addition, the related projects would involve an
increase in retail, restaurant, hotel, and office uses, which would increase the daytime
population of the area and thus also increase the demand on fire services. In conjunction
with the Project, this growth would cumulatively generate the need for additional
fire protection services. However, similar to the Project, the related projects and all other
future development projects would be subject to discretionary review by the LAFD to
ensure that sufficient fire safety and hazards measures are implemented to reduce
potential impacts to fire protection and emergency medical services. Furthermore, each
related project would be required to comply with regulatory requirements related to fire
safety, access, and fire flow.
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Additionally, LAFD would continue to monitor population growth and land
development throughout the City and identify additional resource needs including staffing,
equipment, trucks and engines, ambulances, other special apparatuses, and possibly
station expansions or new station construction that may become necessary to achieve the
desired level of service. Therefore, cumulative impacts on fire protection and emergency
medical services would be less than significant.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature J.1-1: A final fuel modification plan shall be prepared for
the Project for review and approval by the County of Los Angeles
Fire Department Fuel Modification Unit. The fuel modification plan
shall include 30-foot and 200-foot buffer zones from all new
structures. The 30-foot buffer zone shall provide for replanting of
low-growing, irrigated drought-tolerant plant material as a means to
prevent erosion and transition to the native character of the Project
Site. The 200 foot buffer zone shall provide for seasonal clearing of
brush and, as needed, pruning of trees to reduce the amount of
potential plant material that could fuel a fire.

Project Design Feature J.1-2: Fire department access shall be provided to within
150 feet of building openings. The final design of the access
driveways and internal roadways shall be coordinated with the
County Fire Department and LAFD, as applicable. The proposed
circular, fire department turn-around shall be a pumper truck-sized
turn-around.

Project Design Feature J.1-3: The Project shall provide automatic fire sprinkler
systems, approved by the County Fire Department, within all of the
new buildings. With installation of fire sprinkler systems within all of
the new buildings, the required fire flow shall be 4,000 gallons per
minute with a residual pressure of 20 pounds per square inch, or a
reduced fire flow as determined by the County Fire Department,
LAFD, and LADWP during the building permit process for the
Project.

Project Design Feature J.1-4: To accommodate the required fire flow, the Project
shall provide two connections to the existing 8-inch high-pressure
water main in Cahuenga Boulevard East, or other necessary
improvements as coordinated with the County Fire Department,
LAFD, and LADWP during the building permit process for the
Project.

Project Design Feature J.1-5: The Project shall provide fire hydrants within the
Project Site as coordinated with the County Fire Department and
LAFD. Booster pumps shall be provided for all proposed fire
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hydrants to meet the minimum fire flow rate and pressure
requirements of the Project.

Project Design Feature J.1-6: The proposed fire system shall be a dedicated
separate fire service system with no shared connections to the
domestic supply lines.

d. Mitigation Measures

Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to fire protection and emergency
medical services would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are
required.

e. Conclusion

Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to fire protection and emergency
medical services would be less than significant.

J.2. Public Services—Police Protection

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Construction Impacts

Construction sites can be sources of nuisances and hazards, inviting theft and
vandalism. When not properly secured, construction sites can contribute to a temporary
increased demand for police protection services. Pursuant to Project Design Feature J.2-1,
in consultation with the County of Los Angeles Sheriff's Department Parks Bureau, the
Project would include the implementation of temporary security measures during
construction, which could include on-site security personnel, surveillance cameras,
adequate lighting, and perimeter fencing around the construction areas. In addition,
equipment and building materials would be removed or secured during non-construction
hours. With implementation of these measures, potential impacts associated with theft and
vandalism during construction activities would be less than significant.

Emergency access for LASD and LAPD vehicles within the Project Site and the
surrounding vicinity could be impacted by Project construction activities due to temporary
lane closures, utility line construction, and the generation of traffic as a result of
construction equipment movement, hauling of soil and construction materials to and from
the Project Site, and construction worker traffic. It is noted however that the construction-
related traffic generated by the Project would not significantly impact LASD or LAPD
response times within the Project vicinity since the drivers of police vehicles normally have
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a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using sirens to clear a path of travel or
driving in the lanes of opposing traffic. In addition, most, if not all, of the construction
worker and haul truck trips would occur outside the typical weekday commuter morning and
afternoon peak periods, reducing the potential for traffic-related conflicts. The Project
would also implement a Construction Management Plan during Project construction,
wherein traffic management personnel and appropriate signage would be employed as
necessary to ensure adequate and safe access to the Project Site and vicinity is
maintained. With implementation of the project design features, including the Construction
Management Plan, construction of the Project would not generate a demand for additional
police protection services that would substantially exceed the capability of the LASD and
LAPD to serve the Project Site and result in the need for new police protection facilities.
Therefore, impacts on police protection services during Project construction would be less
than significant.

(2) Operational Impacts

The Project does not include the development of any residential uses and, as such,
would not increase the permanent residential population within the service area of the
Parks Bureau South Zone or the Hollywood Community Police Station. However, the
Project would generate a daytime population associated with employees and users of the
hiking trail and restaurant as well as an increase in the population associated with events.
The County currently operates an alarm system which is monitored by the LASD. In
addition, security guards for events and overnight security shifts are currently contracted by
the LASD. In consultation with LASD, these existing security and safety features would be
continued and enhanced pursuant to Project Design Feature J.2-2. According to the
LASD, implementation of the features set forth in Project Design Feature J.2-2 would serve
to reduce the potential for criminal activities and assist law enforcement efforts. In addition,
based on a preliminary review of the proposed improvements, the LAPD indicated that the
Project, due to its size, would have a minimal impact on police services provided by the
Hollywood Community Police Station. The LAPD has also indicated that upon completion
of the Project, the Applicant shall provide the LAPD Hollywood area commanding office
with a diagram of each portion of the property, including access routes. Implementation of
this project design feature would facilitate LAPD response. Therefore, the Project would
not result in a demand for additional services that would exceed the capability of the LASD
or the LAPD to serve the Project Site and impacts would be less than significant.

With respect to emergency access to the Project Site during Project operations,
the analysis provided in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR
demonstrates that Project development would result in a less than significant impact on
access and local traffic conditions (i.e., nearby intersections). Therefore, the additional
traffic generated by the Project would not significantly impact emergency vehicle access or
response times for either the LASD or LAPD.
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Based on the above, with implementation of the project design features, Project
operation would not generate a demand for additional police protection services that would
substantially exceed the capability of the LASD and LAPD to serve the Project Site and
result in the need for new police protection facilities. Therefore, impacts on police
protection services during Project operation would be less than significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for the cumulative impact analysis is the service area of the
LASD’s Parks Bureau South Zone and the LAPD’s Hollywood Community Police Station.
The Project in conjunction with identified related projects and forecasted growth through
2020 (i.e., the Project’s buildout year) within these service areas would cumulatively
increase the demand for police protection. All of the identified related projects fall within
the service boundaries of the Hollywood Community Police Station service area.
Notwithstanding, as previously described, the LASD’s Parks Bureau provides law
enforcement services to County facilities, including parks, lakes, golf courses, and special
event venues. The related projects do not include the development of such uses. As such,
the Project in combination with the related projects would not contribute to a cumulative
increase in the demand for LASD Parks Bureau police protection services. Therefore,
cumulative impacts on LASD Parks Bureau police protection services would be less than
significant.

With regard to the LAPD, several of the related projects include residential uses,
which would increase the permanent residential population within the Hollywood
Community Police Station service area. In addition, the related projects would involve an
increase in retail, restaurant, hotel, and office uses, which would increase the daytime
population in the area. Along with other anticipated growth through 2020, this would further
increase the demand for police protection services. The Project would not develop
residential units, and thus would not generate a residential population. Therefore, the
Project would not contribute to a cumulative increase in the residential service population of
the Hollywood Community Police Station. In addition, as previously discussed, based on a
review of the Project, the LAPD has indicated that the Project, due to its size, would have a
minimal impact on police services provided by the Hollywood Community Police Station.
Therefore, the Project’'s contribution to the cumulative demand for police protection
services provided by the LAPD would not be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, as
with the Project, each related project would be subject to the City’s routine construction
permitting process, which includes a review by the LAPD to ensure that sufficient security
measures are implemented to reduce potential impacts to police protection services.
Furthermore, the LAPD would continue to monitor population growth and land development
throughout the City and identify additional resource needs including staffing, equipment,
vehicles, and possibly station expansions or new station construction that may become
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necessary to achieve the desired level of service. Through the City’s regular budgeting
efforts, the LAPD’s resource needs would be identified and monies allocated according to

the priorities at the time.

Based on the above, the Project’s contribution to cumulative

impacts to police protection services would not be cumulatively considerable and, as such,
cumulative impacts on police protection services would be less than significant.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature J.2-1: During construction, the Applicant shall implement
temporary security measures including, but not limited to, on-site
security personnel, surveillance cameras, adequate lighting, and
perimeter fencing around the construction area. Large mounds of
dirt/debris/building materials and fence covers/screens shall be
avoided. Equipment and building materials shall be removed or
secured during non-construction hours.

Project Design Feature J.2-2: During operation, the Applicant shall implement
security measures including, but not limited to:

High-definition surveillance cameras. The cameras shall be
placed along pedestrian pathways, gathering areas, and at
driveways on Cahuenga Boulevard East. The camera system
shall allow law enforcement agencies to view live feed remotely,
shall be equipped with a hard drive capable of storing video for
15 days, and shall be capable of transferring video to disc or USB
storage devices.

Configure proposed public restrooms such that entrances are
oriented towards the main event area or other high-visibility
areas. The restrooms shall be secured after hours to prevent
vandalism, theft, and use by transients.

Adequate lighting and high definition surveillance cameras within
the parking structures. Points of entry and egress shall be
equipped with traffic control devices, and a parking lot attendant
shall be employed during events.

Signage along the hiking trail advising users that the trail is
closed at night and that camping and smoking are strictly
prohibited. The trail shall also be well-marked to prevent users
from getting lost and the brush next to the trail shall be cut short
to prevent people from hiding or concealing illicit materials.
Restrooms, drinking fountains, and picnic/rest areas shall not be
built along the trail.

Project Design Feature J.2-3: Upon completion of the Project, the Applicant shall
provide the Los Angeles Police Department Hollywood Area
commanding officer with a diagram of each portion of the property.
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The diagram shall include access routes and additional information
that might facilitate police response.

d. Mitigation Measures

Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to police protection services would
be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

e. Conclusion

Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to police protection services would
be less than significant.

K. Traffic, Access, and Parking

a. Analysis of Project Impacts
(1) Traffic
(a) Construction Impacts

During the most intense construction phase, it is anticipated that construction
activities would generate approximately 176 daily construction worker trips. In addition,
based on a passenger car equivalency factor of 2.0, the 64 haul truck trips per day and the
30 daily delivery truck trips would be equivalent to 188 passenger car trips per day.
Therefore, Project construction could generate a total of approximately 364 trips per day
based on the construction phase. However, given the typical construction hours the
Project would comply with, the majority of these trips would occur during off-peak hours.
As such, Project construction would not be expected to result in a significant impact at any
of the analyzed intersections. In addition, the Project would include implementation of a
Construction Management Plan to minimize the amount and effect of construction traffic.
As outlined in Project Design Feature K-1, the Construction Management Plan would
prohibit construction workers, haul trucks and delivery trucks from parking, staging, or
queuing along the surrounding residential streets.

(b) Operational Impacts
(i) Existing with Project Intersection Conditions

Based on the traffic analysis for Existing with Project Conditions, five of the eight
intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during the analyzed periods. The
remaining three intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or F during one or more of
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the analyzed periods. It is noted that these three intersections are the same intersections
currently operating at LOS E or F under Existing Conditions. The addition of Project traffic
to the study intersections would not exceed applicable significance thresholds. Therefore,
the Project would not result in a significant impact at any of the study intersections during
the analyzed periods under Existing with Project Conditions.

(i) Future (Year 2020) with Project Intersection Conditions

Based on the traffic analysis for Future (Year 2020) with Project Conditions, four of
the eight study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during the
analyzed periods. The remaining four intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or F
during one or more of the analyzed periods. It is noted that these four intersections are the
same intersections projected to operate at LOS E or F under Future Conditions (without the
Project). Similar to the Existing with Project Conditions scenario, Project traffic would
contribute a small increase in the V/C ratios at most study intersections. Therefore, the
Project would not result in a significant impact at any of the study intersections during the
analyzed periods under Future with Project Conditions.

(2) Congestion Management Program
(a) CMP Freeway Analysis

Based on the distribution of traffic in the vicinity of the Project Site, approximately
60 percent of the Project traffic was assigned to/from the US-101 and the Project Site.
According to the trip generation estimates, the Project is expected to generate
approximately 35 net new trips in the weekday A.M. peak hour, approximately 60 net new
trips in the weekday pP.M. peak hour, approximately 18 net new trips in the weekday evening
peak hour, approximately 92 net new trips in the Saturday midday peak hour, and
approximately 92 net new trips in the Saturday evening peak hour. The Project would add
fewer than 150 trips in either direction during the weekday morning and afternoon peak
hours. Therefore, no CMP impact would occur and no additional analysis of freeway
segments is required per the CMP criteria.

(b) CMP Arterial Monitoring Stations

The CMP arterial monitoring stations closest to the Project Site are located at
intersections of Santa Monica Boulevard & Highland Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard &
Lankershim Boulevard. Based on the Project trip generation and trip distribution patterns,
the Project is estimated to add fewer than five trips to each of the arterial monitoring
stations during the morning and afternoon peak hours. Therefore, the Project would not
add more than 50 vehicle trips during the morning and afternoon peak hours at CMP

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page I-70



I. Executive Summary

arterial monitoring stations. Therefore, the Project's CMP arterial impacts are considered
to be less than significant, and no further analysis is required.

(¢) CMP Transit Analysis
(i) Construction

Project construction would not require the relocation or removal of the existing
Metro transit stop adjacent to the Project Site or other transit stops in the vicinity of
the Project Site. As such, Project development would not result in significant impacts on
transit access.

(i) Operation

Based on Metro’s CMP methodology for estimating transit trips, the Project would
generate an estimated increase in transit riders of approximately three net new transit
trips in the weekday morning peak hour and two net new transit trips in the weekday
afternoon peak hour. The study area is served by numerous established transit routes,
including the Metro Red Line, two Metro bus lines, and one LADOT bus line. Distribution of
the Project transit trips to the transit routes available in the area would result in less than
one new transit user for each transit line during the peak hours. Consequently, the total
available capacity of the transit lines within the study area during the morning and
afternoon peak hours is anticipated to more than accommodate the limited net additional
trips during the morning and afternoon peak periods. Therefore, Project impacts on
existing or future transit services in the study area would be less than significant.

(3) Access and Circulation
(a) Emergency Access
(i) Construction

Construction activities for the Project would be concentrated within the Project Site
with limited off-site activities for implementation of any necessary utility improvements. As
outlined in Project Design Feature K-1, a Construction Management Plan would be
implemented during construction to provide for temporary traffic controls, including
provisions to prohibit construction equipment or material deliveries within the public right-of-
way and the use of flag persons to improve traffic flow. Implementation of such provisions
would ensure adequate emergency access to residences adjacent to the Project Site.
In addition, the drivers of emergency vehicles normally have a variety of options for
avoiding traffic, such as using sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes of
opposing traffic. Further, access to the Project Site would continue to be available during
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construction of the Project. Thus, any potential emergency access impacts from Project-
related construction would be less than significant.

(i) Operation

Upon implementation of the Project, access to the Project Site would continue to be
available via the four existing driveways along the eastside of Cahuenga Boulevard East
with improved internal configuration and circular modifications to accommodate the Project.
In addition, the Project would incorporate specific emergency access recommendations
provided by the County Fire Department and the City of Los Angeles Fire Department, as
set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-2 included in Section 1V.J.1, Public Services—Fire
Protection, of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, traffic generated by the Project would not result
in significant impacts to Project area intersections, including intersections along the closest
City-designated disaster route along Highland Avenue. Notwithstanding, the drivers of
emergency vehicles normally have a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using
sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes of opposing traffic. Further, the
Project would be designed in accordance with emergency vehicle access, clearance,
and staging recommendations set forth by the County Fire Department and the City of
Los Angeles Fire Department. Therefore, the Project would not result in inadequate
emergency access and impacts would be less than significant.

(b) Bicycle and Pedestrian Access
(i) Construction

Construction of the Project would primarily be contained within the boundaries of the
Project Site and would not affect the adjacent street system. In addition, as outlined in
Project Design Feature K-1, a Construction Management Plan would be implemented
during construction to provide for temporary traffic controls and address any temporary
lane or sidewalk closures, if necessary. Thus, any potential access impacts from Project-
related construction would be less than significant.

(i) Operation

Existing pedestrian facilities would remain with implementation of the Project. As
such, pedestrian access to the Project Site would continue to be available from the
sidewalks currently provided along Cahuenga Boulevard East. In addition, as part of the
Project, on-site pedestrian circulation would be improved by accommodating parking within
two new parking structures and providing designated pedestrian pathways to and from the
parking structures and the on-site uses, thereby eliminating the pedestrian-vehicular
conflicts associated with a stacked parking configuration. With the implementation of the
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Transit Center and modifications to the driveways described above, the Project would also
improve access and circulation for vehicles and shuttles.

Bicycle lanes in the study area currently exist on North Cahuenga Boulevard
between Odin Avenue and Yucca Street. In addition, there are two streets designated as
bicycle routes: Odin Avenue between Highland Avenue and North Cahuenga Boulevard
and Wilcox Avenue south of North Cahuenga Boulevard. As these facilities do not cross
the access locations to the Project Site, the Project would not affect existing designated
bicycle lanes and routes in the study area. Notwithstanding, the existing sidewalks, access
driveways, and lane configurations would be maintained with the Project. In addition, the
Project would include bicycle amenities (e.g., bicycle parking and bicycle-friendly
amenities) located throughout the Project Site.

In summary, the Project would not decrease the performance or safety of the
existing circulation system and no significant impacts with regard to pedestrian and bicycle
facilities are expected to result due to the design or placement of Project access points.

(4) Parking
(a) Construction

During construction of the Project, parking for employees and construction workers
would be provided on-site. In addition, the Construction Management Plan outlined in
Project Design Feature K-1, would address and manage on-site parking for employees and
construction workers within the Project Site. Therefore, Project construction would not
result in a significant impact with regard to the availability of parking.

(b) Operation

An assessment of parking demand was conducted for several potential scenarios,
including on a non-event day and during event days with varying attendance levels.
The peak parking demand for the Project during the scenarios analyzed was estimated
based on a combination of the Project’'s unique operational characteristics, including
attendance levels, anticipated visitor arrival and departure patterns, empirical data from
existing operations, industry-wide parking demand rates, average vehicle ridership rates,
mode split (e.g., arriving by transit, walk, bicycle, etc.), internal capture (e.g., between the
restaurant and the theatre uses), and employee data. As part of the Project, parking is
proposed within two new parking structures, which are proposed to provide a total of
500 parking spaces (250 parking spaces in each structure). Parking within the parking
structures could be expanded by approximately 75 spaces with the use of attendant
assisted parking for a total of 575 parking spaces provided on-site. Additional parking at
the Universal City/Studio City Metro Red Line Station would also continue to be available to
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accommodate the parking needs of the Project. Further, as outlined in Project Design
Feature K-3, the Project would include implementation of a Parking and Traffic
Management Plan to address the varying parking needs of the Project. The peak parking
demands for the different operation conditions would be accommodated based on the
number of parking spaces to be provided and with implementation of the strategies set
forth in the Parking and Traffic Management Plan, including a combination of existing
on-site parking facilities; operational measures to increase parking supply, such as
attendant-assisted parking; employee parking management; and continued use of the
parking spaces and shuttle from the Universal City/Studio City Metro Red Line Station for
employees and patrons. Therefore, a sufficient number of parking spaces would be
available to serve the estimated peak parking demand during a non-event day and during
the analyzed event day scenarios, and Project impacts with regard to parking would be less
than significant. Additionally, because the Project would increase the number of parking
spaces within the Project Site and enhance circulation and accessibility within the Project
Site, it is anticipated that the Project would reduce the incentive for patrons to park on
adjacent neighborhood streets.

(5) Summary of Impact Analysis

As provided by the analysis presented above, the Project would not result in
significant impacts with regard to the local or regional transportation system, including
intersections, highways, transit, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities. As such, the Project
would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, or conflict with an applicable
congestion management program. In addition, the Project would not result in inadequate
emergency access. Therefore, as demonstrated in the analysis above, impacts with regard
to these topics would be less than significant.

(6) Consistency with Regulatory Framework

As analyzed above, the Project would not result in significant impacts to public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities and therefore would not decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities. In addition, with implementation of the Project, the County
would continue to promote several modes of transportation including walking, biking, or
public transportation. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities and such impacts
would be less than significant.
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b. Cumulative Impacts
(1) Traffic
(a) Construction

The related projects, the closest of which is approximately 0.8 mile southwest of the
Project Site, are not located in close proximity to the Project Site and may or may not be
developed within the same construction schedule as the Project. In addition, as all of the
related projects are located within the jurisdiction of LADOT, per standard City practice, the
construction of large development projects would occur in accordance with project-specific
construction management plans, as is the case with the Project. As the construction
management plans are reviewed and approved by LADOT, it is anticipated that through
this process, LADOT would coordinate construction activities among the related projects
that would have the potential to result in cumulative intersection impacts. In addition, as
analyzed above, the Project would not result in significant impacts at any of the
intersections within the study area during construction. Further, implementation of the
Construction Management Plan, as outlined in Project Design Feature K-1, would manage
construction-related traffic in the study area. Thus, given the distance of the Project Site to
the related Projects and the construction management plans that would be in place for the
Project and the related projects, the Project’'s contribution to cumulative construction-
related traffic impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative impacts
would be less than significant.

(b) Operation

Implementation of the Project in conjunction with the related projects identified in
Section Ill, Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR, and projected regional growth would
increase the amount of traffic in the study area. The analysis of Future (Year 2020) with
Project Conditions reflects both Project-specific and future cumulative traffic impacts
related to intersection LOS. This analysis demonstrates that four of the eight study
intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during the analyzed periods. The
remaining four intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or F during one or more of
the analyzed periods. The Project would not contribute to any significant impacts to these
intersections and the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively
considerable. As such, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

(2) Congestion Management Program

The Project would not add more than 50 vehicle trips during the A.M. and P.M. peak
hours at the CMP arterial monitoring stations nearest to the Project Site. In addition, the
Project would add less than 150 trips along the nearest freeway segment serving the
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Project Site in either direction during either peak hour. Further, the Project would not result
in significant impacts to public transit. Thus, no CMP impact would occur under the Project
and, as a result, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively
considerable. Thus, the Project’s cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

(3) Access and Circulation
(a) Emergency Access

As described above, the analysis of the Future (Year 2020) with Project Conditions
reflects both Project-specific and future cumulative traffic impacts related to intersection
LOS in the study area. This analysis concluded that the Project would result in less than
significant impacts to study intersections, including intersections along the closest City-
designated disaster route along Highland Avenue. Therefore, the Project's cumulative
impacts would not be cumulative considerable. In addition, as with the Project, it is
anticipated that related projects would continue to consult with the applicable Police and
Fire departments regarding emergency access requirements and implement specific
emergency access requirements. Additionally, the drivers of emergency vehicles normally
have a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using sirens to clear a path of travel or
driving in the lanes of opposing traffic. Therefore, the Project’'s cumulative impacts to
emergency would be less than significant.

(b) Bicycle and Pedestrian Access

As provided above, Project impacts to bicycle and pedestrian access would be less
than significant. Based on the proximity of the Project Site to the related projects, the
closest of which is approximately 0.8 mile southwest of the Project Site, development of the
Project in conjunction with the related projects would not be expected to impact any
existing shared bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Additionally, as with the Project, the
applicants of the related projects would be required to design and construct their projects in
conformance with applicable standards regarding sight distance, sidewalks, crosswalks,
and pedestrian movement controls. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

(4) Parking

The parking demand associated with the Project would not contribute to the
cumulative demand for parking in the vicinity of the Project Site as a result of development
of the Project and related projects. Specifically, the related projects are sufficiently
separated from the Project Site such that they would not share parking supplies.
Therefore, cumulative parking impacts would be less than significant.  Additionally,
because the Project would increase the number of parking spaces within the Project Site
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and enhance circulation and accessibility within the Project Site, it is anticipated that the
Project would reduce the incentive for patrons to park on adjacent neighborhood streets.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature K-1: Construction Management Plan

The Ford Theatre Foundation shall prepare a construction traffic
management plan, including haul routes and staging plans, as
necessary and satisfactory to the County. The construction traffic
management plan would be based on the nature and timing of the
specific construction activities and shall include the following
elements as appropriate:

Prohibition of construction worker parking and other construction-
related vehicles on adjacent residential streets.

Provisions to prohibit construction equipment or material
deliveries within the public right-of-way.

Provisions for temporary traffic control during all construction
activities adjacent to public rights-of-way to improve traffic flow on
public roadways (e.g., flag persons).

Scheduling of construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic
flow on surrounding arterial streets.

Provisions of safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists
through such measures as alternate routing and protection
barriers, as appropriate.

Provisions to accommodate the equipment storage and truck
staging on-site.

Scheduling of construction-related deliveries, haul trips, etc., so
as to occur outside of the commuter peak hours to the extent
feasible.

Obtaining the required permits for truck haul routes from the City
prior to issuance of any permit for the Project.

Project Design Feature K-2: The Ford Theatres shall stagger the start times of
simultaneous events to be held in the Amphitheatre and the 299-seat
theatre on weekday evenings after 6:00 P.M. by a minimum of
45 minutes so as to separate the arrival patterns of each theatre’s
patrons.
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Project Design Feature K-3: Parking and Traffic Management Plan

The Ford Theatre Foundation shall prepare a Parking and Traffic
Management Plan including parking and traffic management
measures and transportation demand management strategies. The
Parking and Traffic Management Plan could include, but not be
limited to, the following:

Provide directions and location maps with the parking options
available for visitors in web postings, real-time mobile
applications, marketing, notification and media materials, etc.

Post directions and maps showing truck routes for deliveries,
construction vehicles, and other trucks.

Encourage alternate travel options (transit and shuttle service) for
visitors in event-related marketing/media information.

Manage the use of all parking spaces in the on-site parking
garages to maximize parking efficiency and avoid underutilization
of parking spaces.

Identify locations for bus drop-off/pick-up and staging.

Provide valet assist parking in at least one parking garage to
maximize parking circulation and capacity where possible during
large events.

Require employees and staff to park within designated areas.

Implement Transportation Demand Management strategies for
employees to reduce trips during the congested periods and
travel via other modes besides driving alone (e.g., carpooling,
flexible or alternative work schedules, transit incentives, parking
incentives for carpools and vanpools, etc.)

Provide bicycle amenities (bicycle racks, lockers, etc.).

d. Mitigation Measures

The Project would result in less than significant impacts to traffic, access, and
parking. No mitigation measures would be required.

e. Conclusion

(1) Traffic

The Project would not result in significant impacts during Project construction or
operation along the analyzed intersections under Existing with Project Conditions or Future
(Year 2020) with Project Conditions.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013

Ford Theatres Project
September 2014

Page I-78



I. Executive Summary

(2) Congestion Management Plan

No significant impacts to CMP arterial monitoring stations or freeway segments
would occur. In addition, the Project’s transit impacts would be less than significant.

(3) Access and Circulation

Project access impacts as well as impacts related to pedestrian/bicycle facilities
would be less than significant.

(4) Parking

Project impacts related to parking would be less than significant.

L.1. Utilities and Service Systems—Water

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Construction

The amount of water used during construction would vary depending on the
conditions of soils, weather, size of the construction site, and site-specific operations. It is
estimated that a total of approximately 650,000 to 800,000 gallons of water could be used
throughout construction of the Project. It is noted however that this increase in water
demand associated with Project construction would be temporary in nature and would
occur intermittently throughout construction as needed. In addition, as concluded in
LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, projected water demand for the City would
be met by the available supplies during an average year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry
year through the year 2035, as well as the intervening years.

The Project would require construction of new, on-site water distribution lines to
serve the proposed uses. Construction impacts associated with the installation of water
distribution lines are expected to be confined to trenching in order to place the lines below
surface. As discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR,
during construction of the Project, a Construction Management Plan would be implemented
to ensure that adequate and safe access remains available within and near the Project Site
during construction activities. In addition, prior to ground disturbance, Project contractors
would coordinate with LADWP to identify the locations and depth of all lines. LADWP
would also be notified in advance of proposed ground disturbance activities to avoid water
lines and disruption of water service.
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Based on the above, sufficient water supplies would be available to accommodate
Project construction activities and, while the Project would require the construction of
upgraded infrastructure facilities, the construction of such infrastructure improvements
would not cause significant environmental effects. As such, construction-related impacts to
water supply and infrastructure would be less than significant.

(2) Operation
(a) Water Supply

It is estimated that the Project would have an average daily domestic water demand
of approximately 17,470 gallons per day (gpd). When accounting for the existing total
Project Site water demand of approximately 6,529 gpd, the Project would result in a net
increase in average daily water demand of approximately 10,941 gpd. However, as noted
in the Water System and Supply Study included in Appendix M of the Draft EIR, since
development of the water demand rates from the California Plumbing Code used to
calculate the Project’'s water demand, most water fixtures, including those that would be
implemented as part of the Project, now have reduced flow rates by 50 percent. Therefore,
when accounting for typical flow rates of existing water fixtures, the water demand of the
Project is estimated to be approximately 5,471 gpd or approximately 6.13 acre-feet per
year (assuming constant water use throughout the year). It is noted that the Project’s
estimated water demand is likely conservative as it does not account for additional water
conservation features that would be implemented by the Project, including those required
by the County as part of the County’s Green Building Program. These water saving
features, which could include updated landscaping and modern irrigation, would reduce the
Project’s net increase in water demand accordingly.

As concluded in LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, projected
water demand for the City would be met by the available supplies during an average year,
single-dry year, and multiple-dry year through the year 2035, as well as the intervening
years (i.e., 2020). The Project’s estimated net increase in water demand of approximately
6.13 acre-feet per year would comprise approximately 0.0009 percent of the water demand
for the City in 2020 during an average year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year period.
Therefore, the Project would be well within the available and projected water supplies for
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years through the year 2035 and, as such, LADWP
would be able to meet the water demand for the Project as well as existing and planned
water demands of its future service area. Therefore, the Project's operation-related
impacts on water supply would be less than significant.
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(b) Water Infrastructure

Water service to the Project Site would continue to be supplied by LADWP for
domestic and fire protection uses. While domestic water demand is typically the main
contributor to water consumption, fire flow demands have a much greater instantaneous
impact on infrastructure, and therefore are the primary means for analyzing infrastructure
capacity.

With implementation of an approved automatic fire sprinkler system within all of the
buildings proposed, the required fire flow would be 4,000 gpm at a pressure of 20 psi.
Based on pressure flow reports obtained from LADWP, the existing 8-inch LADWP water
main in Cahuenga Boulevard East provides a flow of approximately 1,750 gpm at a
residual pressure of 72 psi. To accommodate the required fire flow of 4,000 gpm, the
Project would include two new connections to the existing 8-inch high-pressure water main
in Cahuenga Boulevard East. The Project may include other necessary improvements to
accommodate the ultimate fire flow set forth during the building permit process. The
Project would also include the installation of four private fire hydrants and provide booster
pumps for all proposed hydrants to meet the minimum flow rate and pressure requirements
around the Project Site. The enhanced fire system would be a dedicated separate fire
service system with no shared connections to the domestic supply lines. The Project would
also provide new, on-site water distribution lines to serve the proposed uses.

With implementation of the necessary water infrastructure improvements as
coordinated with the County Fire Department, LAFD, and LADWP, the Project would not
exceed the available capacity within the distribution infrastructure that would serve the
Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not result in operation-related impacts to water
infrastructure and impacts would be less than significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts

(1) Water Supply

The 2010 Urban Water Management Plan prepared by LADWP accounts for existing
development within the City, as well as projected growth through the year 2035 based on
demographic growth projections in the Southern California Association of Governments’
2008 Regional Transportation Plan. Additionally, under the provisions of Senate Bill 610,
LADWP is required to prepare a comprehensive water supply assessment for every new
development “project” (as defined by Section 10912 of the Water Code) within its service
area that reaches certain thresholds. The types of projects that are subject to the
requirements of SB 610 tend to be larger projects that may or may not have been included
within the growth projections of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. The water
supply assessment for such projects would evaluate the quality and reliability of existing
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and projected water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and measures
to secure alternative sources if needed. Continued efforts by LADWP to secure the
reliability of water supplies in the future, combined with project-specific requirements to
conduct analyses to ensure the availability of sufficient water supply to meet demand are
expected to continue through 2020 (the Project’s buildout year) and beyond. Based on
LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan water demand projections through 2035
and the service area reliability assessment conducted by the LADWP, LADWP determined
that it would be able to reliably provide water to its customers through the year 2035. As
such, LADWP would be able to meet the water demand for the Project and the related
projects.

Compliance of the Project with regulatory requirements that promote water
conservation such as the County’s Green Building Program, as well as Assembly Bill 32
which is discussed in detail in Section IV.C, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR,
would also assist in assuring that adequate water supply is available on a cumulative basis.

Based on the above, it is anticipated that LADWP would be able to supply the
demands of the Project, the related projects, and future growth through 2020 and beyond.
Therefore, cumulative impacts on water supply would be less than significant

(2) Water Infrastructure

The geographic context for the cumulative impact analysis on water infrastructure is
the vicinity of the Project Site. Development of the Project and future new development in
the vicinity of the Project Site would cumulatively increase demands on the existing water
infrastructure system. However, new development projects would be subject to LADWP
review (or applicable jurisdiction) to assure that the existing public utility facilities would be
adequate to meet the domestic and fire water demands of each project, and individual
projects would be subject to LADWP requirements regarding infrastructure improvements
needed to meet respective water demands, flow and pressure requirements, etc.
Furthermore, LADWP, Los Angeles Department of Public Works, and the Los Angeles Fire
Department would conduct ongoing evaluations to ensure facilities are adequate.
Therefore, cumulative impacts on the water infrastructure system would be less than
significant.

c. Project Design Features

Project Design Feature L.1-1: The Project shall install new on-site water
connections, where necessary, to distribute water within the Project
Site.
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Project Design Feature L.1-2: The Project shall implement water conservation
features, including, but not limited to: high-efficiency toilets and
urinals, auto lavatory faucets, use of “tankless” or “on demand” water
heaters, drought-tolerant planting, minimal irrigation system, use of
permeable surfaces, weather-based irrigation controller with rain
shutoff, use of a separate water meter (or sub meter), flow sensor,
and master valve shutoff for irrigated landscape areas.

d. Mitigation Measures

As the Project would have a less than significant impact on water supply and water
infrastructure during construction and operation, mitigation measures are not required.

e. Conclusion

Project-level and cumulative impacts on water supply and water infrastructure would
be less than significant.

L.2. Utilities and Service Systems—Energy and
Energy Conservation

a. Analysis of Project Impacts

(1) Energy Demand
(a) Construction
(i) Electricity

Electricity consumption during Project construction would vary throughout Project
construction based on the construction activity (i.e., grading, building construction, etc.).
However, the electricity consumption that would occur due to Project construction activities
would be offset by the reduction in electricity consumption resulting from the demolition of
existing uses and would be temporary in nature.

Electrical service for the Project is proposed to be provided via underground utility
lines. Alternatively, electrical service for the Project may be provided via approximately
15 to 17 overhead electrical poles that would be installed along Cahuenga Boulevard East.
In addition, temporary electrical poles could be installed within the Project Site until full
build-out of the Project. As discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the
Draft EIR, during construction of the Project, a Construction Management Plan would be
implemented to ensure that adequate and safe access remains available within and near
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the Project Site during construction activities. Overall, demolition and construction
activities would require limited electricity consumption and would not be expected to have
any adverse impact on available electricity supplies and infrastructure. Therefore,
construction-related impacts to electricity supply and infrastructure would be less than
significant.

(i) Natural Gas

Construction of the Project, including new buildings and facilities, typically would not
involve the consumption of natural gas. Thus, there would be no demand generated by
construction. The Project would, however, involve installation of new natural gas
connections to serve the Project Site. Since the Project is located in an area already
served by existing natural gas infrastructure, the Project would likely not require extensive
infrastructure improvements to serve the Project Site. Construction impacts associated
with the installation of natural gas connections are expected to be confined to trenching
in order to place the lines below surface. As previously discussed, a Construction
Management Plan would be implemented to ensure that adequate and safe access
remains available within and near the Project Site during construction activities. In
addition, prior to ground disturbance, Project contractors would notify and coordinate
with SoCalGas to identify the locations and depth of all existing gas lines and avoid
disruption of gas service. Therefore, construction-related impacts to natural gas supply
and infrastructure would be less than significant.

(b) Operation
(i) Electricity

Project operations would increase the existing demand for electricity. Based on the
electricity demand estimates, the Project’s peak electricity demand would be approximately
2,105 KW of electricity per year. When accounting for the existing electricity usage of the
former motel building, which would be removed as part of the Project, the Project’s net
peak electricity demand would be reduced to 2,065 KW per year. The estimated electrical
consumption is a conservative estimate and does not factor in reductions in consumption
from the implementation of energy conservation features. LADWP forecasts that in the
2020-2021 fiscal year, the annual electricity sold within its service area would increase to
22,888 GWh with a peak demand of 5,532 MW. The Project-related net annual peak
electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.04 percent of the forecasted
electricity peak demand in 2020. Therefore, it is anticipated that LADWP’s existing and
planned electricity capacity and electricity supplies would be sufficient to support the
Project's demand. In addition, LADWP has indicated that electric service to meet the
Project is available and would be provided in accordance with LADWP’s Rules and
Regulations. While the availability of electricity is dependent upon adequate generating
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capacity and fuel supplies, the estimated power requirement for the Project is part of the
total load growth forecast for the City and has been taken into account in the planned
growth of the City’s power system. Thus, operational impacts associated with the Project’s
consumption of electricity would be less than significant.

(i) Natural Gas

Operation of the Project would result in an increase in the consumption of natural
gas for the heating of spaces and water, and cooking at the proposed restaurant. Based
on the natural gas demand estimates, the Project’s natural gas demand is estimated
to be approximately 8,500 cubic feet per hour. This estimated natural gas demand is a
conservative estimate and does not factor in reductions in consumption from the
implementation of energy conservation features. In addition, as existing natural gas
usage associated with the former motel building is unknown, the Project’s estimated natural
gas demand does not account for existing natural gas usage within the former motel
building, which would be removed as part of the Project.

Based on the Project’s estimated yearly natural gas consumption of 496,400 Therms
per year, the Project would account for approximately 0.007 percent of the forecast for the
2020 natural gas consumption throughout SoCalGas’ planning area. Given the limited
percentage of total demand represented by the Project, SoCalGas’ planned demand
forecasts likely account for Project development. In addition, SoCalGas has indicated that
natural gas facilities are available in the area of the Project Site. Further, the Project would
incorporate compliance measures to address applicable energy regulations and
requirements. As such, operational impacts associated with the consumption of natural
gas would be less than significant.

(2) Energy Conservation

Green building design and construction practices would be implemented as part of
the Project in compliance with the County’s Green Building Ordinance. Accordingly, the
Project would incorporate the County’s Green Building Standards, including compliance
with the California Energy Code. Design features that could be implemented would
include, but not be limited to, light colored or “cool” roofs, efficient lighting and lighting
control systems, energy-efficient heating and cooling systems and controls. In addition, the
Project would incorporate a variety of water conservation features that would also promote
energy conservation. Further, as part of the Project, the County would continue to promote
the use of alternative modes of transportation by providing shuttles to and from the
Universal City/Studio City Metro Red Line Station, thereby reducing energy usage
associated with additional Project vehicles. Overall, the Project would be designed and
constructed in accordance with state and local green building standards that would serve to
reduce the energy demand of the Project. Additionally, based on the above, the Project’s
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energy demand would be within the existing and planned electricity and natural gas
capacities of LADWP and SoCalGas, respectively. Therefore, development of the Project
would not cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy and would
be consistent with the intent of Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines.

b. Cumulative Impacts
(1) Electricity

The Project in conjunction with forecasted 2020 growth in LADWP’s service area
would increase electricity consumption and thus, would cumulatively increase the need for
additional electricity supplies and infrastructure capacity. LADWP forecasts that in the
20202021 fiscal year, electricity consumption within its service area would increase to
22,888 GWh with a peak demand of 5,532 MW. Future cumulative growth expected during
this period within LADWP’s service area is accounted for in this forecast. As discussed
above, Project-related net annual peak electricity consumption would represent
approximately 0.04 percent of the forecasted electricity peak demand in 2020. Based on
this small percentage, the Project’s contribution to the cumulative electricity demand would
not be substantial. In addition, based on the types of uses proposed by the related
projects, it is anticipated that the related projects would similarly comprise a limited
percentage of the forecasted total electricity demand within LADWP’s service area in 2020.
Further, as future electrical demand estimates factor in cumulative growth, the demand
forecasts likely account for Project development and other future development, including
the related projects, within LADWP’s service area. Although the Project, related projects,
and other future development would result in the irreversible use of renewable and non-
renewable electricity resources which would limit future availability, the use of such
resources would be on a relatively small scale and would be consistent with regional and
local growth expectations for LADWP’s service area. Additionally, like the Project, related
projects would be expected to incorporate energy conservation features, comply with
applicable regulations including the City’s and County’s Green Building Ordinance, and
incorporate mitigation measures, as necessary. Accordingly, the Project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts related to electricity consumption would be less than significant.

Electricity infrastructure is typically expanded in response to increasing demand, and
system expansion and improvements by LADWP are ongoing. It is expected that LADWP
would continue to expand delivery capacity as needed to meet demand increases within its
service area. Development projects, inclusive of the related projects, within its service area
would also be anticipated to incorporate site-specific infrastructure improvements, as
necessary. As such, cumulative impacts with respect to electricity infrastructure would be
less than significant.
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(2) Natural Gas

Buildout of the Project, related projects, and other future development projects in
SoCalGas’ service area is expected to increase natural gas consumption and thus
cumulatively increase the need for additional natural gas supplies and infrastructure
capacity. The California Energy Commission estimates natural gas consumption within
SoCalGas’ planning area will increase to 7,263 million Therms in 2020 (Project buildout
year). Future 2020 cumulative growth within SoCalGas’ service area is accounted for in
this forecast. As previously indicated, the Project's annual natural gas usage would
represent approximately 0.007 percent of the forecasted total consumption in 2020. It is
anticipated that given the type of developments proposed by the related projects, the
related projects would similarly comprise a limited percentage of the forecasted total
consumption within SoCalGas’ service area in 2020. Further, as future natural gas
demand estimates factor in cumulative growth, the demand forecasts likely account for
Project development and other future development, including the related projects, in
SoCalGas’ service area. Although related projects would result in the irreversible use of
renewable and non-renewable electricity resources which would limit future availability, the
use of such resources would be on a relatively small scale and would be consistent with
regional and local growth expectations for SoCalGas’ service area. Furthermore, like the
Project, the related projects and any other future development would be expected to
incorporate energy conservation features, comply with applicable regulations including the
County’s Green Building Ordinance, and incorporate mitigation measures, as necessary, to
address natural gas demands. Accordingly, the Project’'s contribution to cumulative
impacts related to natural gas would be less than significant.

Natural gas infrastructure is typically expanded in response to increasing demand,
and system expansion and improvements by SoCalGas occur as needed. It is expected
that SoCalGas’ would continue to expand delivery capacity if necessary to meet demand
increases within its service area. Development projects within its service area would also
be anticipated to incorporate site-specific infrastructure improvements, as appropriate. As
such, cumulative impacts with respect to natural gas infrastructure would be less than
significant.

c. Project Design Features

No specific project design features beyond the project improvements discussed in
Section |l, Project Description, of the Draft EIR are proposed with regard to energy and
energy conservation.
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d. Mitigation Measures

As discussed above, the Project’'s impacts on energy and energy conservation
would be less than significant. As such, no mitigation measures would be required.

e. Conclusion

As indicated above, the Project’s impacts on energy and energy conservation would
be less than significant.
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Il. Clarifications and Additions to the Draft
EIR

This section of the Final EIR provides changes to the Draft EIR that have been
made to clarify, correct, or add to the environmental impact analysis for the Ford Theatres
Project (the Project). Such changes are a result of public and agency comments received
in response to the Draft EIR and/or new information that has become available since
publication of the Draft EIR. The changes described in this section do not result in any new
or increased significant environmental impacts that would result from the Project. Such
changes to the Draft EIR are indicated in this section under the appropriate Draft EIR
section or appendix heading. Deletions are shown with strikethrough and additions are
shown with underline.

. Executive Summary

Section |, Executive Summary of this Final EIR has been revised based on the
Clarifications and Additions provided herein.

Il. Project Description

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

lll. Environmental Setting

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis
IV.A. Aesthetics, Views, Light, and Glare

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.B. Air Quality

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.
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IV.C. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.D. Biological Resources

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.E. Cultural Resources

Volume 1, Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, page IV.E-27, revise Mitigation
Measure E-2 as follows:

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a unique archaeological resource is
discovered during Project construction activities, work in
the area shall cease and deposits shall be treated by a
qualified professional who satisfies the Secretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualification Standards for History,
Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR
61 in accordance with applicable federal, State, and local
guidelines, including those set forth in California Public
Resources Code Section 21083.2. In addition, if it is
determined that an archaeological site is a historical
resource, the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public
Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5
shall be implemented.

Volume 1, Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, page IV.E-28, revise Mitigation
Measure E-4 as follows:

Mitigation Measure E-4: A qualified paleontologist shall be retained
to perform periodic inspections of excavation and grading
activities of the Project Site where excavations into the
Topanga Formation may occur. The frequency of
inspections shall be based on consultation with the
paleontologist and shall depend on the rate of excavation
and grading activities, the materials being excavated,
and if found, the abundance and type of fossils
encountered. Monitoring shall consist of visually
inspecting fresh exposures of rock for larger fossil
remains and, where appropriate, collecting wet or dry
screened sediment samples of promising horizons for
smaller fossil remains. If paleontological materials are
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encountered, the paleontologist shall be allowed to
temporarily divert or redirect grading and excavation
activities in the area of the exposed material to facilitate
evaluation and, if necessary, salvage. The paleontologist
shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a
survey, study or report evaluating the impact. The
paleontologist’s survey, study or report shall contain a
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation,
conservation, or relocation of the resource, as
appropriate.  The Applicant shall comply with the
recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist, as
contained in the survey, study or report, and a copy of
the paleontological survey, study or report shall be
submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History
Museum_and the Los Angeles County Department of
Parks and Recreation. Ground-disturbing activities may
resume once the paleontologist's recommendations have
been implemented to the satisfaction of the
paleontologist.

Additionally, at the request of Hollywood Heritage and the Los Angeles Conservancy
in their comments on the Draft EIR, the Ford Theatre Foundation has agreed to provide for
the preparation of a Historic Structures Report, although the Draft EIR demonstrates that
there would be no significant adverse effect on cultural resources and that the
Amphitheatre would remain eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places,
with the design features and mitigation measures already incorporated in the Project.
While the CEQA Guidelines provide that mitigation measures are not required for effects
found to be not significant, in recognition of Hollywood Heritage’s, the Los Angeles
Conservancy’s, and the Ford Theatre Foundation’s shared interest in ensuring that the
Project meets the highest possible historical preservation standards, and to facilitate
tracking the implementation of the Historic Structures Report, the Ford Theatre Foundation
has agreed to include preparation of an Historic Structures Report as an additional
mitigation measure.

Volume 1, Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, page IV.E-28, add Mitigation Measure
E-5 as follows:

Mitigation Measure E-5: The Project shall include preparation of a
Historic Structures Report by a historic preservation
professional _meeting the Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Qualification Standards. The Historic
Structures Report shall be prepared in compliance with
National Park Service Preservation Brief No. 43: The
Preparation _and Use of Historic Structures Report.
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Pursuant to National Park Service Preservation Brief
No. 43, the Historic Structures Report shall include
recommendations for the treatment of the character-
defining features, as well as guidance for complying with
the Standards. The Historic Structures Report shall also
include additional information about the history and
physical features of the property. Preparation of the
Historic Structures Report shall commence by the first
quarter of 2015.

IV.F. Geology and Soils

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.G. Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.H. Land Use

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.l. Noise

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.J.1. Public Services—Fire Protection

Volume 1, Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, page IV.J.1-10, revise
Project Design Feature J.1-3 as follows:

Project Design Feature J.1-3: The Project shall provide automatic
fire sprinkler systems, approved by the County Fire
Department, within all of the new buildings. With
installation of fire sprinkler systems within all of the new
buildings, the required fire flow shall be 4,000 gallons per
minute with a residual pressure of 20 pounds per square
inch, or a reduced fire flow as determined by the County
Fire Department, LAFD, and LADWP during the building
permit process for the Project.
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Volume 1, Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, page IV.J.1-10, revise
Project Design Feature J.1-4 as follows:

Project Design Feature J.1-4: To accommodate the required fire
flow, the Project shall provide two connections to the
existing 8-inch high pressure water main in Cahuenga
Boulevard East, or other necessary improvements as
coordinated with the County Fire Department, LAFD, and
LADWP during the building permit process for the

Project.

Volume 1, Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, page IV.J.1-15, revise
subsection (c) Fire Flow, as follows:

As discussed in Section IV.L.1, Utilities and Service Systems—Water,
of this Draft EIR, of this Draft EIR, domestic and fire water service to the
Project Site would continue to be supplied by LADWP. As described in
Section Il, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, infrastructure improvements
related to fire service would include installation of four onsite fire hydrants,
illustrated in Figure 1V.J.1-3 on page IV.J.1-16.

As provided in Appendix K of this Draft EIR, with implementation of a
fire sprinkler system within all of the buildings proposed as set forth in Project
Design Feature J.1-3, the required fire flow set forth by the County Fire
Department would be 4,000 gpm at a pressure of 20 psi._This preliminary fire
flow may be reduced as coordinated with the County Fire Department, LAFD,
and LADWP during the building permit process for the Project.

As previously described, domestic and fire water service is currently
provided from a 4-inch water service lateral line that connects to an 8-inch
LADWP water main located in Cahuenga Boulevard East. The water main
can provide approximately 1,750 gpm at a residual pressure of 72 psi. To
accommodate the required fire flow of 4,000 gpm, the Project would include
the installation of two new connections to the existing 8-inch high pressure
water main in Cahuenga Boulevard East, or other necessary improvements to
accommodate the ultimate fire flow set forth during the building permit
process, as provided in Project Design Feature J.1-4 above. In addition, the
Project would include the installation of four private fire hydrants on-site and,
as set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-5 above, booster pumps would be
required for all proposed hydrants to meet the minimum flow rate and
pressure requirements around the Project Site. As provided in Project Design
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Feature J.1-6, the enhanced fire system would be a dedicated separate fire
service system with no shared connections to the domestic supply lines.

With construction of the propesed-necessary onsite fire water system
improvements_as coordinated with the County Fire Department, LAFD, and
LADWP, the Project would meet the fire flow requirements set forth by the
County Fire Department and LAFD. Therefore, impacts regarding fire flow
would be less than significant.

IV.J.2. Public Services—Police Protection

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IV.K. Traffic, Access, and Parking

Volume 1, Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, page IV.K-5, revise the fourth
bullet as follows:

e Pilgrimage Bridge is an east-west roadway that connects
Cahuenga Boulevard West and Cahuenga Boulevard East near the
Project Site. It provides access to the Project Site with two travel
lanes, one in each direction. Parking is not permitted. —Fhe-posted
speed—timitis—35-mph-___Speed limit signs are not posted on
Pilgrimage Bridge; thus, it is assumed to be a prima-facie speed
limit of 25 mph, consistent with the State of California Vehicle
Code.

Volume 1, Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, page IV.K-8, revise Section 3,
Approach and Methodology, as follows:

As previously noted, while the Ford Theatres are owned and operated
by the County of Los Angeles, the street system surrounding the Project Site,
including the study intersections, are within the jurisdiction of the City of Los
Angeles. In consultation with the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works, it was determined that the Traffic Study for the Project be
prepared in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (May-2042June 2013).
LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures establish the guidelines for
determining the appropriate traffic analysis for a project, analysis
methodologies, and significance thresholds. The scope of analysis included
in the Traffic Study was developed in consultation with both the LACDPW and
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LADOT staff. In addition, the base assumptions and technical methodologies
(i.e., trip generation, study locations, analysis methodology, etc.) were
identified as part of the Traffic Study approach and were reviewed and
approved by LACDPW staff.

Volume 1, Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, page IV.K-10, replace
Figure IV.K-1, Study Area and Analyzed Intersections, with Revised Figure IV.K-1 on
page II-8.

Volume 1, Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, page IV.K-25 through IV.K-27,
revise subsection (ii) Trip Distribution and Traffic Assignment, as follows:

The second and third components of the travel demand analysis
includes an estimation of the geographical distribution of origins and
destinations for the trips generated by the Project (trip distribution) and the
assignment of these trips to the study area roadway system (traffic
assignment). As stated above, the geographic distribution of trips generated
by the Project is dependent on characteristics of the street system serving the
Project Site, the level of accessibility of routes to and from the Project Site,
and the locations of nearby residential, entertainment and employment
centers. Based on the observed distribution of traffic in the vicinity of
the Project Site, Project traffic was assigned to the surrounding streets as
follows: approximately 50 percent of the total Project traffic was assigned
to/from the north of the Project Site;-and approximately 50 percent of the total
Project traffic was assigned to/from the south of the Project Site..—and
approximately  Approximately 60 percent of the total Project traffic was
assigned to/from the US-101 and the Project Site.

IV.L.1. Utilities and Service Systems—Water

Volume 1, Section IV.L.1, Utilities and Service Systems—Water, page IV.L.1-18
through page IV.K.1-19, revise subsection (b) Water Infrastructure, as follows:

Water service to the Project Site would continue to be supplied by
LADWP for domestic and fire protection uses. While domestic water demand
is typically the main contributor to water consumption, fire flow demands have
a much greater instantaneous impact on infrastructure, and therefore are the
primary means for analyzing infrastructure capacity.
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As provided in Appendix K of this Draft EIR, with implementation of an
approved automatic fire sprinkler system within all of the buildings proposed,
as set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-3 included in Section IV.J.1, Public
Services—Fire Projection, of this Draft EIR, the required fire flow would be
4,000 gpm at a pressure of 20 psi. This preliminary fire flow may be reduced
as coordinated with the County Fire Department, LAFD, and LADWP during
the building permit process for the Project. Based on pressure flow reports
obtained from LADWP, the existing 8-inch LADWP water main in Cahuenga
Boulevard East provides a flow of approximately 1,750 gpm at a residual
pressure of 72 psi. As previously described, to accommodate the required
fire flow of 4,000 gpm, the Project would include two new connections to the
existing 8-inch high pressure water main in Cahuenga Boulevard East. The
Project may include other necessary improvements to accommodate the
ultimate fire flow set forth during the building permit process. The Project
would also include the installation of four private fire hydrants on-site and
provide booster for all proposed hydrants to meet the minimum flow rate and
pressure requirements around the Project Site. The enhanced fire system
would be a dedicated separate fire service system with no shared
connections to the domestic supply lines. The Project would also provide
new, on-site water distribution lines to serve the proposed uses.

With implementation of the propesed-necessary water infrastructure
improvements—deseribed—above__as coordinated with the County Fire
Department, LAFD, and LADWP, the Project would not exceed the available
capacity within the distribution infrastructure that would serve the Project Site.
Therefore, the Project would not result in operation-related impacts to water
infrastructure and impacts would be less than significant.

IV.L.2. Utilities and Service Systems—Energy

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

V. Alternatives

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

VI. Other CEQA Considerations

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.
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VIl. References

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

VIIl. List of Preparers

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

IX. Acronyms and Abbreviations

No clarifications or additions have been made to this section of the Draft EIR.

Appendices

No clarifications or additions have been made to Appendices A through K or
Appendices M through N of the Draft EIR. Specific clarifications to Appendix L, Traffic
Study, of the Draft EIR are provided below. An additional appendix, Appendix P, has also
been added as described further below.

Appendix L: Traffic Study

(a) General Clarification

To clarify, the tables showing existing and future with and without the Project
intersection peak hour levels of service included in the main part of the Traffic Study depict
the estimated intersection operating conditions for signalized intersections. The analysis
for the one unsignalized intersection in the study area (Intersection No. 3, Cahuenga
Boulevard East & Barham Boulevard) is provided in Appendix E of the Traffic Study.

(b) Specific Clarifications and Additions

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, page 9, revise the first paragraph as follows:

This chapter describes the various traffic scenarios analyzed, the
methodologies used for assessing intersection and-street-segment-operating
conditions, and significant traffic impact criteria for the jurisdictions
overseeing the analysis.

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, page 9 through page 10, revise the first
paragraph under the subsection titled Study Scope and Analysis Conditions, as follows:
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The Project is in the County of Los Angeles, which requires that traffic
studies follow the criteria contained in LACDPW’s Traffic Impact Analysis
Report Guidelines (Jan 1, 1997). However, since all of the study intersections
are in within City of Los Angeles jurisdiction, based on direction from
LACDPW staff, this traffic study follows LADOT'’s Traffic Study Policies and
Procedures (May—2042June 2013), which establishes the guidelines for
determining the appropriate traffic analysis for a project, analysis
methodologies, significance thresholds, etc. As required by Traffic Study
Policies and Procedures, the traffic analysis focused on weekday and
weekend peak hours (i.e., the time periods in which congestion is at its
greatest levels), which generally corresponds to the highest hour on a
weekday during the morning and afternoon commuter periods and the midday
peak hour on a weekend. In addition, as previously noted, analysis of the
weekday and weekend evening “pre-event” peak hour was also prepared.
The scope of analysis for this study was developed in consultation with
LACDPW and LADOT staff. The base assumptions and technical
methodologies (i.e., trip generation, study locations, analysis methodology,
etc.) were identified as part of the study approach and were reviewed and
approved by LACDPW staff.

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, page 11, revise the third paragraph as follows:

The ATSAC)_system represents an advanced system in computer
control of traffic signals. It was first put into operation in June 1984 in the
Coliseum area of the City of Los Angeles to anticipate the expected increase
in traffic due to the Summer Olympic Games, and has since been expanded
to other parts of the City. The advantages of ATSAC-controlled traffic signals
are substantial, including real-time adjustment of signal timing plans to reflect
changing traffic conditions, identification of unusual traffic conditions caused
by incidents, the ability to implement special purpose short-term signal timing
changes in response to incidents, and the ability to identify signal equipment
malfunctions quickly. LADOT estimates that implementation of this system
improves intersection capacity by an average of 7%.

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, page 19, revise the fourth bullet as follows:

e Pilgrimage Bridge is an east-west roadway that connects
Cahuenga Boulevard West and Cahuenga Boulevard East near the
Project Site. It provides access to the Project Site with two travel
lanes, one in each direction. Parking is not permitted.—Fhe-peosted
speed—timitis—35-mph-__ Speed limit signs are not posted on

Pilgrimage Bridge: thus, it is assumed to be a prima-facie speed
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limit of 25 mph, consistent with the State of California Vehicle
Code.

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, page 23, replace Figure 2, Study Area and
Analyzed Intersections, with Revised Figure 2 on page II-13.

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, page 89, revise subsection titled Passenger
Car Equivalent Trips as follows:

Assuming a passenger car equivalency (PCE) factor of 2.0, the 64 off-
site haul trucks and 30 delivery trucks would be equivalent to 94—-188
passenger car trips per day. Transportation Research Circular No. 212,
Interim Materials on Highway Capacity (Transportation Research Board,
1980) defines PCE for a vehicle as the number of through moving passenger
cars to which it is equivalent based on the vehicle’s headway and delay-
creating effects. Table 8 of Transportation Research Circular No. 212 and
Exhibit 16.7 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research
Board, 2000) suggest a PCE of 2.0 for trucks.

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, page 89, revise subsection titled Potential
Impacts of Construction Traffic as follows:

As described above, Project construction at its most intense phases is
expected to generate approximately 176 daily worker trips and 94-188 PCE
daily truck trips, which account for off-site hauling and deliveries, most of
which are anticipated to occur during off-peak hours. Because a maijority of
construction traffic would occur during off-peak hours, Project construction is
not expected to cause a significant traffic impact at any of the analyzed
intersections. In order to minimize the effect of construction-related traffic on
the surrounding street system, all construction workers, haul trucks and
delivery trucks would be prohibited from parking, staging, or queuing along
the adjacent public streets. With implementation of a Construction
Management Plan, construction traffic impacts at study intersections would
be less than significant.

Volume 4, Appendix L, Traffic Study, References Chapter, revise the following
reference:

Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, Los Angeles Department of
Transportation, May-2042June 2013.
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Volume 4, add new Appendix P, Project Architects Résumés, as provided on
pages II-15 and 11-16.
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Brenda A. Levin, FAIA

Architectural State of California 1980
Registration

Professional 1980-Present/Architect

History President of Levin & Associates, Inc., an urban design and architecture firm with
emphasis in large scale renovation and adaptive re-use of historic buildings and the
design of new educational, cultural, multi-family housing buildings.

Selected Projects include:
Urban Revitalization: The Oviatt, Fine Arts, and Bradbury Buildings, Wiltern Theater,
Grand Central Square, Chapman Market, Hall of Justice, Pasadena Streetscapes

Arts & Culture: UC Santa Barbara Art Museum, Huntington Library, John Anson Ford
Theatres, Autry National Center, Southwest Museum, Santa Monica Civic Auditorium,
Barnsdall Art Park

Education: Oakwood School, Occidental, Scripps, Pitzer and Whittier Colleges,
Ballona Discovery Center

Civic and Social: Dodger Stadium Renovation, Wilshire Boulevard Temple, Hercules
Campus at Playa Vista, Griffith Observatory, Los Angeles City Hall, National Center for the
Preservation of Democracy, Downtown Women’s Center

Awards 2014  Wilshire Boulevard Temple:
Los Angeles Conservancy - President’s Award
California Preservation Foundation Design Award

2010 AIA/LA Gold Medal Presidential Award

2008  USC Parkinson Spirit of Urbanism Award
AIA Honor Award - Griffith Observatory

2007  Griffith Observatory:
National Trust for Historic Preservation
California Preservation Foundation
Los Angeles Conservancy - Preservation Award

2004  AIACC Historic Preservation Achievement Award
2003 LA Chamber of Commerce — Distinguished Achievement Award

2002  Los Angeles Conservancy — Preservation Award
LA-AIA Building Team of the Year Award

2000 Los Angeles Conservancy — Preservation Award — The Boone Gallery

Education Harvard University - Graduate School of Design
Degree: Masters in Architecture 1976

New York University
Degree: B.S. Graphic Design 1968

Carnegie-Mellon University - 1964-1967

Memberships American Institute of Architects, College of Fellows

and Boards Los Angeles Institute for the Humanities at USC
Claremont University Consortium - Chair, Land Use Planning Committee
Downtown Women'’s Center, Past President
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Andrea Rawlings, AIA

Architectural State of California 1992
Registration

Experience Ms. Rawlings’ dedication to the architectural profession is illustrated by her participation
on numerous boards and commissions. She is a Project Manager with critical thinking
skills and engages in thoughtful design solutions. Her communication skills enable her
to effectively lead a project team and assure Client goals and expectations are met. Her
responsibilities include project/client criteria conformance, project documentation, and
project constructibility. Ms. Rawlings’ past experience includes community based assignments
for numerous public sector clients.

e Wilshire Boulevard Temple, Los Angeles, CA

e Grand Central Square, Los Angeles, CA

e Bradbury Building Renovation, Los Angeles, CA

e Hercules Campus, Playa Vista, CA

¢ Van Nuys City Hall, City of Los Angeles

e Dodger Stadium, Los Angeles, CA

e Whittier College Campus Center, Whittier, CA

¢ Ballona Discovery Center, Playa Vista, CA

e Studio Master Plan & Historic Building Guidelines, Los Angeles CA
e UC San Diego / Scripps Institution of Oceanography Lab Building, San Diego, CA
e Rancho San Pedro Community Center, San Pedro, CA

e William Mead Community Center, Los Angeles, CA

e Acton/Agua Dulce Library, Acton, CA

Education Southern California Institute of Architects, Santa Monica, CA
Bachelor of Architecture 1982
University of California Irvine, Engineering 1976-1978

Affiliations American Institute of Architects
Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pasadena, 2006-Present
Design Commission, City of Pasadena, 2000-2006, 2010-Present
Mayor’s Advisory Board, City of Pasadena, 2000-2006
Gold-line Authority, Los Angeles to Pasadena Review Board, 2000-2003
Supplemental Examination Commissioner, California Architect’s Board,
Department of Consumer Affairs, 1999-2009

Publications Good Neighbors, Housing that Supports Stable Communities,
Los Angeles Housing Department

MLevin & Associates Architects
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lll. Responses to Comments
A. Introduction

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that “The lead agency shall evaluate
comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and
shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments received
during the noticed comment period and any extensions and may respond to late
comments.” In accordance with these requirements, this section of the Final EIR provides
responses to each of the written comments received during the comment period for the
Draft EIR.

Section II.B, Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR, includes a
table that provides a graphic summary of the environmental issues raised by each
commenter in response to the Draft EIR. In addition, Section Ill.C, Comment Letters,
provides a copy of each comment letter and written responses to each of the environmental
issues raised in the comment letters on the Draft EIR. Copies of the full original comment
letters are also provided in Appendix FEIR-A of this Final EIR. All comments and
responses would be provided to the County Board of Supervisors, the decision makers on
this Project, for their consideration prior to any action on Project recommendations.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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Ill. Responses to Comments

B. Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft
EIR

Table FEIR IlI-1
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR
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1 | Scott Morgan
Director
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research X
State of California
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044
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[11.B Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

Table FEIR 1lI-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
ENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING

AESTHETICS

AIR QUALITY
GREENHOUSE GASES
BIloLOGICAL
RESOURCES
CULTURAL RESOURCES
GEOLOGY AND SOILS
HYDROLOGY & WATER
QUALITY

LAND USE

NoISE

PuBLIC SERVICES
TRAFFIC, ACCESS &
PARKING

UTILITIES
ALTERNATIVES

OTHER CEQA
CONSIDERATIONS
GENERAL SUPPORT
GENERAL OPPOSITION
OTHER

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

N | LETTER No.

Ali Poosti

Division Manager

Wastewater Engineering Services Division
Bureau of Sanitation X
City of Los Angeles

2714 Media Center Dr.

Los Angeles, CA 90065-1733

3 |Frank Vidales

Chief

Forestry Division Prevention Services
Bureau X X
County of Los Angeles Fire Department
1320 N. Eastern Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90063-3294

4 |Tom LaBonge

Councilmember, 4™ District
City Hall, Room 480 X
Los Angeles, CA 90012

5 |Krista Michaels
Acting President
Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Assn. X X
P.O. Box 1655

Hollywood, CA 90078-1655

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
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[11.B Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

Table FEIR 1lI-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR
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6 |Bryan Cooper
President
Hollywood Heritage, Inc. X X
P.O. Box 2586
Hollywood, CA 90078
7 | Adrian Scott Fine
Director of Advocacy
Los Angeles Conservancy X
523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826
Los Angeles, CA 90014
8 |Michael P. Meyer X
President
Outpost Homeowners Association
7007 Macapa Dr.
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2001
9 | Jeffrey P. Brown X
2285 La Granada Dr.
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2723
jeffreypbrown@gmail.com
10 |Amy Cutter X
6700 Hillpark Dr., Apt. 301
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2111
County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
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[11.B Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

Table FEIR 1lI-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR
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11 | Stephen DeCordova
2336 Lorenzo Dr. X
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2726
12 | Marci Diller
2370 San Marco Dr. X
Hollywood, CA 90068-2735
13 |Joyce and Stanley Dyrector
6866 Iris Cir. X
Hollywood, CA 90068-2716
14 |Wendy Horowitz X X
horowitz@lapl.org
15 | Greg Johnson
6728 Hillpark Dr. X
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2170
16 |Eric Preven (1)
esp3800@aol.com X
17 |Eric Preven (2)
esp3800@aol.com X
18 |Eric Preven (3)
esp3800@aol.com X
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[11.B Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

Table FEIR 1lI-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR
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esp3800@aol.com X
20 | Eric Preven (5)
esp3800@aol.com X
21 | Eric Preven (6)
esp3800@aol.com X
22 | Eric Preven (7)
esp3800@aol.com X
23 | Eric Preven (8)
esp3800@aol.com X
24 | Eric Preven (9)
esp3800@aol.com X
25 |Eric Preven (10)
esp3800@aol.com X
26 |Eric Preven (11)
esp3800@aol.com X
27 | Eric Preven (12)
esp3800@aol.com X
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[11.B Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

Table FEIR 1lI-1 (Continued)
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lll. Responses to Comments
C. Comment Letters

Comment Letter No. 1

Scott Morgan

Director

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State of California

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Comment No. 1-1

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies
for review. The review period closed on August 6, 2014, and no state agencies submitted
comments by that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding
the environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project,
please refer to the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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. ..Document Details Report
~ . State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2014021013
Project Title The Ford Theatres Project
Lead Agency Los Angeles County
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description The Project-includes rehabilitation and improvements to the existing Amphitheatre and development of
the Ford Terrace, the Ford Plaza, the Transit Center and a hiking trail, all within the current boundaries
of the Ford Theatres site. Implementation of the Project would result in approximately 47,550 net new
sf of new facilities and approximately 48,750 net new sf of outdoor plaza areas within the Project Site.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Kathline King
Agency Los Angeles County
Phone 213 3515008 Fax
email '
Address 510 South Vermont Avenue, Rm 201
Cily Los Angeles State CA  Zip 90020
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Los Angeles, City of
Region
Lat/Long 34°6'50"N/118°20"4"W
Cross Streets Caheunga Boulevard East and US 101
Parcel No.
Township 1S Range 14W Section 3 Base

Proximity to:

Highways US 101
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools Valley View, QOaks, etc,
Land Use Use - The Ford Theatres and Office Uses/Zoning - [Q]PF-1XL-H/GPD- Public Facility
Project Issues  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding;
Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Public Services; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Landuse; Cumulative
Effects; Other issues; Aesthetic/Visual
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Cal Fire; Office of Historic
Agencies Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7,

Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning; Air Resources Board; Air Resources Board,
Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Native American Heritage
Commission; Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Date Received

06/23/2014 Start of Review 06/23/2014 End of Review 08/06/2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 1-1

This comment acknowledges the receipt of the Draft EIR by the State of California
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, and
compliance with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental
documents, in accordance with CEQA.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 2

Ali Poosti

Division Manager

Wastewater Engineering Services Division
Bureau of Sanitation

City of Los Angeles

2714 Media Center Dr.

Los Angeles, CA 90065-1733

Comment No. 2-1

This is in response to your June 23, 2014 letter requesting a review of your proposed
project to improve the facilities of The Ford Theatres located at 2580 Cahuenga Boulevard
East, Los Angeles, CA 90068. The Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary
evaluation of the potential impacts to the wastewater and stormwater systems for the
proposed project.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged
with the task of evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available
wastewater capacity exists for future developments. The evaluation will determine
cumulative sewer impacts and guide the planning process for any future sewer
improvements projects needed to provide future capacity as the City grows and develops.

Response to Comment No. 2-1

This introductory comment describes the role of the City of Los Angeles Bureau of
Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division. This comment does not raise a
specific environmental issue. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and
responded to below.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment No. 2-2

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Average Daily Flow per Type Proposed No. of Average Daily
Type Description Description (GPD/UNIT) Units Flow (GPD)
Existing
Seat 3/Seat 1196 Seat (3,588)
Concession/Restaurant 300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 320 SQ.FT (96)
Box Office/Museum 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 365 SQ.FT (44)
Offices 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 10,500 SQ FT (1,260)
Work Shop/Storage 30 GPD/1000 SQ FT 2,650 SQFT (80)
Proposed
Amphitheatre:
Seat 3/Seat 1196 Seat 3,588
The Ford Terrace: Lobby
& Control Room 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 1,700 SQ.FT 85
The Ford Plaza:
Seat 3/Seat 299 Seat 897
Storage 30 GPD/1000 SQ FT 3,300 SQ FT 99
Concession/Restaurant 300 GPD/1000 SQ FT 6,400 SQFT 1,920
Museum 120 GPD/1000 SQ FT 365 SQFT 44
Offices 120 GPD/1000 SQ FT 24,160 SQ FT 2,899
Work Shop/Storage 30 GPD/1000 SQ FT 5,020 SQ FT 151
Box Office 120 GPD/1000 SQ FT 560 SQ FT 67
Conference Room 120 GPD/1000 SQ FT 1,000 SQ FT 120
Visitor Amenities 50 GPD/1000 SQ FT 1,200 SQ FT 60
The Transit Center:
Seat 3/Seat 99 Seat 297
Total 5,159

Response to Comment No. 2-2

This comment provides the projected wastewater discharge for the Project based on
the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation Sewer
Generation Rates table. The table shows that the Project would generate approximately
5,159 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater.

As analyzed on page 42 of the Initial Study for the Ford Theatres Project (included
as Appendix A.1 of the Draft EIR), based on the Sewer Capacity Availability Request
processed by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation,

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013

Ford Theatres Project
September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

the Project was estimated to generate approximately 5,452 gpd (0.0055 mgd) of
wastewater. Therefore, the Initial Study analyzed a more conservative estimate that
indicates a greater increase in wastewater generation as compared to the above
wastewater generation table.

Comment No. 2-3

SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of your proposed project includes an existing 8-inch
line on Cahuenga Blvd East. The flow from the existing 8-inch line on Cahuenga Blvd
feeds into a 10-inch line on Cahuenga Blvd and then into a 21-inch line on Las Palmas Ave
and finally to a 45-inch line on Willoughby Ave. Figure 1 shows the details of the sewer
system within the vicinity of your project.

Response to Comment No. 2-3

This comment provides a description of the sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the
Project Site. The description of the existing sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the
Project Site provided in this comment is generally consistent with the description of the
existing sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project Site provided on page 42 of the
Initial Study for the Ford Theatres Project (included as Appendix A.1 of the Draft EIR).
Specifically, as set forth in the Initial Study: “Wastewater from the Project currently flows
through a sewer connection located along the west side of the Project Site, which connects
to an existing 8-inch-diameter sewer main under Cahuenga Boulevard East that turns into
a 10-inch-diameter sewer main.” In addition, as described on page 43 of the Initial Study:
“Sewer service for the Project would be provided utilizing new or existing on-site sewer
connections to the existing 8-inch/10-inch sewer main under Cahuenga Boulevard East.”

Comment No. 2-4

The current flow level (d/D) in the 8-inch line cannot be determined at this time without
additional gauging.

Pipe Diameter (in) Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D 50% Design Capacity
(%)
8 Cahuenga Blvd East * 791,080 GPD
10 Cahuenga Blivd 32 1.03 MGD
21 Las Palmas Ave. 12 7.26 MGD
45 Willoughby Ave. 24 27.15 MGD

*No gauging available

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 2-4

This comment provides a description of the approximate current flow levels and the
design capacities within portions of the sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project
Site. As discussed on page 43 of the Initial Study for the Ford Theatres Project (included
as Appendix A.1 of the Draft EIR), based on the Sewer Capacity Availability Request
provided in Appendix I1S-2 of the Initial Study, the City determined that the existing sanitary
sewer line on Cahuenga Boulevard East would have adequate capacity to accommodate
the additional infrastructure demand created by the Project.

Comment No. 2-5

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate
the total flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be
needed as part of the permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the
public sewer has insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer
lines to a point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer
capacity and connection permit will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will
be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project.

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562.

Response to Comment No. 2-5

The statement in the comment that “the sewer system might be able to
accommodate the total flow for your proposed project” is consistent with the conclusions
provided on page 43 of the Initial Study for the Ford Theatres Project (included as
Appendix A.1 of the Draft EIR), which was based on the Sewer Capacity Availability
Request provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Sanitation, included in Appendix 1S-2 of the Initial Study. The Project would comply with all
required permitting procedures, including the final approval of the sewer capacity and
connection permit, outlined in the comment. In addition, the statement in the comment that
the Hyperion Treatment Plant “has sufficient capacity for the project” is consistent with the
conclusions provided on page 43 of the Initial Study.

Comment No. 2-6

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of
ensuring the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the
City of Los Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures.  These
requirements are based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and
the recently adopted Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are
subject to SUSMP/LID are required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of
stormwater runoff. @ The requirements are outlined in the guidance manual titled
“‘Development Best Management Practices Handbook—Part B: Planning Activities”.
Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then biofiltration as the preferred
stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found at:
www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received
in the early phases of the project from WPD’s plan-checking staff.

Response to Comment No. 2-6

This comment describes the role of the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation,
Water Protection Division. This comment also describes post-construction mitigation
requirements that may be applicable to the Project, including the preparation of a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and the Low Impact Development Ordinance. As
discussed in Section IV.G, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater of the Draft EIR,
the Project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to hydrology, water
quality and groundwater. As such, no mitigation measures would be required. It is further
noted that while the Project Site is within the City of Los Angeles and would be served by
the existing City infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project Site, the Ford Theatres are
owned and operated by the County of Los Angeles. Accordingly, development of the
Project Site is governed by the Los Angeles County Code, which sets forth stormwater
requirements. As set forth on page IV.G-5 of Section IV.G, Hydrology, Water Quality, and
Groundwater, of the Draft EIR, in communication with the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, the previous Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
requirements have been superseded by the County’s Low Impact Development
requirements.

The Project would comply with all applicable stormwater regulatory requirements
during operation of the Project. Specifically, as discussed on page IV.G-25 in Section IV.G,
Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater, of the Draft EIR, in accordance with National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and County requirements as set forth in
Project Design Feature G-2, a Low Impact Development Plan would be prepared and
implemented for the Project that would specify Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
promote bioretention or other functions to detain water onsite to manage post-construction
stormwater runoff associated with a 0.75-inch, 24-hour storm event. In addition, the design
runoff would be managed so as not to exceed the recommended and allowable runoff flows
determined by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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Comment No. 2-7

GREEN STREETS

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement
Green Street elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the
public right-of-away to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the
impact of stormwater runoff and other environmental concerns. The goals of the Green
Street elements are to improve the water quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local
ground water basins, improve air quality, reduce the heat island effect of street pavement,
enhance pedestrian use of sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of transportation.
The Green Street elements may include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and
permeable pavements where stormwater can be easily directed from the streets into the
parkways and can be implemented in conjunction with the SUSMP/LID requirements.

Response to Comment No. 2-7

While the Project Site is within the City of Los Angeles and would be served by the
existing City infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project Site, the Ford Theatres are owned
and operated by the County of Los Angeles. Accordingly, development of the Project Site
is governed by the Los Angeles County Code, which sets forth stormwater requirements.
However, as illustrated in Figure II-4 in Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would include landscape improvements along the Cahuenga Boulevard East
frontage. In addition, a landscaped berm would be provided along Cahuenga Boulevard
East to cover the exposed areas of the parking structure. Furthermore, as set forth on
page IV.G-25 of Section IV.G, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater, of the Draft
EIR, as part of the NPDES and County requirements, a Low Impact Development Plan
would be prepared for the Project which would outline the stormwater treatment measures
or post-construction BMPs required to control pollutants of concern associated with storm
events up to the 0.75-inch precipitation level. BMPs would include source control and
treatment control BMPs to remove pollutants from stormwater discharges. As the Project
Site currently does not have structural BMPs for the treatment of stormwater runoff from
the existing impervious surfaces, implementation of BMPs to capture and naturally filter
stormwater from the Project Site would result in an improvement in surface water quality
runoff from the Project Site compared to existing conditions.

Comment No. 2-8

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction
phase. All projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
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lll. Response to Comments

of stormwater pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy
season that is between October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is
required to be prepared. Also projects that disturb more than one-acre of land are subject
to the California General Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this requirement a
Notice of Intent (NOI) needs to be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be
maintained on-site during the duration of construction.

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at
(213) 485-0586, or WPD'’s plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD’s plan-checking
counter can also be visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3rd Fl, Station 18.

Response to Comment No. 2-8

The Project would comply with all applicable stormwater regulatory requirements
during construction of the Project. As discussed on page IV.G-22 of Section IV.G,
Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater, of the Draft EIR, as the construction site
would be greater than one acre, Project construction activities would be regulated per the
NPDES Construction General Permit. In accordance with the requirements of the
Construction General Permit, the Project would implement a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would specify BMPs to be used during construction to
manage runoff flows and erosion and prevent pollution. In addition, construction activities
would be scheduled to minimize the amount of time soil is exposed to further control
erosion and stormwater runoff. BMPs would also be provided to target pollutants of
concern and be designed to reduce runoff and pollutant levels in runoff during construction.
Further, implementation of BMPs such as sandbag barriers and other sediment barriers
would serve to maintain the existing drainage flow paths and discharge points during
construction.

Comment No. 2-9

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments
of four or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all
other development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such
developments must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For
more details of this requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney of the Special Project
Division at (213)485-3684.
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 2-9

While the Project Site is within the City of Los Angeles and would be served by the
existing City infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project Site, the Ford Theatres are owned
and operated by the County of Los Angeles. Accordingly, development of the Project Site
is governed by the Los Angeles County Code, which sets forth solid waste disposal and
recycling requirements. The Project would comply with all applicable solid resource
requirements during construction and operation of the Project, as set forth in the County’s
Green Building Program. In addition, as discussed on page 46 of the Initial Study for the
Ford Theatres Project (included as Appendix A.1 of the Draft EIR) the Project would be
consistent with the applicable regulations associated with solid waste and would promote
compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 by providing
clearly marked, source-sorted receptacles to facilitate recycling. The Ford Theatres would
also enhance recycling on-site through a recycling program that would focus on items such
as paper, cardboard, glass, aluminum, plastic, and cooking oils.
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Comment Letter No. 3

Frank Vidales

Chief

Forestry Division Prevention Services Bureau
County of Los Angeles Fire Department

1320 N. Eastern Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90063-3294

Comment No. 3-1

The Completion/Draft Environmental Impact Report has been reviewed by the Planning
Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials
Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The following are their comments:

Response to Comment No. 3-1

This introductory comment notes the Draft EIR has been reviewed by the County
Fire Department. As discussed on page IV.J.1-12 of Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire
Protection, of the Draft EIR, in order to adequately identify and assess the full range of the
Project’s potential impacts on fire protection services, early consultation with the County
Fire Department and City of Los Angeles Fire Department was conducted. Specific
comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below.

Comment No. 3-2

PLANNING DIVISION:

1. The subject property is entirely within the City of Los Angeles, which is not a part of the
emergency response area of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (also known as
the Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County). Therefore, this
project does not appear to have any impact on the emergency responsibilities of this
Department.

Response to Comment No. 3-2

This comment summarizes the responsibility of the County Fire Department
regarding the Project Site and is consistent with the Draft EIR. Specifically, as discussed
on page 1V.J.1-1 of Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, while
the Ford Theatres are owned and operated by the County of Los Angeles, the Project Site is
located within the City of Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Project would be built in accordance
with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department requirements and emergency fire protection
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and medical services for the Project Site would be provided by the City of Los Angeles Fire
Department. As discussed on page IV.J.1-12 of Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire
Protection, of the Draft EIR, in order to adequately identify and assess the full range of the
Project’s potential impacts on fire protection services, early consultation with the County
Fire Department and City of Los Angeles Fire Department was conducted.

Comment No. 3-3

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

1. The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants.

Response to Comment No. 3-3

As discussed on page IV.J.1-1 of Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, of
the Draft EIR, the Project would be built in accordance with the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department requirements. In addition, as described on page 1V.J.1-10, the Project would
incorporate building design features that comply with County fire safety requirements,
including preparation of a fuel modification plan; adequate fire access; automatic fire sprinkler
systems; infrastructure improvements to accommodate the required fire flow; and installation
of new fire hydrants.

Comment No. 3-4

2. This property is located within the area described as Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone (VHFHSZ). All applicable fire code and ordinance requirements for brush
clearance and fuel modification plans, must be met.

Response to Comment No. 3-4

This comment is consistent with the description in the Draft EIR regarding the
Project Site’s location in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. As discussed on page
IV.J.1-15 of Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, due to the
Project Site’s location within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, the Project would be
required to comply with all applicable City and County requirements regarding construction,
access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, and brush clearance for this zone. In
addition, as set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-1, the Project would implement a fuel
modification plan that would identify buffer zones for the planting of specific vegetation and
areas where routine landscape maintenance is required so as to create adequate
defensible space around all potentially combustible structures. Routine landscape
maintenance would be conducted in accordance with the County Fire Department’s Fuel
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Modification Plan Guidelines and would include pruning; removal of plant litter, dead plants,
and unwanted species; and regular inspection and repair of the irrigation system.

Comment No. 3-5

3. Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of
access roadways, with an all-weather surface of not less than 26 feet in width.
Additional width maybe required if the lowest level of the buildings constructed exceed
30 feet from the Fire Department apparatus access roadway. The roadway shall be
extended to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls when measured by an
unobstructed route around the exterior of the building.

4. The maximum allowable grade shall not exceed 15% except where topography makes
it impractical to keep within such grade. In such cases, an absolute maximum of 20%
will be allowed for up to 150 feet in distance. The average maximum allowed grade,
including topographical difficulties, shall be no more than 17%. Grade breaks shall not
exceed 10% in ten feet.

5. Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined at
the centerline of the road. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided
for all driveways exceeding 150 feet in-length.

Response to Comment No. 3-5

This comment describes the County of Los Angeles Fire Department requirements
regarding roadway access, allowable grade, and turning radii. As discussed on page
IV.J.1-1 of Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, the Project
would be built in accordance with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department requirements.
In addition, the Project would incorporate specific access recommendations provided by the
County Fire Department. Specifically, as provided in Project Design Feature J.1-2, fire
department access shall be provided to within 150 feet of building openings. The final
design of the access driveways and internal roadways shall be coordinated with the County
Fire Department and City of Los Angeles Fire Department, as applicable. The proposed
circular, fire department turn-around shall be a pumper truck-sized turn-around.

Comment No. 3-6

6. The development may require fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds
per square inch residual pressure for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire flows will be
based on the total square footage of the buildings, the types of construction used, and
if the building is equipped with an approved automatic fire sprinkler system.
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7. Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall meet the following requirements:

a) No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a
public fire hydrant.

b) No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly
spaced public fire hydrant.

c) Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.

8. Fire sprinkler systems are required in some residential and most commercial
occupancies. Automatic fire sprinklers shall be in compliance with applicable Fire and
Building Code requirements along with any applicable departmental regulations.

Response to Comment No. 3-6

As discussed on page 1V.J.1-12 of Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection,
of the Draft EIR, in order to adequately identify and assess the full range of the Project’s
potential impacts on fire protection services, early consultation with the County Fire
Department and City of Los Angeles Fire Department was conducted. As set forth in
Project Design Feature J.1-3, the Project shall provide automatic fire sprinkler systems,
approved by the County Fire Department, within all of the new buildings. With installation
of fire sprinkler systems within all of the new buildings, the required fire flow shall be
4,000 gallons per minute with a residual pressure of 20 pounds per square inch, or a
reduced fire flow as determined by the County Fire Department, City of Los Angeles Fire
Department, and City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power during the building
permit process for the Project. In addition, as provided in Project Design Feature J.1-5, the
Project shall provide fire hydrants within the Project Site as coordinated with the County
Fire Department and City of Los Angeles Fire Department. Booster pumps shall be
provided for all proposed fire hydrants to meet the minimum fire flow rate and pressure
requirements of the Project. The preliminary locations of the proposed fire hydrants are
illustrated in Figure IV.J.1-3 on page IV.J-16 of Section 1V.J.1, Public Services—Fire
Protection, of the Draft EIR. Final hydrant spacing would be coordinated with the County
Fire Department.

Comment No. 3-7

9. Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be addressed at
the building fire plan check. There may be additional requirements during this time.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page 111-23



lll. Response to Comments

10. Should any questions arise, please contact the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Land Development Unit Inspector, Juan Padilla, at (323) 890-4243 or at
Juan.Padilla@fire.lacounty.gov.

Response to Comment No. 3-7

The Project would be built in accordance with County of Los Angeles Fire Department
requirements and would incorporate specific features to address fire and life safety
requirements during construction as deemed necessary by the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department during the building fire plan check process.

As specified in this comment, the identified individual would be contacted with
questions regarding the Project’s fire and life safety requirements.

Comment No. 3-8

FORESTRY DIVISION OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

1. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry
Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered
species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones,
archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance.

Response to Comment No. 3-8

This comment describes the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles
Fire Department, Forestry Division. Specific comments from the County of Los Angeles
Fire Department, Forestry Division regarding the Project are provided and responded to
below.

Comment No. 3-9

2. Under the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance, a permit is required to cut,
destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage or encroach into the protected zone of any
tree of the oak genus which is 25 inches or more in circumference (eight inches in
diameter), as measured at 42 feet above mean natural grade. An Oak Tree Permit is
required for this project. Specific questions regarding oak tree permit requirements
should be directed to the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning at
(213) 974-6411.
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Response to Comment No. 3-9

Consistent with this comment, page 1V.D-18 of Section IV.D, Biological Resources,
of the Draft EIR, specifies that in accordance with the Los Angeles County Oak Tree
Ordinance, the Project would require a permit for the relocation of four oak trees measuring
8, 10, 12, and 14 inches in trunk diameter. In addition, Mitigation Measure D-11 is provided
in the Draft EIR to ensure the relocation of the oak trees is consistent with the Los Angeles
County Oak Tree Ordinance. As specified in this comment, the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning would be contacted with questions regarding oak tree
permit requirements.

Comment No. 3-10

3. This property is located in an area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as being
in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The development of this project must comply with all
Fire Hazard severity Zone code and ordinance requirements for fuel modification.
Specific questions regarding fuel modification requirements should be directed to the
Fuel Modification Office at (626) 969-2375.

Response to Comment No. 3-10

This comment is consistent with the description in the Draft EIR regarding the
Project Site’s location in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. As discussed on
page IV.J.1-15 of Section IV.J.1. Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, due to
the Project Site’s location within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, the Project would
be required to comply with all applicable City and County requirements regarding
construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, and brush clearance for this
zone. In addition, as set forth in Project Design Feature J.1-1, the Project would implement
a fuel modification plan that would identify buffer zones for the planting of specific
vegetation and areas where routine landscape maintenance is required so as to create
adequate defensible space around all potentially combustible structures. Routine
landscape maintenance would be conducted in accordance with the County Fire
Department’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines and would include pruning; removal of
plant litter, dead plants, and unwanted species; and regular inspection and repair of the
irrigation system. As specified in this comment, the Fuel Modification Office would be
contacted with questions regarding the Project’s fuel modification requirements.

Comment No. 3-11

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1. The Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to the proposed project.
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If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Response to Comment No. 3-11

This comment states the Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to
the Project. This comment will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of
Project approval. As specified in this comment, the Health Hazardous Materials Division
would be contacted at the number provided with questions concerning the Division’s
requirements.
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Comment Letter No. 4

Tom LaBonge
Councilmember, 4th District
City Hall, Room 480

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Comment No. 4-1

Counsel Member LaBonge wants to submit a support letter for the EIR for the Ford
Theater; however, the City of Los Angeles IT systems are down and we don’'t have
availability to do it at this time.

Response to Comment No. 4-1

This comment consists of a brief email submitted by the office of Councilmember
Tom LaBonge indicating that Councilmember Tom LaBonge wished to submit a letter in
support of the Project but would be delayed because City of Los Angeles IT systems were
down. County staff indicated that they would expect a letter. Councilmember Tom
LaBonge subsequently submitted a letter in support of the Project as detailed in the
following Comment No. 4-2.

Comment No. 4-2

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for the Ford Theatres Project. It is
with great pleasure that | write this letter in support of the proposed rehabilitation of the
existing Ford Amphitheatre and the development of the Ford Terrance, the Ford Plaza, the
Transit Center and a hiking trail all within the current boundaries of the Ford Theatres site.

The Ford Theatre is one of the oldest performing arts venues in Los Angeles and each year
the Ford partners with L.A. County—based arts organizations to present an eclectic season
of culturally diverse music, dance, theatre, film and family events to serve the public.

| am excited about the proposed natural hiking trail that will be accessible from both the
public and theater users alike. The hillside trail will be able to provide optimal views of our
most famous landmarks in the City such as the iconic Hollywood Sign, the Griffith Park
Observatory, Capitol Records as well as spectacular view of Hollywood.

The addition of the Transit Center which will provide a much needed designated area for
bus and valet drop-off as well as a three-level parking structure to mitigate the traffic
impacts during Ford’s scheduled season.
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This project has my strong support and | thank you for your consideration of these
comments. If you have any questions regarding this letter or any other matter, please do
not hesitate to phone me at (213) 485-3337.

Response to Comment No. 4-2

Thank you for your comment. We appreciate that the City of Los Angeles
councilmember for the area expresses strong support for the Project and particularly that
you note the benefits of the proposed trail and its vantage points for viewing Hollywood and
some of the City’s most iconic landmarks, as well as the benefits of the proposed new
parking lots and transit center.

Please note that Hollywood Heritage also has commented on this Project in support
of the new formal interior park trail and has offered to collaborate on possible viewing
locations on the trail to take advantage of views of notable landmarks along the proposed
trail. The County has accepted this offer of collaboration. See Response to Comment
No. 6-9 for the specific comment from Hollywood Heritage. This comment will be provided
to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.
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Comment Letter No. 5

Krista Michaels

Acting President

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Assn.
P.O. Box 1655

Hollywood, CA 90078-1655

Comment No. 5-1

The Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Association represents the community in the
Cahuenga Pass between Mulholland Drive to the south, the 101 Freeway to the east and
Lankershim Boulevard to the north. On behalf of this community, | wish to express our
support for the Ford Theatres Project as described in the Draft EIR, providing the below-
noted traffic mitigation is included in the project.

Response to Comment No. 5-1

This introductory comment describes the boundaries of the Cahuenga Pass
Property Owners Association and notes the Association’s support with the implementation
of a recommended traffic mitigation measure as detailed in the comment below. The
general boundaries of the Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Association with Mulholland
Drive to the south and the Hollywood Freeway to the east are shown in Figure IV.K-1 of the
Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-2

Currently our community and those of the Hollywood Knolls and Manor have no safe way
to walk to the Ford Theatre. Since we wish to enjoy your theatre without having to get into
our cars and experience the increased traffic and parking issues, we propose that the
current sidewalk along Cahuenga Boulevard East from the Ford Theatre to the Cahuenga
Hills Tennis Condominiums be extended to Lakeridge Road. The distance of the proposed
extension is less than two tenths of a mile.

Thank you for your consideration of this requested traffic mitigation.

Response to Comment No. 5-2

As evaluated in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would not result in significant impacts regarding traffic, access, and parking. As
such, no mitigation measures are required. However, as the surrounding streets and
pedestrian facilities are within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, the suggested
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extension of the existing sidewalk from the Cahuenga Hills Tennis Condominiums to
Lakeridge Road will be forwarded to City of Los Angeles Councilmember Tom LaBonge’s
office with an invitation to discuss sidewalk improvements in the area of the Ford Theatres
with the Ford Theatre Foundation.
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Comment Letter No. 6

Bryan Cooper

President

Hollywood Heritage, Inc.
P.O. Box 2586

Hollywood, CA 90078-2586

Comment No. 6-1

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues Committee and its
members, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on The Ford Theatres
Project, and the accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). This is a very
important project to the cultural and historic community in the Cahuenga Pass, and we look
forward to working with the Ford and the Hollywood Bowl to develop the Pass as an historic
and cultural destination. The vision for the Ford project speaks to that common goal.
Hollywood Heritage would like to participate in a working coalition to further refine the
concepts in the Master Plan.

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and
protection of Hollywood’s historic resources. We support the goal of preserving what is
most significant in Hollywood, while encouraging responsible new and infill development.
Our organization has nominated many of the current Historic Cultural Monuments, listed
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District in the National Register of
Historic Places at the national level of significance, provided technical assistance to
developers and owners of significant properties, and participated in numerous public policy
discussions involving historic resources. These efforts have resulted in the rehabilitation of
significant landmarks, landscapes, institutions and districts in Hollywood.

The Ford/Pilgrimage Theater property is one of the most important historic and cultural
venues in the region. The Ford is a very rare type of resource and one with special
significance to Southern California. It has been evaluated as a potential historic resource
since 1994 and its status and character-defining spaces, materials, and features confirmed
in GPA’s latest research and determined eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places.

Hollywood Heritage has reviewed The Ford Theatres Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report (State Clearinghouse no. 2014021013) and the John Anson Ford Theatre County of
Los Angeles Historic Resource Report (GPA 2013/2014 Improvements). In addition,
Hollywood Heritage received a presentation from the Ford Theatres Project representatives
on Wednesday June 25, 2014.
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Response to Comment No. 6-1

This introductory comment notes the Draft EIR has been reviewed by the Hollywood
Heritage and provides a description of Hollywood Heritage and its role to advocate the
preservation and protection of Hollywood’s historic resources. Thank you for participating
in the scoping and public comment process on this Project. Specific comments regarding
the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below.

Comment No. 6-2

The organization also reviewed the categorical exemption of 2013 which authorized limited
improvements to the Amphitheatre, including hillside stabilization, stage reconstruction,
disabled access and code compliant improvements, upgrade to theatrical, mechanical and
electrical systems. Compatible stone-clad retaining walls and drainage improvements at
the rear of the stage stabilized the existing slope in this area. The existing two level
concrete stage was removed, and new flooring added. Rehabilitation of portions of the
stage buildings and towers included the return of the original color scheme. New doors
and windows were installed. These activities addressed long-deferred maintenance and
needed repairs and improved the theatrical infrastructure and performer amenities. Based
on the findings of the Historic Resource Report of September 2013, this work was
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and did not impair the significance
of the historic property.

Review of this material, discussion at the June 25 meeting, and discussions with the Los
Angeles Conservancy have led to an understanding of the direction of the Master Plan
project. The division of the scope of work developed for the categorical exemption and the
phases of the Master Plan remain somewhat unclear. Work on the Amphitheatre in its
entirety must meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards to ensure that historic materials
are not impacted unnecessarily. Further definition should be provided in the Final EIR and
its mitigation measures.

Response to Comment No. 6-2

This comment acknowledges that Hollywood Heritage reviewed the CEQA Class 31
(Historic Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation) Notice of Exemption prepared and approved
by the County of Los Angeles in September 2013 to address limited improvements to the
Amphitheatre addressing long deferred maintenance and repairs and the Amphitheatre
infrastructure. It is noted that implementation of these improvements is underway and
these improvements have not been fully implemented. As described on page II-8 of
Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the improvements proposed and approved
as part of the Notice of Exemption focus on the restoration and rehabilitation of portions of
the existing Amphitheatre in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15331, Historical
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Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation (Class 31) as supported by an historic resources
report dated September 5, 2013. Separate from the Amphitheatre improvements proposed
as part of the Notice of Exemption, the Project proposes the following further improvements
within the Amphitheatre: replacing the existing projection booth and control room, which is
not a character-defining feature of the Amphitheatre; replacing the existing lighting
positions along the back of the Amphitheatre; and installation of a sound wall and shade
structure. The Project, as described in the Draft EIR, also includes the Ford Terrace, the
Ford Plaza, the Transit Center, and a hiking trail. As noted on page II-19 of the Draft EIR,
the Project was derived from a previous Master Plan process and includes some of the
same components envisioned in the Master Plan, with modifications. Please also refer to
Response to Comment No. 6-12 for additional details on the approach of the project design
team and the analysis of the proposed replacement sound wall and shade screen.

As summarized on page IV.E-22 of Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft
EIR, the improvements approved as part of the Notice of Exemption were documented
independently to be in compliance with the Class 31 exemption for historic resource
rehabilitation consistent with the Secretary of Interior's Standards.

As discussed on page IV.E-28 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation
Measures E-1 would ensure that the proposed Project design also complies with the
Secretary of Interior's Standards. The CEQA Guidelines provide that generally a project
which follows the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards shall be considered as
mitigated to a less than significant impact on the historic resource. The Project analysis
concludes that following implementation of the Project in accordance with the applicable
Standards, the integrity of the Ford Theatres as a whole would be sufficient to convey its
historical significance. Therefore, the Ford Theatres would continue to be eligible for listing
in the National Register and the California Register and the significance of the historic
resource would not be materially impaired by the Project, as evaluated in the Draft EIR and
supporting Historic Resource Report for the Project dated May 14, 2014, and included as
Appendix F of the Draft EIR.

The information in the Draft EIR describes the Project with an appropriate level of
detail for CEQA analysis.

Comment No. 6-3

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the
project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15064. The City of
Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006, p. D.3-3) maintains that a project would have
a significant impact on historic resources if the project results in a substantial adverse
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change in the significance of a historic resource by construction that reduces the integrity
or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via alteration of the
resource’s immediate surroundings. The Ford has indicated its willingness to create a
project which does not cause substantial adverse change.

Response to Comment No. 6-3

Thank you for acknowledging that the Ford Theatre Foundation through its design
process and CEQA analysis has demonstrated a willingness to avoid adverse impacts on
the historic resource. This comment correctly summarizes the CEQA Guidelines and the
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. The State CEQA Guidelines provide the
thresholds of significance applicable to this Project. As discussed on page IV.E-28 of the
Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures E-1 would ensure that the proposed
Project design complies with the Secretary of Interior's Standards. The CEQA Guidelines
provide that generally a project which follows the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards
shall be considered as mitigated to a less than significant impact on the historic resource.
The Project analysis concludes that following implementation of the Project in accordance
with the applicable Standards, the integrity of the Ford Theatres as a whole would be
sufficient to convey its historical significance. Therefore, the Ford Theatres would continue
to be eligible for listing in the National Register and the California Register and the
significance of the historic resource would not be materially impaired by the Project, as
evaluated in the Draft EIR and supporting Historic Resource Report for the Project dated
May 14, 2014, and included as Appendix F of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 6-4

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The Master Plan Project Site is approximately 32 acres, and includes the Ford Theatres,
one of the oldest performing arts venues in Los Angeles and one of its most historic. The
Project Site is currently developed with an open-air 1,196-seat Amphitheatre with support
spaces as well as a former motel building currently used as staff offices. The Master Plan
proposes improvements that would result in approximately 47,550 net square feet of new
facilities (parking structures, flex space, a 299 seat theatre) and approximately 48,750 net
new square feet of outdoor plaza areas within the Project Site, for a total of 96,300 new
square feet.

As outlined in the DEIR, the Project includes rehabilitation of portions of the existing
Amphitheatre and development of areas termed the “Ford Terrace”, the “Ford Plaza”, the
“Transit Center” and a hiking trail, all within the current boundaries of the Ford Theatres
site. The five major areas are summarized as follows:
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e Amphitheatre Rehabilitation and Improvements: hillside stabilization, stage
reconstruction, disabled access and code compliance improvements, improved
theatrical systems, infrastructure improvements and related upgrades, a sound
wall along the rear of the Amphitheatre, and a retractable shade structure for the
Amphitheatre.

e The Ford Terrace: a two-story structure with one level of office space and a
lower-level concessions area and a raised plaza deck above a service level.
This part of the Plan contemplates removal of the existing concessions building
and the re-purposing of the 87-seat [Inside] the Ford space as a self-serve food
marketplace area and for storage.

e The Ford Plaza: A plaza deck atop a three level parking structure to feature a
restaurant, a 299-seat theatre, a box office, a conference room, office, and visitor
amenities. This aspect of the Plan includes conversion of the existing box office
to a museum/gallery.

e The Transit Center: a designated area for bus and valet drop-off, and the
construction of a three-level parking structure and a 99-seat event space. The
aspect of the Plan includes removal of a former motel building.

e Hiking Trail: An approximate 0.75-mile ridgeline trail with trail terminations at the
north and south parking structures within the Transit Center and the Ford Plaza.

Response to Comment No. 6-4

This comment summarizes the various components of the Project as described in
the Draft EIR. Hillside stabilization and stage reconstruction are part of the previously
approved Amphitheatre improvements set forth in the September 2013 Notice of
Exemption. As noted on page 1I-19 of the Draft EIR, the Project was derived from a
previous Master Plan process and includes some of the same components envisioned in
the Master Plan, with modifications.

Comment No. 6-5

GENERAL COMMENTS

For clarity, the DEIR should include a graphic or description of the work performed under
the 2013 Categorical Exemption and those proposed under the Master Plan. A project of
this nature is complex, and impacts from individual actions can have a cumulative effect on
the integrity of the resource.
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Response to Comment No. 6-5

Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR included a subsection titled
“‘Approved Amphitheatre Improvements” on page 1I-8. The proposed improvements under
the Notice of Exemption are described under that subsection. Specifically, as described on
page II-8 of the Draft EIR, the restoration and rehabilitation of portions of the existing
Amphitheatre will provide for hillside stabilization, stage reconstruction, disabled access
and code compliance improvements, theatrical systems infrastructure improvements, and
mechanical and electrical systems upgrades. The hillside stabilization improvements will
include the installation of compatible stone-clad retaining walls and drainage improvements
along the rear of the stage to stabilize the existing slope and reduce runoff from the
surrounding hillside. The stage reconstruction will include the removal of the existing
two-level concrete Amphitheatre stage structure to allow the installation of an improved
stage structure, including the placement of new and upgraded foundations that meet
current code requirements; new wood stage flooring and supports; an under stage
drainage system; enhanced stage support and ADA-compliant performer spaces; and new
ADA-compliant restroom facilities and associated plumbing. Code-required upgrades for
fire/life safety and disabled access will also be implemented. Theatrical systems
infrastructure improvements include improvements to the stage pit such as new steps and
traps. In addition, new energy-efficient theatrical and audio-visual infrastructure to replace
existing antiquated systems, including a lighting/sound proscenium truss and lighting
towers, will also be implemented. Other improvements involve the rehabilitation of portions
of the stage buildings and towers, including the removal of the exterior paint to provide
water-resistant surfaces and to return the structures to their original color, and the
installation of new roofing, windows, doors, and interior infrastructure for power, heating,
and air conditioning. A new addition at stage left to accommodate an audio rack room and
related heating, ventilation, and air conditioning will also be provided. As part of these
improvements, approximately 24 trees are anticipated to be removed based on their health,
root structure, and impact to the stabilization of the adjacent hillside. Such trees will be
replaced with new landscaping, including new trees and shrubs. Where feasible, some of
the trees proposed to be removed may be relocated throughout the Project Site.

Page 1I-12 of the Draft EIR includes a subsection titled “Description of the Project”
where the Project components are described.

As summarized on page IV.E-22 of Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft
EIR, the improvements approved as part of the Notice of Exemption were documented
independently to be in compliance with the Class 31 exemption for historic resource
rehabilitation consistent with the Secretary of Interior's Standards. As discussed on page
IV.E-28 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures E-1 would ensure that the
Project design complies with the Secretary of Interior's Standards. The CEQA Guidelines
provide that generally a project which follows the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards
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shall be considered as mitigated to a less than significant impact on the historic resource.
The Project analysis concludes that following implementation of the Project in accordance
with the applicable Standards, the integrity of the Ford Theatres as a whole would be
sufficient to convey its historical significance. Therefore, as the previously approved
improvements under the Class 31 Notice of Exemption and the Project would be developed
consistent with the Secretary of Interior's Standards, planned development within the Ford
Theatres would not have a cumulative effect on the integrity of the Amphitheatre.

Comment No. 6-6

The DEIR should also clarify the historic boundaries of the property and should include
information about the Christine Stevenson Memorial Cross, originally a component of the
historic Pilgrimage venue.

Response to Comment No. 6-6

Information on the cross, which is no longer a part of the Project Site, was included
in the Draft EIR but is enhanced here as requested. Based on a review of historical
records, the Project Site did not originally include the former motel property but did include
the Christine Stevenson Memorial Cross. However, the cross is no longer owned by the
County of Los Angeles and is not a part of the Project Site. As described on page IV.E-10
of Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, a cross was erected on the hill above
the Amphitheatre in 1923, in honor of Christine Stevenson, author of the Pilgrimage Play.
The cross was originally constructed of stone and was lit only on Easter when the
Pilgrimage Play was performed. In 1965 (after the period of significance for the property),
the cross was damaged by fire and was replaced with a new cross, constructed from steel
and Plexiglass. Hollywood Heritage purchased the site with the cross at the request of the
County in 1980. Subsequently, the cross fell due to a windstorm and was replaced in
1985. In 1993, High Adventure Ministries constructed the existing cross, which is taller
than the previous cross and comprised of different materials from the original cross.
Specifically, the original cross was approximately 17 feet tall and currently stands at a
height of approximately 33 feet tall. The cross is not part of the Project Site and would not
be disturbed by the Project. The additional information provided herein regarding the cross
does not constitute significant new information under CEQA and would not change the
analyses and conclusions provided in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 6-7

More discussion is necessary of the historic site design as a whole. This very important
aspect of the property is currently discussed only as the “setting” for the amphitheatre. The
site’s design is a character-defining feature: the amphitheatre nestled in a ravine, using a
natural planted hillside as the stage backdrop (characteristic of Greek amphitheatres) but
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surprisingly oriented into the upslope rather than a long view orientation. The long central
axial promenade up to the amphitheatre is character-defining, and has already been
compromised by more modern additions. Historic plant materials, native stone retaining
walls, controlled views, and dark surroundings contribute to this naturalistic design style so
evocative of its era.

Response to Comment No. 6-7

As discussed on page IV.E-15 of Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
to be eligible for listing in the National Register, properties must retain their physical
integrity from the period in which they gained significance. Setting (the physical
environment of the historic property) is one of the seven recognized factors of integrity.
The Amphitheatre retains its integrity of location, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. In addition, while its integrity of setting and design has been diminished by
changes that post-date the period of significance, they are still sufficient to retain eligibility
for register listing. Specifically, as evaluated on pages IV.E-15 through IV.E-16 of the Draft
EIR, the vast majority of the 32-acre Project Site has not been improved and the
surrounding hillsides continue to be covered with native and non-native trees, shrubs, and
grasses that blend into the neighboring landscape. While surface parking lots and
driveways have been enlarged, paved, and repaved, they are concentrated on the west
side of the Project Site and are visually disconnected from the Amphitheatre. However, the
entryway to the Amphitheatre from the south parking lot, constructed in 2000, does
represent the most significant change to the setting since 1964. Whereas historic
photographs depict a long, wide, nearly straight flight of steps to the front of the
Amphitheatre, the new winding paths and landscaping create a more organized and formal
approach that did not exist historically. Therefore, the overall integrity of setting is low.

As discussed on page IV.E-9 of Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
Christine Wetherill Stevenson believed the rugged beauty of the Cahuenga Pass would
provide a dramatic outdoor setting for the Pilgrimage Play. Taking advantage of the box
canyon, the stage was set against a natural backdrop of chaparral and cypress growing up
the hillside. This natural landscape provided the backdrop for the stage, and continued to
be an important view from the seating area when the Amphitheatre was reconstructed in
1931. Since that time, however, non-native trees, including pine, ficus, palm, eucalyptus,
and cypress, have been planted in the area immediately behind the stage and on both
sides of the seating area. As described on page 11-22 of the Draft EIR, a variety of native
and drought-tolerant plant material would be used to enhance and complement the existing
plant material on the hillside. In addition, mature native trees would be planted and
enhanced with complementary native vegetation. As such, the landscape plan for the
Project calls for the selective replacement of non-native trees with native trees and the
reinforcement of the natural landscape with a variety of native and drought-tolerant plants,
thereby returning the existing setting of the Amphitheatre closer to its historical setting.
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Additionally, historic photographs, such as the photograph included in the cover of
the Historic Resource Report provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR, illustrate that the
property was not formally landscaped with the exception of the promenade that linked the
parking lots to the main entrance of the amphitheater building. This promenade was lined
with stones and led to a set of concrete steps. None of these features remain. As such,
the current setting is not a character-defining feature as no evidence of the original historic
design exists and is no longer compromised by non-native and non-natural features. In
addition, the promenade is now an asphalt driveway in which dirt and debris from the
canyon walls have fallen towards the driveway over the years, substantially narrowing it.
The existing plaza (Edison Plaza), winding stairs, pocket picnic areas, gates, fence, and
plant materials were designed by Katherine Spitz Associates in 2000. Therefore, they are
not merely an alteration of an original feature, but an entirely new feature that does not
contribute to the historic character of the property.

Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 6-17 below, where it is explained
that additional information on the historic site design would be provided in a Historic
Structures Report to be prepared for the Ford Theatres.

Comment No. 6-8

The DEIR should describe in more detail what changes are going to be made in the
appearance of the landscape and geography. Some hill areas closest to Cahuenga East
appear to be leveled. This appears to be a major landscape change as there are currently
three drives, one for parking, one for delivery and one to the county offices. The
architectural illustration shows a rather flat, even plane, which indicates reshaping the land.

Response to Comment No. 6-8

As described on page 1I-21 of Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would be designed to minimize building footprints and remain primarily within the
developed areas of the Project Site. Specifically, implementation of the Project would
further develop portions of the existing 3.5 acres of developed area within the Project Site
and would extend onto approximately 0.8 acre of undeveloped area. Upon buildout of the
Project, approximately 4.3 acres of the 32-acre Project Site would comprise developed
area. The remaining approximately 27.7 acres would comprise undeveloped open space.
In addition, to reduce the massing, the new buildings and parking structures in particular
would be integrated into the existing topography of the Project Site. For example, as
shown in conceptual renderings of the proposed facilities as viewed from off-site illustrated
in Figure IV.A-3 and Figure IV.A-4 on pages on pages IV.A-17 through IV.A-18 of
Section IV.A, Aesthetics, Views, Light, and Glare, of the Draft EIR, new development
would be confined primarily to areas of the Project Site that are already developed and the
new structures would be integrated into the existing canyon setting of the Project Site that
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physically separates on-site buildings from off-site areas. As shown specifically in Figure
IV.A-3, the south parking structure would be built into the existing topography of the Project
Site and would include landscaping throughout its perimeter along Cahuenga Boulevard
East that would berm up to cover the exposed areas of the parking structure, thereby
screening the parking structure and bringing the park-like setting of the Ford Theatres to
the Cahuenga Boulevard East street edge. Similarly, the proposed three-story office
building would terrace south at the foothill of the Ford Plaza level into the hillside, which
would serve to effectively integrate the building into the Project Site.

Regarding existing driveways, as described on page 11-22 of the Draft EIR, access to
the Project Site would continue to be available via the four existing driveways along the
east side of Cahuenga Boulevard East with some on-site configuration and circulation
modifications. In addition, to facilitate access and circulation within the Transit Center, the
Project includes one new driveway between the northernmost driveway and the main
entrance at the intersection of Cahuenga Boulevard East and Pilgrimage Bridge. The
northernmost driveway, which is currently used primarily for egress at the end of events,
would be reconfigured internally to provide direct access to the proposed maintenance
facility and allow egress from the north parking structure. The proposed driveway between
the northernmost driveway and the main entrance would provide right-turn only egress from
the Transit Center and the parking structure. The driveway at Pilgrimage Bridge and
Cahuenga Boulevard East, which currently provides primary access to the Project Site,
would be maintained in its existing location and configuration. The southern driveways
would also be maintained in their existing locations.

Comment No. 6-9

Hollywood Heritage supports the proposal of a hiking trail that encompasses the property.
We would like to contribute our historic knowledge to this feature of the Project. The hiking
trail should stop at key viewing points to help people locate important places in Hollywood.

Response to Comment No. 6-9

Thank you for your comment expressing support for the proposed hiking trail. The
Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation and the Ford Theatre Foundation
would welcome Hollywood Heritage’'s participation in this component of the Project.
Appendix E of the report prepared during the master planning process for the Ford
Theatres entitled, The Ford, Transformed: Realizing the Potential of Ford Theatres County
Regional Park, included as Appendix O of the Draft EIR identifies views that may be
available from the proposed trail in Appendix E.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page 111-40



lll. Response to Comments

Comment No. 6-10

In addition to collaborating on the hiking trail, Hollywood Heritage would like to work with
the Ford on the proposed development of the Museum. Hollywood Heritage has a good
deal of Pilgrimage Theatre memorabilia which was donated by the Ford.

Response to Comment No. 6-10

This comment expresses collaboration with the Ford Theatre on the redevelopment
of the existing box office to a museum. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and
Recreation would welcome Hollywood Heritage’s participation in this component of
the Project.

Comment No. 6-11

EVALUATION OF THE RESOURCE

Hollywood Heritage commends the project team for a thorough discussion of the historic
significance and character-defining features of the property and concurs that the property is
currently eligible for the National Register of Historic Resources. However, instead of a
primary concentration on a few buildings, Hollywood Heritage feels that the appropriate
framework for evaluation of the property as a whole is as a cultural landscape, defined by
the National Park Service as is a “geographic area, including both cultural and natural
resources..., associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural
or aesthetic values.”

There are four general types of cultural landscapes, not mutually exclusive: historic sites,
historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic
landscapes.” The Ford property would be considered a “Vernacular Landscape”, which is
defined as “a landscape that evolved through use by the people whose activities or
occupancy shaped that landscape. Through social or cultural attitudes of an individual,
family or a community, the landscape reflects the physical, biological, and cultural
character of those everyday lives.” Both the natural and built environment of the property
should be considered when examining the Ford as a cultural landscape.

Response to Comment No. 6-11

This comment notes Hollywood Heritage concurs with the evaluation provided in
Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and the supporting Historic Resource
Report included as Appendix F of the Draft EIR, which concludes that the Ford Theatres is
currently eligible for the National Register of Historic Resources.
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As it pertains to the comment regarding the framework for evaluation of the property
as a cultural landscape, describing the Ford Theatres as a cultural landscape is not
determinative for the purpose of a CEQA analysis of potential Project impacts. Specifically,
based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, Project impacts with regard to historic
resources would be significant if the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA
Guidelines. As such, the central issue for CEQA is whether or not the property is a historic
resource, and if so, whether or not it would be impacted by the Project. The Ford Theatres
is a historic resource subject to CEQA as it was formally determined eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places in 1994. In addition, properties that are formally
determined eligible for listing in the National Register are automatically included in the
California Register. The National Register recognizes the following categories of
properties:  buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts. The determination of
eligibility report categorized the property as a building.

The aim of the historic resource analysis was to update the previous evaluation to
determine if the changes to the property since 1994 affected its integrity, and therefore its
continued eligibility as a historic resource. The conclusion was that the Ford Theatres is
eligible under Criterion A as one of the oldest performing arts sites in Los Angeles still in
use, and eligible under Criterion C as one of only five outdoor theatres in Los Angeles
remaining from the early 20" century. The historic resource analysis documented the
alterations to the property since it was originally constructed, and concluded that it retains
sufficient integrity to convey its significance.

With regard to Project impacts, the CEQA Guidelines state that “the significance of a
historic resource is materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an
adverse manner those physical characteristics that convey its significance and that justify
its inclusion in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register, local register, or its
identification in a historic resources survey.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2).)
The threshold for analyzing potential impacts on historic resources is the same for all types
of historic resources, including buildings, structures, objects, sites, districts, and
landscapes. The Historic Resource Report concluded that after mitigation, the Project
would have a less than significant impact on the historic resource, the Ford Theatres,
because it would continue to be eligible for listing in the National Register and California
Register.

Cultural landscapes are not a new property type; rather they are geographic areas
that have been modified by human design or use and are usually documented as sites or
historic districts. There are four general types of cultural landscapes: designed
landscapes such as gardens; sites such as battlefields; ethnographic landscapes such as
Native American settlements; and vernacular landscapes such as farms. The historic
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resource analysis included in the Draft EIR did not approach the property as a cultural
landscape for the following reasons. Cultural landscapes are properties where the
landscape itself is as important, if not more important, than the buildings or structures in
the landscape. Such is not the case with the Ford Theatres where the landscape provides
the setting for the building without which the property would not be significant. In addition,
the vast majority of the property is comprised of native California chaparral that is not
integral to its use as an amphitheater and is not accessible to visitors. Therefore, all of
the unimproved open space of the Project Site has not been modified by human use or
design. Furthermore, the area of the landscape that is accessible to visitors, specifically
the area between the Amphitheatre and the parking lots to the west, does not retain
integrity from the period of significance, has already been disturbed, and does not qualify
as a historical listing.

The historic resource analysis also did not identify the Ford Theatres as a vernacular
landscape because it was not shaped by human activity over a period of time. A
vernacular landscape is defined by the National Park Service as follows:

Historic vernacular landscape: A landscape that evolved through use by
the people whose activities or occupancy shaped it. Through social or
cultural attitudes of an individual, a family, or a community, the landscape
reflects the physical, biological, and cultural character of everyday lives.
Function plays a significant role in vernacular landscapes. This can be a farm
complex or a district of historic farmsteads along a river valley. Examples
include rural historic districts and agricultural landscapes.

The Amphitheatre was designed by the architect William Lee Woollett and
constructed in 1931. Amphitheaters are often categorized as designed landscapes
because they are consciously designed by a professional working within a recognized
principal or style. However, not all amphitheaters are alike, and the Ford Theatres is
different from most. Some amphitheaters contain no permanent buildings, while others
contain formal stages and natural seating areas, while still others contain natural stages
and formal seating areas. While there is variation within the design of amphitheaters, the
Ford Theatres is unique in that it is dominated by a large and imposing building that
contains a stage, seating area, restrooms, dressing rooms, etc., and two smaller ancillary
buildings. Therefore, the Ford Theatres is unlike most amphitheaters that are comprised of
a collection of buildings, structures, and natural and man-made features that collectively
form an amphitheater.

Based on above, the historic resource analysis did not identify the property as a
cultural landscape nor as a vernacular landscape. However, in the determination of
the Ford Theatres eligibility for the National Register, the historical analysis of the
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property considered both the natural and built environment, as specifically discussed on
page IV.E-15 of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 6-12

TREATMENT OF THE RESOURCE

All features identified by GPA as primary and secondary contributing resources are
significant. Removal of any of these materials and features must be carefully considered.

The DEIR states that the proposed improvements would be designed to be consistent with
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for historic property rehabilitation. The project
proposes to demolish one ancillary historic building and potentially more of the character-
defining landscape features. The sound wall and shade structure proposed for the
Amphitheatre have the potential to diminish the character of the space. Careful justification
statements and design of these elements will help to clarify the impact. A more robust
statement of how these aspects of the project meet the Standards and the mitigation
measures proposed to achieve them is needed.

Response to Comment No. 6-12

A summary of the National Park Service guidance regarding the analysis of
character-defining features is provided on page IV.E-17 of Section IV.E, Cultural
Resources, of the Draft EIR. As described on page IV.E-18, the character-defining
features of buildings can be generally grouped into three categories: the overall visual
character of a building, the exterior materials and craftsmanship, and the interior spaces,
features, and finishes. The relative importance of character-defining features depends on
the level of craftsmanship, visibility, and integrity. A review of the character-defining
features of the Amphitheatre is provided in Table | of the Historic Resource Report included
in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. Some character-defining features are more important
than others in conveying the significance of the building, which is why some features
were identified as primary and others were identified as secondary. As analyzed on
page IV.E-19 of the Draft EIR, the concessions building is identified as a secondary
character-defining feature because although it was constructed during the period of
significance, it has been altered. In addition, the concessions building is incidental to the
historical and architectural significance of the property and, while the spatial relationship
between the Amphitheatre and concessions building is close, the concessions building is
not within an important viewshed for patrons as they approach the property and is not
visible from the Amphitheatre seating area. As evaluated on page IV.E-23 of the Draft EIR,
removal of the concessions building would not in and of itself constitute an impact on a
historic resource because the concessions building does not have any significance
separate and apart from the Amphitheatre. In addition, while the analysis acknowledges
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that removal of the concessions building would further diminish the integrity of the Ford
Theatres, construction of the Ford Terrace improvements would not result in a substantial
adverse change in the significance of the Ford Theatres as a historic resource and it would
continue to be eligible for listing in the National Register and California Register.

It is noted that the primary consideration of the design team in developing the
Project was the preservation and enhancement of the historic character and integrity of the
Amphitheatre. Each decision was measured against the goal of retaining the character of
the resource as well as the conservation and restoration of historic materials. In each
case, the respect for the sense of place and the integrity of the historic building was
balanced against the needs of a modern state-of-the-art theatre operation as well as
current code, fire life safety, and accessibility requirements. Among the most challenging
components of the Project was the need to improve disabled access to the Amphitheatre
for both the performer and the patron, and to provide direct access to the stage for load-in
and load-out for theatre operations. The existing condition requires that operations share a
non- compliant ramp to access the stage with performers. There is currently only a one-
person dressing room accessible to the stage. In order to achieve the access and the
appropriate separation of the performer and operations staff, the entire existing non-
compliant fire department turn around at the ADA-accessible parking adjacent to the
concessions building must be widened and lowered approximately eight feet to connect all
the Project levels with an elevator for new dressing rooms that are accessible and a
loading dock with direct access to the stage. In order to achieve compliant access, the
existing concessions building must be demolished. In considering relocation of the
concessions building from the current location it was determined that it would lose its
historic context associated with the Amphitheatre and therefore greatly diminish its
character-defining features. However, as described above, without the concessions
building, the Amphitheater would continue to retain its eligibility for the National Register.

With regard to the proposed sound wall and shade structure, as evaluated on page
IV.E-22 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Amphitheatre improvements, including the
replacement of the existing projection booth and control room and existing lighting
positions, and the addition of a new sound wall and retractable shade structure would
be consistent with the historic use of the Amphitheatre (Standard #1) and would not
involve the removal of any primary character-defining features (Standard #5). In addition,
these improvements would be clearly differentiated from the original concrete structure
(Standard #9) and could be removed in the future without negatively impacting the original
concrete structure (Standard #10). The proposed sound wall would replace the existing
plywood and metal structure that was installed to mitigate the sound from the freeway and
contain the sound of performances within the Amphitheatre. It was added onto the top of
the original concrete Amphitheatre walls. The Project proposes to replace this as it has
been ineffective due to the materials used and the unsubstantial construction. As with the
existing sound wall, the proposed sound wall would be installed onto the top of the original

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page 111-45



lll. Response to Comments

concrete Amphitheatre walls, preserving the historic materials, but designed to perform
acoustically as proposed. Additionally, it should be noted that in order to provide protection
and audience comfort for the daytime patrons, the Ford has traditionally raised a parachute
as a temporary sun shade that can be easily deployed for daytime productions to shade the
audience. For rehearsals, a parachute attached to the stage truss and building towers is
also used to protect performers. However the temporary installation of the parachutes is
achieved in an unsafe manner—requiring the tech crew to shimmy across the truss. The
Project would incorporate a system of sun shades deployed on cables which would be
connected both at the proposed sound wall, the stage truss, and at vertical supports in the
upstage landscape. The fabric shades would be completely mechanically retractable into
housings in the sound wall, and into the stage truss. The cables would also be retractable
and demountable, thus ensuring that the nighttime performances remain open to the sky
with unencumbered views.

While the Historic Resource Report for the Project included as Appendix F of the
Draft EIR analyzed the Project for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards, the Standards are not the determining factor in assessing impacts on historic
resources under CEQA. Project impacts with regard to historic resources would be
significant if the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. (See also
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Cultural Resources). Substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historic resource would be materially impaired. (14 CCR Section 15064(b)(1).) As
evaluated in Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, while the removal of the
concessions building and the construction of the sound wall and shade structure would
alter the historic Amphitheatre, with implementation of Mitigation Measure E-1, which would
ensure the Project is developed consistent with the Standards, the Amphitheatre would
retain sufficient integrity to continue to convey its significance and would retain eligibility for
listing in the National and State Register.

Comment No. 6-13

COMPATIBLE NEW CONSTRUCTION

Hollywood Heritage congratulates the Ford on retaining a highly qualified historic architect
to guide the rehabilitation of the historic structures, a very capable historic preservation
consultant to assemble the historic documentation, and a knowledgeable landscape
architect to formulate an approach to the landscape which will retain the character of this
historic setting. The projects begun under the Categorical Exemption in 2013 should
provide a foundation for the policies and decisions that will be needed to successfully
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complete the programmatic goals while retaining important character-defining features of
the landscape, circulation and recreation areas, and the historic theatre complex.

Response to Comment No. 6-13

Thank you for acknowledging the applicable professional qualifications of the historic
architect, historic preservation consultant, and landscape architect engaged by the Ford
Theatre Foundation for this Project.

Comment No. 6-14

The new construction proposed is discussed with reference to the Secretary of the interior’s
Standards for building additions, not as components of an historic vernacular landscape.
The site, although altered, still is a vernacular landscape with its own style, character, and
significance. Care should be taken to ensure that the magnitude of new construction does
not overwhelm this.

Response to Comment No. 6-14

Please also refer to the discussion in Response to Comment No. 6-11 above. As
discussed therein, the property is not analyzed as an historic vernacular landscape for
specific reasons, although the analysis of potential impacts would have been the same if it
had been analyzed in that manner. Specifically, the property did not evolve naturally into
an outdoor amphitheater. Rather, it was consciously designed and has been consciously
altered since the Amphitheatre was constructed in 1931. In addition, the setting of the
Amphitheatre is a combination of undeveloped open space and improved landscape areas.
The vast majority of the property is undeveloped open space that is covered with plants
that are commonly found in the California chaparral habitat. This landscape provides the
backdrop for the stage, and is an important view from the seating area. However, non-
native trees, including pine, ficus, palm, eucalyptus, and cypress, have been planted in the
area immediately behind the stage and on both sides of the seating area. Improved
landscape areas are also found around the former motel building, parking lots, driveways,
and pedestrian pathways located between Cahuenga Boulevard and the Amphitheatre.
These areas however, do not reflect a principal or style of landscape design and do not
retain integrity from the period of significance for the property from 1931 to 1964.
Therefore, the immediate setting of the Amphitheatre was not identified as an important
character-defining feature nor was the property analyzed as a designed historic landscape.

The areas between Cahuenga Boulevard East and the Amphitheatre, including the
former motel building, parking lots, driveways, and pedestrian paths do not possess
qualities that contribute to the historic character of the property. Thus, they were identified
as the most suitable locations for new buildings, as opposed to constructing new buildings

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page 111-47



lll. Response to Comments

in the unimproved open space. Furthermore, the landscape plan for the Project calls for
the selective replacement of non-native trees with native trees and the reinforcement of the
natural landscape with a variety of native and drought-tolerant plants.

The Historic Resource Report for the Project included as Appendix F of the Draft
EIR analyzed potential Project impacts based upon compliance with the Secretary of the
Interior’'s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The Standards address four
types of treatment: preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction. In the case
of the Project, the treatment is rehabilitation. The Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural
Landscapes were prepared by the National Park Service to illustrate the application of the
four treatment options to cultural landscapes. However, the Standards for rehabilitation are
the same for buildings and cultural landscapes. Therefore, the analysis of potential Project
impacts would have been the same, even if the Amphitheatre was identified and analyzed
as a cultural landscape.

Comment No. 6-15

IDENTIFICATION OF SURROUNDING RESOURCES

Additional information about the impacts the proposal will have on surrounding historic
resources including the Pilgrimage Cross and Whitley Heights is needed.

Response to Comment No. 6-15

With respect to the cross, as discussed in Response to Comment No. 6-6 above,
while the Project Site did originally include the Christine Stevenson Memorial Cross, the
cross, as it exists today, is no longer owned by the County of Los Angeles and is not a part
of the Project Site. The cross that was built in 1923, known as the Christine Stevenson
Memorial Cross, has been reconstructed several times, most recently in 1993 and is not
old enough to qualify as a historic resource. In addition, no changes are proposed to the
cross as part of the Project.

Whitley Heights is a historic resource because it is listed in the National Register of
Historic Places and is designated a Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone. The
northernmost portion of the historic district is approximately 0.5 mile from the entrance to
the Ford Theatres. The Project has no potential to impact the status of Whitley Heights as
the historic resource would not be materially altered by the Project.

Comment No. 6-16

The cross was built in 1923 as a monument to Christine Wetherill Stevenson and was part
of the original Pilgrimage property. Formally the feature is referred to as the “Hollywood
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Pilgrimage Memorial Monument.” Hollywood Heritage purchased the Cross at the request
of the County. While the Cross has been replaced, the feature should be acknowledged as
part of the original property. Hollywood Heritage transferred the Cross to High Adventure
Ministers. In 1993 High Adventure Ministries built the current cross standing 33 feet tall. In
1997, the Church on the Way took over the care and maintenance of the cross on the
Cahuenga Pass.

Response to Comment No. 6-16

Thank you for your input on the cross. Please refer to Response to Comment
No. 6-6 and Response to Comment No. 6-15 above. The Draft EIR notes the cross was
part of the original fabric of the Amphitheatre. Specifically, as described on page IV.E-10 of
Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, “a cross was erected on the hill above
the Amphitheatre in 1923, in honor of Christine Stevenson, author of the Pilgrimage Play.”

Comment No. 6-17

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES

Hollywood Heritage recommends that additional mitigation measures be added to the one
current measure. That measure requires the participation of a qualified historic
preservation professional, but does not adequately define their role or responsibilities. In
order to ensure that the Master Plan will comply with the Standards and thus avoid
significant impacts (the stated intent in the DEIR), Hollywood Heritage requests that the
following measures be added:

Prepare a Cultural Landscape/Historic Structure Report prior to implementation of
Master Plan components. Historic documentation, plans, and specifications prepared for
the 2013 Categorical Exemption project should form the basis for a Cultural Landscape/
Historic Structure Report. The work performed under the Categorical Exemption should be
added to the chronology of site development presented in the 2013 Historic Resource
Report and in the Cultural Resource Technical Report of the DEIR.

Using these reports, prepare a Preservation Plan that will ensure that the proposed
components of the Master Plan continue to meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
and do not diminish the physical integrity and character-defining features of the resource.
A complete Historic Structures Report which includes a detailed scope of work for each of
the proposed component will help to ensure that all aspects of the Plan meet the
Standards. The benefit of this approach is two-fold: to provide a baseline of existing
conditions and character-defining features, and to ensure that implementation does not
result in loss of status for the resource. Justify the approach to removal of historic stone
retaining walls. Provide a treatment plan for any remaining stone walls, and explore
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replacement in kind if not feasible. The Master Plan should be more informed by this
historic site design. A Cultural Landscape Report will help to identify the site features
which should guide future improvements. Amphitheaters are a recognized type of feature
by the Cultural Landscape Foundation.

Supplement the Cultural Landscape/Historic Structures Report with a set of design
guidelines which address site design and character-defining features. To ensure the
continued eligibility of the site, the aesthetic impact of proposed new construction to ensure
that new structures should be designed in a manner that is both compatible and
appropriate in scale and massing to protect the integrity of the historic amphitheater
structure.

Confer with the State Office of Historic Preservation to ensure that the Ford property
will remain eligible for listing in the NR after project implementation.

Retain the historic concession stand as part of the Ford Terrace component.

Response to Comment No. 6-17

The analysis in the Draft EIR is sufficient to comply with CEQA and documents that
the Project would not have a significant adverse impact on an historic resource. However,
in response to the comment, the Ford Theatre Foundation has agreed to prepare an
Historic Structures Report. Preparation of an Historic Structures Report would be included
in the mitigation program for the Project although the Project would have no impact on the
resource as defined by CEQA without this additional measure. Refer to Section II,
Clarifications and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR for this additional measure,
which has been added as Mitigation Measure E-5. The Historic Structures Report would
include additional information about the history and physical features of the property. As
the Historic Structures Report would address the entire property, a separate Cultural
Landscape Report would not be required. The Historic Structures Report would be
prepared in compliance with National Park Service Preservation Brief No. 43: The
Preparation and Use of Historic Structures Report. Pursuant to National Park Service
Preservation Brief No. 43, the Historic Structures Report would include recommendations
for the treatment of the character-defining features, as well as guidance for complying with
the Standards. Therefore, a separate Preservation Plan would not be required.

The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation would determine if
separate design guidelines are required after the Historic Structures Report is complete.

The State Office of Historic Preservation was notified of the Project and was
provided an opportunity to comment during the Notice of Preparation and during the public
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comment period for the Draft EIR. The State Office of Historic Preservation did not provide
any comments regarding the Project. Furthermore, the State Office of Historic
Preservation is not required to be consulted because no state-owned historic resources are
affected by the Project.

Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 6-12 for a summary of the analysis
on the removal of the concessions building. As evaluated on page IV.E-23 of the Draft
EIR, removal of the concessions building would not in and of itself constitute an impact on
a historic resource because the concessions building does not have any significance
separate and apart from the Amphitheatre. In addition, while the analysis acknowledges
that removal of the concessions building would further diminish the integrity of the Ford
Theatres, construction of the Ford Terrace improvements would not result in a substantial
adverse change in the significance of the Ford Theatres as a historic resource as it would
continue to be eligible for listing in the National Register and California Register. As further
discussed in Response to Comment No. 6-12, the primary consideration of the design team
in developing the Project was the preservation and enhancement of the historic character
and integrity of the Amphitheatre. Each decision was measured against the goal of
retaining the character of the resource as well as the conservation and restoration of
historic materials. In each case the respect for the sense of place and the integrity of the
historic building was balanced against the needs of a modern state-of-the-art theatre
operation as well as current code, fire life safety, and accessibility requirements. In order
to achieve compliant access, the existing concessions building must be demolished. In
considering relocation of the concessions building from its current location it was
determined that it would lose its historic context associated with the Amphitheatre and
therefore greatly diminish its character-defining features. However, as described above,
without the concessions building, the Amphitheater would continue to retain its eligibility for
the National Register.

Comment No. 6-18

CONCLUSION

Restoration of the Ford Theatres brings continued activity and life to an historic and
beloved location. This is highly desired. However, the Master Plan appears to indicate a
shift from an isolated, nature-based and formally organized setting to a postmodern,
urbanized, and brightly lit design. While not reaching a threshold of significant adverse
effect, there is likely a preferred variation in the future design which can be more consistent
with the historic cultural landscape. If the Ford is more visible as a cultural resource, the
entire Cahuenga Pass area will be enhanced.
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The additional mitigation measures proposed above will ensure that the project will not
adversely impact the John Anson Ford Theatre’s continued eligibility for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places and that the entire project (landscape, theatre
rehabilitation, new construction) meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards.

All proposed modifications, including stage reconstruction and the addition of a retractable
shade structure, should be analyzed against the venue’s continued eligibility for listing in
the National Register. Existing stone retaining walls will be retained or replaced, or be
rebuilt in a manner that meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties.

Hollywood Heritage appreciates the efforts of the Ford’s management and its project team.
Our organization believes in the sensitive development of the historic Cahuenga Pass area
as a venue for the arts and will work diligently with the team to achieve the goals of the
Ford and to preserve and protect the historic and cultural resources on the site and
adjacent to it. Our archives and professional technical assistance is at your disposal.
Please feel free to contact us at (323) 874-4005 should you have any questions.

Response to Comment No. 6-18

Thank you for your helpful and constructive participation in the review process on
the Ford Theatres Project and your offer of access to your archives and technical
assistance. We appreciate your acknowledgement of the Project team’s efforts to
implement the Project goals for this unique cultural venue with a sensitive design for future
development.

As noted in these responses to your comments on the Project and on page 1I-19 of
the Draft EIR, the Project was derived from a previous Master Plan process and includes
some of the same components envisioned in the Master Plan, with modifications. In
addition, as summarized on page IV.A-20 of Section IV.A, Aesthetics, Views, Light, and
Glare, of the Draft EIR, the Project would employ a cohesive site design in part by ensuring
architectural compatibility and integration with the surrounding environment. The Project
would also rehabilitate the existing historic Amphitheatre and would not result in the
removal or alteration of existing features that contribute positively to the visual character of
the Project Site and surrounding area. Overall, the new construction would be
differentiated from the existing development that would remain and would be compatible
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the Amphitheatre, thereby
protecting its historic integrity. Similarly, Project grading would be designed to retain
the integrity and natural grade elevations of the landforms that influence the visual quality
of the Project Site. Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure IV.A-3 on page IV.A-17 and in
Figure IV.A-4 on page IV.A-18, proposed Project lighting would be of low intensity and
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would be designed to be non-intrusive to adjacent uses and be integrated within the
buildings and overall Project Site.

Additionally, as summarized on page IV.E-28 of the Draft EIR, potential impacts to
the Amphitheatre from implementation of the Project, including the addition of a shade
structure, would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation
Measures E-1, which would ensure that the Project design complies with the Standards.
The CEQA Guidelines provide that generally a project which follows the applicable
Secretary of Interior Standards shall be considered as mitigated to a less than significant
impact on the historic resource. The Project analysis concludes that following
implementation of the Project in accordance with the applicable Standards, the integrity of
the Ford Theatres as a whole would be sufficient to convey its historical significance.
Therefore, the Ford Theatres would continue to be eligible for listing in the National
Register and the California Register and the significance of the historic resource would not
be materially impaired by the Project. Implementation of the recommended mitigation
measure to prepare a Historic Structures Report would further reduce the Project’s
impacts.

As summarized on page IV.E-22 of Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of the Draft
EIR, the improvements approved as part of the Notice of Exemption, which include stage
reconstruction, were documented independently to be in compliance with the Class 31
exemption for historic resource rehabilitation consistent with the Secretary of Interior's
Standards.
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Comment Letter No. 7

Adrian Scott Fine

Director of Advocacy

Los Angeles Conservancy

523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826
Los Angeles, CA 90014

Comment No. 7-1

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the Ford Theatres Project. The Ford
Theatres is significant as one of the oldest performing arts venues in Los Angeles still in
use, as an example of an early twentieth century amphitheater, and for its association with
architect William Lee Woollett. It was determined eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places in 1994 and is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources.

Response to Comment No. 7-1

This introductory comment notes review of the Draft EIR by the Los Angeles
Conservancy and describes the Amphitheatre’s historic status consistent with the
description included in the Draft EIR. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are
provided and responded to below.

Comment No. 7-2

The Conservancy previously submitted comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) in
March 2014, and our comments addressed various aspects relating to the rehabilitation of
the historic amphitheater. With the release of the draft EIR, we’ve recently learned that
several of the planned improvements for the amphitheater were previously approved
through a Notice of Exemption prior to the NOP’s release.

Response to Comment No. 7-2

Thank you for participating in the scoping and comment opportunities on this
Project. The letters submitted during the Notice of Preparation process for the Project are
included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page II-8 of Section Il, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, in September 2013, the County of Los Angeles prepared and
approved a Notice of Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15331, Historical
Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation (Class 31) for the restoration and rehabilitation of
portions of the existing Amphitheatre consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties.
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Comment No. 7-3

We fully understand the programming needs of the Ford Theatres and recognize that the
County has long served as a good steward of the historic venue. The creation of a list
documenting primary and secondary character-defining features of the Ford Theatres site
as part of the EIR is an important tool for understanding the significance of various features
of the venue as it evolved over time. While this list provides invaluable information, it does
not offer guidance for the treatment of these character-defining features in the future; the
draft EIR provides generalized language specifying the application of the Secretary of the
Interior’'s Standards for proposed work.

The Conservancy recommends that the County expand upon its stewardship of the Ford
Theatres through the creation of site master plan that establishes some baseline
documentation of the site and can inform and guide any future changes. Given the
historical significance of the site, we strongly advise that a Historic Structure Report (HSR)
be prepared for the Ford Theatres in conjunction with a Preservation Plan that can guide
such areas as the implementation of recommendations for the treatment of historic
materials and character-defining features.

Response to Comment No. 7-3

Thank you for your recommendation that a Historic Structures Report be prepared.
Hollywood Heritage has also recommended the preparation of a Historic Structures Report
and, as discussed above in the Hollywood Heritage comment letter Response to Comment
No. 6-17, the Ford Theatre Foundation in consultation with the County has agreed to
provide for the preparation of a Historic Structures Report as a tool to help guide treatment
of recognized character defining features notwithstanding the fact that preparation of the
report is not required to avoid a significant impact on the historic resource. As discussed in
Response to Comment No. 6-17, preparation of a Historic Structures Report would be
included in the mitigation program for the Project. Refer to Section |l, Clarifications and
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR for the additional mitigation measure. The
Historic Structures Report would include additional information about the history and
physical features of the property. The Historic Structures Report would be prepared in
compliance with National Park Service Preservation Brief No. 43: The Preparation and
Use of Historic Structures Report. Pursuant to National Park Service Preservation Brief
No. 43, the Historic Structures Report would include recommendations for the treatment of
the character-defining features as well as guidance for complying with the Standards.
Therefore, a separate Preservation Plan would not be required.
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Comment No. 7-4

About the Los Angeles Conservancy:

The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the
United States, with nearly 6,500 members throughout the Los Angeles area. Established in
1978, the Conservancy works to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and
cultural heritage of Los Angeles County through advocacy and education.

Please feel free to contact me at (213) 430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you
have any questions.

Response to Comment No. 7-4

This closing comment describes the Los Angeles Conservancy and provides contact
information should questions arise regarding the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 8

Michael P. Meyer

President

Outpost Homeowners Association
7007 Macapa Dr.

Los Angeles, CA 90068-2001

Comment No. 8-1

The Outpost Homeowners Association represents the 475 homes in Outpost Canyon in the
area between the Hollywood Bowl and Runyon Canyon Park. Our neighborhood streets
are frequently utilized by drivers connecting between the Hollywood area and San
Fernando Valley as they seek to avoid congestion in the Cahuenga Pass. We are
therefore very concerned about any proposed development that would impact traffic
conditions in the Cahuenga Pass.

Response to Comment No. 8-1

This comment provides a general introduction to the comments and concerns of the
Outpost Homeowners Association related to traffic impacts in the Cahuenga Pass. Specific
comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below. As described by
the commenter, Outpost Canyon is located in the area between the Hollywood Bowl and
Runyon Canyon Park. The Outpost Canyon roadways are shown in Figure IV.K-1 on
page IV.K-10 of Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR. However, to
provide further clarification on street locations, additional roadway name labels have been
incorporated in Figure IV.K-1 included in Section Il, Clarifications and Additions to the Draft
EIR, of this Final EIR.

Comment No. 8-2

We provided a comment letter during your scoping comment period and feel that our issues
and requested impact analyses were completely ignored. We therefore find that it would
be futile to provide detailed comments on the DEIR as we expect that they will be
ignored/dismissed as well. We feel that the traffic analysis in the DEIR was completely
inadequate and biased in favor of the project by underestimating its potential impacts.

Response to Comment No. 8-2

Thank you for participating in both the scoping and Draft EIR comment opportunities
on this EIR. It is unfortunate that you feel that your comments were ignored. The detailed
traffic analysis of “worst case” conditions provided in the Draft EIR and the County’s
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agreement to project design features that would serve to avoid potentially significant
impacts indicate that your view is unsupported and incorrect. The County and the Ford
Theatre Foundation seek to be a good neighbor to the public and private land uses in the
area and wish to achieve the Project goals without adverse impacts to the physical
environment. We hope that a review of these responses to your comments and the
information in the Draft EIR referenced will help to allay your concerns as the documents
fully disclose for the public and the decision makers the analysis of the Project and the
basis for concluding that this Project would cause no new significant traffic impacts.

Your comment refers to the scoping process letter dated March 7, 2014, from the
Outpost Homeowners Association regarding the Ford Theatres Project EIR Scoping
Comments submitted during the Notice of Preparation and included in Appendix A of the
Draft EIR. The scoping comments included in the letter related to changes associated with
number of events, increased attendance, traffic and parking (including study area),
cumulative effect of entertainment venues in Hollywood, potential fire danger, impacts on
the physical infrastructure (sewer capacity, water supply, sanitary landfills, etc.), and public
safety, as well as suggested viable alternatives to be considered. Contrary to the assertion
that the issues and requested analyses identified were completely ignored, the Draft EIR
fully addresses impacts associated with the Project in the topic areas noted, including
traffic, public services, utilities, and alternatives (refer to Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and
Parking; Section IV.J, Public Services; Section IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems; and
Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR).

With regard to traffic, your comment offers no basis to support the statement that the
traffic analysis was completely inadequate and underestimated potential impacts. The
Draft EIR and Traffic Study, included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR, provide a
comprehensive analysis of the potential traffic impacts associated with the Project and
includes sufficient documentation of the development of the methodology, assumptions
and supporting data and information reviewed, etc., that were used, as well as the
determination of baseline conditions. The approach and methodology for preparation of
the traffic analysis is summarized on page IV.K-8 of the Draft EIR and further detailed in
Chapter 2, Traffic Impact Analysis Methodology, of the Traffic Study. As described therein,
the Traffic Study was prepared in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation’s (LADOT’s) Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (June 2013), which
establish the guidelines for the analysis methodologies and significance thresholds. The
scope of the traffic analysis was developed in consultation with the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works (LACDPW) and LADOT staff, and in consideration of input
received during the public scoping process. The base assumptions, technical
methodologies, and study area were identified as part of the study approach and were
reviewed and approved by LACDPW staff. As required by LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies
and Procedures, the traffic analysis focused on weekday and weekend peak hours (i.e., the
time periods in which congestion is at its greatest levels), which generally corresponds to
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the highest hour on a weekday during the morning and afternoon commuter periods and
the midday peak hour on a weekend.

It is recognized that the Cahuenga Pass experiences high traffic volume and
vehicular queuing on evenings when the Hollywood Bowl has events or is in season and
therefore, an analysis of the weekday and weekend evening “pre-event” peak hour was
also prepared. The relative impact of the added traffic volumes to be generated was
evaluated based on an analysis of operating conditions at the study intersections, with and
without the Project. In general, according to the significant impact criteria, the higher the
volume-to-capacity ratio and worse level of service, the lower the amount of Project traffic
that can be added before causing a significant impact. As discussed in Section IV.K,
Traffic, Access and Parking, of the Draft EIR, with the implementation of project design
features, particularly Project Design Feature K-2, which would require the Ford Theatres to
stagger the start times of simultaneous events to be held in the Amphitheatre and the
299-seat theatre on weekday evenings after 6:00 P.M. by a minimum of 45 minutes so as to
separate the arrival patterns of each theatre’s patrons, the incremental increase in traffic
generated by the Project would not create significant impacts at any of the study
intersections under any of the analyzed peak hours using the significance impact criteria
established by the City. Therefore, Project impacts on intersection operations were
determined to be less than significant based upon substantial evidence.

Comment No. 8-3

Our concerns relate to the magnitude of change that will result from the County’s proposed
redevelopment of the John Anson Ford Theater. The number of annual events at the
theaters will increase from an average of 184 today, to 331 in the future, an 80% increase.
This will add traffic from the daily rehearsals; not just the artists/performers, but set
designers, lighting technicians, sound people, etc., plus all the deliveries of food and
beverage, refuse removal, etc. The annual attendance at the theaters will increase from
54,640 to 93,725, a 72% increase. Parking capacity will increase form 350 parking spaces
to 500, and the number of employees on site will increase from 20 to 105. And yet the
traffic analysis in the DEIR contends that there will be virtually no increase in traffic
generated by the theaters.

Response to Comment No. 8-3

Refer to Table 1I-2, Summary of Events and Attendance, in Section Il, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR for details regarding the average number of events within each
of the proposed venues. As summarized therein, the venues subject to the future
expanded schedule are listed as the existing Amphitheatre (1,196 seats) and the proposed
new small theatre (299 seats) and the new Flex Space (99 seats). While the Project would
include an increase in events within these venues, it is noted that the open air
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Amphitheatre would only operate from approximately May through October while the
proposed enclosed 299 seat theatre and 99 seat Flex Space could operate year round with
scheduled periods of down time for maintenance. As such, simultaneous events within all
three venues would occur for an approximately six month period during the year. In
addition, attendance at events at the Ford Theatres depends on the time of year and
weather, as well as on the activities, programs and events. Accordingly, attendance
fluctuates by season, day of the week, and time of day. However, to provide a
conservative analysis, the traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR focused on the Project
impacts on the busiest days of the year for Project events, and the analysis showed
that the Project would not create a significant traffic impact on those busy days. The
average or daily traffic conditions would be expected to be lower than that analyzed in the
Draft EIR and would not create any significant impacts.

To give context to the performance seating capacity of the Ford Theatres, even with
two new venues proposed in the Project, the 299 seat theater and the 99 seat Flex Space,
and accounting for the proposed removal of the existing 87-seat [Inside] the Ford venue,
the net number of new performance seats within the Ford Theatres of 311 seats remains
relatively small. Comparing the Ford Theatres and the Hollywood Bowl open air
amphitheatres, the existing Ford Theatres Amphitheatre has a capacity of 1,196 seats
while the Hollywood Bowl amphitheatre capacity is approximately 17,376 seats.

A summary of the Project traffic volumes, as well as the methodology,
considerations and assumptions used in determining the Project’s trip-generation forecast
is provided in Section IV K, Traffic, Access and Parking of the Draft EIR, with further details
provided in Chapter 5, Project Trip Generation and Distribution, of the Traffic Study
included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. As discussed on pages 45 through 48 of the
Traffic Study, the Project trip-generation forecast considered vehicular trips associated with
the number of seats provided in the theatres, employees, event staff (e.g., security, event,
public relations, artists/performers and other related staff), etc., as well as those related to
the hiking trail and restaurant uses. As described on page IV.K-13 of the Draft EIR, the
trip-generation forecasts associated with the Project is based on the Project’s land use
components, attendance figures, anticipated visitor arrival and departure patterns, events
and other programming information collected through field data or provided by the Ford
Theatres and County staff. Table IV.K-5 on page IV.K-26 of the Draft EIR summarizes the
trip generation for the Project. As shown, the Project is anticipated to generate 35 net new
trips during the weekday morning peak hour, 60 net new trips during the weekday
afternoon peak hour, 18 net new trips during the weekday event peak hour, 92 net new
trips during the Saturday midday event peak hour, and 92 net new trips during the Saturday
evening event peak hour.
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Contrary to the comment that the “EIR contends there will be virtually no traffic”
from the Project, the Draft EIR analysis fully discloses the added traffic projected
from the Project as provided in Table IV.K-5, Project Trip Generation, on page IV.K-26 of
Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR. As shown in Table IV.K-6 and
Table IV.K-7 of the Draft EIR, although the Project would result in an increase in traffic
within the study area, the incremental increase is not large enough to be considered
significant according to the significant impact criteria established by the City of
Los Angeles.

Comment No. 8-4

The intensification of uses at the theaters will significantly increase traffic to and from the
site on a daily basis due to additional employees as well as on event days, the number of
which will increase substantially. We requested that you quantify the impacts of these
increased vehicle trips on Cahuenga Boulevard East and West, Highland Avenue,
Mulholland Drive and Outpost Drive. This reasonable request was ignored in favor of a
much smaller study area focused only on the immediate vicinity of the project. The
intersection of Cahuenga West at Mulholland/Woodrow Wilson, a key bottleneck in the
Cahuenga Pass was ignored.

Response to Comment No. 8-4

The increase in traffic due to the Project was fully addressed in Section IV.K, Traffic,
Access and Parking, of the Draft EIR, and the supporting Traffic Study included as
Appendix L of the Draft EIR. The Traffic Study was prepared under the supervision of the
County of Los Angeles in accordance with the County’s guidelines, adopted policies,
procedures, and standards, and provides a comprehensive analysis of the potential traffic
impacts associated with the Project. The scope of the traffic analysis was developed
in consultation with the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and City of
Los Angeles Department of Transportation staff, and in consideration of input received
during the public scoping process. The base assumptions, technical methodologies, and
study area were identified as part of the study approach and were reviewed and approved
by LACDPW staff.

The study area was developed so that the full range of potential impacts of the
Project on the local and regional roadway network could be determined. In consultation
with the County and City, as well as through the public scoping process, eight intersections
(both signalized and unsignalized) in the area were identified for analysis. The
intersections include intersections along the primary access routes to and from the Project
Site which would be most directly impacted by Project traffic (e.g., Cahuenga Boulevard
East and West, Highland Avenue, Odin Avenue, Barham Boulevard, etc.). The study
intersection locations were selected based on the Project vehicle trip generation, the
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anticipated distribution of the Project trips, existing intersection/corridor operations, and
travel routes/patterns to and from the Ford Theatres. The traffic analysis study area
encompassed several intersections in the vicinity of the site, including key intersections that
may have existing or future operational issues and a relatively higher percentage of
Project-related vehicle turning movements (e.g., along Cahuenga Boulevard East and
West, Highland Avenue, Odin Avenue, Barham Boulevard, etc), as well as freeway on-off
ramp intersections.

The comment includes a request for analysis of additional intersections that were
not included as study intersections in the Traffic Study, including the intersection of
Cahuenga Boulevard West & Woodrow Wilson Drive-Mulholland Drive, as well as
intersections along Outpost Drive. This earlier request was not “ignored” as the comment
suggests, but the intersections for impact analysis were selected following consultation with
both City and County traffic engineers on the appropriate study methodology, which did not
include these intersections. The named intersections, as well as other intersections in the
area (e.g., Cahuenga Boulevard West & Hillpark Drive, Cahuenga Boulevard East &
Lakeridge Road, Cahuenga Boulevard East & Lakeridge Place, etc.), were not selected for
analysis as they would have relatively lower traffic volumes on the side street and minor
approach to the intersection and no documented existing or projected future adverse
operational issues, but most importantly, these locations are projected to accommodate
little if any Project-related vehicular turning movements. Thus, these intersections would
not be significantly impacted by Project traffic.

Comment No. 8-5

Outpost Drive was recently reclassified by the City of Los Angeles as a Local Street,
downgraded from a Collector, reflecting the City’s policy directive to maintain Outpost as a
low-volume, neighborhood street. Traffic will be added to Outpost Drive by the proposed
project, warranting a contribution of funds toward the Outpost Neighborhood Traffic
Management Plan as an appropriate mitigation measure.

Response to Comment No. 8-5

A detailed description of the Project trip distribution is provided in Chapter 5, Project
Trip Generation and Distribution of the Traffic Study included as Appendix L of the Draft
EIR. The Project traffic volumes were distributed and assigned to the local street system
based on the following considerations: location of residential, entertainment and
employment centers; the level of accessibility of routes to and from the Project Site;
existing intersection traffic volumes; the Project ingress/egress availability based on the
proposed site access and circulation scheme; the location of the existing and proposed
driveways; anticipated patron arrival and departure information; and existing traffic count
data at the Ford Theatres driveways, etc.
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The Project trip distribution is illustrated in Figure 9 and the associated project-only
traffic volumes in Figures 10A, 10B, and 10C for weekday, weekday event, and Saturday
peak hour conditions, of the Traffic Study. Outpost Drive is a local street located in the
residential community located to the west of Cahuenga Boulevard West and the Hollywood
Bowl. The Outpost Canyon roadways are shown in Figure IV.K-1 on page IV.K-10 of
Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR. However, as previously
mentioned, to provide further clarification on street locations, additional roadway name
labels have been incorporated in Figure IV.K-1 included in Section Il, Clarifications
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. Outpost Drive does not provide direct
access to or from the Ford Theatres. Accordingly, it is anticipated to carry little net new
traffic associated with the Project that would be generated outside of the Outpost
Neighborhood itself.

The intersection levels of service during the weekday A.M. and P.M. commuter and
event peak hours, as well as the Saturday midday event and evening event peak hours are
shown in Table IV.K-6 of the Draft EIR for the Existing plus Project conditions and Table
IV.K-7 of the Draft EIR for the Future with Project conditions. Based on the conclusions
presented in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, traffic impacts
were determined to be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are
required. However, your comment will be provided to the decision makers prior to their
consideration of Project approval.

Comment No. 8-6

We are also concerned about the cumulative effect of all of the entertainment venues in
Hollywood that result in street closures and gridlock in the Cahuenga Pass. These include
all of the events at the Hollywood Bowl (In addition to the Philharmonic season, the Bowl
season has been expanded to include many rental events as early as April and as late as
October), the TCL Chinese Theater, the El Capitan and now the Ford Theaters. The EIR
failed to quantify how the increase in events from 184 to 331 will contribute to the
cumulative impact of street closures and traffic clogged streets, which cause motorists to
seek alternate routes through our neighborhood streets. We feel that it will be a substantial
contribution to this cumulative impact. The he

Response to Comment No. 8-6

Your comment is not correct when it indicates that cumulative traffic has not been
disclosed and properly addressed. The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of
the cumulative traffic impacts associated with the Project, as well as discloses existing and
future traffic volumes and roadway operating conditions for weekday, weekday event and
weekend event peak hour conditions. The traffic analysis evaluated impacts of the Project
based on actual traffic count data collected at the identified study locations, which were
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conducted when local schools were in session and when both the Ford Theatres and
Hollywood Bowl were holding events. In addition, Hollywood Boulevard was closed from
Orange Grove Avenue to Highland Avenue." See Chapter 4, Future without Project Traffic
Conditions, of the Traffic Study for further discussion of the development of future
cumulative traffic conditions. The forecast cumulative traffic conditions were prepared in
accordance with procedures outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, which provides
the following two options for developing cumulative traffic volume forecast:

(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the
control of the [lead] agency, or

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been
adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a
location specified by the lead agency.

As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Traffic Study, the forecast cumulative traffic
conditions is conservative in that it overestimates impacts that would likely occur from both
ambient traffic growth and traffic growth due to related projects (i.e., both the “A” and “B”
options outlined in the CEQA Guidelines listed above). It is important to note that the
entertainment venues outlined in the comment (Hollywood Bowl, TCL Chinese Theater, the
El Capitan), including the Ford Theatres are all existing venues that schedule events
throughout the year, and their traffic is reflected in the existing and future traffic volumes
disclosed in the Draft EIR, as well as the intersection level of service for the analyzed
conditions outlined in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR does acknowledge that the number of annual events at the Ford
Theater would increase and therefore the nearby residents would experience an increase
in traffic on the area streets on more days per year than occurs today. The Draft EIR traffic
impact analysis, however, focused on the Project impacts on the busiest days of the year
for Project events and the analysis demonstrated that the Project would not create any
significant impacts on those busy days. Attendance levels for the Ford Theatre
programs/events can vary depending on the time of year and the nature of the
program/event. For example, programs may range from a small meeting to an event that

" Communication between Gibson Transportation Consulting Inc. and City of Los Angeles Department of

Public Works, Bureau of Street Services Investigation and Enforcement Division. August 2014.
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utilizes both the Amphitheatre and smaller theatres. To evaluate the worst case scenario
of operations, the traffic study analysis represents an event that utilizes the maximum
seating capacity of the Amphitheatre and proposed venues, and is based on traffic
conditions when both the Hollywood Bowl and Ford Theatres were in season and holding
events. Thus, the Traffic Study presents a worst case analysis of the potential traffic
impacts associated with the Project, and documents that there would be a less than
significant traffic impact from the Project.

As discussed on page IV.K-37 of Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the
Draft EIR, the analysis of Future (Year 2020) with Project Conditions reflects both Project-
specific and future cumulative traffic impacts related to intersection level of service. As the
Project’s traffic impacts would be less than significant, the Project’s contribution towards
cumulative traffic impacts were determined to be less than significant. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.

Comment No. 8-7

In summary; the traffic analysis has lost sight of the forest for the trees. It focuses
on the small number of cars added at a limited number of intersections immediately
adjacent to the Theaters and it misses the bigger picture; the cumulative impact of
more events on more days, superimposed on the other events already congesting
the Cahuenga Pass causing motorists to cut through our neighborhood. This
project might not cause the cut through traffic to be higher on any given day, but it
will cause it to be higher on many more days of the year.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft EIR. We just wish that the
County of Los Angeles and its consultants were more serious about honestly disclosing
and mitigating the impacts of this project on the neighborhoods that surround it. This is a
very important project to Los Angeles County and one that will have a lasting impact on our
neighborhood. @ We are disappointed that these issues of importance to the Outpost
Homeowners Association were not seriously addressed in the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. 8-7

As indicated in the responses to this comment letter, we hope to address your
concerns that this Project’s incremental contributions to traffic rise to the level of a
significant impact. The full and professional analysis and disclosure in this regard in the
Draft EIR indicate that this Project, as recommended, has no significant traffic impact.
Responses to the comments provided in this summary comment are contained in
Response to Comment Nos. 8-2 through 8-6 above. Your comments will be provided to
the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.
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Comment Letter No. 9

Jeffrey P. Brown

2285 La Granada Dr.

Los Angeles, CA 90068-2723
jeffreypbrown@gmail.com

Comment No. 9-1

We live at 2285 La Granada Drive, around the corner from the Ford and have a few
questions regarding your summary memo of June 23, 2014:

Response to Comment No. 9-1

This is an introductory comment. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are
provided and responded to below. La Granada Drive is located in the area south of the
Ford Theatres. This roadway is shown in Figure IV.K-1 on page IV.K-10 of Section IV K,
Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR. However, to provide further clarification on
street locations, additional roadway name labels have been incorporated in Figure 1V.K-1
included in Section Il, Clarifications and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.

Comment No. 9-2

1) It is unclear from the memo if there will be one or two three-story parking structures,
It/they are mentioned both in your Ford Plaza description AND your Transit Center
description,

Response to Comment No. 9-2

As described on page 11-22 in Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, upon
buildout of the Project, parking would be provided within two new three-level parking
structures that would be located within the existing north and south surface parking areas.
Specifically, the Ford Plaza would include a three-level parking structure, referred to as the
south parking structure that would provide approximately 250 parking spaces. The Transit
Center would include an additional three-level parking structure referred to as the north
parking structure that would provide approximately 250 parking spaces. The Project would
provide a total of 500 parking spaces within two parking structures.
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Comment No. 9-3

2) Regardless of answer to the question above, how many on-site parking spaces will exist
if the project is approved and built? How does that number relate to the number of patrons
the site will accommodate?

Response to Comment No. 9-3

As provided in Response to Comment No. 9-2 above, the Project would include
500 parking spaces within two parking structures. As discussed on page IV.K-34 of
Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the parking demands of the
Project would fluctuate depending on the activities, programs, and events held; time of the
year (e.g., holidays); day of the week (weekdays and weekends); and time of the day.
Therefore, an assessment of parking demand was conducted for several potential
scenarios, including on a non-event day and during event days with varying attendance
levels. The peak parking demand for the Project during the peak parking demand
scenarios analyzed was estimated based on a combination of the Project’s unique
operational characteristics, including attendance levels, anticipated visitor arrival and
departure patterns, empirical data from existing operations, industry-wide parking
demand rates, average vehicle ridership rates, mode split (e.g., arriving by transit, walk,
bicycle, etc.), internal capture (e.g., between the restaurant and the theatre uses), and
employee data.

A detailed summary of the parking demand for different operational scenarios is
provided in Table 10 through Table 13 of the Traffic Study included in Appendix L of the
Draft EIR. Based on that analysis, a peak parking demand of 568 spaces would be
required. Each parking structure would provide approximately 250 parking spaces, for a
total of approximately 500 parking spaces. Parking within the parking structures could be
expanded by approximately 75 spaces with the use of attendant assisted parking for a total
of 575 parking spaces provided on-site. Additional parking at the Universal City/Studio City
Metro Red Line Station would also continue to be available to accommodate the parking
needs of the Project. Therefore, a sufficient number of parking spaces would be available
to serve the estimated peak parking demand during a non-event day and during the event
day scenarios.

Comment No. 9-4

3) Will satellite parking with bus transport be part of the plan? We ask because the Transit
Center would seem to accommodate “bus and valet drop-off.”
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Response to Comment No. 9-4

As discussed on page IV.K-34 in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the
Draft EIR, additional parking at the Universal City/Studio City Metro Red Line Station would
continue to be available to accommodate the parking needs of the Project, which would
include shuttle services for patrons. As described on page [I-18 of Section I, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, the transit center would accommodate a bus/van loading and
unloading zone.

Comment No. 9-5

4) You mention that the number of events is going to increase. Will the season also be
extended so that traffic becomes a year-round challenge?

Thanks you in advance.

Response to Comment No. 9-5

As summarized in Table [I-2 on page 1I-20 of Section Il, Project Description, of the
Draft EIR, events within the Amphitheatre would continue to be held only from May through
October. The Amphitheatre would not be programmed on a year-round basis. Events
within the proposed new 99-seat Flex Space and the proposed 299-seat theatre would be
held year round with scheduled periods of down time for maintenance. As provided on
page IV.K-22 of Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, as part of the
Project, the Ford Theatres would stagger the start times of simultaneous events to be held
in the Amphitheatre and the 299-seat theatre on weekday evenings after 6:00 P.M. by a
minimum of 45 minutes so as to separate the arrival patterns of each theatre’s patrons (see
Project Design Feature K-2). Implementation of this project design feature would avoid
potentially significant traffic impacts from simultaneous events. In addition, as part of
Project Design Feature K-3, the Project would include a Parking and Traffic Management
Plan that would include traffic management measures during events such as encouraging
alternate travel options in event-related marketing/media information, identifying locations
for bus drop-off/pick-up and staging, and encourage carpooling. As discussed in Section
IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in a less than
significant impact to traffic.
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Comment Letter No. 10

Amy Cutter
6700 Hillpark Dr., Apt. 301
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2111

Comment No. 10-1

Attached is my formal response to the Ford Theatre Draft EIR due today, August 8th, 2014.
| believe | have provided the level of detail, referenced sections and pages in the Draft EIR,
and each place | am seeking the answer to a question or clarification. After each topic |
have added an ASK and restated the question that | think needs to be answered.

| have also provided my initial letter sent in on 3/11/2014 as a reference to the original
public notice.

Please review and let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Response to Comment No. 10-1

Thank you for participating in both the scoping and Draft EIR comment opportunities
on this EIR. This introductory comment describes the format of the attached comment
letter. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below.

Comment letters provided during the Notice of Preparation are included in
Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 10-2

| am located on Hillpark Drive at the Highlands Owners Association. This is a 192 unit
condominium complex located next to the Hollywood freeway and northwest of the Ford
Theatre and up from the Pilgrimage Bridge off of Cahuenga West and Hillpark drive. | have
lived at this location since 1992. | am not a traffic expert, a city planner, nor an engineer.
However, | am someone who lives in the Cahuenga Pass for the past 22 years and has
experience traveling through and within the Pass on a daily basis. That makes me an
expert on the traffic patterns and congestion. | start my trek to work from within the Pass
and leave around 8:30 to 9:15 in the morning and return from work or errands anywhere
from 5:30 usually 6pm through 7:30 pm in the evening on weekdays. Work is located in
Glendale, California where the standard route is up Barham over to Forest Lawn and on to
the eastbound 134 Freeway.
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Response to Comment No. 10-2

This introductory comment provides background information regarding the
commenter. Specific responses regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to
below. As shown in Figure IV.K-1 on page IV.K-10 of Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and
Parking, of the Draft EIR, Hillpark Drive and the location for the referenced condominium
complex, is located west of Cahuenga Boulevard West, north of Pilgrimage Drive.

Comment No. 10-3

| am writing in response to the draft EIR for the Ford Theatre project. | am sure there are
concerns regarding noise and possibly exposed cuts in the hillside never mind a host of
other environmental impacts. Since | live across the canyon | am not going to speak to
these topics. Rather, this document focuses almost exclusively on traffic concerns, haul
routes, emergency vehicles and services, and noise. And, specifically about the increased
traffic during construction and then after construction associated with the ongoing and
increased number of events at the Ford Theatre. On the surface, the increase in traffic
volume seems minimal. If each event is attended at full capacity the increase would
amount to about 300 additional people. The real issue is the significant increase in traffic
due to the increase in events, 184 events today growing to approximately 331 events
annually. This is according to the original proposal document released back in early 2014.
This is If this is one event per day, essentially, the Ford Theatre would be increasing the
traffic volumes from 51 % to 93% of the days of the year. This is a significant impact.
Later on in this letter | will be speaking to why this is a relevant point.

Response to Comment No. 10-3

Potential noise impacts of the Project are evaluated in Section IV.I, Noise, of the
Draft EIR. As discussed therein, compliance with regulatory requirements and
implementation of the mitigation measures provided would reduce noise and vibration
impacts associated with Project construction to a less than significant level. Project
impacts with regard to operational noise were also evaluated and determined to be less
than significant.

With regard to development on the hillsides, as described on page 1I-21 of Section I,
Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project has been designed to minimize building
footprints and remain primarily within the developed areas of the Project Site. Specifically,
implementation of the Project would further develop portions of the existing 3.5 acres of
developed area within the Project Site and would extend onto approximately 0.8 acre of
undeveloped area. Upon buildout of the Project, approximately 4.3 acres of the 32-acre
Project Site would comprise developed area. The remaining approximately 27.7 acres
would comprise undeveloped open space.
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Potential traffic, access, and parking impacts during construction and operation of
the Project are analyzed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access and Parking, of the Draft EIR with
supporting technical data and analysis provided in the Traffic Study included as Appendix L
of the Draft EIR. Section IV.K, Traffic, Access and Parking, of the Draft EIR includes an
analysis of the traffic related impacts of the Project during the following periods: weekday
morning commuter peak period between 7:00 AM. to 10:00 A.M.; weekday afternoon
commuter peak period between 4:00 p.M. to 6:00 P.M.; weekday evening (pre-event) peak
period between 6:00 p.M. to 9:00 pP.M.; Saturday midday peak period between 11:00 A.M. to
1:00 pP.M.; and Saturday evening (pre-event) peak period between 6:00 p.M. to 9:00 P.Mm.

While the Project would include an increase in events within the Ford Theatres, it is
noted that the Amphitheatre, which provides the largest number of seats compared to the
proposed venues, would continue to operate from approximately May through October
while the other venues could operate year round with scheduled periods of down time for
maintenance. As such, simultaneous events within all three venues would occur for
approximately six months of the year. In addition, attendance at events at the Ford
Theatres depends on the time of year and weather, as well as on the activities, programs
and events. Accordingly, attendance fluctuates by season, day of the week, and time of
day. However, the traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR focused on the Project impacts
on the busiest days of the year for Project events and the analysis showed that with
implementation of project design features, primarily Project Design Feature K-2 which
would require the Ford Theatres to stagger the start times of simultaneous events to be
held in the Amphitheatre and the 299-seat theatre on weekday evenings after 6:00 p.M. by
a minimum of 45 minutes so as to separate the arrival patterns of each theatre’s patrons,
the Project would not create an significant traffic impact on those busy days. Therefore,
average traffic conditions would be expected to be lower than that analyzed in the Draft
EIR and would not result in a significant impact on traffic.

Comment No. 10-4

In the introduction of the Traffic, Access, and Parking (section K), speaks to the desire for
the City and County to improve the traffic conditions. And, | think these agencies would like
to insure that pressure is placed on developments to study the existing and identify
additional traffic trips made based on the construction of the proposed project. Additionally,
“The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a State-mandated program enacted by
the state legislature to address the increasing concern that urban congestion is affecting
the economic vitality of the State, in this case the heart of Hollywood in an around the
Cahuenga Pass, and diminishing the quality of life in our community. Stated differently, a
lot of Angelenos avoid the Cahuenga Pass and want nothing to do with visiting this area
due to the excessive congestion, at times almost grid lock. This affects the economics in
Hollywood, the Hollywood Bowl, and the Ford Theatre today and in the future after the
project. Basically, locals are not visiting these venues and purchasing services because it
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is too difficult to make the TRIP, affecting the economics. Further the City of Los Angeles’s
General Plan related to Transportation states to “...provide adequate accessibility to
commerce, work opportunities, and essential services and to maintain acceptable levels of
mobility for all those who live, work, travel, or move goods in the City. It seems to me the
Ford Theatre, a Los Angeles County operation, needs to take the opportunity to collaborate
with the other major agencies and create a multi-jurisdictional project, along with the Bike
Czar, CalTrans, the City of Los Angeles, Hollywood Bowl, City of Burbank, City of
Hollywood, Universal, and the other entertainment companies to identify a fundamental
shift in approach to traffic in the Cahuenga Pass. More on this later.

Response to Comment No. 10-4

The comments regarding opportunities to collaborate with other jurisdictions,
entertainment companies and venues regarding traffic in the Cahuenga Pass will be
provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval. It is noted that
the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation was consulted during preparation of
the traffic analysis for the Project.

The County and the Ford Theatre Foundation seek to be a good neighbor to the
public and private land uses in the area and wish to achieve the Project goals without
adverse impacts to the physical environment. We hope that a review of these responses to
your comments and the information in the EIR referenced will help to allay your concerns
as the documents fully disclose for the public and the decision makers the analysis of the
Project and the basis for concluding that this Project would cause no new significant traffic
impacts. In particular, the County has identified several project design features (Project
Design Feature K-1, Construction Management Plan; Project Design Feature K-2,
staggering start times of simultaneous events in the Amphitheatre and the 299-seat theatre
on weekday evenings; and Project Design Feature K-3, Parking and Traffic Management
Plan) to be implemented as part of the Project that would avoid potentially significant traffic
impacts on the surrounding street system to the extent feasible. For example, as described
on page IV.K-22 of Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, as part of
the Project, the Ford Theatres shall stagger the start times of simultaneous events to be
held in the Amphitheatre and the 299-seat theatre on weekday evenings after 6:00 p.Mm. by
a minimum of 45 minutes so as to separate the arrival patterns of each theatre’s patrons
(see Project Design Feature K-2). As shown in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR,
Alternative 3, Simultaneous Event Schedules, which would allow events held in the
Amphitheatre, the 299-seat theatre, and the Flex Space to occur simultaneously, is
anticipated to result in a significant traffic impact at one study intersection. However, as
demonstrated in the Project operations, with implementation of Project Design Feature K-2,
the County is willing to forgo the flexibility of simultaneous event schedules in order to
avoid potentially significant traffic impacts.
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Comment No. 10-5

Quite simply, traffic congestion in the Cahuenga Pass is horrid. This is a subjective
statement. Based on experience and observation traveling the Pass daily in the morning
around 9 am and evening around 6 or 6:30 it is a level D or E based on the chart in
Appendix L on page 15. For example, if | am traveling on Forest Lawn heading toward
Hollywood from Burbank and make the left on to Barham, that intersection during the
evening rush hour (at 6pm or later) can take an additional 10 to 15 minutes and | may be
queued up and cycle through 5-7 signal light cycles. The # of cars in the queue for this
light on Forest Lawn can be up to quarter mile back up. Then to travel up Barham to
Barham and Cahuenga east might take an additional 10 to 15 minutes. Then to make the
left on Cahuenga West might take a few more minutes and 1 additional light cycle.
Traveling past Mulholland to Hillpark drive on a Hollywood Bowl night at say between 6:30
to 7:30 pm at night might take an additional 15 to 20 minutes. Again on a Hollywood Bowl
night it is not uncommon for the traffic to back up from the Hollywood Bowl entrance all the
way up the hill on Cahuenga West past the Pilgrimage bridge to Mulholland and at times up
to Barham Blvd. This is further documented by the backup at the Highland Flyover (exit on
the southbound 101 freeway to Highland Blvd that actually places you on Cahuenga West
between Hillpark and the Pilgrimage Bridge. Further, the congestion is so bad and the
back up from the Hollywood Bowl on to the freeway is so long, Caltrans now has a
permanent light flashing, display posted of traffic congestion. You may want to check in
with Caltrans if they have a record of how often or what nights this display is used. So, the
contrast is during off peak hours it might take me 5-7 minutes to travel this route and on a
heavily congested evening could take upwards of 45 minutes to travel this 4-5 mile stretch.
This is the definition of “horrid”. Adding the kind of traffic volume on streets that are already
clogged appears to be studied in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment No. 10-5

The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter regarding existing traffic
congestion in the Cahuenga Pass and will be provided to the decision makers prior to
consideration of Project approval. The Draft EIR and Traffic Study included as Appendix L
of the Draft EIR provide a comprehensive analysis of the potential impacts associated with
the Project, and includes documentation of the development of the methodology,
assumptions and extensive supporting data and information reviewed, etc., that were used,
as well as the determination of baseline conditions. The methodology used in the traffic
analysis was reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works. The Project is located in the County of Los Angeles, however, since all of the study
intersections are within the City of Los Angeles jurisdiction, the City’s analysis
methodologies and significance thresholds were utilized in accordance with the City of Los
Angeles Department of Transportation Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (June 2013).
The traffic analysis focused on weekday and weekend peak hours (i.e., the time periods in
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which congestion is at its greatest levels), which generally corresponds to the highest hour
on a weekday during the morning and afternoon commuter periods and the midday peak
hour on a weekend. It is recognized that the Cahuenga Pass experiences high traffic
volume and vehicular queuing on evenings when the Hollywood Bowl has events or is in
season, as well as during street closures in Hollywood. This is highlighted in both the
existing and future intersection operating conditions shown in Tables 8 and 9, on pages 60
and 66 of the Traffic Study, contained in Appendix L of the Draft EIR. For example,
Intersection No. 1, Cahuenga Boulevard West & Barham Boulevard and Intersection No. 2,
Cahuenga Boulevard East & Barham Boulevard, which are both on the travel route
described in the comment, are anticipated to operate at worse level of service, D, E, or F,
during one or more of the weekday morning or afternoon commuter peak hours and/or
weekday event peak hour.

The relative impact of the added traffic volumes to be generated was evaluated
based on an analysis of operating conditions at the study intersection, with and without the
Project. In general, according to the significant impact criteria, the higher the volume-to-
capacity ratio and worse level of service, the lower the amount of Project traffic that can be
added before causing a significant impact. Based on the City’s sliding scale method for
calculating the level of impact due to traffic generated by a Project, an impact is deemed
significant if the resulting incremental increase in the volume-to-capacity ratio exceeds 0.02
while operating at level of service D or 0.01 while operating at level of service E or F. As
shown in Tables 8 and 9, the maximum level of Project impact is 0.005 at any intersection
operating at level of service D, E, or F. Thus, although vehicular queuing may occur along
corridors in the Cahuenga Pass, the Project traffic levels at any of these individual study
intersections are nowhere near the level needed to cause a significant impact. The Draft
EIR concludes that the Project would not have any operational traffic impacts. As
discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not create significant impacts at any of the study intersections under any of the analyzed
peak hours using the significance impact criteria established by the City. Therefore,
Project impacts on intersection operations would be less than significant.

Comment No. 10-6

The reason | state seems to be, is that the numbers that are presented in Appendix L do
not seem representative of what homeowners in the Cahuenga Pass experience on a daily
basis. The good news is that there was a traffic study and my comments about the timing
of the traffic study were adjusted to accommodate actual traffic congestion not the
definition from previous traffic study of the definition of “rush hour”. The bad news is that it
is unclear the exact location within the 8 intersections where the data was collected from.
All pivotal intersections but which actual streets and lanes contained the sensors? The rest
of the letter will speak to:
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¢ why and where there are concerns surrounding the data

e accurately representing the true congestion

e other concerns or statements or conclusions drawn within the Draft EIR
e request for further investigation

e request answers to questions generated prompted by the data collected and the
assumptions made based on this said date.

Response to Comment No. 10-6

The scope of the traffic analysis was developed in consultation with LACDPW, in
coordination with adjacent jurisdictions, and in consideration of input received during the
public scoping process. The Traffic Study was prepared under the supervision of LACDPW
in accordance with the County’s and City’s guidelines (City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, June 2013), adopted policies,
procedures, and standards. As described in the Draft EIR, although the Ford Theatres are
located within and owned by the County of Los Angeles; the street system surrounding the
Project Site, including the study intersections, are within the City of Los Angeles. The base
assumptions, technical methodologies, and study area were reviewed and approved by
LACDPW. A summary of the existing street and highway system is provided on pages
IV.K-4 through IV.K-9, in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access and Parking of the Draft EIR. The
study area was developed so that the full range of potential impacts of the Project on the
local and regional roadway network could be determined. In accordance with CEQA, the
traffic analysis evaluated impacts of the Project on the existing environment based on
actual traffic count data collected at the identified study locations. A summary of the Traffic
Study scope, methodology, and traffic scenarios is provided in Chapter 2, Traffic Impact
Analysis Methodology, of the Traffic Study. A detailed description of the existing traffic
conditions, which serves as the basis for the traffic analysis of both existing and future
traffic conditions, is outlined in Chapter 3, Existing Conditions of the Traffic and Parking
Impact Report.

Traffic studies focus on the time periods in which congestion is at its greatest levels,
during what is known as the “peak period” of traffic, which generally corresponds to one to
two-hour segments on a weekday during the morning and afternoon commuter periods and
the midday period on a weekend. In addition to the weekday morning and afternoon
commuter periods and weekend midday period, as the attendance and traffic volumes
associated with the Ford Theatres is the highest during evening events, an analysis of both
the weekday and weekend “pre-event” peak hour was also conducted. As described on
page IV.K-13 of the Draft EIR, to identify the weekday morning and afternoon peak hour
and weekend midday peak hour, as well as the weekday and weekend “pre-event” peak
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hour for each intersection, traffic counts were taken at the study intersections during the
weekday morning and afternoon commuter peak periods (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 A.M. and
4:00 P.™m. to 6:00 p.M.) and during a weekend midday peak period (11:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M.),
as well as during the weekday and weekend evening pre-event peak period (6:00 p.Mm. to
9:00 p.M.). The traffic counts were conducted in September 2013 when local schools were
in session and when both the Ford Theatres and Hollywood Bowl were holding events. In
addition, Hollywood Boulevard was closed from Orange Grove Avenue to Highland
Avenue.

Consistent with Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the traffic counts used for
preparation of the Draft EIR traffic analysis represent a reasonable definition of the physical
environment at the study intersections as it existed at the time the Notice of Preparation
was issued.

Table 1, Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections on page 15 of the
Traffic Study included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR provide the generalized description of
the qualitative measures used to describe traffic conditions, including level of service
categories, volume-to-capacity ratios, and associated definitions. The existing weekday,
weekday event, and Saturday intersection traffic volumes are illustrated in Figures 5A, 5B,
and 5C, respectively, and the existing intersection level of service during the analyzed peak
hours is shown in Table 3 of the Traffic Study.

Comment No. 10-7

It is critical that the Draft EIR incorporates first-hand look at the traffic issues experienced
today in the Cahuenga Pass. | do question the data in light of the Level of Service defined
in Appendix L page 15 and the assessments provided at the eight intersections. For
Intersections 1, 2, and 5 the data presented is probably representative of the data
collection period. | wonder why Intersection 3 is missing from Appendix L , Table 3, page
30. It seems unbelievable that the data collected at intersections # 3 (that is found in the
traffic section IV K-17 but missing from the Appendix L) is listed as Level A, along with
intersection 4, along with intersection 7.

Response to Comment No. 10-7

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 10-5 for information regarding the
analysis time periods and existing traffic count data and operating conditions. We have
reviewed the data referenced, and it is correct in the Draft EIR. Thank you for pointing out
the benefit of clarifying the location in the document of the substantial volume of traffic
analysis and data supporting the narrative in the traffic analysis. The traffic count data
worksheets of the turning movement counts at the study intersections are provided within
Appendix B of the Traffic Study, which is included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. Table 3
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on page 30 of the Traffic Study in Appendix L of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the
Existing Conditions intersection peak hour level of service for each of the signalized
intersections. To provide clarification on the location of data for both signalized and
unsignalized intersections, the title of Table 3 will be revised to state “Table 3, Existing
Conditions Signalized Intersection Peak Hour Levels of Service.” Refer to Section I,
Clarifications and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR for the revised title. The
analysis of the unsignalized intersection (Intersection No. 3, Cahuenga Boulevard East &
Barham Boulevard) is described and documented in Appendix E of the Traffic Study,
beginning on page E-1. The delay and level of service for the unsignalized intersection
for the Existing Conditions is shown in Table E-1 of the Traffic Study, at page E-5,
which correspond to the reported delays and level of service shown in Table IV.K-3 on
page IV.K-17 of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 10-8

For example, diving in to a little more detail to determine what is happening with the Level
of Service at the Pilgrimage bridge (intersections 3 and 4), where was the data collected?
Was the data collected on the bridge as the traffic approaches Cahuenga East and West or
actually recorded based on the traffic on Cahuenga East and West. Meaning,

1. Atintersection # 3, was the data collected across the four lanes of traffic heading
southbound on Cahuenga West including the left turn lane as well as northbound
or only one of the four:

A. South bound lanes including the left turn lane
B. Just the left turn lane

C. The one Northbound lane

D. heading west across the Pilgrimage bridge

And, were the locations different if data reflected current traffic without the
project, current traffic with the project, future traffic (20 years out) without the
project, future traffic (20 years out) with the project?

ASK: Please respond with the specific location (actual streets and lanes) of the
data sensors and collection

2. At intersection # 4, was the data collected across the three lanes of traffic
heading Northbound on Cahuenga East including the left turn lane as well as the
one southbound lane, or only one of the five

A. one South bound lane
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the three Northbound lanes
just the left turn lane in the Northbound lane,

heading east across the Pilgrimage bridge or

m © O ©

heading east exiting the Ford Theatre project opposite the Pilgrimage bridge?

And, were the locations different if data reflected current traffic without the
project, current traffic with the project, future traffic (20 years out) without the
project, future traffic (20 years out) with the project?

ASK: Please respond with the specific location (actual streets and lanes) of the
data sensors and collection

Response to Comment No. 10-8

The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during the weekday, weekday
event and Saturday peak hours are highlighted in Figures 5A, 5B, and 5C, of the Traffic
Study included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. As shown in the traffic count data
worksheets provided in Appendix B of the Traffic Study, the traffic count data collected are
manual counts of the vehicular volume by movements (i.e., left-turns, through traffic, and
right-turns) for all of the intersection approaches (each roadway) and encompass the
volume from every travel lane approaching the intersection. The counts are recorded at
15-minute intervals throughout the analysis period. For example, at Intersection No. 3
(Cahuenga Boulevard West & Pilgrimage Bridge), the traffic counts reflect the northbound
through and right-turn movements and the southbound left and through movements on
Cahuenga Boulevard West and the westbound right-turn movements on Pilgrimage Bridge.
Similarly, for Intersection No. 4 (Cahuenga Boulevard East & Pilgrimage Bridge), the traffic
counts reflect the northbound left and through movements on Cahuenga Boulevard East,
the eastbound left, through and right-turn volume on Pilgrimage Bridge, and the westbound
left, through and right-turn movements from the Ford Theatres main driveway. A summary
of the existing lane configurations at the study intersections is provided in Figure 3 on
page 24 of the Traffic Study. As outlined in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking of
the Draft EIR, and further described in the Traffic Study, the existing traffic count data
serves as the basis for the traffic analysis of both existing and future traffic conditions and
the baseline for evaluating traffic-related impacts of the Project.

Comment No. 10-9

3. What was the calculation used to determine the LOS? Meaning, was the data
collected across the designated AM, PM, and weekday event time periods and
then averaged? Was additional mathematical formulas applied the understated
to reflect the “Delay/V/C"?
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Response to Comment No. 10-9

A summary of the traffic study scope, analysis methodology, and traffic scenarios is
provided in Chapter 2, Traffic Impact Analysis Methodology, of the Traffic Study. As
described on pages 11 and 12 of the Traffic Study included in Appendix L of the Draft EIR,
on Intersection Level of Service Methodology, the signalized intersections were evaluated
using the Critical Movement Analysis methodology, which determines volume-to-capacity
ratios on a critical movement basis. The overall intersection volume-to-capacity ratio is
subsequently assigned a level of service value to describe intersection operations. The
Critical Movement Analysis methodology was implemented using City of Los Angeles,
LADOT’s Calcadb Lite spreadsheet application to analyze intersection operating
conditions, consistent with LADOT’s Policies and Procedures. It is noted that the Critical
Movement Analysis methodology reflects the calculated average operating conditions for
individual intersections and does not in every case account for vehicular queuing along
corridors, pedestrian conflicts, etc. The unsignalized intersections were analyzed using the
Highway Capacity Manual methodology (Transportation Research Board, 2010) to
determine the overall intersection delay. The Highway Capacity Manual methodology
calculates the average delay, in seconds, of a vehicle passing through the intersection in
any direction. The intersection analyses were prepared for each of the analysis conditions
(weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours, weekday event peak hour, etc.) and reported in level of
service summary tables in the Traffic Study and in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and
Parking, of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 10-10

4. | realize the report provided the time periods of data collection went above and
beyond by extending the hours of the study to reflect more accurately the heavy
congestion periods in the Cahuenga Pass. (see page 13 of the Section K:
Traffic, Access, and Parking. This is appreciated considering the feedback in the
original response back on 3/11/14 (see attached letter).

Response to Comment No. 10-10

Thank you for acknowledging the expanded analysis time periods included in the
Draft EIR and responsiveness to the commenter’'s March 11, 2014, letter received during
the Notice of Preparation.

Comment No. 10-11

5. On page 22 of Section K, there is a reference to the construction related
deliveries will be scheduled outside of commuter peak hours. There is specific
reference that:
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A. construction workers would arrive at the project before 7 am.
B. And leave either before 4pm or after 6pm.
Three points come to mind:

1 According to the County code requirements, construction cannot occur the
hours before 7 am on weekdays. And, there is a separate requirement
regarding noisy construction work. So, if the bulk of the workers arrive
before 7 am will they all stand around and do quite work (when the heavy
earth movement is occurring)?

2 Commuter and event congestion really starts at 5:30 and runs through 8
pm or 8:30 depending upon the event.

3 | am not sure how these arrival and departure times improve things for the
roadways surrounding the project and reduce “counted requisite TRIPS”.

ASK: Please respond with the specific details why these numbers were provided
and how that calculates (either increases or decreases) the total number of
inbound and outbound TRIPS

Response to Comment No. 10-11

Construction-related traffic is addressed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and
Parking of the Draft EIR and further described in Chapter 13 of the Traffic Study included
as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. As described beginning on page 87 of the Traffic Study, in
general the shift times for construction workers and hours of construction typically require
workers to be on site before the weekday morning commuter peak period and allow them
to leave before or after the afternoon commuter peak period (i.e., arrive at the site by
7:00 A.M. and depart before 4:00 p.Mm. or after 6:00 P.M.). For example, an eight-hour shift
between 7:00 A.M. and 3:00 pP.M. would travel to and from the site outside of the weekday
commuter or weekend midday peak periods, when the roadway system is most heavily
constrained. The trip-generation estimates associated with construction workers outlined in
the Draft EIR do not reflect a reduction in trips. As the number of trips would occur during
off-peak hours, Project construction is not expected to cause a significant traffic impact at
the analyzed intersections during peak hours.

Comment No. 10-12

6. The TRIP generation also seems suspect or some mathematical algorithm was
used that does not equate to reality for the average driver in Los Angeles. One
vehicle one person. If you review the numbers provided in Section K: Traffic,
Access, and Parking on page 24 | am not sure how the report arrived at:
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A. 176 daily construction worker Trips (88 inbound / 88 outbound
B. 64 haul trucks (32 inbound / 32 outbound
C. 30 daily construction material delivery trucks ( 15 inbound / 15 outbound

| don’t state the issue to the numbers based on the shear # of daily
construction works, trucks hauling dirt or deliveries. | question this data as
you move to the next point on the total number of inbound and outbound trips.
Keep reading as | make my two points about these TRIP numbers:

1. Not sure of the hours of the truck hauls but if you do the math 107,094
cubic yards of dirt divided by 14 cubic yards per truck and there are
64 daily deliveries (32 inbound and 32 outbound), this dirt hauling would
take 119.5 days (64 * 14 = 896 cubic yards per day. 107,095 / 896 =
119.5 days. If the hauling occurred 6 days out of the week, since
according to the County Code, no loud construction noise on Sundays,
this could take upwards of 19.9 weeks.

ASK: is this the expected timeframe and approach for the hauling of dirt?

Response to Comment No. 10-12

A full discussion of the construction traffic trip-generation estimates, methodology,
assumptions, impact analyses, etc. is provided in Chapter 13, Construction Impact
Analysis, of the Traffic Study included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. As detailed therein,
the estimated number of construction workers each day, depending on the phase of
construction (e.g., demolition, grading, building construction, etc.) is anticipated to range
between approximately 10 and 100 workers. Assuming some level of carpooling among
the construction workers, an average vehicle ridership of 1.135 person per vehicle was
applied, as provided in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook (South Coast Air Quality
Management District, 1993). Thus, during the construction phase with the largest number
of workers, 100 construction workers are anticipated to generate approximately 176 trips
per day [100 workers + 1.135 workers per vehicle x 2 (1 inbound, 1 outbound) = 176 trips
per day].

Regarding the proposed truck activity, approximately 107,094 cubic yards of
material is anticipated to be exported off-site during the course of the combined excavation,
demolition and other construction activities for the Project. It is anticipated that 12- to
14-cubic-yard dirt trucks would be used to export the soil. Assuming approximately
720 cubic yards of export per day, a total of 64 daily haul truck trips are estimated to be
generated on a worst case construction day (during excavation and demolition phases of
construction). With regard to construction material delivery trucks, it is estimated that an
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average of between fewer than 10 and 30 daily delivery truck trips would travel to the
Project Site, depending on the construction phase.

It should be noted that the most intensive construction phase in terms of trucks
generally occurs during the demolition, grading or export phases of construction, whereas
the period that generates the most construction worker traffic occurs during the building
finishing and site work construction activities toward the later end of the construction
phasing. However, in order to provide a conservative analysis of construction traffic, the
trip-generation forecast included traffic from the peak construction worker phase, as well as
the peak construction truck phase. Further, for purposes of analyzing the worst case
scenario associated with construction, the Project was assumed to be complete in one
phase. However, it is recognized in the Draft EIR that the Project is likely to be constructed
over time, as funding allows and to keep the Ford Theatres operating during some or all of
the May to October event season. It is noted, however, that the County Arts Commission
has announced that the Ford Amphitheatre would be closed for the summer season in
2015 and would reopen in the spring/summer of 2016 to accommodate maintenance work
in the Amphitheatre associated with previously approved Amphitheatre improvements as
part of the Class 31 Notice of Exemption prepared and approved in September 2013.2

Comment No. 10-13

2. On page 25 in Section K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, it shows five bullet
points about the inbound and outbound TRIPS. It may be | am not
calculating correctly but it looks like there are 221 inbound trips and only
76 outbound TRIPS. Please clarify these numbers. Not sure if there is
averaging and rounding up and rounding down that skew the numbers.
What it looks like is that people in vehicles arrive but they never leave?
Maybe the construction workers are arriving by car and leaving by bus?

ASK: Is it possible that people in vehicles arrive to the Project Site but they
never leave?

Response to Comment No. 10-13

The bullet points outlined on page IV.K-25 of the Draft EIR summarize the
anticipated Project trip-generation forecast for each of the analyzed peak hours (i.e., 1-hour
segment) as shown in Table IV.K-5 on page IV.K-26 of the Draft EIR. It is incorrect to
combine trips for each of the analyzed peak hours, including for different days of the week
(e.g., weekday and weekend) as suggested in this comment. The trip-generation forecast

? Ford Theatres, About Us, News and Press Room, http:/fordtheatres.org/UserFiles/File/2014%20Summer
%20Workbook/2015FordSeasonRelease FINAL.pdf; accessed September 5, 2014.
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shown in Table IV.K-5 reflects inbound and outbound trips that are anticipated to occur
during that identified peak hour, and does not show the trips made during off-peak periods.
The net new Project trips during each of the analysis peak hours (weekday A.M. and P.M.
peak hours, weekday evening event peak hour, Saturday midday peak hour and Saturday
evening peak hour) were evaluated according to the County and City’s adopted policies
and procedures.

Comment No. 10-14

7. The next questionable set of numbers in Section K, Traffic, Access, and Parking
talks about the Trip distribution traffic assignment. In the paragraph a top of
page 27 it talks about the approximate percentage of traffic that would be
assigned to north of the project, south of the project, and to/from the US-101 and
the Project Site. The issue is not the distribution but the percentage. Not sure
how you can end up with 160 % if the traffic is split in three areas: 50 percent to
the North, 50 percent to the south, and 60 percent to/from US 101 and the
Project Site. One might conclude from these numbers that congestion exceeds
capacity by 160 % which might reflect reality that we are living with level E and F
LOS.

ASK: Please explain further what is being attempted.

Response to Comment No. 10-14

A detailed description of the Project trip distribution is provided in Chapter 5, Project
Trip Generation and Distribution of the Traffic Study included as Appendix L of the Draft
EIR. The Project trip distribution is illustrated in Figure 9 and the associated Project-only
traffic volumes in Figures 10A, 10B, and 10C for weekday, weekday event, and Saturday
peak hour conditions, of the Traffic Study. As described on page 49 of the Traffic Study,
approximately half of the traffic was assigned to/from the north and half was assigned
to/from the south. Of this, approximately 60 percent of the Project-related traffic is
anticipated to utilize the US-101 to/from the Project Site. The last sentence of the first
paragraph on Page IV.K-27 of Section IV.K, Traffic, Access and Parking, of the Draft EIR
has been revised as provided in Section Il, Clarifications and Additions to the Draft EIR, of
this Final EIR. Thank you for pointing out this ambiguity so that we can clarify the wording
to be consistent and correctly describe the traffic distribution illustrated in Figure 9 of the
Traffic Study.

Comment No. 10-15

8. In Section K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, there is a point being made
surrounding CMP, Congestion Management Program indicating based on the
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inbound and outbound TRIPS and the percentage of distribution that this project
is no CMP impact and no additional analysis of freeway segments is required per
the CMP Criteria. That assumes the TRIP calculations are correct. | contend
that the TRIP numbers are questionable along with the Percentage of traffic
distribution.

ASK: Please justify the numbers identified in this paragraph on page 29 and how
that compares to the numbers identified on page 25, and the details covered on
page 24 breaking down the specific TRIPS.

Response to Comment No. 10-15

The Congestion Management Program Analysis, including methodology and
assumptions, is addressed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, beginning on
page IV.K-29 of the Draft EIR, and further described in Chapter 10, Congestion
Management Program Analysis, of the Traffic Study. The Project traffic volumes outlined in
Table IV.K-5 on page IV.K-26 (and summarized on page IV.K-25) were assigned to the
study intersections and the resulting traffic volumes are provided in Figures 10A, 10B, and
10C of the Traffic Study provided as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. These volumes reflect
the anticipated net new trips associated with operation of the Project.

Based on a review of the Project traffic volumes shown in these figures, the Project
would add fewer than 150 trips in either direction during the weekday morning or afternoon
peak hour on the US-101 Freeway. Addition of at least 150 trips is the threshold for
requiring a traffic impact analysis for a Congestion Management Program mainline freeway
monitoring location according to the 2070 Los Angeles County Congestion Management
Program (Metro, 2010) guidelines. The Congestion Management Program impact analysis
reflects an evaluation of the potential impacts of the Project when it is in operation. The
summary of trips provided on page 1V.K-24 of the Draft EIR reflects the trip generation and
analysis associated with construction traffic.

Comment No. 10-16

9. More importantly, | am not sure how the report can justify the low number of net
new TRIPs considering the number of additional days of events. Maybe the
additional seating to the project justifies the lower number of net new TRIPs. |
am just not sure how this project is able to justify this low number considering the
number of new events. Again, the real issue is the significant increase in traffic
due to the increase in events, 184 events today growing to approximately
331 events annually. If this is one event per day, essentially, the Ford Theatre
would be increasing the traffic volumes from 51 % to 93%. This low TRIPs
needs to be explained or recalculated in a way to reflect these 147 added events.
(see original Ford Theatre report initially released at the beginning of 2014.
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ASK: Please clarify how the numbers justify the low number of TRIPS

Response to Comment No. 10-16

The Draft EIR does acknowledge that the number of annual events at the Ford
Theater would increase and therefore the nearby residents would experience an increase
in traffic on the area streets on more days per year than occurs today. The Draft EIR traffic
impact analysis, however, demonstrates that the Project impacts on the busiest days of the
year for Project events would be less than significant according to the approved
methodology outlined in LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, with concurrence
of the County. Further, the Traffic Study analysis demonstrated that there would not be an
impact that was significant even assuming the worst case evaluation of operations that
utilize the maximum seating capacity of the Amphitheatre and the proposed new venues
(e.g., sold-out events) and traffic conditions when both the Ford Theatres and Hollywood
Bowl were holding events.

To give context to the performance seating capacity of the Ford Theatres, even
with two new venues proposed as part of the Project, including the 299 seat theater and
the 99-seat Flex Space, and accounting for the proposed removal of the existing 87-seat
[Inside] the Ford venue, the net number of new performance seats within the Ford
Theatres of 311 seats remains relatively small. Comparing the Ford Theatres and
Hollywood Bowl open air amphitheatres, the existing Ford Theatres Amphitheatre has a
capacity of 1,196 seats while the Hollywood Bowl amphitheatre capacity is approximately
17,376 seats.

Comment No. 10-17

10.Looks like the looks like the export of dirt shifted from 83,774 cubic yards of dirt
to 107,095. Please confirm if this change in export is correct? Will the amount of
cubic yards of dirt change again?

ASK: please confirm the amount of cubic yards of dirt today and did the amount
change?

Response to Comment No. 10-17

Based on preliminary estimates and Project design available during the Notice
of Preparation process, it was estimated that the Project would require approximately
83,774 cubic yards of export. Since the Notice of Preparation and with further development
on Project design, the initial estimate was revised to approximately 107,094 cubic yards of
export as described in Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page I1I-85



lll. Response to Comments

Comment No. 10-18

11.1f the Ford theatre is planning to add 147 net new events according to their own
report, how can the Draft EIR actually state that the new trips adjusted for the
observed distribution in the vicinity of the Project Site can actually say 35 net
new trips in the weekday, approximately 18 net new trips in the weekday
evenings and 92 net new events on the weekends found on page 29 of section
IV.K Traffic, Access, and Parking

ASK: These net new #s could be accurate for existing events. What are the net
new #s for 147 additional events at the Ford theatre?

Response to Comment No. 10-18

A full discussion of the Project trip-generation estimates, Project traffic volumes, as
well as the methodology, considerations and assumptions used in determining the Project’s
trip-generation forecast is provided on page IV.K-25 of Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and
Parking, of the Draft EIR. The trip-generation estimates reflect the anticipated net new
increases in traffic during the weekday and weekend event peak hours that could be
generated by the Ford Theatres for any event held, not just for existing events, as
referenced in the comment.

Comment No. 10-19

12.Emergency vehicles: Today with the excessive congestion along Cahuenga
East and Cahuenga West, the emergency vehicles out of Station 76 often are
unable to traverse these streets. There are no shoulders for the cars to move,
with or without sirens. Sirens do no good if there is nowhere for the cars to
move.

ASK: Please explain how the added congestion from construction vehicles and
added events are not going to impact emergency vehicle travel?

Response to Comment No. 10-19

As discussed in Section 1V.J, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, emergency access
for City Fire Department, Los Angeles Police Department, and Los Angeles Sheriff's
Department vehicles within the Project Site and the surrounding vicinity could be impacted
by Project construction activities due to temporary lane closures, utility line construction,
and the generation of traffic as a result of construction equipment movement, hauling of soil
and construction materials to and from the Project Site, and construction worker traffic. As
a result, Project construction activities could increase response times for emergency
vehicles along Cahuenga Boulevard East and main connectors. However, pursuant to
Project Design Feature K-1, the Project would implement a Construction Management Plan
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during construction of the Project, wherein traffic management personnel and appropriate
signage would be employed as necessary to ensure emergency access to the Project Site
and vicinity is maintained. As described in detail in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and
Parking, of this Draft EIR, features of the Construction Management Plan may include
prohibition of construction worker parking on adjacent residential streets, scheduling
construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow, and provisions to accommodate
the equipment storage and truck staging on-site. In addition, construction worker and haul
truck trips would generally occur outside the typical weekday commuter morning and
afternoon peak periods. Further, emergency vehicles utilize emergency sirens to clear a
path of travel or drive in opposing traffic lanes to avoid heavy traffic. As such, impacts
related to emergency access would be less than significant.

Comment No. 10-20

13.Looks like my comments from my 3/11/14 letter were heard. There are
references to improving pedestrian access. This is a good thing. And, it speaks
to a reference could be considered “transportation-friendly” and “fair and
equitable access to the residents” with a limited cost to the project. This could
also increase customers without increasing net new TRIPs to the Ford Theatre.

Repeating what is in my prior letter: Any opportunity to increase pedestrian
traffic to and from the Ford Theatre should be considered. For example, today,
there are no pedestrian options for people, once they travel over the Pilgrimage
Bridge to cross Cahuenga East to the Ford Theatre. There is a metal barrier on
one side essentially blocking or hindering pedestrian crossing over Cahuenga
East. And, there is no longer a button to push to trigger the signal for a walk sign
like you see in regular intersections.

ASK: This should be studied and included in the plans to encourage or increase
walking traffic.

Response to Comment No. 10-20

Thank you for addressing pedestrian access to the Project Site. Potential impacts
regarding access and circulation are discussed on page IV.K-32 through IV.K-34 of
Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR and further described in the
Traffic Study included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. As evaluated in Section IV.K,
Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in significant
impacts regarding traffic, access, and parking. As such, no mitigation measures are
required. However, as the surrounding streets and pedestrian facilities are within the
jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, this comment will be forwarded to City of Los
Angeles Councilmember Tom LaBonge’s office with an invitation to discuss sidewalk
improvements in the area of the Ford Theatres with the Ford Theatre Foundation.
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Comment No. 10-21

14.We need to understand during construction and once the events start if the
decibel levels will increase significantly from what they are today. At first glance,
it doesn’t appear that the Highland’s Owners Association will be affected by
noise from the Ford Theatre. However, it does need to be studied to be sure if
there are any issues. In any case, the EIR needs to identify mitigations and
options for such issues.

ASK: The ambient noise level needs to be investigated as part of the EIR.

Response to Comment No. 10-21

You are correct that the analysis shows that the Highland’s Owners Association will
not be affected by construction noise. Potential noise impacts during construction and
operation of the Project are evaluated in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR. Ambient
noise levels are specifically described on page 1V.I-13 through IV.I-17 of the Draft EIR. As
summarized on page IV.I-53 of the Draft EIR, compliance with regulatory requirements and
implementation of the mitigation measures provided would reduce noise and vibration
impacts associated with Project construction to a less than significant level. In addition,
Project impacts during operation would be less than significant. The following mitigation
measures were identified for implementation during construction of the Project:

Mitigation Measure I-1: Power construction equipment (including combustion
engines), fixed and mobile, shall be equipped with state-of-the-art
noise shielding and muffling devices (consistent with manufacturers’
standards). All equipment shall be properly maintained to assure
that no additional noise, due to worn or improperly maintained parts
would be generated.

Mitigation Measure I-2: Project construction shall not include the use of driven pile
systems.

Mitigation Measure 1-3: Contractor shall utilize smaller construction equipment,
such as small bulldozer and hand held compactors, when
construction occurs within 20 feet of the existing Amphitheatre
structure.

Additionally, the Project would include the following project design features related
to Project operations:

Project Design Feature I-1: Project-related outdoor mechanical equipment shall
be designed to meet the County’s Noise Ordinance.
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Project Design Feature I-2: The design of the project amplified sound system for
the Amphitheater shall include the sound level regulator programmed
to a maximum sound level of 95 dBA, as measured in “slow”
response, at the house mixer locations.

Project Design Feature I-3: The building structure for the 299-seat theatre and the
Flex Space shall provide a minimum 25 dBA indoor to outdoor noise
reduction.

Comment No. 10-22

15.There are references that the Pilgrimage bridge has a speed limit of 35 mph on
page Appendix L page 19. There is no speed limit posted on the Pilgrimage
bridge.

ASK: Can you explain how the speed on a two lane bridge could be set to 35
mph?

Response to Comment No. 10-22

There is no posted speed limit on Pilgrimage Bridge and therefore, it is assumed to
be a prima-facie speed limit of 25 miles per hour, consistent with the State of California
Vehicle Code. Thank you for pointing out this inconsistency so that it can be corrected in
the Final EIR. This statement has been corrected as reflected in Section Il, Clarifications
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.

Comment No. 10-23

16.There is a reference that no significant impacts occurred even when extending
past the Study Area. Specifically, in Appendix L, page 16. “The Project Study
Area was designed to ensure the all potentially significantly impacted
intersections, prior to any mitigations, were analyzed, and the boundary of the
Study Area was extended, as necessary, to confirm that there were no significant
impacts at or outside the boundary of the Study Area.”

There are two points to be made about this proclamation:

A. Due to the excessive congestion in the Cahuenga Pass, any construction,
maintenance or added construction traffic like truck hauling causes severe
backups and queuing at the intersections.

Response to Comment No. 10-23

Project Design Feature K-1 includes the preparation of a Construction Management
Plan, which outlines the management and traffic control measures to be implemented, haul
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routes and staging plans, etc., as necessary and satisfactory to the County. The
construction traffic management plan would be based on the nature and timing of the
specific construction activities, including scheduling construction-related deliveries, haul
trips, etc., so as to occur outside of the weekday commuter peak hours to the extent
feasible. With implementation of Project Design Feature K-1, impacts associated with
construction traffic and parking would be less than significant.

Comment No. 10-24

B. The Study area really needs to be extended to include:

1. Cahuenga West up through the on ramp to the 101 Freeway north of
Barham.

2. Barham Blvd from Cahuenga West toward Burbank down and including
the Barham and Forest Lawn intersection

3. Since traffic queues up at Cahuenga East and the Pilgrimage bridge at the
Ford Theatre Project traveling southbound to North Cahuenga Blvd to at
least to Franklin Blvd, Hollywood Blvd, and Sunset Blvd.

Response to Comment No. 10-24

The study area was developed so that the full range of potential impacts of the
Project on the local and regional roadway network could be determined. In consultation
with the County and City, as well as through the public scoping process, eight intersections
(both signalized and unsignalized) in the area were identified for analysis. The
intersections include intersections along the primary access routes to and from the Project
Site which would be most directly impacted by Project traffic (e.g., Cahuenga Boulevard
East and West, Highland Avenue, Odin Avenue, Barham Boulevard, etc.). The study
intersection locations were selected based on the Project vehicle trip generation, the
anticipated distribution of the Project trips, existing intersection/corridor operations, and
travel routes/patterns to and from the Ford Theatres. The traffic analysis study area
encompasses several intersections in the vicinity of the site, including key intersections that
may have existing or future operational issues, and a relatively higher percentage of
Project-related vehicle turning movements (e.g., along Cahuenga Boulevard East and
West, Highland Avenue, Odin Avenue, Barham Boulevard, etc), as well as freeway on-off
ramp intersections.

The comment includes a request for analysis of additional intersections that were
not included as study intersections in the Traffic Study, including intersections along
Cahuenga Boulevard West north of Barham Boulevard, Barham Boulevard from Cahuenga
Boulevard West to the City of Burbank (including Barham Boulevard & Forest Lawn Drive),
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and those intersections along North Cahuenga Boulevard south of study area. These
intersections were not selected for analysis because they would not serve sufficient Project
traffic volumes such that a significant Project traffic impact would be identified.

According to the City’s significant impact criteria, an impact is considered significant
if the project results in an increase in the volume-to-capacity ratio of an intersection by
0.01 (assuming that the intersection is operating at level of service E or F). This generally
correlates to a traffic volume increase of at least 16 vehicles per lane per hour in the peak
direction. The roadways described in this comment are at least four lane roads. Thus, the
Project would have to add at least 32 vehicles per hour in the peak direction in order to
create a significant impact at these intersections beyond the study area. Figures 10A, 10B,
and 10C on pages 51 through 53 of the Traffic Study show that none of the roads leading
to these intersections beyond the study area are anticipated to accommodate 32 net new
vehicles per lane per hour in any one direction and, therefore, the Project would not
generate enough traffic in the Barham Boulevard, North Cahuenga Boulevard, Cahuenga
Boulevard West or other identified corridors beyond the study area, to create a significant
impact.

Further, there would be no significant impacts at any intersections located on the
boundaries of the study area, and the Project traffic assignment as shown in Figures 10A,
10B, 10C, on pages 51 through 53 of the Traffic Study show that the Project would not
generate sufficient traffic volumes past the study area in any direction to cause a significant
intersection impact. Therefore, the study area encompassed in the Traffic Study was large
enough to capture all of the potential significant impacts of the Project and additional
intersections are not required to be analyzed.

Comment No. 10-25

C. Although stated differently in the report, there are multiple intersections
without left turn lanes. These intersections alone when vehicles are
attempting to make the left hand turn can cause severe backups affecting
traffic congestion up and down the Cahuenga Pass. Backups can occur
upwards of a quarter to a half a mile. Intersections include:

1. Cahuenga West and Mulholland Blvd—northbound. Note: this
intersection is south of Cahuenga West and Barham

2. Barham Blvd and Blair Drive—heading toward Burbank just below Lake
Hollywood Blvd.

ASK: Please provide clarification on:

1. how these intersections without a left hand turn lane affect congestion
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2. should the study area include one or both of these intersections

Response to Comment No. 10-25

The analysis methodology accounts for the lane geometry at the study intersections,
including exclusive left-turn lanes, where provided, as shown in Figure 3 on page 24 of the
Traffic Study. As shown in Figure 3, several intersections do not provide separate left-turn
lanes, which was reflected in the analysis and intersection operating conditions shown in
Table IV.K-6 (Existing plus Project conditions) on page IV.K-28 and Table IV.K-7 (Future
plus Project conditions) on page IV.K-30 of the Draft EIR. The City’s significance criteria is
based on overall intersection operations as defined by the vehicle-to-capacity ratio and
level of service, and not vehicular queuing along a particular corridor or intersection.

The comment includes a request for analysis of additional intersections that were
not included as study intersections in the Traffic Study, including the intersections of
Cahuenga Boulevard West & Woodrow Wilson Drive-Mulholland Drive and Barham
Boulevard & Blair Drive. These intersections, as well as other intersections in the area
(e.g., Cahuenga Boulevard West & Hillpark Drive, Cahuenga Boulevard East & Lakeridge
Road, Cahuenga Boulevard East & Lakeridge Place, etc.), were not selected for analysis
as they would have relatively lower traffic volumes on the side street and minor approach to
the intersection and no documented existing or projected future adverse operational issues,
but most importantly, these locations are projected to accommodate little, if any, Project-
related vehicular turning movements. Thus, these intersections would not be significantly
impacted by Project traffic.

Comment No. 10-26

17.The reason the last point is severely relevant depends upon the ultimate haul
route. Although in the report in Section IV.K page 24 it states the “anticipated”
haul route might be inbound “...access the Project Site traveling northbound on
Cahuenga Blvd East from the Hollwyood Freeway (US-101) and [outbound]
would exit the Project Site onto Cahuenga Blvd East and travel northbound on
Cahuenga Blvd East to the Hollywood Freeway. The report does not indicate the
full route. The point of this entry is two-fold:

A. Depending upon the streets traveled for the haul route, for example Barham
to Forest Lawn, then the recommendation in this letter is that the Study area
needs to be extended to include these intersections. Especially since,
Barham and Cahuenga East based on the data reported in the Draft EIR in
Appendix L indicates on weekday AM is a LOS F and weekday PM is a LOS
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B. If the plan is to proceed with the haul route as anticipated then it makes
sense to extend the Study Area to include intersections of Cahuenga North in
the southbound direction toward Franklin Blvd, Hollywood Blvd, and Sunset
Blvd.

ASK: include these additional intersections south of the project and north and
east of the project to anticipate impacts from the project both during Construction
and after the Project is implemented. In either case, both parts of the Cahuenga
Pass will be impacted.

Response to Comment No. 10-26

Pursuant to Project Design Feature K-1, as part of the Project, a Construction
Management Plan would be implemented, including haul routes and staging plans, to the
satisfaction of the County. The Construction Management Plan shall include elements
such as provisions to accommodate the equipment storage and truck staging on-site,
scheduling construction-related deliveries, haul trips, etc., so as to occur outside of the
commuter peak hours to the extent feasible, as well as obtaining the required permits for
truck haul routes prior to issuance of permits for the Project as described on page IV.K-22
of the Draft EIR. The truck haul route would comply with the approved truck routes
designated within the City and County. Based on the proximity of the Hollywood Freeway
to the Project Site, it is anticipated that haul trucks leaving the site (outbound) would travel
northbound on Cahuenga Boulevard East to US-101 and inbound trucks would travel
northbound on Cahuenga Boulevard East from US-101. The Construction Management
Plan would formalize how construction would be carried out and identify specific actions
that would be required to reduce effects on the surrounding community.

Further, as described on page 88 of the Traffic Study, approximately 14 truck trips
per hour (seven inbound, seven outbound) are forecast to occur during the excavation and
demolition periods, assuming haul truck trips would occur uniformly over a 5-hour period
(e.g., 10:00 A.m. to 3:00 P.m.). The intersections identified in this comment, among others,
were not selected for analysis because they would not serve sufficient haul truck traffic
during the commuter peak periods such that a significant impact could occur. Based on the
construction traffic analysis included in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the
Draft EIR, with implementation of the Construction Management Plan, construction-related
impacts would be less than significant. Thus, expansion of the study area related to
construction traffic is not required.

Regarding the request to expand the study area to include intersections to the south,
north, and east of the Project due to increases in traffic from Project operations, refer to
Response to Comment No. 10-24 above. As discussed therein, there would be no
significant impacts at any intersections located in the boundaries of the study area and the
Project would not generate sufficient traffic volumes past the study area in any direction to

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page 111-93



lll. Response to Comments

cause a significant intersection impact. Therefore, the study area encompassed in the
Traffic Study was large enough to capture the potential significant impacts of the Project
and additional intersections are not required to be analyzed.

Comment No. 10-27

18.The traffic study did take in to account midweek evening event traffic when both
the Ford Theatre and the Hollywood Bowl events were occurring simultaneously.
Don’t know if this was a light Hollywood Bowl night or one of the heavily attended
event night at the Hollywood Bowl.

ASK: provide more details about whether the study included a Hollywood Bowl
event that experienced peak or very high attendance.

Response to Comment No. 10-27

The traffic count data included in the Draft EIR was conducted on Friday, September
6 and Saturday, September 7, 2013, when both the Ford Theatres and the Hollywood Bowl
held events. On those days, the Hollywood Bowl hosted the Blue Man Group, which was
considered a busy, well-attended event, with attendance of approximately 14,606 on
Friday evening and approximately 15,105 on Saturday evening. As noted on page 1I-9 of
Section I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Hollywood Bowl has a seating capacity
of approximately 17,376. Therefore, the traffic counts included in the Project traffic
analysis captured well-attended events at the Hollywood Bowl.

Comment No. 10-28

19. The traffic study does not indicate if the data collection occurred on a night when
the Hollywood Blvd street closure was in effect.

ASK: provide more data if Hollywood Blvd was closed on the day or night of the
data collection.

Response to Comment No. 10-28

The City issues permits at various times throughout the year for the temporary
closure of travel lanes along roadways throughout the Hollywood community, including
Hollywood Boulevard, to accommodate special events (e.g., the Academy Awards, movie
premieres, marathons, parades and festivals, etc.). Daily traffic counts on urban roadways,
such as Hollywood Boulevard, are variable and can be highly influenced by recurring and
intermittent events such as school traffic, roadway construction, as well as accidents,
special events, economic trends, weather, etc. In addition to being conducted when both
the Ford Theatres and Hollywood Bowl held events, the traffic counts used for the
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preparation of the Draft EIR traffic analysis were conducted when street closures were in
effect on Hollywood Boulevard from Orange Grove Avenue to Highland Avenue.?

Comment No. 10-29

The Ford Theatre Project wants to increase their events which in turn will increase their
traffic. Since the Ford Theatre is starting out with traffic congestion that is essentially at a
level D or F it may be that they cannot just add any more events without addressing traffic.
The Draft EIR is making a claim that the new trips adjusted for the observed distribution in
the vicinity of the Project Site can actually say 35 net new trip sin the weekday an peak
hour, approximately 18 net new trips in the weekday evenings and 92 net new events on
the weekends if the Ford theatre is planning to add 147 net new events according to their
own report. Based on these numbers the Draft EIR on section IV,K page 29 Congestion
Management Program requirements are met based on the # of net new trips. And,
therefore since these net new #s are less than 150 trips in either direction during the
weekday morning and afternoon peak hours, no CMP impact would occur and no additional
analysis of freeway segments is required per the CMP criteria. Again, this is why | am
asking to have a review of the TRIP #s in general and the net new TRIPS.

Response to Comment No. 10-29

A summary of the Project traffic volumes, as well as the methodology,
considerations and assumptions used in determining the Project’s trip-generation forecast
is provided in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access and Parking of the Draft EIR, with further details
provided in Chapter 5 (Project Trip Generation and Distribution) of the Traffic Study
included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. As discussed on pages 45 through 48 of the
Traffic Study, the Project trip-generation forecast considered vehicular trips associated with
the number of seats provided in the Amphitheatre and proposed venues, employees, event
staff (e.g., security, event, public relations, artists/performers and other related staff), etc.,
as well as those related to the hiking trail and restaurant uses. The trip-generation
forecasts associated with the Project is based on the Project's land use components,
attendance figures, anticipated visitor arrival and departure patterns, events and other
programming information collected through field data or provided by the Ford Theatres and
County staff. Table IV.K-5 on page IV.K-26 of the Draft EIR summarizes the trip generation
for the Project.

The commenter correctly summarizes the net new traffic anticipated to be generated
by the Project, including 35 net new trips during the weekday morning peak hour, 60 net

¥ Communication between Gibson Transportation Consulting Inc. and City of Los Angeles Department of

Public Works, Bureau of Street Services Investigation and Enforcement Division. August 2014.
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new trips during the weekday afternoon peak hour, 18 net new trips during the weekday
event peak hour, 92 net new trips during the Saturday midday event peak hour, and 92 net
new trips during the Saturday evening event peak hour. The Draft EIR provides an
extensive analysis of the traffic-related impacts of the anticipated net new traffic generated
by the Project and concludes that traffic impacts at the study intersections would be less
than significant.

As previously described, the traffic analysis includes an assessment of Congestion
Management Program arterial and freeway monitoring stations that may be impacted by
the Project, in accordance with the Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines referenced in the
2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County. Refer to Chapter 10,
Congestion Management Program, of the Traffic Study for a summary of the Congestion
Management Program traffic assessment for arterial and freeway monitoring locations, as
well as transit. The Congestion Management Program is a State-mandated program that
serves as the monitoring and analytical basis for transportation funding decisions in the
County made through the Regional Transportation Improvement Program and State
Transportation Improvement Program processes. The Congestion Management Program
requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis be performed for all Congestion Management
Program arterial monitoring intersections where a project would add 50 or more trips and
Congestion Management Program mainline freeway monitoring locations where a project
would add 150 or more trips during either the morning or afternoon weekday peak hours.

As outlined on page 71 of the Traffic Study, based on the estimated Project trip-
generation forecast and the assignment of Project traffic volumes shown in Figures 10A,
10B, and 10C, there would be fewer than 150 A.M. or P.M. peak hour trips distributed to the
freeways in the Project area; therefore, the Project’s Congestion Management Program
freeway impacts are considered to be less than significant and no further analysis is
required based on the Congestion Management Program guidelines, significance criteria,
and methodology. The Congestion Management Program arterial monitoring stations
closest to the Project Site include the intersections of Santa Monica Boulevard & Highland
Avenue (approximately one and one-half miles south of the Project Site) and Cahuenga
Boulevard & Lankershim Boulevard (approximately two and one-quarter miles northwest of
the Project Site). Based on the Project trip-generation forecast, there would be nominal
Project trips traveling past these Congestion Management Program arterial monitoring
stations during either the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. Therefore, the
Project’'s Congestion Management Program arterial impacts are considered to be less than
significant, and no further analysis is required for these arterial monitoring stations.

As previously described, the Draft EIR does acknowledge that the number of annual
events at the Ford Theater would increase and therefore the nearby residents would
experience an increase in traffic on the area streets on more days per year than occurs
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today. The Draft EIR traffic impact analysis showed that the Project did not create any
significant impacts on those busy days.

Comment No. 10-30

Rather than declaring they are exempt from further analysis, | would suggest the project
team looks at this as an opportunity to trigger a multi-jurisdictional or multi-agency project
to make significant changes in streets and/or highways that make improvements in
capacity that in turn reduces exponentially the traffic congestion. Stated differently, BE A
LEADER!

Response to Comment No. 10-30

The comment regarding opportunities to trigger a multi-jurisdictional project to make
changes in the City of Los Angeles streets to increase capacity to reduce the traffic
congestion will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project
approval.

Comment No. 10-31

As mentioned during the public hearing and again in my letter date 3/11/2014, this is an
opportunity for a key development project to take a bold step and produce a truly innovative
approach to traffic congestion and corresponding mitigations. This could be a project that
uses creative solutions, collaboration amongst multiple agencies and multiple interests for
the greater improvement of traffic congestion in the Cahuenga Pass. There is great
interest by the bike Czar to implement bike paths in the Cahuenga Pass

A. Obviously, LA City and LA County can provide contributions to improve the
streets to alleviate congestion. And, they are key stakeholder for this project.

B. In the past year, there is a large push to implement bike lanes through the
Cahuenga Pass. This area is critical and is considered the “backbone” to join the
valley with the city. As a result, there is a vested interest in adding bike lanes.
Due to the congestion we cannot afford to trade traffic lanes for bike lanes. Need
to figure out a way to maintain or enhance the traffic lanes and add bike lanes.
This is an opportunity to work with the Bike Czar and the Major to figure out a
creative solution so we maintain traffic lanes and widen the street (and add bike
and pedestrian routes).

C. One idea proposed is to cantilever over the slopes above the Hollywood Freeway
to widen both Cahuenga West and East. The response received was that would
“cost too much money”. My response to that is that it depends upon how much
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the projected change is wanted or needed. This could be accomplished by a
multi-jurisdictional project.

D. There are other stakeholders who have a vested interest in a solution who may
want to sign up to contribute to the solution. | am thinking of the City of
Hollywood, City of Burbank, MTA, Hollywood Bowl (LA Philharmonic), Trizacon
Complex (Hollywood and Highland), Universal Studios, Warner Brothers, and
other entertainment companies just to name a few.

Response to Comment No. 10-31

Thank you for your comment regarding opportunities to improve streets and alleviate
congestion, implementation of bike lanes through the Cahuenga Pass, cantilevering over
the slopes of the Hollywood Freeway, and other stakeholders with interest in the
community. Your comment will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of
Project approval.

Comment No. 10-32

Seize the opportunity. This project could be held up as shining example of how projects
could be run in a way to improve congestion and circulation in difficult economic times. If
you pull the resources and partner with other agencies in the city and county might be ripe
for solution that could provide a larger solution.

Based on my participation on February 18th and June 23rd a review of the Ford Theatre
Project Draft EIR these are my comments/recommendations and questions to continue
shaping the Draft EIR. Basically, things to consider based on unique aspects of the
Cahuenga Pass where the Ford Theatre resides.

Response to Comment No. 10-32

Thank you for your comment. Your comment letter will be provided to the decision
makers prior to consideration of Project approval.
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Comment Letter No. 11

Stephen DeCordova
2336 Lorenzo Dr.
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2726

Comment No. 11-1

| live at 2336 Lorenzo Drive, on the back side of the hill behind/around the Ford Theater
stage. For years, my neighbors and | have worked to keep the county apprised of
homeless encampments on the hillside above our homes. Their cooking fires are a great
danger to our entire neighborhood, especially during our constant dry weather. Their
unsightly, unhealthy garbage is also a problem. The Ford Theater hiking trail has been one
of the primary sources of access to the hillside for these people.

Response to Comment No. 11-1

As described on page 1I-5 of Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, there
are no designated hiking trails within the Project Site. However, there are existing user-
created trails in the hills behind the Amphitheatre and around a cross that is not part of
Project Site. These user-created trails are not recognized as official trails. The County
continues to work with the surrounding community and the Sheriff's Department to prohibit
the use of the existing unofficial trails. Please see the responses below concerning the
proposed formal trail that is a part of the Project.

Comment No. 11-2

The county has responded to our information and requests with repeated sweeps removing
these people from the hillside. It has been our hope that the hiking trail would be closed.
Are we really going to “improve” the trail and ensure its continuance? Does the Ford
Theater really need a hiking trail to justify it's existence?

| am in favor of rehabilitation of the Amphitheater and development of new facilities for the
performing arts at the Ford, but | am vehemently opposed to any further development of
the hiking trail. In the interest of public safety, please consider amending your plans to
include shutting down the hiking trail, and fencing off all public access points to the
adjacent hillside areas.

Response to Comment No. 11-2

As described on page 11-19 of Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the
Project proposes a 0.75-mile ridgeline hiking trail which may utilize portions of existing
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user-established informal trails. As shown in Figure 1l-4, Overall Conceptual Site Plan, on
page 1I-13 of the Draft EIR, the majority of the section of the proposed trail that begins at
the southern trailhead off the Ford Terrace and continues uphill to the area where the cross
is situated would be located downslope of the ridgeline; thus, physically separating trail
users from residences. In addition, with the establishment of a formal trail, the County
would observe standard park hours of operation for use of the trail of sunrise to sunset. As
discussed in Section IV.J.2, Public Services—Police Protection, of the Draft EIR, as part of
the Project, Project Design Feature J.2-2 would require the implementation of security
measures that would deter transients from using the hiking trail such as securing the
proposed public restroom, which would be located at one of the trail heads, after hours to
prevent use by transients and providing signage along the hiking trail advising users that
the trail is closed at night and that camping and smoking are strictly prohibited. The trail
would also be well-marked to prevent users from getting lost and the brush next to the trail
would be cut short to prevent people from hiding or concealing illicit materials. Restrooms,
drinking fountains, and picnic/rest areas would not be provided along the trail. The entire
length of the trail would be monitored for litter and violation of use twice daily, once in the
morning and once before closing of the trail by Ford Theatres maintenance staff. Trail
maintenance would be conducted by the Parks Trails Unit as needed.

As provided on page II-11 of Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, one of
the Project’s key objectives is to enhance the Ford Theatres’ role as a County Regional
Park by increasing public access to the entire site, integrating passive recreational
opportunities, and encouraging visitors to experience the natural landscape and views of
surrounding iconic landmarks from a formal trail within the park boundary. The proposed
hiking trail would achieve this key objective of the Project.

This comment expressing opposition to the development of the hiking trail will be
provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.
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Comment Letter No. 12

Marci Diller
2370 San Marco Dr.
Hollywood, CA 90068-2735

Comment No. 12-1

| came to the meeting with concerns over hiking trail, more people/traffic, and proper
spending for renovations/improvements. | am leaving very encouraged and excited to
watch Ford grow. | look forward to becoming more involved. ©

Response to Comment No. 12-1

This introductory comment acknowledges attendance at the Public Meeting
conducted during the public review period for the Draft EIR and support for the Project.
Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below.

Comment No. 12-2

Concern is protecting our Hwd Hills wildlife.

Response to Comment No. 12-2

Potential Project impacts to wildlife in the surrounding hillsides are evaluated in
Section IV.D, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As summarized on page 1V.D-26 of
the Draft EIR, there are no regional wildlife movement corridors within or adjacent to the
Project Site. In addition, the Biological Study Area is not within a designated regional
wildlife linkage area identified in the Los Angeles County General Plan. Furthermore,
development of the Project would occur primarily within the developed portions of the
Project Site and, upon implementation of the Project, the Project Site would remain mostly
undeveloped hillsides. Additionally, in accordance with Mitigation Measure D-9, the fencing
proposed to be installed along the lower trail alignments to keep people on the designated
walking path would be designed to be lower in height with openings between posts and
rails to allow wildlife to pass over or through the fence. Therefore, Project impacts with
regard to wildlife movement were determined to be less than significant.
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Comment Letter No. 13

Joyce and Stanley Dyrector
6866 lIris Cir.
Hollywood, CA 90068-2716

Comment No. 13-1

Please address the following concerns in the EIR

The Designs done by Brenda Levin were beautiful and | have no comments to make about
that. My main comments have to do with Traffic, although | have concerns over what will
happen during construction to the wildlife in the area.

Response to Comment No. 13-1

This introductory comment supports the Project design by Levin and Associates and
notes the main concerns regarding the Project are traffic-related. Specific comments
regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below.

Potential impacts to wildlife during construction are discussed in Section IV.D,
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As evaluated on page 1V.D-16 through IV.D-17 of
the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures D-3 through D-7 would reduce
potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species potentially on the site, including the coastal
California gnatcatcher; migratory birds, nesting birds, and raptors; the coast horned lizard
and the San Diego desert woodrat; and certain bat species to a less than significant level.

Comment No. 13-2

Cahuenga east is a heavily trafficked road which is at times is either a one or two lane road
traveling north from Odin to Barham. There is only one lane of traffic going south from the
Pilgrimage Bridge to Odin. The Bridge is the only east west access into the Ford Theatre
area and it is very antiquated and frequently backed up with north and south bound traffic
on Highland turning east to go from Cahuenga West to Cahuenga East.

During construction this intersection will become more of a nightmare than it is now. The
designated times for rush hour(s) cannot be applied since our traffic begins before, during,
and after so called rush hour(s). The light at Cahuenga and Odin backs up traffic all the
way south, sometimes as far south as Santa Monica Blvd, but most often to Fountain. And
this is when there is NO event at the Bowil.
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| would suggest a very long and hard look at how you are planning to deal with this during
the construction phase. Trucks going in and out of the property will most likely cause a
problem, not just to the surrounding neighborhoods but to the general public who use
Cahuenga as a pass thru to Burbank and the Valley. The word needs to get out before
construction for people to avoid the area and take another route. The people who live here
have no choice, but you need to give choices to the others, much like what was done
during the 405 construction. Lot’s of publicity. Signs placed far enough south and north
telling people to avoid the area. And no construction during Bowl season and their pre
Bowl events or post Bowl events.

Response to Comment No. 13-2

The Draft EIR addressed traffic, access and parking in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access
and Parking, with supporting technical data and analysis provided in the Traffic Study
included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. As shown in Figure IV.K-1 on page IV.K-10 of the
Draft EIR, the traffic study evaluated potential traffic-related impacts at intersections along
the corridors referenced in the comment (i.e., Cahuenga Boulevard East, Pilgrimage
Bridge, Odin Avenue, etc.). As discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access and Parking, of
the Draft EIR, the incremental increase in traffic generated by the Project would not create
significant impacts at any of the study intersections under any of the analyzed peak hours
using the significance impact criteria established by the City. Therefore, Project impacts on
intersection operations were found to be less than significant.

Traffic studies focus on the time periods in which congestion is at its greatest levels,
during what is known as the “peak period” of traffic, which generally corresponds to
one to two-hour segments on a weekday during the morning and afternoon commuter
periods and the midday period on a weekend. As the attendance and traffic volumes
associated with the Ford Theatres is the highest during evening events, an analysis of both
the weekday and weekend “pre-event” peak hour was conducted in addition to the
weekday morning and afternoon commuter periods and weekend midday period. As
described on page 1V.K-13 of the Draft EIR, to identify the weekday morning and afternoon
peak hour and weekend midday peak hour, as well as the weekday and weekend
“‘pre-event” peak hour for each intersection, traffic counts were taken at the study
intersections during the weekday morning and afternoon commuter peak periods (7:00 A.M.
to 10:00 A.mM. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 P.M.) and during a weekend midday peak period
(11:00 A.m. to 1:00 p.Mm.), as well as during the weekday and weekend evening pre-event
peak period (6:00 P.M. to 9:00 P.Mm.).

Construction-related traffic is addressed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and
Parking of the Draft EIR and further described in Chapter 13 of the Traffic Study. Pursuant
to Project Design Feature K-1, as part of the Project, a Construction Management Plan
would be prepared and implemented, which would outline the traffic control measures to be
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implemented, haul routes and staging plans, etc., as necessary and satisfactory to the
County. The Construction Management Plan would be based on the nature and timing of
the specific construction activities, including scheduling construction-related deliveries, haul
trips, etc., so as to occur outside of the weekday commuter peak hours to the extent
feasible. With implementation of Project Design Feature K-1, impacts associated with
construction traffic and parking would be less than significant.

Comment No. 13-3

Also the neighborhood would not be in favor of more concerts that bring more traffic into
our already over congested streets.

Response to Comment No. 13-3

The increase in traffic due to the Project is addressed in Section IV.K, Traffic,
Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR. As concluded in that analysis, implementation of the
Project would not result in any significant traffic impacts in the study area during any of the
analyzed peak hours. In addition, pursuant to Project Design Feature K-2, as part of the
Project, the start times of events to be held in the Amphitheatre and the 299-seat theatre
would be staggered on weekday evenings and, per Project Design Feature K-3, a Parking
and Traffic Management Plan would be implemented to manage traffic and parking during
events. These project design features have been incorporated to minimize the effect of
parking and traffic on the surrounding street system. The comment describing the
neighborhood’s position on additional concerts with more traffic will be forwarded to the
decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.
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Comment Letter No. 14

Wendy Horowitz
horowitz@lapl.org

Comment No. 14-1

| live on Cahuenga Terrace by the Ford Theater and my property sits right behind a trail
that leads up to the Pilgrimage Cross. For decades, I've lived in constant fear of brushfire
because homeless persons regularly use the hiking trail to set up tents and encampments
where they smoke and cook and drink. | read that the Ford Theater plans to enhance the
hiking trail and | want to urge you to reconsider this as it puts all of us living in the
Hollywood Dell in danger.

After years of campaigning with the police and fire departments, we finally got a No
Tresspassing sign, with the municipal code listed, put up in the path of the trail. Therefore,
it is now officially unlawful to access that area. Why would the Ford Theater flagrantly
disregard the law?

Response to Comment No. 14-1

As described on page 1I-5 of Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, there
are no designated hiking trails within the Project Site. However, there are existing user-
created trails in the hills behind the Amphitheatre and around a cross that is not part of
Project Site. These user-created trails are not recognized as official trails. The County
continues to work with the surrounding community and the Sheriff's Department to prohibit
the use of the existing unofficial trails. It is noted that as the surrounding hillsides are
public land the existing “No Trespassing” signs are not appropriate. Signs for use control
such as “Do Not Go Beyond This Point” or “Over Night Camping Prohibited” and “No Camp
fires or Smoking” etc. as well as hours of operation for the trail are available for public use
and would replace the “No Trespassing” signs.

As described on page 1I-19 of Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the
Project proposes a 0.75-mile ridgeline hiking trail which may utilize portions of existing
user-established informal trails. As shown in Figure 1l-4, Overall Conceptual Site Plan, on
page 1I-13 of the Draft EIR, the majority of the section of the proposed trail that begins at
the southern trailhead off the Ford Terrace and continues uphill to the area where the cross
is situated would be located downslope of the ridgeline; thus, physically separating trail
users from residences. In addition, with the establishment of a formal trail, the County
would observe standard park hours of operation for use of the trail of sunrise to sunset. As
discussed in Section IV.J.2, Public Services—Police Protection, of the Draft EIR, as part of
the Project, Project Design Feature J.2-2 would require the implementation of security
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measures that would deter transients from using the hiking trail such as securing the
proposed public restroom after hours to prevent use by transients and providing signage
along the hiking trail advising users that the trail is closed at night and that camping and
smoking are strictly prohibited. The trail would also be well-marked to prevent users from
getting lost and the brush next to the trail would be cut short to prevent people from hiding
or concealing illicit materials. Restrooms, drinking fountains, and picnic/rest areas would
not be provided along the proposed trail. The entire length of the trail would be monitored
for litter and violation of use twice daily, once in the morning and once before closing of the
trail by Ford Theatres maintenance staff. Trail maintenance would be conducted by the
Parks Trails Unit as needed.

Comment No. 14-2

| unfortunately am working the night shift on Monday, July 14, or | would raise my concerns
at the information meeting, but | did ask my neighbors to attend, so | hope this component
of the expansion plan will be explained in detail as well as safety issues realting to it.

Response to Comment No. 14-2

Thank you for your comment and these concerns have been raised. Please refer
to Response to Comment No. 14-1 above, regarding the security measures to be
implemented along the proposed hiking trail.

Comment No. 14-3

Please undertsand that | am happy that the Ford will get needed improvements and
increased space, but there is no need to invite trouble, and frankly grave danger, with a
new and improved hiking trail in a brush fire zone where homes are only yards away.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Response to Comment No. 14-3

As discussed on page 1V.J.1-15 in Section 1V.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection,
of the Draft EIR, given the Project Site’s location within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone, the Project would be required to comply with all applicable City and County
requirements regarding construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, and
brush clearance for this zone. In addition, the Project would implement a fuel modification
plan that would identify buffer zones for the planting of specific vegetation and areas where
routine landscape maintenance is required so as to create adequate defensible space
around all potentially combustible structures. Routine landscape maintenance would be
conducted in accordance with the County Fire Department's Fuel Modification Plan
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Guidelines and would include pruning; removal of plant litter, dead plants, and unwanted
species; and regular inspection and repair of the irrigation system.
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Comment Letter No. 15

Greg Johnson
6728 Hillpark Dr.
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2170

Comment No. 15-1

i am happy to see that there will be a nice and overdue improvement for the theater. | am a
resident in the pass, at the Highlands complex across the 101 from the Ford.

Response to Comment No. 15-1

Thank you for your support for the Project. Your specific comments regarding the
Draft EIR are provided and responded to below.

Comment No. 15-2

| have a great concern what the traffic will be like when this project in happening. Just a
quick question. will the pilgrimage bridge be replaced or widened for the influx of new
traffic that will be coming to ford.

Response to Comment No. 15-2

The Draft EIR evaluated both construction and operational traffic for the Project
and concluded that with the inclusion of project design features there would be no
significant impact on traffic. Potential traffic impacts during construction of the Project are
discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on
page IV.K-23 through IV.K-25 of the Draft EIR, the Project would be constructed in several
phases and may be completed as early as 2020. To provide a worst-case analysis, the
Project’s traffic analysis assumed the Project would be constructed in a single phase. The
Project construction would comply with County Code requirements, which prohibits noise-
generating construction activities between the hours of 7:00 p.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday
through Friday, before 8:00 A.M. or after 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, and anytime on Sundays or
legal holidays if such noise would create a noise disturbance across a residential or
commercial real-property line. As part of the Project, it is anticipated that most, if not all, of
the construction worker trips would occur outside of typical commuter peak periods since
the hours of construction typically require workers to be on-site before the weekday
morning commuter peak period and depart before or after the afternoon commuter peak
period (i.e., arrive at a site prior to 7:00 A.M. and depart before 4:00 p.Mm. or after 6:00 P.Mm.).
Based on the proximity of the Hollywood Freeway to the Project Site, it is anticipated that
haul trucks and delivery trucks would access the Project Site traveling northbound on
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Cahuenga Boulevard East from the Hollywood Freeway (US-101) and would exit the
Project Site onto Cahuenga Boulevard East and travel northbound on Cahuenga Boulevard
East to the Hollywood Freeway. During the most intense construction phase, it is
anticipated that construction activities would generate approximately 176 daily construction
worker trips. In addition, based on a passenger car equivalency factor of 2.0, the 64 haul
truck trips per day and the 30 daily delivery truck trips would be equivalent to
188 passenger car trips per day. Therefore, Project construction could generate a total of
approximately 364 trips per day based on the construction phase. However, given the
typical construction hours the Project would comply with, the majority of these trips would
occur during off-peak hours. As such, Project construction would not be expected to result
in a significant impact at any of the analyzed intersections. In addition, the Project would
include implementation of a Construction Management Plan to minimize the amount and
effect of construction traffic. As outlined in Project Design Feature K-1, the Construction
Management Plan would prohibit construction workers, haul trucks and delivery trucks from
parking, staging, or queuing along the surrounding residential streets.

As summarized on page IV.K-38 of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in less
than significant impacts to traffic. As such, no mitigation measures are required. The
Project does not propose to replace or widen the existing Pilgrimage Bridge.

Comment No. 15-3

i know the city is planning on taking away one lane of Cahuenga West traffic for a bike
lane. That in itself seems rather frightening, especially during Bowl season.

Please advise and thank you,

Response to Comment No. 15-3

The existing and future bicycle facilities are addressed in Section IV.K, Traffic,
Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR and is further described in Chapter 3, Existing
Conditions (page 20), and Chapter 4, Future without Project Traffic (page 34), of the Traffic
Study contained in Appendix L of the Draft EIR. Any City of Los Angeles proposal to
change Cahuenga Boulevard West is beyond the scope of the proposed Ford Theatres
Project and would be the subject of a separate environmental review. The comment
related to the City’s potential removal of a travel lane on Cahuenga Boulevard West to
accommodate a bike lane will be forwarded to the decision makers prior to consideration of
the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 16

Eric Preven (1)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 16-1

The following email and the ensuing 11 other emails that will follow separately, should be
included as public comment for the John Anson Ford EIR comment period ending today.
The attachments should be printed and included. Thank you.
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:33 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez; Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 1. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford Theatre

Attachments: p._23-25 12-18-12_Board_Meeting_Transcript_(C).pdf; ATT00001.htm
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

First of many from Mr. Preven.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:51:23 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Cec: <newstips@latimes.com>

Subject: 1. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford Theatre

The following email and the ensuing 11 other emails that will follow separately, should be included as
public comment for the John Anson Ford EIR comment period ending today. The attachments should be
printed and included. Thank you.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: executiveoffice <executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; jbellman <jbellman@bos.lacounty.gov>
Cc: abkatz <abkatz@bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; jcharney
<jcharney@bos.lacounty.gov>; newstips <newstips@latimes.com>; mike.boehm
<mike.boehm@latimes.com>

Sent: Fri, Jan 11, 2013 12:05 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford Theatre

On the third page of the attachment, Board meeting transcript 12-18-12, numbered page 25, Supervisor
Yaroslavsky's comments are not properly identified. He is the speaker, who addresses the Chair on line
14 to the end of the page. Inadvertent or not, this error should be corrected by the Executive Office.
Supervisor Yaroslavsky deserves credit for responding to CRD3's concern about how, specifically, we
were spending the 17 million dollars earmarked for the Ford. {This does not include the raise for Mr.
Davis and the recent $7500 gift}

YAROSLAVSKY: "The scope of the work to be implemented by the Foundation includes the repair and or
replacement of performance equipment, fixtures and infrastructure, including heating, ventilation and air
conditioning, utilities and fire protection systems. That is essentially the project, the first phase of the
project. The CEO Board letter more than adequately addressed the scope of the work. Thank you."

Ask yourself, if your mother reported that she was spending another $17 million dollars to repair or
replace 'performance equipment, fixtures and infrastructure' if the above description would be sufficient.
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There is a big difference between repairing an air conditioner and installing a brand new one. Remember,
the 1200 seat amphitheatre is an outdoor facility, so its safe to say the 'heating, ventilation and air con’
referred to by the Supervisor is for the 87 seat [Inside] theatre.

Joel, if you could send me a copy of the master plan and all of it's phases, it would make the project go
down smoother for the public. The devil is in the details and we do have to let the chips fall where they
may, but arts supporters everywhere want to know what specifically is happening and what mechanism is
in place for the selection of a restaurateur etc. Hopefully not more Patina group who have fallen down in
quality as they've expanded.

If you don't respond appropriately by directing me to the documents online or sending them on in PDF |
could widen out the reach of this inquiry. Levin must be very well-respected and could have someone in
her office forward over something with Zev's permission.

Cheers.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

CRD3:"ITEM NO. 12 IS THE FORD AMPHITHEATER, WHICH I, FRANKLY, CHERISH, AND WE ARE
SPENDING 10 MILLION OR ALMOST 10 MILLION ON MORE UNSPECIFIED

UPGRADES. LAST YEAR WE SPENT APPROXIMATELY 6 OR 7 MILLION ON

UNSPECIFIED UPGRADES. HERE'S MY TINY LITTLE RESIDENT REQUEST.

COULD WE SPECIFY WHAT THOSE UPGRADES ARE? BECAUSE THEN I THINK

IT WOULD BE EASIER TO FOLLOW AND ENJOY AS THESE THINGS

BLOSSOM. FOR EXAMPLE, I THINK WE WERE VERY CLEAR ABOUT THE

YAROSLAVSKY RESTROOM AT THE HOLLYWOOD BOWL ACROSS THE STREET.

AND I JUST THINK IT'S NICE TO KNOW WHAT WE'RE FIXING UP

BECAUSE IT WAS NOT IN THE DOCUMENTATION.

Wow! The below upgrade at the classic Capitol in Port Chester, only cost $2 million!!!
December 31, 2012, 2:48 pm2 Comments

Promoter Who Revamped Capitol Theater Buys It

The concert promoter who revitalized the Capitol Theater in Port Chester, N.Y., this year as a rock

music hall has bought that landmark building from its previous owner. The promoter, Peter Shapiro,
who is also a partner in the Brooklyn Bowl, said he paid $11.5 million for the 1,800-seat theater,

closing a deal on Friday with the previous owner, Marvin Ravikoff.

Mr. Shapiro had been leasing the building, which in recent years Mr. Ravikoff rented out for only
corporate events and private parties. But last summer Mr. Shapiro spent more than $2 million
refurbishing the space and installing a modern lighting and sound system with an eye

toward restoring its status as a rock-"n'-roll mecca.

Since September, when the theater reopened with a Bob Dylan concert, Mr. Shapiro has promoted

more than 50 rock shows, showcasing acts including My Morning Jacket and Fiona Apple, and a

well-received series of reunion shows by the Rascals. “I'm doubling down,” Mr. Shapiro said. “I

decided to have this theater for the rest of my life.”
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A version of this article appeared in print on 01/01/2013, on page C2 of the NewYork edition with the headline: Promoter

Buys Capitol Theater.
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December 18, 2012

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors

WHITNEY ENGERAN CORDOVA: HI. GOOD MORNING, MR. CHAIRMAN,
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD. MY NAME IS WHITNEY ENGERAN CORDOVA, I'M
SENIOR DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC HEALTH FOR A.I.D.S. HEALTHCARE
FOUNDATION. I'M SPEAKING TO ITEMS 25 AND 26, SOLE-SOURCE
CONTRACTS FOR SERVICES. A.H.F. HAS INDICATED, A.TI.D.S.
HEALTHCARE FOUNDATION HAS INDICATED IN A LETTER TO DR.
FIELDING DATED DECEMBER 17, 2012, OBJECTS TO SOLE-SOURCE
CONTRACTS WITHOUT BIDS FOR THESE SERVICES. WE HAVE FILED A
PROTEST, BELIEVE THAT THEY ARE PROCEDURALLY FLAWED AND BAD
POLICY AND ASK THAT THEY BE WITHDRAWN. WE HAVE HEARD FAR TOO
MANY TIMES FROM D.H.S.P. THAT DEADLINES ARE APPROACHING OR
THAT THERE'S INSUFFICIENT TIME TO DO A PROPER BID. THESE
EXCUSES SHOULD NOT OVERRIDE THE PUBLIC'S INTERESTS AND WE HOPE
THAT THE BOARD WILL EXERCISE OVERSIGHT IN MAKING D.H.S.P. ACT
MORE RESPONSIBLY AND DO THAT WHICH THEY ARE CONSTITUTED TO DO,
BID AND PURCHASE SERVICES FOR THE CITIZENS OF LOS ANGELES
COUNTY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAW AND PRACTICES ESTABLISHED
WITHOUT ABUSING IT OR YOU WITH THESE REQUESTS. THANK YOU FOR

YOUR ATTENTION.

SUP. KNABE: THANK YOU, WHITNEY. WOULD THE DEPARTMENT LIKE TO
RESPOND, PLEASE? MR. FIELDING OR SOMEONE FROM HIS STAFF HERE

TO RESPOND?

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
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December 18, 2012

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors

CYNTHIA HARDING: GOOD MORNING. THIS IS CYNTHIA HARDING, DEPUTY
DIRECTOR FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH. AND WE UPHOLD
OUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD TO APPROVE THESE SOLE- SOURCE
CONTRACTS THAT WERE PULLED TOGETHER AND DEVELOPED. FOLLOWING
ALL OF THE BOARD'S POLICIES AND QUALIFICATIONS, WE FEEL THAT
THE AGENCIES WE'RE RECOMMENDING HAVE A UNIQUE SET OF
QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERTISE TO PROVIDE THE SERVICES OUTLINED
IN THE SCOPES OF WORK AND THEREFORE BELIEVE THAT WE HAVE NOT
VIOLATED ANYTHING IN PRESENTING THEM TO YOU FOR RECOMMENDATION

TODAY.

SUP. RIDLEY-THOMAS, CHAIRMAN: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

ANY FURTHER COMMENT ON IT? SUPERVISOR YAROSLAVSKY?

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY: WE'RE STILL IN THE MULTIPLE ITEMS, CORRECT?

SUP. RIDLEY-THOMAS, CHAIRMAN: YES. WE ARE IN MULTIPLE ITEMS.

ARE WE DONE WITH?

SUP. KNABE: THIS IS REGARDS 25 AND 26.

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY: I WANT TO ADDRESS SOMETHING ON ITEM 12.

SUP. RIDLEY-THOMAS, CHAIRMAN: YES. ON THE MATTER OF SOLE-

SOURCE, I THINK IT CAME UP AT THE LAST BOARD MEETING
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December 18, 2012

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors

PERTAINING TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES. I THINK THE
REQUEST WAS MADE TO GET FEEDBACK FROM THE SAID DEPARTMENT
REGARDING ANY PATTERN OF SOLE SOURCING AND THE PREPONDERANCE
OF SUCH. THE SAME MAY BE APPLICABLE IN THE CASE OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH. SO, MR. FUJIOKA WITH RESPECT TO
THOSE TWO OFFICES -- MR. FUJIOKA? WITH RESPECT TO THOSE TWO
OFFICES IN TERMS OF SOLE SOURCE, IT MIGHT BE USEFUL FOR A
REPORT TO COME BACK TO EACH BOARD OFFICE AS TO THE
PREPONDERANCE OR THE PATTERN OF SOLE SOURCING. IT WOULD BE
USEFUL FOR THE BOARD TO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE SAME. THAT WAS
REQUESTED REGARDING D.H.S. LAST WEEK, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
HEALTH THIS WEEK. SO WHEN WE RETURN, IF YOU COULD GIVE AN
UPDATE TO THE BOARD, IT WOULD BE USEFUL. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.
SUPERVISOR YAROSLAVSKY, YOU WANTED TO RAISE AN ISSUE? MR.
CHAIRMAN, I JUST WANTED TO VERY SUCCINCTLY ADDRESS THE
COMMENTS THAT WERE MADE ON ITEM NO. 12. IN THE C.E.O.'S BOARD
LETTER, THIS IS ON THE JOHN ANSON FORD THEATER, I'LL JUST
QUOTE FROM PAGE 2. THE SCOPE OF WORK TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE
FOUNDATION INCLUDES THE REPAIR AND/OR REPLACEMENT OF
PERFORMANCE EQUIPMENT, FIXTURES AND INFRASTRUCTURE, INCLUDING
HEATING, VENTILATION AND ATIR CONDITIONING UTILITIES AND FIRE
PROTECTION SYSTEMS. THAT IS ESSENTIALLY THE PROJECT, THE FIRST
PHASE OF THIS PROJECT. THE C.E.O. BOARD LETTER MORE THAN

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED THE SCOPE OF THE WORK. THANK YOU.

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Page 111-116
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 16-1

This comment transmits the referenced email and attachments of other emails of
dates between December 2012 and January 2013. This introductory comment does not
raise any environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR, for which public outreach during
scoping and public outreach prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR occurred in February
2014, and public comment on the Draft EIR occurred June through August 2014. As
requested, the attachments have been printed and included with the full text of these
commentsand will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project
approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 17

Eric Preven (2)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 17-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013

Page 111-118
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September 2014



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:33 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 2. Fwd: Benchmarking the Zev Anson Ford renovation...
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:51:45 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 2. Fwd: Benchmarking the Zev Anson Ford renovation...

----- Original Message-----

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Sat, Jan 26, 2013 5:09 pm

Subject: Benchmarking the Zev Anson Ford renovation...

| now have the master plan and budget documents for the dream Zev is trying to make
reality.

January 26, 2013

As Open as the Genre It Celebrates

By NATE CHINEN

SAN FRANCISCO — Hours before the opening-night concert for the SFJazz Center here
on Wednesday, Randall Kline stood on the floor of the Robert N. Miner Auditorium and
briefly slipped into reverie. Onstage, a few feet away, the pianist McCoy Tyner and the
vibraphonist Bobby Hutcherson were testing out acoustics and rekindling a partnership;
others scurried about, giving the room an expectant hum.

“I'm sorry, you’ll have to excuse me,” said Mr. Kline, the founder and executive artistic
director of SFJazz, as he took it all in, finally snapping some pictures with his phone.
“We’ve been working toward this moment for so long, it almost feels surreal.”

In one sense he was referring to the history of SFJazz, a presenting organization that
began as a weekend festival called Jazz in the City in 1983 and now ranks among the
leaders in its field. But he was also speaking more tangibly about the center, a $64
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million, 35,000-square-foot building that suggests a physical manifestation of his
organization’s ideals.

An approachable three-story structure in glass and concrete, the SFJazz Center is being
billed as the nation’s first free-standing building created for jazz. And if the careful
wording of that claim suggests a hedge against comparisons with Frederick P. Rose Hall
— the $128 million home of Jazz at Lincoln Center, ensconced within the Time Warner
Center in Manhattan — it hardly diminishes the extraordinary scope and promise of
SFJazz’s achievement.

“It’s an impressive building, and has a certain grandeur,” said the saxophonist Joshua
Redman on Wednesday. “But it also feels kind of down-to-earth, and like it’s part of the
neighborhood.” (Mr. Redman, a former artistic director of SFJazz, happened to be
warming up in the center’s Joshua Redman dressing room.)

The jazz circuit in this country has always relied on a network of nightclubs, but there
are far fewer now than there once were — and not just in San Francisco, which

counts Yoshi’s as the exception that proves the rule. For 30 years SFJazz was nomadic,
using spaces like the Herbst Theater and Grace Cathedral. Mr. Kline began thinking
about a dedicated home more than a decade ago, eager to solidify an identity and
establish a consistent standard of production.

In 2004 he shared his vision with the Bay Area architect Mark Cavagnero. After
weighing options like a partnership with the San Francisco Symphony, they set their
sights on a property occupied by an auto repair shop in the emergent-chic Hayes Valley
neighborhood (and just a block away from Davies Symphony Hall). Mr. Cavagnero
began drawing up designs.

But the idea of a purpose-built structure wasn’t necessarily an easy sell with the SFJazz
board: as some members pointed out, the organization had flourished for years without
it. One thing that helped Mr. Kline’s cause was the focus and passion of his argument
about permanence; another was a lead gift of $20 million, which he had secured from an
anonymous benefactor.

One core principle for the new building, through many rounds of planning, was that it
would be a community center as much as a concert hall. To that end, the glass exterior
conveys a literal and conceptual transparency, while the second-floor lobby is bracketed
by bars and balconies. (A pair of commissioned murals depicting jazz scenes, by the
artists Sandow Birk and Elyse Pignolet, adorn the lobby walls.) The Joe Henderson Lab,
a secondary 80-seat performance space that will accommodate workshops and other
gatherings, sits at ground level, its goings-on visible to passers-by.
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And while a street-level cafe called South at SFJazz won’t open for business until next
month, it will be run by Charles Phan, the influential chef and owner of the Slanted Door
restaurant group. It will be open all day, serving customers who aren’t SFJazz patrons,
which Mr. Kline said was the point.

As for the feel of the auditorium, Mr. Cavagnero said, “I started looking at these
Unitarian churches, because they're places that are about people meeting, and there is
no formal power relationship; it’s about everyone being equal.”

He said he drew particular inspiration from Frank Lloyd Wright’s Unity

Temple and Louis Kahn’s First Unitarian Church, adopting similar proportions for the
hall. Its steeply raked seating plan offers good sightlines, and even a sense of intimacy,
from just about every vantage. (One row of balcony seats, which peers down from
behind the stage, is likely to become a prized perch for music students looking to get
inside the action.)

Mr. Kline, whose own set of references included a range of nonsacramental spaces like
the Brooklyn Lyceum and the Fat Cat in Greenwich Village, put it this way: “We wanted
the focused feeling of a concert hall but the relaxed proximity of a club.”

The sound in the cubelike auditorium, which was designed with input from the theater
consultant Len Auerbach and the acoustician Sam Berkow, runs toward the drier end of
the spectrum: generally better for jazz than the reverberant standard of a classical hall,
which can drown a group in cymbal wash. Wooden slats running along the walls
disperse sound while adding a low-key visual flair.

It will take a little while for sound technicians to get to know the room;

during Wednesday’s concert, which featured an honor roll of musicians with established
ties to SFJazz, there were some inconsistencies. But the natural drum sound was a
winner: Jeff Ballard came across crisply behind Mr. Redman and the tenor saxophonist
Joe Lovano on “Blackwell’s Message,” a tune by Mr. Lovano. And there was a pristine
hush in the air during a first-time duet by the pianist Chick Corea and the guitarist Bill
Frisell.

Wednesday was the kickoff for an opening-week festival that also featured concerts by
Mr. Tyner, Mr. Hutcherson, the SFJazz Collective and the organization’s five resident
artistic directors this season: Mr. Frisell, the violinist Regina Carter, the pianist Jason
Moran, the alto saxophonist Miguel Zen6n and the percussionist John Santos.

The programming — not just this week but throughout a 3oth-anniversary season that
will feature multi-night appearances by the pianist Brad Mehldau, the fado singer Ana
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Moura, the tabla player Zakir Hussain and the banjoist Béla Fleck — speaks to an
inherent curiosity in the SFJazz psyche, an eagerness to tease out unlikely connections.
(One immediately talked-about component of Mr. Moran’s residency, in May, will be an
improvised collaboration with local skateboarders.)

And to the extent that the SFJazz Center has enabled that breadth of style and approach,
it disarms the very comparisons it invites. Jazz at Lincoln Center, taking its cue from
Wynton Marsalis, its artistic director, has always used its programming to express a firm
conviction about what jazz is (and by strong implication, what it isn’t — or what isn’t it).
Mr. Kline and his team aren’t naturally inclined toward that definitive sort of mission,
and it’s fortunate that they don’t have to be.

A permanent home is a sign of hard-fought maturity; it demands that an organization be
understood on its own terms. That will increasingly be the case for SFJazz — and yet the
bicoastal symmetry has its uses, at least for now.

“Jazz at Lincoln Center has been incredibly successful,” said Mr. Redman, “and if SFJazz
can be successful, maybe one of the legacies will be that in the foreseeable future, they
won’t be the only two. There’ll be other venues, other buildings for jazz that can enter
the discussion. I think that would be fantastic.”
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 17-1

This comment transmits the referenced email from January 2013. This comment
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR. This comment will be
provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 18

Eric Preven (3)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 18-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:39 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 3. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101 -- Tx $80, $60, $40 ?
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:03 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 3. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101 -- Tx $80, $60, $40

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Jan 27, 2014 5:13 pm
Subject: Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101 -- Tx $80, $60, $40 ?

Do you happen to have the drawings | gave you last year? The Zev Anson Ford is back in a robust
way tomorrow at item 12 tomorrow -- $76,464,000 in Cap Improve money is a lot!!!

It's way too much... and sneaky. Or maybe it's not sneaky. Is someone covering this?

Each of the last years, Zev has been squirreling away this and that.... see below.
But the County Arts money... should not be poured into a place across from Hollywood

bowl...
that will never quite be all that.... It's nice as is as a piece of faded glory. What is
actually going on is a fancy parking lot and office structure... for the Arts Dept.

The Zev Signature series is expensive... really expensive. Tx $80, $60, $40 ?
http://fordtheatres.org/en/events/seasonataglance

http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/82598.pdf

"We shouldn't be struggling this much. God love the Museum of Contemporary Art, which can raise
$100 million in 10 months to endow itself," he said. "They were so successful they moved the goal
posts to $150 million, and we're just trying to keep our heads above water."

http://www.latimes.com/local/la-me-0126-lopez-homeboy-
20140126,0,3300815.column#ixzz2reOGeCiy

Young Musicians Foundation: Gamer Jams: Music Behind the Screen
FRI Sept. 27, at 8:30PM

1
Page 111-125



Pairing classical music with pop culture, Young Musicians Foundation offers a one-of-a-kind show as they highlight
a rich but often overlooked component of the video game industry. Led by conductor Roger Kalia, the 65-member
youth orchestra will perform the soundscapes of popular video games in Gamer Jams: Music Behind the Screen.

Audiences will be immersed in the digital world of the ultimate pop medium through a display of live music,
synchronized lighting and video projection.

Tickets: $80, $60, $40
Subscribers & Friends of the Ford: $64, $48, $32

----- Original Message-----

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Mon, Feb 18, 2013 8:53 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101

The following bits caught my attention:

May 29, 2012 - Wendell (Adam) Davis salary supplement ($ amount unknown):
http:/file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/68684.pdf

July 3 2012 - $7.5 million
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/69569.pdf

Sept. 25, 2012 - $7,500
Supervisor Yaroslavsky
Ford Theatre Foundation in the amount of $7,500 (12-4279)

Dec 18, 2012 - $9.745 million
http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/g4 2012/cms1 187901.pdf

So | filed a PRA for Master Plan - which you now have...

Things | would like to know...

How many people attended the public input meetings (2 were held)? Was a record
made of the attendees and their backgrounds? One would assume these were the
most self-interested members of the public. Since public dollars will fund the
County's "reinvestment" in the master plan including considerable expansion of
existing facilities, one would like to see a showing of real public engagement

in the process rather than just the affluent patrons and staff closest to the

Ford, both of whom stand to gain the most from this massive public expenditure.
How were these public meetings noticed and advertised? Where were they held?
Was public transit accessible for attendees?

Have any demand studies been done of whether there is really a need for this
facility expansion within the County's theatre arts community (both public and
private)? Considering its out-of-the-way location and poor parking capacity,
wouldn't the County get a bigger bang for its buck by investing in a facility

that is more connected to existing public access and does not require a huge
investment in parking structures? Is there an endowment and capital campaign

planned along with this in order to demonstrate a wide and deep desire for the
2
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public to co-invest in this master plan so this does not turn out to be a white
elephant that leaves the public having to pay the long-term legacy costs for an
under-utilized facility? In addition to the expensive access challenges, does

it make sense to invest in more use of a facility that has such big noise

issues? Rather than spend gobs of money mitigating the 101 noise issues, why
not invest in another County facility that doesn't present these problems in the
first place? How many days does Disney Hall sit idle and likewise for other
similar arts venues in LA County?

Page 12 of the master plan is hilarious - cites a need for venues "woven into

the fabric of city life." The Ford will NEVER be that without a huge outlay
completely out of scale for its importance to our civic life and vitality. The

Ford failed as a private facility and has limped along as a viable facility only
through ongoing public subsidy. Nothing suggests a private operator would ever
consider making this kind of investment absent some kind of market analysis. So
why should the County?

Basically this a chance for the very affluent communities around the Ford to

have their own "private" community center that will suck vitality and customers
from other nearby civic areas while further worsening community isolation and
class segregation. Why should someone from a fancy Hollywood Hills subdivision
venture to downtown LA or even Hollywood or Studio City if they can isolate
themselves in their own little "arts village" nestled in the hills just a few

minutes drive from their expensive homes?

Pork/Patronage opportunities for Zev and Co.:

1) Restaurant concession

2) Likely in conjunction with (1) above, a catering/private event space

concession subsidised at great public expense with huge parking facility,

security and landscaping - bar mitzvahs and corporate retreats will be charged
top-dollar, yet the public will be unlikely to get the premium though they will

be left with the economic consequences of this activity being sucked from elsewhere
3) Museum/gallery space will likely be a valuable addition to some well-to-do

donor of Zev's who needs to give their pet not-for-profit something to do

This will be a big stimulus program for all the affluent kids who can't find
real jobs but are happy to be buoyed by the County's generous arts programming
while public safety gets cut in Montabello.

In true Zev fashion, this presents itself as an innocuous, politically correct
arts boost, but it is really a massive disguised re-distribution of precious
arts funding to help an already over-served area and does nothing to help the

overall arts profile in the rest of the County.
Thank you.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3

818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

Resaurant agreement w/ Diamond & Elias Inc. (not sure if it is still in place)
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/55182.pdf
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Bottega Consulting (engaged by CEOQ's office to supervise:
http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/q3 2012/cms1 182075.pdf
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 18-1

This comment transmits the referenced emails and attachments. This comment
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR. This comment will be
provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 19

Eric Preven (4)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 19-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:39 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 4. Fwd: CRD3 -- Jan 22, 2013 -- PROP A -- motion -- What should be done with Prop A
funds that remain unspent? -- Zev Anson Ford?

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>
Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:15 PM PDT
To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 4. Fwd: CRD3 -- Jan 22, 2013 -- PROP A -- motion -- What should be done with

Prop A funds that remain unspent? -- Zev Anson Ford?

Updated: August 5, 2014 -- following August 5th board meeting:

http://www.latimes.com/local/countygovernment/la-me-park-property-tax-20140806-1-story.html

"...under the keen stewardship of the program, the Regional Park & Open Space District
that was created to administer Proposition A has generated $256 million worth of
“‘Excess Funds” that have also been made available for park and open space

purposes.”

What should be done with funds that remain unspent?

However, in the
waning years of the assessment it becomes a drafting error in which the “last”
20% never gets spent. How can this problem be solved?

How does the Department of
Parks & Recreation propose to administer the wind-down of Proposition A
once Proposition A funding is no longer available?

by Alisa Bellinkoff Katz, Yaroslavsky's Chief Deputy...

MOTION http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/73922.pdf

AGN.NO. )
M OTION BY SUPERVISOR ZEV YAROSLAVSKY January 22, 2013
By any standard, Proposition A — the Los Angeles County Safe Neighborhood
Parks Propositions of 1992 and 1996 — has been a tremendous success. Hundreds of
park, recreation, beach, open space, museum, senior citizen centers, and at-risk youth
facilities have been bought, built, renovated and expanded in every area of the county,
providing benefits to every resident and every property owner. Almost every project
proposed in the measures has been completed, and we are on track to complete the
rest, at the projected cost of $859 million, within the next few years. Additionally,
through its keen stewardship of the program, the Regional Park & Open Space District
that was created to administer Proposition A has generated $256 million worth of
“Excess Funds” that have also been made available for park and open space purposes.
Each of these measures imposed an assessment for a period of 22 years. The
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assessment for Proposition A of 1992 will expire after fiscal year 2014-15, and the
assessment for Proposition A of 1996 will expire after fiscal year 2018-19. The
Regional Park & Open Space District (RPOSD), of which this Board is the Board of
Directors, should consider whether and how a new park funding measure might be

implemented to take the place of Proposition A. In addition, the RPOSD should
examine issues that will arise in the next few years in connection with the impending
phase-out, and take action where necessary to ensure a smooth transition to whatever
may come next.

These issues include the following:

A. Each of these assessments lasts for 22 years, but each also allows for a
slight change in administration after 20 years. On that date, which occurs on
July 1, 2013 for the 1992 assessment, the requirement to spend 80% of the
assessment for capital outlay is removed. If the Board agrees, this could

allow the RPOSD to recoup its full administrative costs, which have in recent
years exceeded the 5% of assessment otherwise available to it.

B. The expiration of the 80% capital outlay requirement will also allow agencies
to expend a portion of Excess Funds for Maintenance & Servicing, if the

Board agrees.

C. The measure allows only 80% of “available” excess to be spent every year on
“Excess Funds” projects. This provision was placed in the measure to ensure
that funds were handled in a fiscally conservative fashion. However, in the
waning years of the assessment it becomes a drafting error in which the “last”
20% never gets spent. How can this problem be solved?

D. Of the $540 million allocated for projects under the 1992 Proposition, $535
million has been committed and $518 million has been paid out. Of the $319
million allocated for projects under the 1996 Proposition, $304 million has

been committed and $282.5 million has been paid out. Of the $256.6 million

made available in “Excess Funds,” almost $150 million has been allocated but
only $79 million has been paid out. There is also an unspent balance of
approximately $47 million in the Maintenance & Servicing fund. Should a firm
deadline be established for the actual expenditure of these funds? What
should be done with funds that remain unspent?

E. Some funds have been allocated to agencies and so technically have been
“spent” by the RPOSD; however, the monies have not actually been used to
buy or build park or open space projects. Should a firm deadline be
established for the actual expenditure of these funds on projects?

F. It appears likely that all funds will not have been expended before the
collection of assessments comes to an end. How does the Department of
Parks & Recreation propose to administer the wind-down of Proposition A

once Proposition A funding is no longer available?

These and other questions should be resolved as quickly as possible so that we
can ensure an orderly and successful phase-out of Propositions A of 1992 and 1996.
|, THEREFORE, MOVE that the Board direct the Regional Park & Open Space
District, in consultation the CEO, County Counsel, financial advisors and consultants as
necessary, to prepare the following:

1. Areport summarizing the projects completed with Proposition A funding to
date;

2. An assessment of the need for capital outlay to buy and build park and open
space projects during the next 10 and 20 years in Los Angeles County;

3. A legal analysis of potential mechanisms to raise the funds identified in Item
2., above;

4. A report in response to the phase-out issues identified as A. to F. in the
preamble to this motion.

ABK/MCC S:\Prop A Phase-Out.1
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 19-1

This comment transmits the referenced information forwarded by the commenter.
This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR. This
comment will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 20

Eric Preven (5)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 20-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:46 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 5. Fwd: CRD3 -- The County's FY 11-12 Civic Art Program Report is out!!!
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:25 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 5. Fwd: CRD3 -- The County's FY 11-12 Civic Art Program Report is out!!!

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Thu, Feb 21, 2013 7:26 pm
Subject: CRD3 -- The County's FY 11-12 Civic Art Program Report is out!!!

http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/g1 2013/cms1_190762.pdf

Don't miss the bureaucratic work of art on page one of the report... the CC list... call it a japanese
neoclassical arrangement on the title Executive Officer...Chief Executive Officer, Deputy Chief
Executive Officer, Acting Senior Assistant Executive Officer, Senior Manager, Chief
Executive Office.

I'll riff for a moment... how about: Acting Senior Assistant Chief Deputy Executive Officer
... In training. lol

But nary a word about old John Anson Ford. Which | found surprising. You'd think plenty of local artists
would be cooking up installations. For some reason not too much noise re: the Zev Anson Ford...
(other than the 101) Sorry.

Anyway, the Civic Art report is interesting. They spend a lot of real money on art and presumably artists -
- and a few (not enough) school programs. [my point about blowing through 70 million on a restaurant
venuel].

| do worry wince when | see a $304,000 mural for the Bob Hope Patriotic hall. Not because | don't love
murals, | do, in fact. The Bob Hope Patriotic Hall restoration commenced in 2006, cost $48 million
dollars...and still isn't done-- doh! I'll spare you a conniption here-

Seeing the San Angelo Multi-purpose Center among the listed projects tugged on my heart strings for the
artist, Mara Lonner.
| remember July 17, 2012 when Gloria Molina for no stated reason flushed a $292,000 net-zero energy

design down the proverbial toilet, along with Mara's work, | think. Maybe it will survive.
I'm sure she got to keep her small check, but as you know, a successful commission
can be more valuable for a local artist. It was very weird, because the architect, Michael
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Lehrer, who is highly respected, told me that the project was already out to bid... That's
a huge red flag -- all the community engagement stuff had already happened. Lehrer is
an award winning architecture firm and the chap was geniunely flummoxed. Molina
swung the axe, but nobody quite knows why. Like a movie star who won't wear the
custom made dress. If | were the producer, I'd say "put it on, It's net-zero energy and it

cost 300 grand!"
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/69869.pdf

San Angelo Multi-Purpose Center

Artist Mara Lonner worked closely with the project architect to design a 37-foot long lasercut
steel artwork that reaches across the entire the south wall of the building. Three larger-than-
life bronze flowers will blossom from the two dimensional panels. The back of the artwork
will be coated with a florescent paint to create a halo glow, adding to the dynamic cast
shadows of the patterned pieces.

245 San Angelo Dr.

La Puente, CA 91746

First

$38,000

Project Name

Description

Address

District

Civic Art Budget

Department Parks and Recreation

CP Number CDC
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 20-1

This comment transmits the referenced email. This comment does not raise an
environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR. This comment will be provided to the
decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 21

Eric Preven (6)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 21-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 8:54 AM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 6. Fwd: CRD3 -- Take three town meetings a day and call me in the morning!!!
Attachments: pb-120831-shock-camp-nj-07.photoblog600.jpg; ATT00001.htm; CRD3_--_Exhibit_A,

_as_to why Wendy Watanabe should not be the auditor _oversensei Paul Tanaka's_ma
sterpiece_--_Get_Smarter_10_4 12 -- LA CountyMaritime_Operations.pdf; ATT00002.htm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:39 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 6. Fwd: CRD3 -- Take three town meetings a day and call me in the morning!!!

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: ESP3800 <ESP3800@aol.com>

Cc: newstips <newstips@latimes.com>; molina <molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; dknabe
<dknabe@bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>;
markridley-thomas <markridley-thomas@bos.lacounty.gov>; bfujioka <bfujioka@ceo.lacounty.gov>;
constituent <constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov>; executiveoffice <executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov>
Sent: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 9:05 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- Take three town meetings a day and call me in the morning!!!

The cat is out of the bag, big meeting on the jails Tuesday March 19, 2013, including S-1, a preview of
the nearly 1 Billion dollar plan to build a new Men's Central Jail at 11am. S-5is at 1pm, where the Sheriff
and his posse report back on his self-improvement efforts, from this year's Sheriff of the year. According
to the Sheriff, there have been 1572 town meetings in the jails since October 2011. Which you may not
know is nearly three a day. The Board of Supervisors has one Board meeting in the time the Sheriff has

21 Town Meetings.

1
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From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Subject: CRD3 -- Exhibit A, as to why Wendy Watanabe should not be the auditor over sensei Paul Tanaka's masterpiece --
Get Smarter 10/4/12 -- LA County Maritime Operations

Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 3:38 pm

Attachments: GET_SMART_-_Recap.pdf (6073K), Sheriff's_Maritime_Audit__10_4 12.pdf (1602K), BACA_--_ CCJV-Transcript-
7-27-12-FINAL-FOR-POSTING.pdf (598K)

FYI -- We're all listening.

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: newstips <newstips @latimes.com>; esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>; dknabe
<dknabe @bos.lacounty.gov>; markridley-thomas <markridley-thomas @bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>;
molina <molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; bfujioka <bfujioka@ceo.lacounty.gov>; constituent
<constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov>; executiveoffice <executiveoffice @bos.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Sun, Oct 7, 2012 11:35 am

Subject: CRDS3 -- Get Smarter 10/4/12 -- LA County Maritime Operations

Wendy Watanabe the fearless Auditor Controller of Los Angeles County has finally slipped her report on the Sheriff's
Maritime division into the mix. It's only four months late but given what we already know - it is not at all encouraging.

Turns out there are four separate Sheriff units that comprise the Sheriff's Maritime operations - three are managed, if
you can call it that, by the Sheriff's Field Operations Region Il division. The Special Enforcement Bureau which
constitutes about a third of the fleet is run by the Homeland Security division.

THE UNITS

-Marina del Rey (MDR) w/ emphasis on county coastline near Marina and Santa Monica Bay.
-Parks Bureau patrols Castaic and Pyramid Lakes.

-Avalon Station patrols Catalina and San Clemente Islands.

-Special Enforcement Bureau (SEB) conducts specialized missions in county waterways.

ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT

It is not a surprise that according to Wendy Watanabe - who should be pictured, wearing a life-vest to highlight the
absurdity of her signing off on the Get Smart Sonar vessel in June - to slip under a September 30, 2012 funding
deadline, has determined, five months after setting out on this voyage, that Sheriff Baca needs to improve the
tracking of maritime operations and cost.

At this time shockingly, a basic level of accountability is simply not happening... at allll!

-None of the units track vessel usage.
-Maritime units do not always track objectives and resources for operations and activities.
-No standard or benchmarks have been established to evaluate maritime operations.

THE FLEET

The Sheriff has 30 vessels, but since he does not track vessel usage or maritime activities, Watanabe

was unable to determine if this was enough. Any suggestion that this division needs beefing up is insane, to use the
official term. (See Get Smart Recap)

-MDR has six vessels, but only three are available on any given day and the unit uses only two.
[This is not a riddle.]

-SEB has no information about its activities.
[Red Flag]

-AVALON station management complained that inboard gasoline engines, have a greater risk of explosion, so new
boats.... See OMG -- (See Get Smart Recap)

STAFFING
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MDR Station claim they do not have enough deputy boat operators to cover the maritime shifts they currently work.
Often one deputy, sometimes with limited experience, as opposed to a minimum of two, operate vessels alone,
creating safety risks.

Watanabe notes that without activity and staffing information it's difficult to assess what's really needed.

VESSEL ACQUISITION AND OPERATING COST

Watanabe's analysis reveals that 18 of the 30 vessels were acquired through grants or donations. Obviously there is
big difference between state funding and a donor gift. Watanabe's report has no specificity. 3 vessels were
purchased with county funds.

For the remaining 9 vessels the Sheriff could not produce acquisition method or cost and did not record these 9
vessels in the county's eCAPS accounting system, as required by county fiscal policy.
[Tanaka-ccounting]

For this reason the auditor, who may or may not get seasick, was unable to assess the value of these 9 vessels. The
21 registered vessels were estimated to have cost 7.1 million.

Since the Sheriff does not separately track operating costs, they are seamlessly blended into unit or patrol stations
total operating costs.

Watanabe's recommendations:

Sheriff's management:

1. Improve the tracking and evaluation of maritime operations' objectives, resource usage, and activities.

2. Evaluate their current vessels to ensure they are appropriate for their unassigned usage.

3. Evaluate maritime unit staffing, and consider training additional deputies to operate vessels.

4. Evaluate the feasibility of obtaining customs officer cross-designation for boat operators in other appropriate
Sheriff's units.

5. Record all vessels in eCAPS, including the acquisition method and total cost/value of acquiring and outfitting
vessels for use.

6. Consider tracking maritime costs separately.

7. Evaluate the feasibility of consolidating all maritime operations into an existing single unit.

CRD3 recommendations:

Get rid of both Tanaka and Baca

Though it is tempting to wait for the Aero Bureau division audit, inform the public immediately as to yet another piece
of the puzzle that points to the management change desperately needed in the Sheriff's department. If the feeling is,
'Steady As She Blows', after consuming the attached and below - including a dazzling exchange on the status of the

Electronic Monitoring program, at end of GET SMART recap doc...

| would be very surprised.

Sheriff Lee Baca -- 7-27-12 _CCJV Transcript -- Page 200 (11 of PDF in attached packet) -

"And what I'm saying is what's problematic here is that everyone's to blame and I'll take the blame for everyone
because of my position as the Sheriff." [Line 14-17]

"l know the policy. And | know how to write policy. And so I've written several policies here that are critical to your
commission. | appointed Paul Tanaka as the undersheriff because he's uniquely qualified for this position. You go
through two recessions and you're losing hundreds of millions of dollars for the public service mission, you do need a
C.P.A. I've had non C.P.A financial officers, they do a terrific job. But when it comes to the hard times, they don't do
a terrific job. And when we ran the budget over 25 million and | told the Board of Supervisors | was going to pay back
the 25 million in the next fiscal year. I'm the only department that ever ran over their budget and paid it back. So
there's a lot of things that Mr. Tanaka is able to do that he probably doesn’t get enough credit for. When it
comes down to the so-called values and standards of the departments, which | have cherished and | helped write, |
don't believe in talking about things in a way that confuses the deputies or confuses anybody."
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Report of the Citizens' Commission on Jail Violence - Page 51

"By contrast, LASD provisions on the use of force are neither comprehensive nor easy to understand. There is
no single, comprehensive, and organized policy, and the various provisions do not reflect unified higher-level
principles governing all policies related to the use of force. Use of force provisions are scattered in seemingly
random chapters and subsections in the Manual, as well as in unit directives, facility memoranda and other written
orders. A deputy or supervisor would need to spend hours even to locate -- let alone read and understand --
the various provisions relating to the use of force scattered throughout thousands of pages in the

Manual. For example, the force reporting provisions follow a provision concerning the rent control laws and are
located hundreds of pages after policies describing when force is appropriate.”

COPYPASTE:

Zev's Blog: A boatload of homeland security

Its crews
have
secured
evidence
from
offshore pot
busts. Its
advanced
sonar helped
locate
wreckage
from a mid-
air plane
crash off the
coast three
years ago.

But mostly
the Ocean
Rescue II
spends its
days
scanning for
a threat that
its crew hopes will never appear on any law enforcement blotter: the possibility that weapons of mass destruction might
be smuggled into the massive Port of Los Angeles.

“This boat essentially provides homeland security for the entire L.A.County coast,” says Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Lt. Jack Ewell, who has worked on the 55-foot-long, super-high-tech vessel since its deployment in the port three years
ago.

Paid for with a $2.25 million federal grant from the Department of Homeland Security and operated by a rotating 3-
man crew from the sheriff’s special enforcement bureau, the Ocean Rescue II can scan ship hulls for traces of biological,
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radiological, chemical and nuclear weapons and can transmit the data to onshore labs in real time. Its sonar sees threats
in the murkiest waters; its remote underwater vehicle can pluck bombs from ship bottoms and retrieve evidence 3,000
feet underwater.

“It's pretty unique,” says David Gutierrez, vice-president of manufacturing at Willard Marine in Anaheim, which custom-
built the vessel for the Sheriff’s Department. "It looks like just a standard boat with a lot of bells and whistles, but it's a
very important piece of equipment at the port.”

But the combination of all that technology and salt air is an ongoing issue: “You have to keep it painted, maintain the
engines—to keep a boat like that working 7 days a week requires a lot of maintenance,” Ewell says.

“It’s like a patrol car,” agrees Gutierrez. “It has to always be ready to go.”

This, Ewell says, is why the sheriff hopes to bring in a backup with the help of a $3 million federal grant won by the
department last year.

“A second boat will give us the capability to rotate vessels, or to have two boats in the water at the same time,” Ewell
says.

It also will add to the sheriff’s already impressive counter-terrorism arsenal, which includes a radiation-detecting
helicopter and a biological- and chemical-weapon-sniffing Labrador named Johnny Ringo.

At least eight of the 34 boats in the sheriff's department fleet are assigned to the Special Enforcement Bureau, which
includes the Homeland Security Division where Ewell works. Another dozen—including an offshore vessel with nuclear
detection capabilities—patrol out of Marina del Rey or Catalina Island.

Backing them up, of course, are maritime forces from the U.S. Coast Guard as well as port-stationed boats manned by
the Long Beach police, the Port of Los Angeles police and other law enforcement agencies.

The stakes are high, Ewell explains.

“It's been estimated that an incident that shut down the port here would cost theU.S.economy $2 billion a day,” he says.
“Forty percent of the nation’s imports come through here, and our coastal region is heavily populated. It would devastate
the region if anything were to affect the port.”

So far, Ewell says, the boat’s daily scanning hasn’t uncovered any dirty bombs. (“Believe me, you'd know it if they did."”)

But it has been put to other uses. In April 2010, for instance, the sheriff’s department used it to help secure a large
cache of marijuana from an isolated cove on Catalina Island where a smuggler’s boat had been stranded.

And in 2009, when two private planes collided in mid-air off the coast of Long Beach, Ewell says, “the boat was used
for two weeks straight to recover parts of the planes, and to find the victimsand return the remains to their families.”

The second boat, if authorized next week by the Board of Supervisors, would similarly do double duty, Ewell says. Like
Ocean Rescue 11, it is expected to be equipped with advanced life support equipment, and to be set up for large-scale
diver operations.

“We'll use it on medical emergencies, criminal investigations, plane crashes,” he says. “The way budgets are these days,
you have to get a lot of bang from the buck.”

Posted 1/10/12 - a day that will also live in infamy!!!! Best, Target Preven, CRD3
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 21-1

This comment transmits the referenced emails and attachments. This comment
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR. This comment will be
provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 22

Eric Preven (7)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 22-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 8:54 AM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 7. Fwd: CRD3 -- Public Request to post the John Anson Ford Master Plan on the
Supplemental Agenda

Attachments: image001.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:47 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 7. Fwd: CRD3 -- Public Request to post the John Anson Ford Master Plan on the
Supplemental Agenda

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: ADavis <ADavis@arts.lacounty.gov>

Cc: lzucker <lzucker@lacountyarts.org>; abkatz <abkatz@bos.lacounty.gov>; newstips
<newstips@latimes.com>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; markridley-thomas <markridley-
thomas@bos.lacounty.gov>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>; dknabe <dknabe@lacbos.org>; molina
<molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; pkim <pkim@counsel.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Thu, Jan 30, 2014 6:00 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- Public Request to post the John Anson Ford Master Plan on the Supplemental Agenda

Hi, Adam:

Thanks for reaching out.

We have not met, but | am familiar with your work. As you know by now, | adore the
open air vibe at the John Anson Ford and I'm a bit an open government aficionado, too.

The public is going to put more than $10 million dollars in precious cap improvement
money into a project next Tuesday, but do not have the full picture that you and Ms.
Zucker and others presumably have, like what is the total budget? Are you aware of
how much money has been approved for work at the John Anson Ford in the last few
years?

-How much of that work that was previously earmarked has actually been completed?
-What is the master plan?

-How does this $10,000,000 relate to the master plan?

-What is the total cost of the project and timeline?

-How much is for the new offices & parking?

1
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-How much is for the restaurant/gallery?

| remember when Michael Govan came down recently with Ms. Pisano, he was chastised by a cranky
Supervisor who shall remain nameless, after giving a detailed presentation that | thought was quite
strong, because he did not bring visual aids on the LACMA plans.

On the John Anson Ford project the pubic has seen nothing, as far as | know. The master
plan and related studies have never been posted or made public. Is that right?

I only know that those materials exist because | attended a board meeting and asked about it. The third
district public affairs maven directed me to do a public records act request, which, reluctantly, and at my
expense, | did. But, as Supervisor Yaroslavsky, once told me, "you are only one resident from District 3."

He's right.
As a preservationist, | have my own opinion, but what about everybody else?

It seemed to me that there were only two lightly attended workshops some years ago, and | remember
wondering if those who attended the workshops were individuals close to the project? Were

they? Did the department of regional planning do a mailer? | am pleased that you

intend to have more meetings because in no way was the outreach on this robust and
the public has a big appetite for outreach details... it's zeitgeisty.

It is essential, therefore, that the master plan and the studies and the renovation program be posted for
several weeks so that people can understand and then fully embrace what is happening... or perhaps
raise issues or concerns.

Adam, | assume that you and Laura take seriously the obligation and responsibility to make plans for
exciting public works PUBLIC before approval.

I'll copy Alisa B. Katz, Zev's Chief of staff, and ask her if this is the last chance that the public has to
understand the project before the money is committed, but regardless of her response, because Ms. Katz
is understandably busy, please post a reasonable roadmap tomorrow on the supplemental agenda --
sometimes referred to [in anger] as the Green sheet!!

Laura attended this Tuesday's meeting, so she knows what | mean.

| want you to know that everybody adores the arts community downtown, in fact, Supervisor Knabe was
specifically identified as an Arts Champion! [Disclosure: it was from a nice chap who he was honoring
with scroll, but it's actually true -- all the supervisors are -- Knabe's been funding Opera for educators for
years!]

Anyway, the takeaway from the standing room only meeting was that capital improvement money needs
to be distributed where it is most needed, and the supervisors need to be prepared to go to the mat to
explain the priorities to their many and varied constituents. Next Tuesday...

Kindly confirm receipt.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From: Davis, Adam <ADavis@arts.lacounty.gov>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Thu, Jan 30, 2014 3:59 pm

Subject: RE: CRD3 -- Follow-up on John Anson Ford
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Dear Mr. Preven,

Thank you for your interest in the Ford Theatres project. We are working to send up a public scoping
meeting in the coming weeks. | will make sure you are invited to this meeting. If you have any questions
please feel free to contact me.

Best,

Adam Davis

Managing Director of Productions

Los Angeles County Arts Commission
John Anson Ford Theatres
323-856-5793

=l

From: Zucker, Laura

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2014 4:36 PM

To: Davis, Adam

Subject: Fw: CRD3 -- Follow-up on John Anson Ford

Pls handle.

From: esp3800@aol.com [mailto:esp3800@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2014 04:05 PM

To: Zucker, Laura

Subject: CRD3 -- Follow-up on John Anson Ford

Hi:
It was very nice running into you today at the board meeting. Re: posting a quick "Where we are' 'where
we are going' and 'when' document alongside the proposed master plan for the Ford ...

... would be happy to speak on the phone in next day or so, if convenient, or, if you've already posted,
please direct me to the link. Thanks.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 22-1

This comment transmits the referenced emails. Some statements in the emails
provided raise specific issues regarding the planning process that resulted in the project
description for this Project while other comments do not. Responses to those specific
comments raised regarding planning for the Project are provided below. This comment
will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

With respect to the email dated January 30, 2014, as noted on page 1I-19 of Section
II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project was derived from a previous Master
Plan process and includes some of the same components envisioned in the Master Plan,
with modifications. The Project is not being developed as a Master Plan. As described on
page 1l-12 of the Draft EIR, the Project is comprised of the following primary components:
(1) rehabilitation of certain portions of the existing Amphitheatre; (2) the Ford Terrace,
which would include a two-story structure with one level of office space and lower-level
concessions area and a raised plaza deck above a service level; (3) the Ford Plaza, which
would be set atop a new three-level parking structure and plaza deck featuring a
restaurant, a 299-seat theatre, a new box office, a conference room, and offices and visitor
amenities; (4) the Transit Center, which would include a designated area for bus and valet
drop-off, a new three-level parking structure, an event space, and a maintenance facility;
and (5) a 0.75-mile hiking trail. As discussed on page 11-25 of the Draft EIR, the Project
could be implemented in several phases to provide flexibility to continue operating the Ford
Theatres while scheduling off-season construction. Construction of the Project may be
completed as early as 2020.

In accordance with CEQA, the environmental review process for the Project
commenced with solicitation of comments from identified responsible and trustee agencies,
as well as interested parties on the scope of the Draft EIR, through a Notice of Preparation
process. The County Department of Parks and Recreation prepared an Initial Study and
circulated a Notice of Preparation for public comment to the State Clearinghouse, Office of
Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on February 7,
2014, for a 30-day review period. In addition, a public scoping meeting was conducted on
February 18, 2014. The public scoping meeting provided the public with the opportunity to
receive information regarding the Project and to provide input regarding issues to be
addressed in the Draft EIR. The Initial Study, Notice of Preparation, and Notice of
Preparation comment letters are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

Consistent with the requirements of Sections 15087 and 15105 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and
Research, and was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period beginning on
June 23, 2014, and ending on August 8, 2014. In addition, a public meeting was held on
July 14, 2014. The public meeting provided an overview of the findings of the Draft EIR

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

and provided the public an opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft EIR.
Following the Draft EIR public comment period, this Final EIR has been prepared that
includes responses to the comments raised regarding the Draft EIR.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 23

Eric Preven (8)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 23-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:13 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 8. Fwd: CRD3 -- FOUR MONTHS LATER -- 50f6 -- Community Development
Commission to accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds --

Attachments: CRD3_--_Community_Development_Commission_--_LACK_OF_INTERNAL_CONTROL.pdf;
ATTO00001.htm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:59 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 8. Fwd: CRD3 -- FOUR MONTHS LATER -- 50f6 -- Community Development
Commission to accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds --

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Mon, Feb 3, 2014 9:49 am

Subject: CRD3 -- FOUR MONTHS LATER -- 50f6 -- Community Development Commission to accept up
to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds --

Mark Ridley-Thomas wants the Community Development Commission to oversee

the Vermont corridor renovation and for Zev to butt out of Second District business...
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VYS6sFWwZ-A [Running time: 2:26]

CRD3 wants the John Anson Ford Master Plan made public before another $10 million in 2014!!!

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hzhIX5YGxVQ [Running time: 1:18]

http://fordtheatres.org/UserFiles/File/2010%20Summer/LATimesCultureMonster MasterPlan.pdf
"Thank you, Sir. Item 12 today was delayed. And apparently we do need a Vin Scully
down here, as Supervisor Yaroslavsky intimated last week, or a couple weeks ago. Item
12 was some capital improvement projects. And the reason why it was contentious is
because of the different district offices were getting theirs and one getting the other, one
getting this and that. Supervisor Yaroslavsky got a $10 million John Anson Ford
delivery. But unfortunately that money was one in a series of deliveries of money. And
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Laura Zucker, who is the head of the LA County arts, has agreed to post the plan, the
master plan for the John Anson Ford redo that's coming up down the road. And then
we'll all get a chance to look at it before next week. | appreciate that and look forward to
scrutinizing it the way we would in any community, like Mark Ridley-Thomas's or Mayor

Antonovich's or Gloria Molina's or or yours, Sir. Like with county golf. Thank you."
Eric Preven

llHa!lI

Don Knabe

IMPLEMENTING THE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BLUE RIBBON
COMMISION ON CHILD PROTECTION http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/82771.pdf

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Thu, Oct 3, 2013 12:41 am

Subject: CRD3 -- 50f6 -- Community Development Commission to accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA
funds --

Authorize the Community Development Commission to
accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds into Fiscal

Year 2013-14 approved bUdget http:/file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/79953.pdf

"This is a First 5 matter. We're essentially accepting these dollars for the purposes of our moving forward
with the implementation of services to youth and their families. This adds to the $25 million that was
adopted last year. And we are taking advantage of the good work of the community development
commission for this purpose.”

Mark Ridley-Thomas

Does that mean that the Antelope Valley's growth in homelessness and reduction of capacity would be
considered? And if so, how would that be?
Mike Antonovich

"Given the motion and the timeline that's before us, time is an urgent matter. The First 5 board has an
expectation that this N.O.F.A. be out by the end of october."
Sean Rogan

"Dr. Southard, yesterday at the blue ribbon commission, the issue came up with the department of
children and family services, the department of public health, health services and I.A.S.H.A. That they
have trouble getting the mental health information from our departments of mental health on homeless
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families and other families in distress. Why can't a portion of the grant funds be used to create a system
to ensure communication among departments and agencies to provide those services to the homeless
families?"

Mike Antonovich

"If there are obstacles that are related to financing of systems to assist the provision of that information,
mental health department would be eager to find resources to do that."
Marv Southard

"Next week would be too late?"
Mike Antonovich

"It would mean it would be two weeks. That's the problem."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"We were told that the department of mental health was not sharing that information. So if we could have
a report back from the C.E.O. On that precise issue."
Mike Antonovich

"Certainly, Supervisors."
Marv Southard

"Through sequestration and budget cuts, H.U.D. Is messaging that our jurisdiction should anticipate about
an 8 percent-- 5 to 8 percent cut in homeless service dollars. So here in Los Angeles and the Los
Angeles continuum of care, we have about a $7 million potential reduction in funding that can come in
and serve programs that are already operating."

Mike Arnold

"l have a question. It claims that it's all for subsidies. Is there any administrative costs that C.D.C. Is
taking from it?"
Gloria Molina

"Yes. 8 percent."
Mike Arnold

"8 percent of how much?"
Gloria Molina

"Half of what it was before."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"I'm sorry."
Gloria Molina

"Half of what it was before. "
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Half of what it was before? They shouldn't get any. So how much is that out of this amount?"
Gloria Molina

"$800,000 for the $10 million. "
Sean Rogan

"It was 15 before, correct? And fully justified as such. On the 25 [million] it was 15 [percent], was it not?
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"l don't know what the exact number is so | don't want to be misquoted."
Sean Rogan

"But you know i'm somewhere in the region. And you argued as hard as you could to make sure that the
administrative fee was such that you could do the best job that the agency could do. And the fact of the
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matter is what's fair is fair. And we are now moving with roughly 8 percent. And we will get every ounce of
our money's worth because we've turned to this agency because they consistently have done what we
think is a reputable job. And we thank you. And 5 percent sounds better. Anything more for now?
Supervisor?"

Mark Ridley-Thomas

"He wanted 15 percent from you, too? "
Zev Yaroslavsky

"Yeah, he did."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Son of a gun."
Zev Yaroslavsky

"It's really shameful. They already do this work. And | just can't believe they'd take any administrative
money into it. It's children's money."
Gloria Molina

"All right. Thanks very much."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"All right. Mr. Chairman, | just want to say that | think Sean and his department have done a really good
job on administering this program. The program you're about to embark under, the one we did last year,
they came in with a gun to your head with no time left to do it. You administered it. You got the money
out. You got the contracts signed. The money is getting out the door really, from my point of view in
record time. Somebody was going to have to pay for it. We were going to have to pay somebody to do it.
If we didn't pay C.D.C., we would have to pay the consultant to do it. This is a better deal and they know
what they're doing. So | just wanted to say that, leaving all joking aside, that Sean has delivered and
that's pretty good."

Zev Yaroslavsky

"Thank you very much, Supervisor Yaroslavsky. Any further comment on the matter?"
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Yes, | think | have to. This wasn't a criticism of Sean and his work. He does great work. | just think it
should have been a straight up subsidy that First 5 could have done instead of relaying it here.
Gloria Molina

"All right. Thanks very much. The item is before us. Are there any objections to moving forward

With the item as amended?"
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Yes. I'd like to abstain as it's a new term around here."
Gloria Molina

"A term of art."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Not new."
Zev Yaroslavsky

"New and improved."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"It hasn't been new since Ridley-Thomas got here. [Laughter]."
Zev Yaroslavsky

"Well, I'm glad to know that I've made a contribution. Thank you so much."
Mark Ridley-Thomas
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CRD3: The Community Development Commission was found in June to have serious
INTERNAL CONTROL issues

after KCET ran a piece on Knabe "Family Ties" and in particular, a toxic Enterprise
Rental Car procurement. www.socalconnected.org - search for "family ties"

Also, in July 2012, $87.3 million from First 5 LA was transferred to the county’s health
and mental health departments to fight childhood obesity, provide Ins. coverage for
children and substance abuse treatment for parents. Sheila Shima of CEO said the
money would be held in a... special county fund in order to streamline administrative
processes. Molina may have had it right, a classic "rip-off."

http://egpnews.com/2012/08/supervisor-calls-87-3m-in-funding-for-children’s-programs-
a-‘rip-off’/

10.
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From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Subject: CRD3 -- Community Development Commission -- LACK OF INTERNAL CONTROL
Date: Sun, Aug 11, 2013 12:44 pm

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: newstips <newstips@latimes.com>

Cc: constituent <constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov>; molina <molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>; dknabe
<dknabe@bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; markridley-thomas <markridley-thomas@bos.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Sat, Jun 22, 2013 4:35 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- Community Development Commission -- LACK OF INTERNAL CONTROL

http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/77626.pdf

This item buried late last week, and not scheduled before the board, is a great example of why the auditor is practically useless. It was only a
couple weeks ago that Watanabe was lauded for securing $742,000,000 in CRA money by investing $1,000,0000 in overtime, yet it appears that
the CDC is apparently underspending it's budget by almost $100 million annually. Worse, this was/is during one of the hardest economic periods
in years. Arggh. That's like 20% of the money earmarked, but not invested...in the community. See attached page 18 for the reasons. For CRD3,
it makes no sense and quite frankly, doesn't cut it.

As always, with run-of-the-mill county bungling, all of the following problems are merely relics from a bygone era (2010)...."relax, we've already
improved everything." Like the jails, and the DCFS. A brand new procurement team leader, identified as a lawyer, has been brought in to remedy
the appalling mismanagement. It better not be Mike Gennaco. The former procurement officer has apparently left.

-CDC supervision of overtime has been lax at best.

-CDC Management has kept no written justifications for Sole Source purchasing.

The auditor also found that the CDC staff did not always follow the commission's contracting procedures. Those procedures are being completely
rewritten by July 1, 2013, yet we have not heard back from Ellen Sandt or Mr. Yaroslavsky about the countywide initiative to improve this category.

Apparently, evaluators did not always sign conflict of interest statements and evaluator comments did not always adequately support the assigned
scores. Dates for approvals were left off documents so it was hard to tell the sequence of approval.

In one 1.2 million dollar contract, [most of this stuff was 2010, so why it took three years is baffling] CDC did not document their method for
selecting a shortlist vendor, or indicate how vendors would be selected. Nor did CDC have any written procedures for selecting proposers from a
list of qualified vendors. Important to remmeber that the Board of supervisors is the overseeing board for this group, personally. They could install
folks who would pay attention, but that would involve relinquishing control.

Auditor found invoices where CDC paid higher rates than specified in the contract and one instance where CDC did not take an available discount.
CDC staff have not been "signing conflict of interest statements before evaluating proposals" as is required.

Bottom line, "contract solicitation outreach efforts" are bad to extra bad. For the six solicitations reviewed, CDC staff did not document when the
solicitation notices were mailed to vendors and the auditor could not determine if the notices were timely or, in many cases, who they were sent

to. PFFFFT.

Anyone remember ...Enterprise rent a car ... an Englander Knabe & Allen client have benefited from these lax protocols. (see below)

CDC must ensure that proposal scores are adequately supported. The Auditor found numerous instances where comments did not support the
assigned scores. Two of five (40%) of the five evaluations reviewed were not scored in accordance with CDC procedures.

Now, CDC has some new procedures that will be unveiled July 1, 2013.

Let's ALL look the new procedures over together to be sure they are clean and simple. And the public wants
the report back to Mike D. Antonovich, on what actions have been taken in connection with the Enterprise rental car imbroglio.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

Copypaste:
CRD3 -- If it walks like a duck and it quacks like a duck... it could be bid-rigging!!! (Enterprise)

From esp3800 esp3800@aol.com

To jlacey jlacey@da.lacounty.gov, kamala.harris kamala.harris@doj.ca.gov

Cc newstips newstips@latimes.com, constituent constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov, fraudnet fraudnet@gsa.gov
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Find the link below for the report back from the Auditor-Controller that we've all been waiting for following last year's KCET piece on Knabe
"Family Ties" and in particular, the toxic Enterprise Rental Car procurement. www.socalconnected.org - search for "family ties"

http://ffile.lacounty.gov/bc/q1 2013/cms1 189487.pdf

The report by the Auditor Controller confirms key findings "by the media" and concludes that "Community Development Commission's (CDC)
outreach was substantially inadequate given the many competitors in the retail vehicle leasing industry in Southern California" but the
investigators found "no evidence showing familiar business relationships between the three enterprise employees and four CDC employees
involved with the solicitation."

CRDa3: This type of investigation ought to be conducted by law enforcement not The Office of County Investigations (OCI). Time and time again
this group provides an unwanted cushion for even the most hard to stomach actions and or omissions that may constitute serious criminal
misconduct. Watanabe who is an auditor appointed by the Board will admit that such wrongdoing is for the District Attorney, Attorney General or
Federal investigators to determine.

On January 15, 2013, prior to publishing this report back that had been called for urgently by Supervisor Antonovich, OCI "met with CDC
management.”" The CDC expressed general agreement with the findings and recommendations. They will respond in 30 days.

CRDa3: This explicitly subverts the protocol the public expects - which is a thorough dragging out into the light of day. A credible independent
investigation by law enforcement is needed without further delay.

Matt Knabe (Lobbyist for Enterprise) and Don Knabe (Voting member of Community Development Commission)

The Board of Supervisors currently serves as the Commissioners of the CDC setting policy for the agency. In Fiscal Year 2012-2013 the
agency has a budget of $485 million and a total staff size of 551. Over 74 percent of the CDC's funding comes from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Matt Knabe told investigators that he was unaware of the CDC's vehicle leasing and fleet services solicitation until the proposed contract with
Enterprise appeared on the board's agenda for March 6, 2012 -- http:/file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/66779.pdf ;

Mr. Matt Knabe told the auditor controller that "no one from his firm (EKA) had any contact with Don Knabe about the solicitation." The
investigators found no evidence to support any attempts to influence the award of this fleet services contract" worth nearly 2 million dollars.

CRD3: That's nice, but the public is not willing to take Matt Knabe at his word alone. Too many issues have arisen, and the notion of he himself
conducting an investigation among his employees is insufficient to restore confidence. Matt Knabe attended the Board meeting on March 6 and
or March 13, 2012 presumably to help Santos Kreimann and his client, Modern Parking Inc., to secure a deal to manage more than 10,000
parking spaces for County Beaches and Harbors, over spectacular objection. This matter was also addressed in the Socal Connected piece.
Modern Parking Inc. has subsequently stopped lobbying with EKA and the lobbying firm has added Standard Parking as its new Parking client.
Though this practice may be common it begs numerous questions as to who, specifically, is controlling the awarding of county contracts. [EKA
recently dumped Come Land Maintenance and picked up Diamond Contract Services in the janitorial sector -- worthy of careful scrutiny.]

Mr. Kreimann completed his ethics training on December 3, 2012, after years of serving as Director of Beaches and Harbors without AB1234
ethics training, as is required. A critical part of Mr. Kreimann's job in that role is to meet behind closed-doors with Marina del Rey developers,
some of whom may now be experiencing investigation by the District Attorney regarding various Assessor-related malfeasances. For the last
nine months Mr. Kreimann has played a key role in the Assessor's office as, CEO Bill Fujioka's 'exceptional manager'. He has allegedly been
sorting through cases to determine which may require further review by the DA's Public Integrity Division. This type of sifting should obviously
not be done by the man who worked closely with numerous Marina del Rey developers. The public takes exception with that ‘exceptional’
arrangement.

Executive Director, Sean Rogan
Investigators interviewed the CDC's Executive Director, Sean Rogan, who stated that he was "100% confident that there was absolutely no

influence in regards to the Supervisor's son." He added that, "There certainly wasn't any political influence or lobby pressure."

CRD3: How Mr. Rogan knows that, is of great interest. He must mean he felt no pressure of any kind himself. Also of interest for the public is
how in the world such a boldly, toxic-on-its-face, solicitation containing the following passage could pass muster for the county board of
supervisors...?

"Enterprise was the only company that responded to the request. Based on Enterprise being the only respondent, Commission staff has
concluded that Enterprise is the only vendor in the area available to provide the needed services."

[...the area is Southern Californial]

Mr. Rogan claims a contract analyst came to him in December 2012 saying he failed to act appropriately and correct outreach details, because
he/she was simply too embarrassed. The CDC represented to the board that they had sent an email to 50 firms in the fleet rental business. In
fact they only sent the Request for Information (RFI) to 16, but the document attached to the CDC's email did not clearly inform potential vendors
what content was expected and an exhibit that was to accompany the RFI and list the vehicles to be acquired was not included with the email.

Only 10 of the 16 firms were actually in the business of automobile fleet rental. But these ten firms stated that they had no recollection of
receiving an email solicitation. Four firms told investigators that they would have been interested in bidding, had they received the RFI.

The CDC failed to contact over 60 entities in the business of fleet rental. They received just one bid. CRD3: Pffft.

The CDC violated its own policy of not advertising for procurements over $10,000 on their website and the county's website.

Page 111-158


http://www.socalconnected.org/
http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/q1_2013/cms1_189487.pdf
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/66779.pdf

"Substantially inadequate outreach" is a gross understatement.

CRD3 conclusion: The Enterprise deal was rigged. If it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck it is a duck. There is no way that this happened
by chance. This was a rigged bid. We don't yet know by whom, but the OCI report merely confirms that nobody wants to confess to any crimes at
this time. That is of course expected. This matter requires the attention of credible independent investigators - other than Mr. Kreimann - who
are experienced at enforcing bid-rigging and collusion laws. The un-named ‘contract analyst' who may be scapegoated here, needs to be
protected by civil rights organizations and applicable whistleblower rules and guidelines.

A full wide investigation is long overdue.
Thank you for your interest in county government.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From March 6, 2012 -

1-D. Recommendation: Approve and authorize the Executive Director to negotiate,
execute, and if necessary, terminate a five-year contract with Enterprise Fleet
Management using up to a total of $1,750,000 in Commission and Housing
Authority program funds for all five years

On motion of Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, seconded by Supervisor
Knabe, this item was approved.

CRD3 notes:
-- no RFP cuz nobody was interested in providing cars to county ?7??

On December 20, 2011, a RFI was issued to determine the feasibility of utilizing
leased vehicles with a full maintenance service program for the Community
Development Commission.

This letter recommends approval of a five-year lease contract with Enterprise Fleet Management

(Enterprise) to provide 61 new leased vehicles and a full maintenance service program for those
vehicles as well as a maintenance program for 17 existing vehicles being retained by the
Commission. The vehicles will be used by Commission and Housing Authority staff.

78 company cars -- for 650 employees -- w/ maint agreement ???

On March 9, 2010, the Board approved a similar agreement with Enterprise for the lease of five
vehicles to be used for the Section 8 inspectors in Lancaster as a pilot program. This program has
proven successful, and when implemented agency-wide, will significantly reduce fleet costs.

In Fiscal Year 2011-2012, the total fleet annual budget was over $880,000, with the average vehicle
age of approximately 8 years with over 76,000 miles. The move to Enterprise will replace the aged
existing fleet with new models and reduce the size of the fleet pool by allowing staff to rent additional
vehicles from Enterprise daily as needed. The estimated fleet budget in future years will be
approximately $580,000, which includes approximately $350,000 per year for the Enterprise
contract, plus fuel, miscellaneous maintenance costs and administrative expenses. This represents
an estimated savings of approximately $300,000 per year.

The Commission issued a Request for Information (RFI) for the purpose of seeking information
regarding leased vehicles with full maintenance service programs. Enterprise was the only company
that responded to the request. Based on Enterprise being the only respondent, Commission staff
has concluded that Enterprise is the only vendor in the area available to provide the needed
services.
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 23-1

This comment transmits the referenced emails and attachments. This comment
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR and will be provided to the
decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 24

Eric Preven (9)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 24-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013

Page 111-161

Ford Theatres Project
September 2014



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:13 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 9. Fwd: CRD3 -- Zev Anson Ford Update -- Item 12 Tuesday February 11, 2014
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:53:11 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 9. Fwd: CRD3 -- Zev Anson Ford Update -- Item 12 Tuesday February 11, 2014

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Tue, Feb 11, 2014 1:13 am
Subject: CRD3 -- Zev Anson Ford Update -- Item 12 Tuesday February 11, 2014

This item on tomorrow's schedule...re: the proposed partnership schedule... etc.

http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/82834.pdf

12. Recommendation: Approve the proposed roster for the John Anson Ford
Amphitheatre’s 2014 season; and authorize the Executive Director to make the
necessary expenditures within the approved Fiscal Year 2013-14 budget to implement
the program. (14-0391)

FORD AMPHITHEATRE
PROPOSED 2014 SUMMER PARTNERSHIP SEASON

*indicates organizations new to Partnership Program

Bellydance Evolution*
Alice in Wonderland
Middle Eastern dance is fused with Western forms in a retelling of this classic story.

Chris Isaacson Presents, LLC*

Broadway Under the Stars

Two evenings with Tony Award-winning artists sharing treasured memories and songs from popular
Broadway shows.

Eastside Luv*
English as a Second Language
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An evening of live music by L.A. Latino groups and DJ sets mixing a range of classic Mexican, American
and European rock hits.

Rong Music & Entertainment*
Cosmic Boogie
An evening of experimental and new age music.

| thought they were going to redo the stage last year... and are these the dressing rooms, one wonders
that are going
to be soundproofed...? Sigh.

"This summer, the season will conclude approximately 30 days earlier than in previous
years to accommodate the schedule of capital improvements planned during the
amphitheatre off-season starting on September 15. Anticipated improvements will
include reconstruction of the Ford’s stage, installation of a comprehensive drainage
system for the amphitheatre, renovation of backstage artist dressing and green rooms,
stabilization of the hillside and improvements to the hard and planted landscape to
mitigate erosion, and a redesign of theatrical lighting and sound systems."
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 24-1

This comment transmits the referenced email. This comment does not raise an
environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR and will be provided to the decision makers
prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 25

Eric Preven (10)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 25-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:28 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 10. Fwd: CRD3 -- John Anson Ford Scoping meeting.... & Request for Radius map
Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:53:25 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 10. Fwd: CRD3 -- John Anson Ford Scoping meeting.... & Request for Radius
map

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Wed, Feb 19, 2014 1:04 pm
Subject: CRD3 -- John Anson Ford Scoping meeting.... & Request for Radius map

Very odd but pleasant enough meeting in the small Ford theatre... numerous concerns from locals re:
traffic congestion etc.

Architect Brenda Levin was there... who Zev celebrates (on her website) because she brings a sense of
'‘common ownership and civic pride' and Zucker & Davis were there too. | was disappointed that there
was no model, no presentation form Laura or Adam... or Levin explaining... or introducing [Insert Eli
Broad-type] who is going to take us home on this!!!! It was a format... best described as follow the
sketchy posters and county spinners will answer your questions...

There was a fire retardant blanket that the county team would occasionally inflate to smother a hot
questioner. hehe. | jest, but | delivered my message about transparency.

They made it seem like... oh, we have no idea, the EIR has to come back, then we'll have a better idea...
As you know, the EIR is a safe zone - that gives any agency official an excuse to throw their hands up in
the air...dunno! "Need to wait for the EIR!"

And the funding, they claimed, not approved. | said, what about the 20+ million that has been earmarked
over the last couple years... including the $10 million, last week. Brenda Levin reminded me that the
overall budget was over $100,000,000 million ... | had thought $75,000,000... you corrected me to
$60,000,000...

The current work, going on now, according to Levin, who made it seem like she's supervising is a very
expensive painting of the two old towers. (Argh) Caught my attention, that the new wooden stage
(outdoor) won't be installed until next 2015 off season... she said the new seats were nice. The 299
theatre seems to be...a tool for managing director Davis to be able to provide a year round house to
accommodate some demand...he did not elaborate.

And oddly he complained to me that folks won't come to Ford because they don't like stacked parking and
the restaurant isn't good. Another chap said Crumbles who currently have the conession, cater to the
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crowd... in a cool artsy local way... for a swedish performance they do swedish meatballs...for a
mexican folkloric... tamales, for a korean dance... kimchee.

so | don't understand. | told Maria Chong-Castillo, Zev's deputy, we should call the new restaurant, Zev's
or maybe Maria's? She winced...

| asked about the increase from 79 or so perfs a season to over 300... this caught the attention of a
neighborhood council rep who was there. He left early, when he saw there was no there, there.

The presentation about what is happening was almost non-existent, beyond those photos we've seen. |
don't think | saw anything new... a lot of weird EIR talk... from county consultants who, one had the
feeling just came from,

the visioning process in marina del rey...

There was one persistent theme...

A number of folks asked about city approvals and the response was always the same..." this is
county jurisdiction. "

But someone pressed... but the Mulholland view council... (tk) do you need their approval?

See Zev.

| was reminded that | asked for a PDF copy of the December 12, 2012 "Right of Entry Permit" for the John
Anson Ford.

I'll keep you posted. {pardon the informality... I'm running.}

CRD3e

August 19, 2013 "Hreoiding the restbess
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August 18, 2013 develofment. ke
fssociates’ projeces
PEPFESCRt A0t js
e [ Emtrt) frs

remewsel, apd they offes
Apgetenes Hie king of
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June 29, 2012
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February 24, 2012
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From: Stephanie Eyestone-Jones <s.eyestone@matrixeir.com>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Wed, Feb 19, 2014 12:22 pm

Subject: Re: Radius map

Nice meeting you too. We will get you the map and info tomorrow.
Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 19, 2014, at 11:53 AM, "esp3800@aol.com" <esp3800@aol.com> wrote:

Hi, nice meeting you last night at the Ford. Could you send me the radius map,
asap,
with an accompanying description of the specific outreach. ie. how many

emails, mailed letters etc.
Thx. Kindly confirm receipt.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From: Eric Preven <esp3800@aol.com>

To: s.eyestone <s.eyestone@matrixeir.com>
Sent: Tue, Feb 18, 2014 8:26 pm

Subject: Radius map

Thx,
Eric Preven

Sent from my iPhone
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 25-1

This comment transmits the referenced emails. Some statements in the emails
provided raise specific issues regarding the scoping meeting for the Project.. This
comment will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

With regard to the Scoping Meeting, as described on page 1 of the Notice of
Preparation distributed on February 7, 2014, the Scoping Meeting was held to solicit input
regarding the content of the Draft EIR and “will be in an open house format.” Because the
purpose of scoping and early public consultation on a Draft EIR is to solicit information from
agencies and the public about environmental issues to be addressed in a Draft EIR, it is an
early stage of the process. This may explain what the comment characterizes as
responses that defer answers to the later Draft EIR. The scoping topic most raised was
traffic congestion, as noted in the comment.

The comment expresses the opinion that there should have been a project model
and more visual aids at the scoping meeting and that funding information should have been
available. The comment also mentions hearing about various proposed elements of the
Project that were described, including the proposed small theatre, restaurant and new
parking lots to avoid the current stacked parking and a proposed increase in the number of
performances.

As provided in Comment Letter No. 26, below, the requested information regarding
the radius map and Notice of Preparation distribution used in the scoping process was
provided to Mr. Eric Preven at his request on February 28, 2014.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 26

Eric Preven (11)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 26-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:28 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 11. Fwd: CRD3 -- Radius & outreach for John Anson Ford
Attachments: Radius_and_Outreach_-_John_Anson_Ford_EIR.pdf; ATT00001.htm
Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800(@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:53:34 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 11. Fwd: CRD3 -- Radius & outreach for John Anson Ford

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Mar 3, 2014 11:37 pm
Subject: CRD3 -- Radius & outreach for John Anson Ford

Apparently less than 2000 letters re: the meeting about the John Anson Ford went to the following:

113 agencies

756 owners

389 occupants

451 arts commission emails

See the radius map attached, too.

I still do not, unfortunately, have an idea of what specifically is happening. | got the
feeling that a very expensive painting of the old towers was happening.

But what the ten million Zev approved was for... still, dunno.

| think the Public is entitled to a punch list, but instead we're facing a yearlong EIR...
over sketchy plans, that are not approved...? Comments, as | ref'd earlier, end March 11!

CRD3e

1
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL

643 KENNETH TIAHN [[ALL OF ADMINISTRATION
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET

LS ANGELLS, CALEFORNIA $D012.2713 FLELEPHINL
[M2974-210d
JOHN I, KRATTLI FACSIMILL
County Counsel {213)617-7182
February 28, 2014 LA

{213) £33-1001

Enc Preven
3758 Reklaw Drive
Studie City, CA 91604

Re:  Request for Radius Map and Outreach Information
Dear My, Preven:

This is in responsc to your Public Records Act request made on
February 18, 2014 for a copy of a radins map and a description of the mailing

outreach regarding the radius map.

We have completed our search and have determined that there 18 1 page of
document responsive to your request. A copy of the radius is enclosed.

With respeel 1o outreach information, there are as follows:

Agency List: 113 - 105 Fed Express, 7 certified mails, 1 in person filing
at County Clerk.

l'ed Lx: 104 addresses

State Clearinghousc Package: 1 address (shipped Fed Ex)
Certified Mail (PO Boxes): 7 addresses

County Clerk: Fited the notice in person

Owners List: 756 - maled by mailing house, regular mail
Occupants List: 389 - maiied by mailing house, regular mail

Total number of stakcholders who recelved the email blast from the Arts
Commission: 451

HOA. L548356. 1
Page I11-172



Eric Preven
February 28, 2014
Page 2

If you have any questions, plcasc contact me at (213) 974-2163.

Very truly yours,

JOIIN F. KRATTLI

PAUL H.S. KI
Deputy County Counsel
Government Services Division
PHSK :lat
Enclosure
1104.1048356.1
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 26-1

The commenter received the records in response to his request for public records
for the Project scoping outreach mailings and radius list for owner/occupant mailings on
February 28, 2014. That letter is attached to his comment, which then summarizes the
distribution during the Notice of Preparation process and indicates his disappointment with
the length of the “yearlong” EIR process.

This comment will be provided to the decision makers prior to consideration of
Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 27

Eric Preven (12)
esp3800@aol.com

Comment No. 27-1

See following page for comment.

County of Los Angeles
SCH No. 2014021013

Page 111-176
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From:

Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 4:08 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 12. Fwd: CRD3 -- Items 67¢ & 67d -- Increase from $127,000/yr to $158,000/yr for the
executive director arts commissioner and the (unclassified designation) not including their
unidentified supplements.

Attachments: Animal_Care_& Arts_ Commision_budgets.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:54:02 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 12. Fwd: CRD3 -- Items 67¢ & 67d -- Increase from $127,000/yr to $158,000/yr
for the executive director arts commissioner and the (unclassified designation) not
including their unidentified supplements.

Thank you. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Eric Preven
818-645-2616 mobile

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: bfujioka <bfujioka@ceo.lacounty.gov>

Cc: executiveoffice <executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; dsommers <dsommers@ceo.lacounty.gov>;
mfleming <mfleming@losangelesregister.com>; bculp <bculp@ceo.lacounty.gov>; rsylvester
<rsylvester@losangelesregister.com>; newstips <newstips@latimes.com>; pkim
<pkim@counsel.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Tue, Jun 17, 2014 3:40 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- ltems 67¢ & 67d -- Increase from $127,000/yr to $158,000/yr for the executive director
arts commissioner and the (unclassified designation) not including their unidentified supplements.

2.

Bumps, but not actual pay increases, for the Zev Anson Ford gang.

Attached is the budget for Arts Commission (and Animal Control for benchmarking) -- I just wanted to
understand the 'increase in staff' and 'size and scope' of the arts edu programming-- but the arts commish
budget doesn't track any budgeted positions like other county depts. This must have to do with the
Foundation running things. But, has the staff increased substantially?

I think so. Can you ask Joel to send over an accurate staff list with salaries.
In the recent past | barked about an unidentified supplement being generously provided to Zucker and

Davis -- nothing wrong with generous supplements, but they ought to be disclosed. This is a PRA 6250 et
seq. to see all previous, current and planned, salary supplements for Laura Zucker and Adam Davis dba

1
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Wendell*, including any other compensation packages, to ensure that we are benchmarking with the field,
and not lagging.

Arts development is so important and it is absolutely critical that we not lose this team and thus |
request a delay pending a full review of the ARTS commission budget in advance of the upcoming budget
hearing in June.

During the April/May campaign, 3rd district candidates suggested that we were not spending enough $ on
art... and not equitably enough.

Let's get a report, to be clear.

| propose an Special Item (S-1) on all of the great Art stuff we have been admirably doing... inclusive
of the challenges, that the commission may have encountered. | think it should be a co-

presentation between the CEQ's Brence Culp, who has roots in the 3rd district and knowledge about the
great work that is being done, supplementally, including a variety of AECOM upgrades. We should also
have Brenda Levin, Zev's favorite architect pontificate briefly about the ongoing EIR... and master plan
budget. We've payed her a lot it would be good to hear her wax poetic about the great plan.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

67-C Recommendation to adjust the salary range for two (2) non-represented
classifications in the department of the Executive Office of the Board of

Supervisors. The justification for this request is to recognize the expanding role of the
Arts Commission since its original allocation, most notably in the size and scope of the
arts education programs as well as a notable increase in the size of the staff under the
Director.

"Specifically, we are recommending a salary range increase for the position of
Executive Director, Arts Commission from salary range R12 to R15.”

"The projected budgeted annual cost for the salary changes is estimated to total
$36,721"

"Please note, we are recommending changes in the salary range designations,_not
actual pay increases for the current incumbent.”

Monthly....
R15 = Approx. $13,208.42

ltem #8807

$10,63l.85 EXEC DIRECTOR,ARTS COMMISSION N23 R12

Iltem #8808

$10,63l.85 Exzec DIRECTOR,ARTS COMMISSION (UC) N23 R12

67-C. Chief Executive Officer's recommendation: Approve the introduction of an
ordinance amending County Code, Title 6 - Salaries, to adjust the salary range for the
Executive Director, Arts Commission, and the Executive Director, Arts Commission
(Unclassified), in the Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors to recognize the
expanding role of the Arts Commission since its original allocation. (Relates to Agenda
No. 67-D) (14-2762)

2
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Board Letter

2. 67-D. Ordinance for introduction amending County Code, Title 6 - Salaries by
changing the salaries of two non-represented employee classifications for the
Executive Director, Arts Commission, and the Executive Director, Arts
Commission (Unclassified), in the Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors.
INTRODUCE, WAIVE READING, AND PLACE ON THE AGENDA FOR
ADOPTION (Relates to Agenda No. 67-C) (14-2765)

Ordinance

3
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ALTERNATE PUBLIC DEFENDER

JANICE Y FUKAI, ALTERNATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

Animal Care and Control

Marcia Mayeda, Director

Animal Care and Control Budget Summary

FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED = RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE $ 12,988,619.48 13,434,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 0
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SALARIES & EMPLOYEE BENEFITS $ 27,020,252.83 27,941,000 $ 28,877,000 $ 30,950,000 $ 30,784,000 $ 1,907,000
SERVICES & SUPPLIES 6,666,874.68 7,587,000 7,990,000 11,627,000 7,251,000 (739,000)
OTHER CHARGES 223,223.27 434,000 290,000 422,000 422,000 132,000
CAPITAL ASSETS - EQUIPMENT 9,434.11 565,000 565,000 250,000 250,000 (315,000)
OTHER FINANCING USES 336,308.63 237,000 296,000 237,000 296,000 0
GROSS TOTAL $ 34,256,093.52 36,764,000 $ 38,018,000 $ 43,486,000 $ 39,003,000 $ 985,000
NET TOTAL $ 34,256,093.52 36,764,000 $ 38,018,000 $ 43,486,000 $ 39,003,000 $ 985,000
NET COUNTY COST $ 21,267,474.04 23,330,000 $ 23,359,000 $ 28,827,000 $ 24,344,000 $ 985,000
BUDGETED POSITIONS 356.0 371.0 371.0 389.0 384.0 13.0
FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY
GENERAL FUND PUBLIC PROTECTION OTHER PROTECTION

Mission Statement

The Department of Animal Care and Control, operating under
State law and County ordinance, provides for public safety in
the community through the removal and impoundment of
domestic animals and livestock in the unincorporated areas of
the County and contract cities. Central to the core mission of
the Department is enforcement of applicable animal control
laws, medical care and sheltering of impounded animals,
recovery and redemption of lost animals with their owners,
adoption and placement of available animals, investigation of
animal cruelty and dangerous animal complaints, rabies
vaccinations, and licensing of dogs and cats. The Department
also provides for public education programs, spay and neuter
surgeries and evacuation of animals during local and regional
emergencies. The Department operates six animal shelters
which have veterinary medical clinics as part of their
operations. Department costs are partially offset by revenue
from pet licenses, income from contract cities, and fees
collected for various activities in the shelters.

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One

3.1

2014-15 Budget Message

The 2014-15 Recommended Budget reflects an overall increase
in NCC of $1.0 million primarily due to Board-approved
increases in salaries and employee benefits, funding for
10.0 positions for the Antelope Valley Communication Center,
3.0 positions for the Major Case Unit, one-time funding for the
replacement of the Voice Recorder System, and aging vehicles.
These increases are partially offset by the deletion of one-time
funding for safety equipment, vehicles, and a video
surveillance system.

County of Los Angeles
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Critical/Strategic Planning Initiatives

The Department of Animal Care and Control will continue to
enhance revenue and develop more efficient processes for the
delivery of its services. The primary efforts will be the
implementation of the Antelope Valley Communication Center
to streamline response to service calls from constituents in the
Antelope Valley and offset the workload from the existing
communication center, and augmentation of staff in the
department’s Major Case Unit. The Department is
contemplating an enterprise solution for mobile connectivity
to provide field staff and service vehicles access to data and
updates through real time connectivity to the department's
network and shelter management system.

Changes From 2013-14 Budget

ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

This endeavor will significantly enhance the efficiency of the
officers in the field by providing mobile access to licensing
information, and report writing in the field. The deployment of
video surveillance continues to be a high priority for the
department, ensuring the safety of our employees, the public,
and animals in our care; and provides a secure environment,
improves workforce accountability, and discourages theft and
other inappropriate conduct. The department has been
finalizing its 2020 plan. This is a five year plan for fiscal years
2015-16 through 2019-20 that focuses on two key areas of
need: facilities improvement and replacement; and staffing
requirements. In the interim, the refurbishment of aged kennel
buildings and other animal housing facilities continues to be a
primary focus of the department’s facility management
strategy.

Gross
Appropriation

Intrafund Net
Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg

($) ($) ($) ($) Pos

2013-14 Final Adopted Budget
New/Expanded Programs

1. Antelope Valley (AV) Communication Center:
Reflects an increase in salaries and employee benefits
and services and supplies to fund 6.0 Intermediate
Typist Clerks, 1.0 Supervising Typist Clerk, 2.0 Animal
Control Officer |, and 1.0 Animal Control Officer Il
positions at the new AV Communication Center.

2. Major Case Unit: Reflects funding for 3.0 additional
Animal Control Officer Il positions to conduct criminal
investigations.

Other Changes

1. Salaries and Employee Benefits: Primarily reflects
Board-approved increases in salaries and health
insurance subsidies.

2. Retirement: Reflects an increase primarily due to
prior-year losses in Los Angeles County Employees
Retirement Association’s investment portfolio and
revised investment return assumptions.

3. Countywide Cost Allocation Adjustment: Reflects an
adjustment in rent charges to comply with Federal
Office of Management and Budget claiming guidelines
(2CFR Section 225).

4. One-Time Funding: Reflects the deletion of one-time
funding for safety equipment, vehicles, video
surveillance and a public address system.

5. Reclassification: Reflects the reclassification of a
Warehouse Worker Il to Procurement Assistant Il
position.

6. Voice Recorder System: Reflects one-time funding for
the replacement of the Voice Recorder System.

38,018,000 0

706,000 -- --

242,000 - -

589,000 - -

259,000 - -

132,000 - -

(1,275,000) - -

150,000 -- --

14,659,000 23,359,000 371.0

706,000 10.0

242,000 3.0

589,000 -

259,000 -

132,000 -

(1,275,000) -

150,000 -

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One

County of Los Angeles
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL

Budget Summaries
Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
7. Ongoing Funding: Reflects the transfer of ongoing (68,000) - - (68,000) -
funding to the Provisional Financing Uses budget unit.
8. Vehicle Replacement: Reflects one-time funding for 250,000 -- -- 250,000 -
the replacement of five aging vehicles.
9. Unavoidable Costs: Reflects changes in worker’s - - - - -
compensation costs due to anticipated benefit increases
and escalating medical cost trends and an increase in
retiree health premiums, fully offset by a reduction in
unemployment insurance costs and services and
supplies.
Total Changes 985,000 0 0 985,000 13.0
2014-15 Recommended Budget 39,003,000 0 14,659,000 24,344,000 384.0

Unmet Needs

The Department’s unmet needs request include funding for volunteer and medical programs. Additionally, the Department is
requesting funding for replacement of asphalt in the perimeter of the kennel buildings and parking lots at all of the department's
care centers, replacement of kennels at the Carson, Baldwin Park, Lancaster and Downey care centers, a mobile connectivity
solution for field access to the department's network and shelter management system, implementation of a CCTV system at the
Downey Care Center, and implementation of countywide dead animal removal services.

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 33 County of Los Angeles

Page 111-183



ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL

Budget Summaries
ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL BUDGET DETAIL
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE DETAIL
ANIMAL LICENSES 3,461,402.73 § 3,483,000 $ 3,200,000 $ 3,200,000 $ 3,200,000 $ 0
CHARGES FOR SERVICES - OTHER 755,884.40 1,142,000 1,452,000 1,452,000 1,452,000 0
HUMANE SERVICES 8,526,126.11 8,625,000 9,600,000 9,600,000 9,600,000 0
MISCELLANEOUS 235,143.85 179,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 0
SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 10,062.39 5,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 0
TOTAL REVENUE 12,988,619.48 § 13,434,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 0
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SALARIES & EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
SALARIES & WAGES 15,747,513.36 § 16,382,000 $ 17,280,000 $ 18,437,000 $ 18,094,000 $ 814,000
CAFETERIA BENEFIT PLANS 4,320,407.11 4,688,000 4,709,000 5,016,000 5,252,000 543,000
COUNTY EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT 1,511,100.30 2,930,000 2,991,000 3,386,000 3,342,000 351,000
DENTAL INSURANCE 95,925.45 103,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 0
DEPENDENT CARE SPENDING 40,603.00 42,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 0
ACCOUNTS
DISABILITY BENEFITS 131,403.59 94,000 96,000 96,000 96,000 0
FICA (OASDI) 230,503.84 238,000 201,000 212,000 209,000 8,000
HEALTH INSURANCE 242,043.67 266,000 225,000 225,000 225,000 0
LIFE INSURANCE 33,805.22 22,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 0
OTHER EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 0.00 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
RETIREE HEALTH INSURANCE 3,281,586.00 1,638,000 1,638,000 1,803,000 1,803,000 165,000
SAVINGS PLAN 115,155.59 123,000 160,000 163,000 160,000 0
THRIFT PLAN (HORIZONS) 245,866.26 286,000 290,000 320,000 311,000 21,000
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 26,049.00 58,000 58,000 39,000 39,000 (19,000)
WORKERS' COMPENSATION 998,290.44 1,069,000 1,069,000 1,093,000 1,093,000 24,000
TOTALS&EB 27,020,252.83 27,941,000 28,877,000 30,950,000 30,784,000 1,907,000
SERVICES & SUPPLIES
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 558,032.31 628,000 484,000 600,000 600,000 116,000
CLOTHING & PERSONAL SUPPLIES 95,510.66 125,000 120,000 138,000 127,000 7,000
COMMUNICATIONS 172,318.68 163,000 183,000 583,000 183,000 0
COMPUTING-MAINFRAME 154.87 0 0 0 0 0
COMPUTING-MIDRANGE/ 137,414.26 120,000 60,000 120,000 120,000 60,000
DEPARTMENTAL SYSTEMS
COMPUTING-PERSONAL 258.26 15,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 0
CONTRACTED PROGRAM SERVICES 10,905.00 8,000 0 10,000 10,000 10,000
HOUSEHOLD EXPENSE 217,710.12 276,000 249,000 249,000 249,000 0
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 206,145.00 160,000 57,000 57,000 57,000 0
INSURANCE 3,827.37 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 0
MAINTENANCE - BUILDINGS & IMPRV 746,395.13 1,122,000 1,278,000 4,318,000 668,000 (610,000)
MAINTENANCE - EQUIPMENT 27,522.87 16,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 0
MEDICAL DENTAL & LAB SUPPLIES 555,335.24 692,000 1,075,000 939,000 939,000 (136,000)
MEMBERSHIPS 300.00 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE 47,760.96 75,000 204,000 176,000 156,000 (48,000)
OFFICE EXPENSE 183,813.55 147,000 214,000 180,000 180,000 (34,000)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 821,801.66 899,000 1,064,000 960,000 960,000 (104,000)
PUBLICATIONS & LEGAL NOTICE 2,193.92 4,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
RENTS & LEASES - BLDG & IMPRV 56,423.71 60,000 88,000 68,000 88,000 0
FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 34 County of Los Angeles
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL

Budget Summaries
ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL BUDGET DETAIL (Continued)
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED BUDGET

RENTS & LEASES - EQUIPMENT 66,562.32 50,000 6,000 40,000 40,000 34,000

SMALL TOOLS & MINOR EQUIPMENT 2,304.01 5,000 0 5,000 5,000 5,000

SPECIAL DEPARTMENTAL EXPENSE 958,873.94 1,178,000 939,000 1,139,000 839,000 (100,000)

TECHNICAL SERVICES 56,703.19 87,000 35,000 50,000 35,000 0

TELECOMMUNICATIONS 502,545.87 535,000 663,000 712,000 712,000 49,000

TRAINING 14,666.67 20,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 0

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL 771,354.94 762,000 743,000 750,000 750,000 7,000

UTILITIES 450,040.17 435,000 430,000 435,000 435,000 5,000
TOTALS &S 6,666,874.68 7,587,000 7,990,000 11,627,000 7,251,000 (739,000)
OTHER CHARGES

JUDGMENTS & DAMAGES 15,144.27 221,000 139,000 139,000 139,000 0

RET-OTHER LONG TERM DEBT 208,079.00 213,000 151,000 283,000 283,000 132,000
TOTAL OTH CHARGES 223,223.27 434,000 290,000 422,000 422,000 132,000
CAPITAL ASSETS
CAPITAL ASSETS - EQUIPMENT

ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT 0.00 137,000 137,000 0 0 (137,000)

MACHINERY EQUIPMENT 9,434.11 0 0 0 0 0

VEHICLES & TRANSPORTATION 0.00 428,000 428,000 250,000 250,000 (178,000)

EQUIPMENT
TOTAL CAPITAL ASSETS - EQUIPMENT 9,434.11 565,000 565,000 250,000 250,000 (315,000)
TOTAL CAPITAL ASSETS 9,434.11 565,000 565,000 250,000 250,000 (315,000)
OTHER FINANCING USES

OPERATING TRANSFERS OUT 336,308.63 237,000 296,000 237,000 296,000 0
TOTAL OTH FIN USES 336,308.63 237,000 296,000 237,000 296,000 0
GROSS TOTAL $ 34,256,093.52 36,764,000 $ 38,018,000 $ 43,486,000 39,003,000 985,000
NET TOTAL $ 34,256,093.52 36,764,000 $ 38,018,000 $ 43,486,000 39,003,000 985,000
NET COUNTY COST $  21,267,474.04 23,330,000 $ 23,359,000 $ 28,827,000 24,344,000 985,000
BUDGETED POSITIONS 356.0 371.0 371.0 389.0 384.0 13.0
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL

Budget Summaries

Departmental Program Summary

1. Animal Housing
Gross Intrafund Net

Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 9,351,000 -- 4,637,000 4,714,000 99.0
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 9,351,000 - 4,637,000 4,714,000 99.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agriculture Sections 30501, 31101, 31105, and 31602 and California Penal
Code Section 597.

The program includes: (1) impound, housing, and provision of medical care to stray and abandoned animals; (2) return of licensed,
micro-chipped, or tagged animals to owners of record; (3) adoption of available animals to the public, animal rescues, and
adoption partners; and (4) emergency sheltering of animals displaced by wildfires or other disasters.

2. Revenue Services (Licensing and Canvassing)

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 3,947,000 - 3,947,000 - 50.0
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 3,947,000 -- 3,947,000 -- 50.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 30801-05, 30952, 31105-08, 31252, 31254, and
32252-53 and Los Angeles County Code Section 10.20.030.

The Licensing program is responsible for the maintenance of new license information and processing of annual renewal notices to
animal owners in the unincorporated areas of the County and contract cities.

The Canvassing program performs neighborhood animal license enforcement at residences and other locations in the
unincorporated areas of the County and contract cities. Department representatives collect past due licenses, verify rabies
vaccination compliance, and perform annual inspections of businesses that care for, sell, or house animals.

3. Field Services (Includes Call Center)

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 11,912,000 - 5,106,000 6,806,000 146.0
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 11,912,000 - 5,106,000 6,806,000 146.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agriculture Code Sections 30501, 31101, 31105, and 31602 and California
Penal Code Section 597.

Responds to calls in the unincorporated areas of the County and contract cities for the capture and removal of dangerous and
aggressive, stray, and unwanted dogs, cats, and other non-wildlife animals. Provides direct customer services including the removal
of dead animals from the public and acceptance of relinquished animals. Assists other public service agencies in providing
emergency services during natural or man-made disasters.

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 3.6 County of Los Angeles
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Budget Summaries

4. Medical Services (Shelter and Clinic)

Gross Intrafund Net

Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 5,356,000 -- 969,000 4,387,000 31.0
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 5,356,000 - 969,000 4,387,000 31.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 30501, 30503, 31101, 31105, 31602, and 31751.3.

Provides general medical services to stray, relinquished, and abandoned animals brought in from the field by Animal Control
officers and the public. Medical Services provides examinations, vaccinations, deworming, treatment, surgical repair, and surgical
sterilization consistent with the Spay and Neuter Program, and services provided by private veterinarians.

5. Special Enforcement (Includes Spay and Neuter Program, Major Case, and Critical Case Processing Unit)

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ] Pos
Total Program Costs 2,075,000 -- -- 2,075,000 25.0
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 2,075,000 -- -- 2,075,000 25.0

Authority: Spay and Neuter Program: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 30503 and 31751.3.
Major Case Unit: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 31645 and 31646; California Penal Code
Sections 399.5, 597, and 599aa; and Los Angeles County Code Sections 10.20.280, 10.28.020, 10.28.270, and 10.40.010.

The Spay and Neuter Program supports the mandated spaying or neutering of all shelter dogs or cats prior to adoption and the
County’s mandated program in the unincorporated communities of the County.

The Major Case Unit responds to calls or requests, investigates, and prosecutes incidents of animal cruelty or dangerous animals.

The Critical Case Processing Unit conducts administrative hearings to determine whether offending dogs are potentially dangerous
or vicious, and to investigate and process potentially dangerous and vicious dog cases.

6. Administration

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 6,362,000 - - 6,362,000 33.0
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 6,362,000 - - 6,362,000 33.0

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

Administration provides the support required for the ongoing operations of the Department. This includes the executive office,
budget and fiscal services, contract development and monitoring, human resources, fleet management, and information
technology.

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Net Program Costs 39,003,000 0 14,659,000 24,344,000 384.0
FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 3.7 County of Los Angeles
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ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

Arts Commission

Laura Zucker, Executive Director

Arts Commission Budget Summary

FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 201415  CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED ~ RECOMMENDED  BUDGET

REVENUE $  1317,81698 §$ 1,446,000 $ 1446,000 $ 1,341,000 $ 1,341,000 $ (105,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES $ 992041002 $ 10813000 $ 10813000 $ 14507000 $ 11,160,000 $ 347,000
GROSS TOTAL $ 992041002 $§ 10813000 $ 10,813,000 $§ 14,507,000 $ 11,160,000 $ 347,000
INTRAFUND TRANSFERS (672,000.00) (669,000) (669,000) (1,252,000) (1,022,000) (353,000)
NET TOTAL $ 924841002 §  10,144000 $ 10,144,000 $§ 13255000 $ 10,138,000 $ (6,000)
NET COUNTY COST $ 793059304 $§ 8698000 $ 8698000 $ 11914000 $  8797,000 $ 99,000

FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY

GENERAL FUND RECREATION & CULTURAL CULTURAL SERVICES

SERVICES

Mission Statement

To foster excellence, diversity, vitality, understanding, and
accessibility of the arts in the County. The Arts Commission
provides leadership in cultural services for the County,
including information and resources for the community, artists,
educators, arts organizations, and municipalities.

2014-15 Budget Message

The 2014-15 Recommended Budget reflects a net increase of
$99,000 primarily due to restoring funding for the
Organizational Grant, unavoidable cost increases, and
Board-approved increases in salaries and employee benefits,
partially offset by the deletion of one-time funding for the
Organizational Grant program and Ford Theatre programs.

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One

4.1

Critical/Strategic Planning Initiatives

m Continue a multi-year initiative to implement the
Board-adopted Arts for All strategic plan to make the arts core
in K-12 for 1.7 million students in the County by developing
ongoing systems for data collection that will inform Arts for All
planning processes, as well as provide evidence of changes in
arts education offerings in the region over time.

Institute a number of new systems to improve grants and
professional development programs, including the
development of new guidelines for the FY 2015-16
Organizational Grant Program.

Continue implementation of the Master Plan for the current
and future facilities of the John Anson Ford Theatres focusing
on upgrades to the theatre itself, including amphitheatre
stage reconstruction, new retaining walls and landscaping on
the hillside, and tenant improvements consisting of additional
dressing rooms, a new green room, and Americans with
Disabilities Act improvements.

Implement, through the Los Angeles County Open Spaces
District grant funds, a new Civic Art Graffiti Abatement Project
which will create innovative arts based projects.

County of Los Angeles
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Changes From 2013-14 Budget

ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

Gross
Appropriation
(%)

Intrafund
Transfer
($)

Revenue

($)

Net
County Cost Budg
(%) Pos

2013-14 Final Adopted Budget 10,813,000
Other Changes

1.

Salaries and Employee Benefits: Primarily reflects 146,000
Board-approved increases in salaries and health
insurance subsidies.

Retirement: Reflects an increase primarily due to 63,000
prior-year losses in Los Angeles County Employees

Retirement Association’s investment portfolio and

revised investment return assumptions.

One-Time funding: Reflects the deletion of one-time (581,000)
funding provided for the Organizational Grant

($200,000), Jazzed and Motivated ($6,000), and

Signature Series at the Ford ($375,000).

Organizational Grant: Reflects an increase in funding 436,000
($400,000) to fully restore the program to $4,518,000 as

well as funding to cover the licensing fees for the

California Cultural Data Project ($36,000).

Civic Art: Reflects one-time funding for Art Asset 335,000
Management and Inventory (5$240,000), and project
management ($95,000).

Unavoidable Costs: Reflects funding for unavoidable 53,000
production cost increases for the Holiday Celebration

($21,000), and minimum wage increases for the Arts

Internship program ($14,000) and temporary staff at the

Ford Theatre ($18,000).

Ministerial Adjustments: Reflects appropriation and (105,000)
revenue adjustments for the Arts Education and Civic
Art programs based on anticipated revenue changes.

Total Changes 347,000

2014-15 Recommended Budget 11,160,000

669,000

12,000

6,000

335,000

353,000
1,022,000

1,446,000

(105,000)

(105,000)
1,341,000

8,698,000 0.0

134,000 -

57,000 -

(581,000) -

436,000 -

53,000 -

99,000 0.0
8,797,000 0.0

Unmet Needs

The Arts Commission’s critical unmet needs include additional funding and positions for the Administration, Civic Art, John Anson

Ford Theatre and Organizational Grant program as well as full restoration of the Free Concerts program.

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 42
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ARTS COMMISSION

Budget Summaries
ARTS COMMISSION BUDGET DETAIL
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE DETAIL
CHARGES FOR SERVICES - OTHER $ 0.00 $ 46,000 $ 46,000 $ 46,000 $ 46,000 $ 0
FEDERAL - OTHER 0.00 175,000 175,000 75,000 75,000 (100,000)
MISCELLANEOUS 922,816.98 830,000 830,000 825,000 825,000 (5,000)
STATE - OTHER 15,000.00 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 0
TRANSFERS IN 380,000.00 380,000 380,000 380,000 380,000 0
TOTAL REVENUE $ 1317,816.98 $ 1,446,000 $ 1,446,000 $ 1,341,000 $ 1,341,000 $ (105,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES $ 235431886 $ 2,923,000 $ 2,923,000 $ 4,252,000 $ 3,132,000 $ 209,000
CLOTHING & PERSONAL SUPPLIES 94.77 0 0 0 0 0
COMMUNICATIONS 21,569.19 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 0
COMPUTING-MAINFRAME 798.14 0 0 0 0 0
COMPUTING-MIDRANGE/ 0.00 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 0
DEPARTMENTAL SYSTEMS
COMPUTING-PERSONAL 5,163.67 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTED PROGRAM SERVICES 0.00 4,318,000 4,318,000 6,591,000 4,518,000 200,000
FOOD 644.04 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 0
HOUSEHOLD EXPENSE 5,616.00 0 0 0 0 0
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 0.00 25,000 25,000 25,000 61,000 36,000
INSURANCE 0.00 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 0
MAINTENANCE - BUILDINGS & IMPRV 15,307.03 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 0
MAINTENANCE - EQUIPMENT 158.19 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 0
MEDICAL DENTAL & LAB SUPPLIES 2,532.96 0 0 0 0 0
MEMBERSHIPS 5,669.00 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 0
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE 0.00 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000 0
OFFICE EXPENSE 20,092.22 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 0
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 7,397,935.51 3,385,000 3,385,000 3,477,000 3,287,000 (98,000)
RENTS & LEASES - EQUIPMENT 12,550.28 0 0 0 0 0
SMALL TOOLS & MINOR EQUIPMENT 2,186.07 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
SPECIAL DEPARTMENTAL EXPENSE 3,215.96 0 0 0 0 0
TECHNICAL SERVICES 22,510.03 0 0 0 0 0
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 29,799.63 0 0 0 0 0
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL 20,248.47 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 0
TOTALS &S 9,920,410.02 10,813,000 10,813,000 14,507,000 11,160,000 347,000
GROSS TOTAL $ 9920410.02 $ 10,813,000 $ 10,813,000 $ 14,507,000 $ 11,160,000 $ 347,000
INTRAFUND TRANSFERS (672,000.00) (669,000) (669,000) (1,252,000) (1,022,000) (353,000)
NET TOTAL $ 9,248410.02 $ 10,144,000 $ 10,144,000 $ 13,255,000 $ 10,138,000 $ (6,000)
NET COUNTY COST $ 7930593.04 $ 8,698,000 $ 8,698,000 $ 11,914,000 $ 8,797,000 $ 99,000
FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 43 County of Los Angeles
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ARTS COMMISSION

Budget Summaries
Arts Commission - Arts Programs Budget Summary
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE $ 126604981 § 1346000 $  1,346000 $ 1341000 § 1,341,000 $ (5,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES $ 914686214 § 10044000 § 10044000 $ 13255000 $ 10,138,000 $ 94,000
GROSS TOTAL $ 914686214 § 10044000 $  10,044000 $ 13255000 § 10,138,000 $ 94,000
NET TOTAL $ 914686214 $  10,044000 § 10044000 $ 13255000 $ 10,138,000 $ 94,000
NET COUNTY COST $ 788081233 § 8698000 $ 8698000 $ 11914000 § 8797000 $ 99,000
FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY
GENERAL FUND RECREATION & CULTURAL CULTURAL SERVICES
SERVICES
Arts Commission - Civic Art Budget Summary
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED ~ RECOMMENDED  BUDGET
REVENUE $ 5176717 § 100,000 $ 100,000 §$ 0$ 0§ (100,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES § 77354788 § 769,000 § 760000 § 1252000 $  1,022000 $ 253,000
GROSS TOTAL $ 77354788 § 769,000 $ 769000 $ 1252000 § 1,022,000 $ 253,000
INTRAFUND TRANSFERS (672,000.00) (669,000) (669,000) (1,252,000) (1,022,000) (353,000)
NET TOTAL $ 10154788 § 100,000 $ 100,000 §$ 0§ 0§ (100,000)
NET COUNTY COST $  49780.71 § 0§ 0$ 0§ 0§ 0
FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY
GENERAL FUND RECREATION & CULTURAL CULTURAL SERVICES
SERVICES
FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 44 County of Los Angeles
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ARTS COMMISSION

Budget Summaries
Departmental Program Summary
1. Organizational Grants and Professional Development
Gross Intrafund Net

Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 4,922,000 -- 16,000 4,906,000 --
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 4,922,000 - 16,000 4,906,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The program provides financial support, technical assistance, and professional development services to 370 non-profit arts
organizations annually. Programs assist and strengthen non-profit organizations and municipal programs to provide arts services
to enrich the lives of County residents. All applications undergo a rigorous peer panel review and scoring process to determine the
quality of proposed projects and services, which are then approved by the Board. Grantees are provided additional opportunities,
which include in-depth leadership training for executive, artistic, and managing directors; workshops on advancement and
capacity building topics such as human resources, marketing, board development, and fundraising; grant application workshops;
and scholarships for arts administrators to take courses at the Center for Non-profit Management and Long Beach Non-profit
Partnership, and to attend local conferences.

2. ArtsInternships

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 695,000 - 45,000 650,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 695,000 -- 45,000 650,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The program provides approximately 125 paid 10-week summer internships for undergraduate college students at 105 performing
and literary arts non-profits and municipal arts agencies. In addition, interns participate in an arts summit. This program develops
future arts leaders to serve in staff positions, as board members, and volunteers in organizations that provide cultural services to
County residents. The program works in partnership with the Getty Foundation, which supports internships in visual arts
organizations.
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Budget Summaries

3. Arts Education

Gross Intrafund Net

Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 1,407,000 -- 900,000 507,000 --
Less Administration - - - -- -
Net Program Costs 1,407,000 - 900,000 507,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The Arts Commission provides leadership for the 2002 Board-adopted Arts for All, a countywide collaboration working to create
vibrant classrooms, schools, communities, and economies through the inclusion of the arts as core curriculum for each of our
1.6 million public K-12 students. Key strategies include: 1) assisting school districts in planning and implementing arts education;
2) building capacity of both teachers and community artists to deliver high-quality arts instruction; 3) publishing online directories
of arts education programs for students and educators; and 4) collecting, analyzing, and sharing data to track progress and inform
strategy.

4, Community Programs - John Anson Ford Theatres

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 1,196,000 - 48,000 1,148,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 1,196,000 - 48,000 1,148,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

Operates and programs the John Anson Ford Theatres and supports its flagship program, the Ford Amphitheatre Summer
Partnership Program, which provides resources to County resident arts organizations and assists them to successfully present
performances in its historic 1,200 seat amphitheatre. This appropriation does not reflect earned income, which is deposited in the
Ford Theatre Special Development Fund, and contributed income, which is in the budget of the Ford Theatre Foundation, the
non-profit fundraising arm of the Ford.

5. Community Programs — Holiday Celebration

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 949,000 - 332,000 617,000 -
Less Administration -- -- -- - --
Net Program Costs 949,000 - 332,000 617,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The County Holiday Celebration, which celebrated its 54t year in 2013, is a three-hour music and dance production held every
December 24th at the Music Center’s Dorothy Chandler Pavilion. The show is free to the public and honors the diverse cultures and
holiday traditions that are celebrated in the many communities of the County. The Holiday Celebration is broadcast live on KCET
and streamed on the Internet and is watched by an estimated one million local viewers. The program is also aired on the Armed
Forces Network, bringing the show to United States service men and women living on military bases around the world.
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6. Community Programs - Free Concerts in Public Sites

Gross Intrafund Net

Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 30,000 -- -- 30,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 30,000 - - 30,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

Free Concerts in Public Sites includes concerts and participatory workshops that are free to the public. Events include concerts at
non-profit, municipal, and County sites which apply for funding from the Board to support musician fees, and interactive music and
dance workshops designed to engage communities in the performing arts by encouraging direct participation in diverse art forms.

7. Civic Art

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ] Pos
Total Program Costs 1,022,000 1,022,000 -- -- --
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 1,022,000 1,022,000 -- -- --

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The program provides leadership in the development of high quality civic spaces by integrating the work of artists into the
planning, design, and construction of County infrastructure and facilities. The program encourages innovative approaches to civic
art and provides access to artistic experiences of the highest caliber to residents and visitors of the County. It also provides
educational resources and ensures stewardship to foster broad public access to artwork owned by the County. The program has
developed and maintains the records and inventory for County-owned civic artwork.

8. Administration

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 939,000 -- -- 939,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 939,000 - - 939,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The administrative unit, which is made up of five staff positions, oversees the Arts Commission’s strategic planning, budgeting,
private sector fundraising, human resources, information technology (IT), marketing and communications, and provides support
for the 15 Arts Commissioners appointed by the Board. This appropriation also includes general administrative and IT supplies.

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Net Program Costs 11,160,000 1,022,000 1,341,000 8,797,000 0.0
FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One 47 County of Los Angeles
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lll. Response to Comments

Response to Comment No. 27-1

This comment transmits the referenced email and attachments. This comment does
not raise an environmental issue regarding the Draft EIR. This comment will be provided to
the decision makers prior to consideration of Project approval.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

Comment Letter No. 28

A Sandoval
wh16mmgal@aol.com

Comment No. 28-1

| live on Cahuenga Terrace, which is next door to the John Anson Ford Theater and my
neighbors have told me about the plans to renovate the compound, add new structures,
increase capacity and improve upon the hiking trail. This concerns me deeply because that
hiking trail has attracted homeless encampments for decades and we who live in this
neighborhood are under constant threat from wild fires that result from carelessness from
these individuals. | am worried that making the hiking trail easier to access is only going to
lure more smokers, campers, etc. who, homeless or not, could easily start a fire along the
trail and destroy homes in its wake.

Response to Comment No. 28-1

As described on page II-5 of Section I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR,
there are no designated hiking trails within the Project Site. However, there are existing
user-created trails in the hills behind the Amphitheatre and around a cross that is not part
of Project Site. These user-created trails are not recognized as official trails. The County
continues to work with the surrounding community and the Sheriff's Department to prohibit
the use of the existing unofficial trails. As described on page 1I-19 of Section II, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project proposes a 0.75-mile ridgeline hiking trail which
may utilize portions of existing user-established informal trails. As shown in Figure 1l-4,
Overall Conceptual Site Plan, on page II-13 of the Draft EIR, the majority of the section of
the proposed trail that begins at the southern trailhead off the Ford Terrace and continues
uphill to the area where the cross is situated would be located downslope of the ridgeline;
thus, physically separating trail users from residences. With the establishment of a formal
trail, the County would observe standard park hours of operation for use of the trail of
sunrise to sunset.

Additionally, as discussed in Section IV.J.2, Public Services—Police Protection, of
the Draft EIR, as part of the Project, Project Design Feature J.2-2 would require the
implementation of security measures that would deter transients from using the hiking
trail such as securing a proposed public restroom after hours to prevent use by transients
and providing signage along the hiking trail advising users that the trail is closed at night
and that camping and smoking are strictly prohibited. The trail would also be well-marked
to prevent users from getting lost and the brush next to the trail would be cut short to
prevent people from hiding or concealing illicit materials. Restrooms, drinking fountains,
and picnic/rest areas would not be built along the trail. In addition, as discussed on

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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lll. Response to Comments

page 1V.J.1-15 in Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, given
the Project Site’s location within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, the Project would
be required to comply with all applicable City and County requirements regarding
construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, and brush clearance for this
zone. The entire length of the trail would be monitored for litter and violation of use twice
daily, once in the morning and once before closing of the trail by Ford Theatres
maintenance staff. Trail maintenance would be conducted by the Parks Trails Unit as
necessary.

The Project would implement a fuel modification plan that would identify buffer
zones for the planting of specific vegetation and areas where routine landscape
maintenance is required so as to create adequate defensible space around all potentially
combustible structures.  Routine landscape maintenance would be conducted in
accordance with the County Fire Department’'s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines and
would include pruning; removal of plant litter, dead plants, and unwanted species; and
regular inspection and repair of the irrigation system.

Comment No. 28-2

There is already a No Tresspassing sign posted along the trail; are you or the Ford people
planning to get it removed somehow?

Response to Comment No. 28-2

As discussed on page 1I-5 of Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, there
are no designated hiking trails within the Project Site. However, there are existing
user-created trails in the hills behind the Amphitheatre and around a cross that is not part
of Project Site. These user-created trails are not recognized as official trails. It is noted
that as the surrounding hillsides are public land the existing “No Trespassing” signs are not
appropriate. Signs for use control such as “Do Not Go Beyond This Point” or “Over Night
Camping Prohibited” and “No Camp fires or Smoking” etc. as well as hours of operation for
the trail are available for public use and would replace the “No Trespassing” signs. As
described in Response to Comment No. 28-1, with the establishment of a formal trail, the
County would observe standard park hours of operation for use of the trail of sunrise to
sunset. In addition, signage would be provided along the hiking trail advising users that the
trail is closed at night and that camping and smoking are strictly prohibited.

Comment No. 28-3

| intend to discuss this with the local fire department to see if this is something we can
forestall until proper safety measures are in place. | also understand that there was a
meeting about it last week and | was unable to attend; perhaps you or someone from your

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014
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office could make a statement explaining how the trail will be maintained, monitored, etc.
so the neighborhood can rest a little easier.

Response to Comment No. 28-3

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 28-1 regarding the security measures
that would be implemented along the proposed hiking trail and the Project’'s compliance
with City and County requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire
flows, and brush clearance in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Also refer to
Response to Comment No. 28-1 for a discussion of the proposed maintenance schedule
for the hiking trail.

Comment No. 28-4

| am all for the expansion of the Ford Theater as | enjoy it and attend shows there often,
however fire danger is another thing entirely and with the drought and dry hot weather
coming our way, encouraging hikers to the area is just not wise. | hope you will see my
point and pass this along to the people involved.

Response to Comment No. 28-4

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 28-1 regarding the Project’'s compliance
with City and County requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire
flows, and brush clearance in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.

County of Los Angeles Ford Theatres Project
SCH No. 2014021013 September 2014

Page 111-199
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Edmund G. Bro
Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit -"%mm@m@"
wn Jr. Ken Alex
Director
August 7, 2014
Kathline King
Los Angeles County

510 South Vermont Avenue, Rm 201
Los Angeles, CA 90020

Subject: The Ford Theatres Project
SCH#: 2014021013

Dear Kathline King:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on August 6, 2014, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the

environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Scotr ¥ organ .

Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.goy



. ..Document Details Report
~ . State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2014021013
Project Title The Ford Theatres Project
Lead Agency Los Angeles County
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description The Project-includes rehabilitation and improvements to the existing Amphitheatre and development of
the Ford Terrace, the Ford Plaza, the Transit Center and a hiking trail, all within the current boundaries
of the Ford Theatres site. Implementation of the Project would result in approximately 47,550 net new
sf of new facilities and approximately 48,750 net new sf of outdoor plaza areas within the Project Site.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Kathline King
Agency Los Angeles County
Phone 213 3515008 Fax
email '
Address 510 South Vermont Avenue, Rm 201
Cily Los Angeles State CA  Zip 90020
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Los Angeles, City of
Region
Lat/Long 34°6'50"N/118°20"4"W
Cross Streets Caheunga Boulevard East and US 101
Parcel No.
Township 1S Range 14W Section 3 Base

Proximity to:

Highways US 101
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools Valley View, QOaks, etc,
Land Use Use - The Ford Theatres and Office Uses/Zoning - [Q]PF-1XL-H/GPD- Public Facility
Project Issues  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding;
Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Public Services; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Landuse; Cumulative
Effects; Other issues; Aesthetic/Visual
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Cal Fire; Office of Historic
Agencies Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7,

Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning; Air Resources Board; Air Resources Board,
Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Native American Heritage
Commission; Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Date Received

06/23/2014 Start of Review 06/23/2014 End of Review 08/06/2014
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July 14,2014

Kathline J. King, Chief of Planning

County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation

510 South Vermont Avenue, Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Dear Ms. King:

BUREAU OF SANITATION

ENRIQUE C. ZALDIVAR
DIRECTOR

TRACI J. MINAMIDE
CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER

VAROUJ S. ABKIAN
ADEL H. HAGEKHALIL

ALEXANDER E. HELOU
ASSISTANT DIRECTORS

VACANT
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

WASTEWATER ENGINEERING SERVICES DIV.

2714 MEDIA CENTER DRIVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90065
FAX: (323) 342-6210 OR

(323) 342-6211

File: SC.CE.

~3

THE FORD THEATRES PROJECT — NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND AVAILABILITY

OF DRAFT EIR

This is in response to your June 23, 2014 letter requesting a review of your proposed project to
improve the facilities of The Ford Theatres located at 2580 Cahuenga Boulevard East, Los Angeles,
CA 90068. The Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts
to the wastewater and stormwater systems for the proposed project.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with the
task of evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available wastewater capacity exists
for future developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts and guide the
planning process for any future sewer improvements projects needed to provide future capacity as the

City grows and develops.

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Type Description Average Daily Flow per Type Proposed No. of Average Daily
Description (GPD/UNIT) Units Flow (GPD)
Existing

Seat 3/Seat 1196 Seat (3.588)
Concession/Restaurant 300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 320 SQ.FT (96)
Box Office/Museum 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 365 SQ.FT 44
Offices 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 10,500 SQ FT (1,260)
Work Shop/Storage 30 GPD/1000 SQ FT 2,650 SQ FT (80)

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

Recyclable and made from recycled wasle ‘{g??



Kathline J. King, County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation

July 14, 2014

Page 2 of 4
Proposed
Amphitheatre:
Seat 3/ Seat 1196 Seat 3,588
The Ford Terrace:
Lobby & Control Room 50 GPD/1000 SQ.XT 1,700 SQ.FT 85
The Ford Plaza:
Seat , 3/Seat 299 Seat 397
Storage 30 GPD/1000 SQ FT 3,300 SQFT 99
Concession/Restaurant 300 GPD/1000 SQ FT 6,400 SQ FT 1,920
Museum 120 GPD/1000 SQ FT 365 SQFT 44
Offices 120 GPD/1000 SQ FT 24,160 SQ FT 2,899
Work Shop/Storage 30 GPD/1000 SQ FT 5,020 SQFT 151
Box Office 120 GPD /1000 SQ FT 5360 SQFT 67
Conference Room 120 GPD/1000 SQ FT 1,000 SQ FT 120
Visitor Amenities 50 GPD/1000 SQ FT 1,200 SQ FT 60
The Transit Center:
Seat 3/Seat 99 Seat 297
Total 5,159 |
SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of your proposed project includes an existing 8-inch line on
Cahuenga Blvd Fast. The flow from the existing 8-inch line on Cahuenga Blvd feeds into a 10-inch
line on Cahuenga Blvd and then into a 21-inch line on Las Palmas Ave and finally to a 45-inch line
on Willoughby Ave. Figure 1 shows the details of the sewer system within the vicinity of your
project. The current flow level (d/D) in the 8-inch line cannot be determined at this time without
additional gauging.

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer system
are as follows:

Pipe Diameter (in) - Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D (%) 50% Design Capacity
8 Cahuenga Blvd East * 791,080 GPD
10 Cahuenga Blvd 32 1.03 MGD
21 Las Palmas Ave. 12 7.26 MGD
45 Willoughby Ave. 24 27.15 MGD

* No gauging available

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total
flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the
permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient
capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with
sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at that
time, Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has
sufficient capacity for the project.

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562.

Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\Final Response Lirs\The Ford Theatres Project — NOC and Availability of Draft EIR doc




- Kathine J. King, County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
July 14, 2014
Page 3 of 4

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of ensuring
the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of Los
Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project.

POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements are
based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the recently adopted Low
Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to SUSMP/LID are required
to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. The requirements are outlined
in the guidance manual titled”Development Best Management Practices Handbook — Part B:
Planning Activities”:  Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then biofiltration as
the preferred stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found at:
www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received in the
carly phases of the project from WPD’s plan-checking staff.

GREEN STREETS

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green Street
elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of-away to
capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff and
other environmental concerns. The goals of the Green Street elements are to improve the water
quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve air quality, reduce the
heat island effect of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of sidewalks, and encourage alternate
means of transportation. The Green Street elements may include infiltration systems, biofiltration
swales, and permeable pavements where stormwater can be easily directed from the streets into the
parkways and can be implemented in conjunction with the SUSMP/LID requirements.

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction phase, All
projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of stormwater
pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy season that is between
October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required to be prepared. Also
projects that disturb more than one-acre of land are subject to the California General Construction
Stormwater Permit. As part of this requirement a Notice of Intent (NOI) needs to be filed with the
State of California and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) needs to be prepared. The
SWPPP must be maintained on-site during the duration of construction.

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at (213) 485-

0586, or WPD’s plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD'’s plan-checking counter can also be
visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3" K, Station 18.

Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\Final Response Ltrs\The Ford Theatres Project — NOC and Availability of Draft EIR doc




Kathline J. King, County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
July 14, 2014
Page 4 of 4

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments of four or
more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other development
projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments must set aside a
recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this requirement, please
contact Daniel Hackney of the Special Project Division at (213)485-3684.

Ty !

Ali l{oos‘u Division Manager
Wastewater Engineering Services Division
Bureau of Sanitation

KB\AP:tn

Attachmentﬁ Figure 1 — Sewer Map
c: Kosta Kaporis, SAN

Daniel Hackney, SAN
Zemamu Gebrewold, SAN

Div Files\SCARVCEQA Review\Final Response Ltrs\The Ford Theatres Project — NOC and Availability of Draft EIR doc
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AGOURA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-32%4

DARYL L. OSBY
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

July 17, 2014
ol \“J

Kathline J. King, Chief

Department of Parks and Recreation
Planning Section

510 South Vermont Avenue, Room 201
Los Angeles, CA 90020

Dear Kathline J. King:

COMPLETION/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, "THE FORD
THEATRES PROJECT,” THE REHABILITATION OF PORTIONS OF THE EXISTING
AMPHITHEATRE AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE FORD TERRACE, THE FORD
PLAZA, THE TRANSIT CENTER AND A HIKING TRAIL, 2580 CAHUENGA
BOULEVARD EAST, LOS ANGELES CITY (FFER #201400107)

The Completion/Draft Environmental Impact Report has been reviewed by the Planning
Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials
Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The following are their
comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

1. The subject property is entirely within the City of Los Angeles, which is not a part
of the emergency response area of the Los Angeles County Fire Department
(also known as the Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County).
Therefore, this project does not appear to have any impact on the emergency
responsibilities of this Department.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF;

HILLS CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA

ARTESIA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES
AZUSA CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LAKEWQOQD NORWALK ROELING HILLS
BALDWIN PARK CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
BELL COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD

BELL GARDENS COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA FLINTRIGGE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS
BELLFLOWER CUDAHY HAWTHQRNE LA HABRA LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA

BRADBURY

SIGNAL HiLL
SOUTH EL MONTE
SOUTH GATE
TEMPLE CITY
WALNUT

WEST HOLLYWQOI
WESTLAKE VILLAG
WHITTIER




Kathline J. King
July 17, 2014
Page 2

1.

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and
ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire
hydrants.

This property is located within the area described as Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). All applicable fire code and ordinance requirements
for brush clearance and fuel modification plans, must be met.

Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by
way of access roadways, with an all-weather surface of not less than 26 feet in
width. Additional width maybe required if the lowest level of the buildings
constructed exceed 30 feet from the Fire Department apparatus access roadway.
The roadway shall be extended to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior
walls when measured by an unobstructed route around the exterior of the
building.

The maximum allowable grade shall not exceed 15% except where topography
makes it impractical to keep within such grade. In such cases, an absolute
maximum of 20% will be allowed for up to 150 feet in distance. The average
maximum allowed grade, including topographical difficulties, shall be no more
than 17%. Grade breaks shall not exceed 10% in ten feet.

Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be
determined at the centerline of the road. A Fire Department approved turning
area shall be provided for all driveways exceeding 150 feet in-length.

The development may require fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20
pounds per square inch residual pressure for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire
flows will be based on the total square footage of the buildings, the types of
construction used, and if the building is equipped with an approved automatic fire
sprinkler system.

Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall meet the following requirements:

a) No portion of ot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access
from a public fire hydrant. '

b) No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a
properly spaced public fire hydrant.

c) Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified
distances.

Fire sprinkler systems are required in some residential and most commercial
occupancies. Automatic fire sprinklers shall be in compliance with applicable




Kathline J. King
July 17, 2014
Page 3

Fire and Building Code requirements along with any applicable departmental
regulations.

9. Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be
addressed at the building fire plan check. There may be additional requirements
during this time.

10.  Should any questions arise, please contact the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Land Development Unit Inspector, Juan Padilla, at (323) 890-4243
or at Juan.Padilla@fire.lacounty.gov.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

% The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department,
Forestry Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and
endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zones, archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree
Ordinance.

2. Under the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance, a permit is required to cut,
destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage or encroach into the protected zone of
any tree of the oak genus which is 25 inches or more in circumference (eight
inches in diameter), as measured at 4% feet above mean natural grade. An Oak
Tree Permit is required for this project. Specific questions regarding oak tree
permit requirements should be directed to the Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning at (213) 974-6411.

3 This property is located in an area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as
being in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The development of this project must
comply with all Fire Hazard severity Zone code and ordinance requirements for
fuel modification. Specific questions regarding fuel modification requirements
should be directed to the Fuel Modification Office at (626) 969-2375.

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

The Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to the proposed project.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.
Very truly yours,

il:‘- \ A
\) \C ,\, ":\“—E A S\ U

FRANK VIDALES, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

FV;l



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:09 PM
To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: Counsel Member LaBonge
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Here you go.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Rebecca Delcid <rdelcid@parks.lacounty.gov>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:16:37 PM PDT

To: "Kathline J. King" <KKing@parks.lacounty.gov>

Cc: "'lisa.schechter@lacity.org'" <lisa.schechter@Iacity.org>
Subject: Counsel Member LaBonge

Sent on Behalf of Lisa Schechter
Good Afternoon Ms. King,

Counsel Member LaBonge wants to submit a support letter for the EIR for the Ford
Theater; however, the City of Los Angeles IT systems are down and we don’t have
availability to do it at this time.

&Fecca rﬁefa'z[

County of Los Angeles Parks & Recreation
Sr. Secretary Il

31320 N. Castaic Road

Castaic, CA 91384

(661) 294-3516
rdelcid@parks.lacounty.gov




CitYy CouNciIL oF THE CITY OF Los ANGELES

ROOM 480, CITY HALL

TOM LABONGE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

COUNCILMEMBER 4TH DISTRICT

August 8, 2014 (213) 485-3337

FAX (2131 624-7810

Ms, Kathline J. King AICP LEED-AP

Chief of Planning

Planning & Development Agency

Los Angeles County Department of Parks & Recreation
510 S. Vermont Avenue, Suite 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Ford Theatres Project
2580 Cahuenga Boulevard East, Los Angeles, CA 90068

Dear Ms. King: MS 41'(/”\37

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for the Ford Theatres Project. It is with great pleasure that I write
this letter in support of the proposed rehabilitation of the existing Ford Amphitheatre and the development of the Ford
Terrance, the Ford Plaza, the Transit Center and a hiking trail all within the current boundaries of the Ford Theatres site.

—

The Ford Theatre is one of the oldest performing arts venues in Los Angeles and each year the Ford partners with L.A.
County-based arts organizations to present an eclectic season of culturally diverse music, dance, theatre, film and family
events to serve the public.

I am excited about the proposed natural hiking trail that will be accessible from both the public and theater users alike.
The hillside trail will be able to provide optimal views of our most famous landmarks in the City such as the iconic
Hollywood Sign, the Griffith Park Observatory, Capitol Records as well as spectacular view of Hollywood.

The addition of the Transit Center which will provide a much needed designated area for bus and valet drop-off as well as
a three-level parking structure to mitigate the traffic impacts during Ford’s scheduled season.

This project has my strong support and I thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions
regarding this letter or any other matter, please do not hesitate to phone me at (213) 485-3337.

Sincerely,

TOM LABONGE
Councilmember, 4" District
City of Los Angeles

TL:lIs



Representing the Cahuenga Pass Since 1952

July 30, 2014

Kathline J. King, Chief of Planning

County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation
510 S. Vermont Avenue, Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

RE: The Ford Theatres Project
Dear Ms. King:

The Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Association represents the community in the Cahuenga Pass between Mulholland
Drive to the south, the 101 Freeway to the east and Lankershim Boulevard to the north. On behalf of this community,
1 wish to express our support for the Ford Theatres Project as described in the Draft EIR, providing the below-noted
traffic mitigation is included in the project.

Currently our community and those of the Hollywood Knolls and Manor have no safe way to walk to the Ford Theatre.
Since we wish to enjoy your theatre without having to get into our cars and experience the increased traffic and parking
issues, we propose that the current sidewalk along Cahuenga Boulevard East from the Ford Theatre to the Cahuenga Hills
Tennis Condominiums be extended to Lakeridge Road. The distance of the proposed extension is less than two tenths of
a mile.

Thank you for your consideration of this requested traffic mitigation.
Respectfully,
Krista Michaels

Acting President
Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Association

P.O. Box 1655, Hollywood, CA 90078
WWW.Cppoa.org '
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HOLLYWOOD HERITAGE, INC.
P.O. Box 2586
Hollywood, CA 90078
(323) 874-4005 « FAX (323) 465-5993

August 8, 2014
Submitted via email:

Kathline J. King, Chief of Planning

County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
510 South Vermont Avenue, Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Re: The Ford Theatres Project
Dear Ms. King,

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues Committee and its
members, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on The Ford Theatres
Project, and the accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). This is a
very important project to the cultural and historic community in the Cahuenga Pass, and
we look forward to working with the Ford and the Hollywood Bowl to develop the Pass
as an historic and cultural destination. The vision for the Ford project speaks to that
common goal. Hollywood Heritage would like to participate in a working coalition to
further refine the concepts in the Master Plan.

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and
protection of Hollywood’s historic resources. We support the goal of preserving what is
most significant in Hollywood, while encouraging responsible new and infill
development. Our organization has nominated many of the current Historic Cultural
Monuments, listed the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District in
the National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, provided
technical assistance to developers and owners of significant properties, and participated
in numerous public policy discussions involving historic resources. These efforts have
resulted in the rehabilitation of significant landmarks, landscapes, institutions and
districts in Hollywood.

The Ford/Pilgrimage Theater property is one of the most important historic and cultural
venues in the region. The Ford is a very rare type of resource and one with special
significance to Southern California. It has been evaluated as a potential historic resource



since 1994 and its status and character-defining spaces, materials, and features confirmed
in GPA’s latest research and determined eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places.

Hollywood Heritage has reviewed The Ford Theatres Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report (State Clearinghouse no. 2014021013) and the John Anson Ford Theatre County
of Los Angeles Historic Resource Report (GPA 2013/2014 Improvements). In addition,
Hollywood Heritage received a presentation from the Ford Theatres Project
representatives on Wednesday June 25, 2014.

The organization also reviewed the categorical exemption of 2013 which authorized
limited improvements to the Amphitheatre, including hillside stabilization, stage
reconstruction, disabled access and code compliant improvements, upgrade to theatrical,
mechanical and electrical systems. Compatible stone-clad retaining walls and drainage
improvements at the rear of the stage stabilized the existing slope in this area. The
existing two level concrete stage was removed, and new flooring added. Rehabilitation of
portions of the stage buildings and towers included the return of the original color
scheme. New doors and windows were installed. These activities addressed long-
deferred maintenance and needed repairs and improved the theatrical infrastructure and
performer amenities. Based on the findings of the Historic Resource Report of
September 2013, this work was consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
and did not impair the significance of the historic property.

Review of this material, discussion at the June 25 meeting, and discussions with the Los
Angeles Conservancy have led to an understanding of the direction of the Master Plan
project. The division of the scope of work developed for the categorical exemption and
the phases of the Master Plan remain somewhat unclear. Work on the Amphitheatre in its
entirety must meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to ensure that historic
materials are not impacted unnecessarily. Further definition should be provided in the
Final EIR and its mitigation measures.

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the
project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15064. The City
of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006, p. D.3-3) maintains that a project would
have a significant impact on historic resources if the project results in a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historic resource by construction that reduces the
integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via alteration
of the resource’s immediate surroundings. The Ford has indicated its willingness to create
a project which does not cause substantial adverse change.



DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The Master Plan Project Site is approximately 32 acres, and includes the Ford Theatres,
one of the oldest performing arts venues in Los Angeles and one of its most historic. The
Project Site is currently developed with an open-air 1,196-seat Amphitheatre with support
spaces as well as a former motel building currently used as staff offices. The Master Plan
proposes improvements that would result in approximately 47,550 net square feet of new
facilities (parking structures, flex space, a 299 seat theatre) and approximately 48,750 net
new square feet of outdoor plaza areas within the Project Site, for a total of 96,300 new
square feet.

As outlined in the DEIR, the Project includes rehabilitation of portions of the existing
Amphitheatre and development of areas termed the “Ford Terrace”, the “Ford Plaza”, the
“Transit Center” and a hiking trail, all within the current boundaries of the Ford Theatres
site. The five major areas are summarized as follows:

e Amphitheatre Rehabilitation and Improvements: hillside stabilization, stage
reconstruction, disabled access and code compliance improvements, improved
theatrical systems, infrastructure improvements and related upgrades, a sound
wall along the rear of the Amphitheatre, and a retractable shade structure for the
Amphitheatre.

e The Ford Terrace: a two-story structure with one level of office space and a
lower-level concessions area and a raised plaza deck above a service level. This
part of the Plan contemplates removal of the existing concessions building and the
re-purposing of the 87-seat [Inside] the Ford space as a self-serve food
marketplace area and for storage.

e The Ford Plaza: A plaza deck atop a three level parking structure to feature a
restaurant, a 299-seat theatre, a box office, a conference room, office, and visitor
amenities. This aspect of the Plan includes conversion of the existing box office
to a museum/gallery.

e The Transit Center: a designated area for bus and valet drop-off, and the
construction of a three-level parking structure and a 99-seat event space. The
aspect of the Plan includes removal of a former motel building.

e Hiking Trail: An approximate 0.75-mile ridgeline trail with trail terminations
at the north and south parking structures within the Transit Center and the
Ford Plaza.



GENERAL COMMENTS

For clarity, the DEIR should include a graphic or description of the work performed
under the 2013 Categorical Exemption and those proposed under the Master Plan. A
project of this nature is complex, and impacts from individual actions can have a
cumulative effect on the integrity of the resource.

The DEIR should also clarify the historic boundaries of the property and should include
information about the Christine Stevenson Memorial Cross, originally a component of the
historic Pilgrimage venue.

More discussion is necessary of the historic site design as a whole. This very important
aspect of the property is currently discussed only as the "setting" for the amphitheatre.
The site's design is a character-defining feature: the amphitheatre nestled in a ravine,
using a natural planted hillside as the stage backdrop (characteristic of Greek
amphitheatres) but surprisingly oriented into the upslope rather than a long view
orientation. The long central axial promenade up to the amphitheatre is character-
defining, and has already been compromised by more modern additions. Historic plant
materials, native stone retaining walls, controlled views, and dark surroundings
contribute to this naturalistic design style so evocative of its era.

The DEIR should describe in more detail what changes are going to be made in the
appearance of the landscape and geography. Some hill areas closest to Cahuenga East
appear to be leveled. This appears to be a major landscape change as there are currently
three drives, one for parking, one for delivery and one to the county offices. The
architectural illustration shows a rather flat, even plane, which indicates reshaping the
land.

Hollywood Heritage supports the proposal of a hiking trail that encompasses the
property. We would like to contribute our historic knowledge to this feature of the
Project. The hiking trail should stop at key viewing points to help people locate important
places in Hollywood.

In addition to collaborating on the hiking trail, Hollywood Heritage would like to work
with the Ford on the proposed development of the Museum. Hollywood Heritage has a
good deal of Pilgrimage Theatre memorabilia which was donated by the Ford.

EVALUATION OF THE RESOURCE

Hollywood Heritage commends the project team for a thorough discussion of the historic
significance and character-defining features of the property and concurs that the property
is currently eligible for the National Register of Historic Resources. However, instead of
a primary concentration on a few buildings, Hollywood Heritage feels that the
appropriate framework for evaluation of the property as a whole is as a cultural
landscape, defined by the National Park Service as is a “geographic area, including both



cultural and natural resources ..., associated with a historic event, activity, or person or
exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values.”

There are four general types of cultural landscapes, not mutually exclusive: historic sites,
historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic
landscapes.” The Ford property would be considered a “Vernacular Landscape”, which is
defined as “a landscape that evolved through use by the people whose activities or
occupancy shaped that landscape. Through social or cultural attitudes of an individual,
family or a community, the landscape reflects the physical, biological, and cultural
character of those everyday lives.” Both the natural and built environment of the property
should be considered when examining the Ford as a cultural landscape.

TREATMENT OF THE RESOURCE

All features identified by GPA as primary and secondary contributing resources are
significant. Removal of any of these materials and features must be carefully considered.

The DEIR states that the proposed improvements would be designed to be consistent with
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for historic property rehabilitation. The project
proposes to demolish one ancillary historic building and potentially more of the
character-defining landscape features. The sound wall and shade structure proposed for
the Amphitheatre have the potential to diminish the character of the space. Careful
justification statements and design of these elements will help to clarify the impact. A
more robust statement of how these aspects of the project meet the Standards and the
mitigation measures proposed to achieve them is needed.

COMPATIBLE NEW CONSTRUCTION

Hollywood Heritage congratulates the Ford on retaining a highly qualified historic
architect to guide the rehabilitation of the historic structures, a very capable historic
preservation consultant to assemble the historic documentation, and a knowledgeable
landscape architect to formulate an approach to the landscape which will retain the
character of this historic setting. The projects begun under the Categorical Exemption in
2013 should provide a foundation for the policies and decisions that will be needed to
successfully complete the programmatic goals while retaining important character-
defining features of the landscape, circulation and recreation areas, and the historic
theatre complex.

The new construction proposed is discussed with reference to the Secretary of the
interior's Standards for building additions, not as components of an historic vernacular
landscape. The site, although altered, still is a vernacular landscape with its own style,
character, and significance. Care should be taken to ensure that the magnitude of new
construction does not overwhelm this.



IDENTIFICATION OF SURROUNDING RESOURCES

Additional information about the impacts the proposal will have on surrounding historic
resources including the Pilgrimage Cross and Whitley Heights is needed.

The cross was built in 1923 as a monument to Christine Wetherill Stevenson and was part
of the original Pilgrimage property. Formally the feature is referred to as the “Hollywood
Pilgrimage Memorial Monument.” Hollywood Heritage purchased the Cross at the
request of the County. While the Cross has been replaced, the feature should be
acknowledged as part of the original property. Hollywood Heritage transferred the Cross
to High Adventure Ministers. In 1993 High Adventure Ministries built the current cross
standing 33 feet tall. In 1997, the Church on the Way took over the care and maintenance
of the cross on the Cahuenga Pass.

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES

Hollywood Heritage recommends that additional mitigation measures be added to the one
current measure. That measure requires the participation of a qualified historic
preservation professional, but does not adequately define their role or responsibilities. In
order to ensure that the Master Plan will comply with the Standards and thus avoid
significant impacts (the stated intent in the DEIR), Hollywood Heritage requests that the
following measures be added:

Prepare a Cultural Landscape/Historic Structure Report prior to implementation of
Master Plan components. Historic documentation, plans, and specifications prepared
for the 2013 Categorical Exemption project should form the basis for a Cultural
Landscape/Historic Structure Report. The work performed under the Categorical
Exemption should be added to the chronology of site development presented in the 2013
Historic Resource Report and in the Cultural Resource Technical Report of the DEIR.

Using these reports, prepare a Preservation Plan that will ensure that the proposed
components of the Master Plan continue to meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
and do not diminish the physical integrity and character-defining features of the resource.
A complete Historic Structures Report which includes a detailed scope of work for each
of the proposed component will help to ensure that all aspects of the Plan meet the
Standards. The benefit of this approach is two-fold: to provide a baseline of existing
conditions and character-defining features, and to ensure that implementation does not
result in loss of status for the resource. Justify the approach to removal of historic stone
retaining walls. Provide a treatment plan for any remaining stone walls, and explore
replacement in kind if not feasible. The Master Plan should be more informed by this
historic site design. A Cultural Landscape Report will help to identify the site features
which should guide future improvements. Amphitheaters are a recognized type of feature
by the Cultural Landscape Foundation.

Supplement the Cultural Landscape/Historic Structures Report with a set of design
guidelines which address site design and character-defining features. To ensure the



continued eligibility of the site, the aesthetic impact of proposed new construction to
ensure that new structures should be designed in a manner that is both compatible and
appropriate in scale and massing to protect the integrity of the historic amphitheater
structure.

Confer with the State Office of Historic Preservation to ensure that the Ford
property will remain eligible for listing in the NR after project implementation.

Retain the historic concession stand as part of the Ford Terrace component.
CONCLUSION

Restoration of the Ford Theatres brings continued activity and life to an historic and
beloved location. This is highly desired. However, the Master Plan appears to indicate a
shift from an isolated, nature-based and formally organized setting to a postmodern,
urbanized, and brightly lit design. While not reaching a threshold of significant adverse
effect, there is likely a preferred variation in the future design which can be more
consistent with the historic cultural landscape. If the Ford is more visible as a cultural
resource, the entire Cahuenga Pass area will be enhanced.

The additional mitigation measures proposed above will ensure that the project will not
adversely impact the John Anson Ford Theatre’s continued eligibility for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places and that the entire project (landscape, theatre
rehabilitation, new construction) meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

All proposed modifications, including stage reconstruction and the addition of a
retractable shade structure, should be analyzed against the venue’s continued eligibility
for listing in the National Register. Existing stone retaining walls will be retained or
replaced, or be rebuilt in a manner that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Hollywood Heritage appreciates the efforts of the Ford’s management and its project
team. Our organization believes in the sensitive development of the historic Cahuenga
Pass area as a venue for the arts and will work diligently with the team to achieve the
goals of the Ford and to preserve and protect the historic and cultural resources on the site
and adjacent to it. Our archives and professional technical assistance is at your disposal.
Please feel free to contact us at (323) 874-4005 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Bon G

Bryan Cooper
President, Hollywood Heritage, Inc.



August 7, 2014

Submitted by email

Ms. Kathline J. King, Chief of Planning

County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
510 S. Vermont Avenue, Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Email: kking@parks.lacounty.gov

RE: The Ford Theatres Project, 2580 Cahuenga Boulevard East

Dear Ms. King:

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the Ford Theatres
Project. The Ford Theatres is significant as one of the oldest performing arts venues
in Los Angeles still in use, as an example of an early twentieth century
amphitheater, and for its association with architect William Lee Woollett. It was
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places in 1994
and is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources.

The Conservancy previously submitted comments on the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) in March 2014, and our comments addressed various aspects relating to the
rehabilitation of the historic amphitheater. With the release of the draft EIR, we've
recently learned that several of the planned improvements for the amphitheater
were previously approved through a Notice of Exemption prior to the NOP’s
release.

We fully understand the programming needs of the Ford Theatres and recognize
that the County has long served as a good steward of the historic venue. The
creation of a list documenting primary and secondary character-defining features
of the Ford Theatres site as part of the EIR is an important tool for understanding
the significance of various features of the venue as it evolved over time. While this
list provides invaluable information, it does not offer guidance for the treatment of
these character-defining features in the future; the draft EIR provides generalized
language specifying the application of the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for
proposed work.
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The Conservancy recommends that the County expand upon its stewardship of the Ford Theatres through
the creation of site master plan that establishes some baseline documentation of the site and can inform
and guide any future changes. Given the historical significance of the site, we strongly advise that a
Historic Structure Report (HSR) be prepared for the Ford Theatres in conjunction with a Preservation
Plan that can guide such areas as the implementation of recommendations for the treatment of historic
materials and character-defining features.

About the L os Angeles Conservancy:

The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the United States,
with nearly 6,500 members throughout the Los Angeles area. Established in 1978, the Conservancy works
to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los Angeles County through
advocacy and education.

Please feel free to contact me at (213) 430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you have any
guestions.

Sincerely,

Adran S otk Fine

Adrian Scott Fine
Director of Advocacy
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August 5, 2014

Kathline J. King

Chief of Planning

County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Planning Division, Environmental and Regulatory Permitting
510 South Vermont, Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

RE: The Ford Theaters Project Draft EIR Comments
Dear Ms. King:

The Outpost Homeowners Association represents the 475 homes in Outpost Canyon in the area between the
Hollywood Bowl and Runyon Canyon Park. Our neighborhood streets are frequently utilized by drivers
connecting between the Hollywood area and San Fernando Valley as they seek to avoid congestion in the
Cahuenga Pass. We are therefore very concerned about any proposed development that would impact traffic
conditions in the Cahuenga Pass.

We provided a comment letter during your scoping comment period and feel that our issues and requested
impact analyses were completely ignored. We therefore find that it would be futile to provide detailed
comments on the DEIR as we expect that they will be ignored/dismissed as well. We feel that the traffic
analysis in the DEIR was completely inadequate and biased in favor of the project by underestimating its
potential impacts.

Our concerns relate to the magnitude of change that will result from the County’s proposed redevelopment of
the John Anson Ford Theater. The number of annual events at the theaters will increase from an average of
184 today, to 331 in the future, an 80% increase. This will add traffic from the daily rehearsals; not just the
artists/performers, but set designers, lighting technicians, sound people, etc., plus all the deliveries of food and
beverage, refuse removal, etc. The annual attendance at the theaters will increase from 54,640 to 93,725, a
72% increase. Parking capacity will increase form 350 parking spaces to 500, and the number of employees on
site will increase from 20 to 105. And yet the traffic analysis in the DEIR contends that there will be virtually no
increase in traffic generated by the theaters.

The intensification of uses at the theaters will significantly increase traffic to and from the site on a daily basis
due to additional employees as well as on event days, the number of which will increase substantially. We
requested that you quantify the impacts of these increased vehicle trips on Cahuenga Boulevard East and
West, Highland Avenue, Mulholland Drive and Outpost Drive. This reasonable request was ignored in favor of
a much smaller study area focused only on the immediate vicinity of the project. The intersection of Cahuenga
West at Mulholland/Woodrow Wilson, a key bottleneck in the Cahuenga Pass was ignored.

7007 Macapa Drive Los Angeles, CA 90068



Outpost Drive was recently reclassified by the City of Los Angeles as a Local Street, downgraded from a
Collector, reflecting the City’s policy directive to maintain Outpost as a low-volume, neighborhood street.
Traffic will be added to Outpost Drive by the proposed project, warranting a contribution of funds toward the
Outpost Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan as an appropriate mitigation measure.

We are also concerned about the cumulative effect of all of the entertainment venues in Hollywood that result
in street closures and gridlock in the Cahuenga Pass. These include all of the events at the Hollywood Bowl (In
addition to the Philharmonic season, the Bowl season has been expanded to include many rental events as
early as April and as late as October), the TCL Chinese Theater, the El Capitan and now the Ford Theaters. The
EIR failed to quantify how the increase in events from 184 to 331 will contribute to the cumulative impact of
street closures and traffic clogged streets, which cause motorists to seek alternate routes through our
neighborhood streets. We feel that it will be a substantial contribution to this cumulative impact. The he

In summary; the traffic analysis has lost sight of the forest for the trees. It focuses on the small number of
cars added at a limited number of intersections immediately adjacent to the Theaters and it misses the
bigger picture; the cumulative impact of more events on more days, superimposed on the other events
already congesting the Cahuenga Pass causing motorists to cut through our neighborhood. This project
might not cause the cut through traffic to be higher on any given day, but it will cause it to be higher on
many more days of the year.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft EIR. We just wish that the County of Los
Angeles and its consultants were more serious about honestly disclosing and mitigating the impacts of this
project on the neighborhoods that surround it. This is a very important project to Los Angeles County and one
that will have a lasting impact on our neighborhood. We are disappointed that these issues of importance to
the Outpost Homeowners Association were not seriously addressed in the DEIR.

Sincerely,
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Outpost HOA
Michael P. Meyer, President

CC: Tom LaBonge
Zev Yaroslavsky
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Kathline J. King

From: Jeff Brown [jeffreypbrown@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 24, 2014 6:13 AM

To: Kathline J. King

Cc: Catherine Hagney Brown

Subject: Notice of Completion and Availabilty of Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2014021013

Dear Kathline,

We live at 2285 La Granada Drive, around the corner from the Ford and have a few questions regarding your
summary memo of June 23, 2014:

1) It is unclear from the memo if there will be one or two three-story parking structures. It/they are mentioned
both in your Ford Plaza description AND your Transit Center description.

2) Regardless of answer to the question above, how many on-site parking spaces will exist if the project is
approved and built? How does that number relate to the number of patrons the site will accommodate?

3) Will satellite parking with bus transport be part of the plan? We ask because the Transit Center would seem
to accommodate "bus and valet drop-oft."

4) You mention that the number of events is going to increase. Will the season also be extended so that traffic
becomes a year-round challenge?

Thanks you in advance.

Yours very truly,
Jeff Brown

Jeff Brown | 213 486 9076 0| 323 440 2222 m | jeffreypbrown skype




From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 4:16 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: Formal Response for the Ford Theatre Draft EIR

Attachments: Ford theatre Response ot the Draft EIR -8-8-14.pdf; ATT00001.htm; RE: Response arriving
shortly regarding the Ford Theatre Project; ATT00002.htm

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Another

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Amy Cutter <arcutter@earthlink.net>

Date: August 8, 2014, 11:07:02 PM PDT

To: <Kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Cc: <jrupert@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: Formal Response for the Ford Theatre Draft EIR

To: Kathline:

Attached is my formal response to the Ford Theatre Draft EIR due today, August 8", 2014. | believe |
have provided the level of detail, referenced sections and pages in the Draft EIR, and each place | am
seeking the answer to a question or clarification. After each topic | have added an ASK and restated the
question that | think needs to be answered.

| have also provided my initial letter sent in on 3/11/2014 as a reference to the original public notice.
Please review and let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Amy Cutter

arcutter@earthlink.net
818-402-4622




August 8, 2014

Kathline J. King

(kking@parks.lacounty.gov)

Chief Planner

County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
510 South Vermont Avenue, Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Attention: Formal response to the Ford Theatre Project Draft EIR.

| am located on Hillpark Drive at the Highlands Owners Association. This is a 192 unit condominium complex
located next to the Hollywood freeway and northwest of the Ford Theatre and up from the Pilgrimage Bridge off
of Cahuenga West and Hillpark drive. | have lived at this location since 1992. | am not a traffic expert, a city
planner, nor an engineer. However, | am someone who lives in the Cahuenga Pass for the past 22 years and has
experience traveling through and within the Pass on a daily basis. That makes me an expert on the traffic
patterns and congestion. | start my trek to work from within the Pass and leave around 8:30 to 9:15 in the
morning and return from work or errands anywhere from 5:30 usually 6pm through 7:30 pm in the evening on
weekdays. Work is located in Glendale, California where the standard route is up Barham over to Forest Lawn
and on to the eastbound 134 Freeway.

| am writing in response to the draft EIR for the Ford Theatre project. | am sure there are concerns regarding
noise and possibly exposed cuts in the hillside never mind a host of other environmental impacts. Since | live
across the canyon | am not going to speak to these topics. Rather, this document focuses almost exclusively on
traffic concerns, haul routes, emergency vehicles and services, and noise. And, specifically about the increased
traffic during construction and then after construction associated with the ongoing and increased number of
events at the Ford Theatre. On the surface, the increase in traffic volume seems minimal. If each event is
attended at full capacity the increase would amount to about 300 additional people. The real issue is the
significant increase in traffic due to the increase in events, 184 events today growing to approximately 331
events annually. This is according to the original proposal document released back in early 2014. This is If this
is one event per day, essentially, the Ford Theatre would be increasing the traffic volumes from 51 % to 93% of
the days of the year. This is a significant impact. Later on in this letter | will be speaking to why this is a
relevant point.

In the introduction of the Traffic, Access, and Parking (section K), speaks to the desire for the City and County to
improve the traffic conditions. And, | think these agencies would like to insure that pressure is placed on
developments to study the existing and identify additional traffic trips made based on the construction of the
proposed project. Additionally, “The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a State-mandated program
enacted by the state legislature to address the increasing concern that urban congestion is affecting the
economic vitality of the State, in this case the heart of Hollywood in an around the Cahuenga Pass, and
diminishing the quality of life in our community. Stated differently, a lot of Angelenos avoid the Cahuenga Pass
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and want nothing to do with visiting this area due to the excessive congestion, at times almost grid lock. This
affects the economics in Hollywood, the Hollywood Bowl, and the Ford Theatre today and in the future after the
project. Basically, locals are not visiting these venues and purchasing services because it is too difficult to make
the TRIP, affecting the economics. Further the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan related to Transportation
states to “...provide adequate accessibility to commerce, work opportunities, and essential services and to
maintain acceptable levels of mobility for all those who live, work, travel, or move goods in the City. It seems to
me the Ford Theatre, a Los Angeles County operation, needs to take the opportunity to collaborate with the
other major agencies and create a multi-jurisdictional project, along with the Bike Czar, CalTrans, the City of Los
Angeles, Hollywood Bowl, City of Burbank, City of Hollywood, Universal, and the other entertainment companies
to identify a fundamental shift in approach to traffic in the Cahuenga Pass. More on this later.

Quite simply, traffic congestion in the Cahuenga Pass is horrid. This is a subjective statement. Based on
experience and observation traveling the Pass daily in the morning around 9 am and evening around 6 or 6:30 it
is a level D or E based on the chart in Appendix L on page 15. For example, if | am traveling on Forest Lawn
heading toward Hollywood from Burbank and make the left on to Barham, that intersection during the evening
rush hour (at 6pm or later) can take an additional 10 to 15 minutes and | may be queued up and cycle through 5-
7 signal light cycles. The # of cars in the queue for this light on Forest Lawn can be up to quarter mile back up.
Then to travel up Barham to Barham and Cahuenga east might take an additional 10 to 15 minutes. Then to
make the left on Cahuenga West might take a few more minutes and 1 additional light cycle. Traveling past
Mulholland to Hillpark drive on a Hollywood Bowl night at say between 6:30 to 7:30 pm at night might take an
additional 15 to 20 minutes. Again on a Hollywood Bowl night it is not uncommon for the traffic to back up
from the Hollywood Bowl entrance all the way up the hill on Cahuenga West past the Pilgrimage bridge to
Mulholland and at times up to Barham Blvd. This is further documented by the backup at the Highland Flyover
(exit on the southbound 101 freeway to Highland Blvd that actually places you on Cahuenga West between
Hillpark and the Pilgrimage Bridge. Further, the congestion is so bad and the back up from the Hollywood Bowl
on to the freeway is so long, Caltrans now has a permanent light flashing, display posted of traffic congestion.
You may want to check in with Caltrans if they have a record of how often or what nights this display is used.
So, the contrast is during off peak hours it might take me 5-7 minutes to travel this route and on a heavily
congested evening could take upwards of 45 minutes to travel this 4-5 mile stretch. This is the definition of
“horrid”. Adding the kind of traffic volume on streets that are already clogged appears to be studied in the
Draft EIR. The reason | state seems to be, is that the numbers that are presented in Appendix L do not seem
representative of what homeowners in the Cahuenga Pass experience on a daily basis. The good news is that
there was a traffic study and my comments about the timing of the traffic study were adjusted to accommodate
actual traffic congestion not the definition from previous traffic study of the definition of “rush hour”. The bad
news is that it is unclear the exact location within the 8 intersections where the data was collected from. All
pivotal intersections but which actual streets and lanes contained the sensors? The rest of the letter will speak
to:

e why and where there are concerns surrounding the data

e accurately representing the true congestion

e other concerns or statements or conclusions drawn within the Draft EIR
e request for further investigation
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e request answers to questions generated prompted by the data collected and the assumptions made
based on this said date.

It is critical that the Draft EIR incorporates first-hand look at the traffic issues experienced today in the Cahuenga
Pass. | do question the data in light of the Level of Service defined in Appendix L page 15 and the assessments
provided at the eight intersections. For Intersections 1, 2, and 5 the data presented is probably representative
of the data collection period. | wonder why Intersection 3 is missing from Appendix L, Table 3, page 30. It
seems unbelievable that the data collected at intersections # 3 (that is found in the traffic section IV K-17 but
missing from the Appendix L) is listed as Level A, along with intersection 4, along with intersection 7.

For example, diving in to a little more detail to determine what is happening with the Level of Service at the
Pilgrimage bridge (intersections 3 and 4), where was the data collected? Was the data collected on the bridge
as the traffic approaches Cahuenga East and West or actually recorded based on the traffic on Cahuenga East
and West. Meaning,

1. Atintersection # 3, was the data collected across the four lanes of traffic heading southbound on

Cahuenga West including the left turn lane as well as northbound or only one of the four:

A. South bound lanes including the left turn lane

B. Just the left turn lane

C. The one Northbound lane

D. heading west across the Pilgrimage bridge
And, were the locations different if data reflected current traffic without the project, current traffic
with the project, future traffic (20 years out) without the project, future traffic (20 years out) with
the project?

ASK: Please respond with the specific location (actual streets and lanes) of the data sensors and
collection

2. Atintersection # 4, was the data collected across the three lanes of traffic heading Northbound on
Cahuenga East including the left turn lane as well as the one southbound lane, or only one of the five
A. one South bound lane
the three Northbound lanes
just the left turn lane in the Northbound lane,
heading east across the Pilgrimage bridge or

mo o w

heading east exiting the Ford Theatre project opposite the Pilgrimage bridge?

And, were the locations different if data reflected current traffic without the project, current
traffic with the project, future traffic (20 years out) without the project, future traffic (20 years
out) with the project?

ASK: Please respond with the specific location (actual streets and lanes) of the data sensors and
collection
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3.

6.

What was the calculation used to determine the LOS? Meaning, was the data collected across the
designated AM, PM, and weekday event time periods and then averaged? Was additional mathematical
formulas applied the understated to reflect the “Delay/V/C"?

| realize the report provided the time periods of data collection went above and beyond by extending
the hours of the study to reflect more accurately the heavy congestion periods in the Cahuenga Pass.
(see page 13 of the Section K: Traffic, Access, and Parking. This is appreciated considering the
feedback in the original response back on 3/11/14 (see attached letter).

On page 22 of Section K, there is a reference to the construction related deliveries will be scheduled
outside of commuter peak hours. There is specific reference that:

A. construction workers would arrive at the project before 7 am.

B. And leave either before 4pm or after 6pm.

Three points come to mind:

1. According to the County code requirements, construction cannot occur the hours before
7 am on weekdays. And, there is a separate requirement regarding noisy construction
work. So, if the bulk of the workers arrive before 7 am will they all stand around and do
quite work (when the heavy earth movement is occurring)?

2. Commuter and event congestion really starts at 5:30 and runs through 8 pm or 8:30
depending upon the event.

3. lam not sure how these arrival and departure times improve things for the roadways
surrounding the project and reduce “counted requisite TRIPS”.

ASK: Please respond with the specific details why these numbers were provided and how that calculates
(either increases or decreases) the total number of inbound and outbound TRIPS

The TRIP generation also seems suspect or some mathematical algorithm was used that does not equate
to reality for the average driver in Los Angeles. One vehicle one person. If you review the numbers
provided in Section K: Traffic, Access, and Parking on page 24 | am not sure how the report arrived at:

A. 176 daily construction worker Trips (88 inbound / 88 outbound
B. 64 haul trucks (32 inbound / 32 outbound
C. 30 daily construction material delivery trucks ( 15 inbound / 15 outbound

| don’t state the issue to the numbers based on the shear # of daily construction works, trucks hauling dirt or

deliveries. | question this data as you move to the next point on the total number of inbound and outbound

trips. Keep reading as | make my two points about these TRIP numbers:

1. Not sure of the hours of the truck hauls but if you do the math 107,094 cubic yards of
dirt divided by 14 cubic yards per truck and there are 64 daily deliveries (32 inbound
and 32 outbound), this dirt hauling would take 119.5 days (64 * 14 = 896 cubic yards per
day. 107,095/ 896 = 119.5 days. If the hauling occurred 6 days out of the week, since
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according to the County Code, no loud construction noise on Sundays, this could take
upwards of 19.9 weeks.
ASK: is this the expected timeframe and approach for the hauling of dirt?

2. On page 25 in Section K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, it shows five bullet points about
the inbound and outbound TRIPS. It may be | am not calculating correctly but it looks
like there are 221 inbound trips and only 76 outbound TRIPS. Please clarify these
numbers. Not sure if there is averaging and rounding up and rounding down that skew
the numbers. What it looks like is that people in vehicles arrive but they never leave?
Maybe the construction workers are arriving by car and leaving by bus?

ASK: s it possible that people in vehicles arrive to the Project Site but they never leave?

7. The next questionable set of numbers in Section K, Traffic, Access, and Parking talks about the Trip
distribution traffic assighment. In the paragraph a top of page 27 it talks about the approximate
percentage of traffic that would be assigned to north of the project, south of the project, and to/from
the US-101 and the Project Site. The issue is not the distribution but the percentage. Not sure how you
can end up with 160 % if the traffic is split in three areas: 50 percent to the North, 50 percent to the
south, and 60 percent to/from US 101 and the Project Site.  One might conclude from these numbers
that congestion exceeds capacity by 160 % which might reflect reality that we are living with level E and
F LOS.

ASK: Please explain further what is being attempted.

8. In Section K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, there is a point being made surrounding CMP, Congestion
Management Program indicating based on the inbound and outbound TRIPS and the percentage of
distribution that this project is no CMP impact and no additional analysis of freeway segments is
required per the CMP Criteria. That assumes the TRIP calculations are correct. | contend that the TRIP
numbers are questionable along with the Percentage of traffic distribution.

ASK: Please justify the numbers identified in this paragraph on page 29 and how that compares to the
numbers identified on page 25, and the details covered on page 24 breaking down the specific TRIPS.

9. More importantly, | am not sure how the report can justify the low number of net new TRIPs considering
the number of additional days of events. Maybe the additional seating to the project justifies the lower
number of net new TRIPs. |am just not sure how this project is able to justify this low number
considering the number of new events. Again, the real issue is the significant increase in traffic due to
the increase in events, 184 events today growing to approximately 331 events annually. If this is one
event per day, essentially, the Ford Theatre would be increasing the traffic volumes from 51 % to 93%.
This low TRIPs needs to be explained or recalculated in a way to reflect these 147 added events. (see
original Ford Theatre report initially released at the beginning of 2014.

ASK: Please clarify how the numbers justify the low number of TRIPS

10. Looks like the looks like the export of dirt shifted from 83,774 cubic yards of dirt to 107,095. Please
confirm if this change in export is correct? Will the amount of cubic yards of dirt change again?
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ASK: please confirm the amount of cubic yards of dirt today and did the amount change?

11. If the Ford theatre is planning to add 147 net new events according to their own report, how can the
Draft EIR actually state that the new trips adjusted for the observed distribution in the vicinity of the
Project Site can actually say 35 net new trips in the weekday, approximately 18 net new trips in the
weekday evenings and 92 net new events on the weekends found on page 29 of section IV.K Traffic,
Access, and Parking

ASK: These net new #s could be accurate for existing events. What are the net new #s for 147
additional events at the Ford theatre?

12. Emergency vehicles: Today with the excessive congestion along Cahuenga East and Cahuenga West,
the emergency vehicles out of Station 76 often are unable to traverse these streets. There are no
shoulders for the cars to move, with or without sirens. Sirens do no good if there is nowhere for the
cars to move.

ASK: Please explain how the added congestion from construction vehicles and added events are not
going to impact emergency vehicle travel?

13. Looks like my comments from my 3/11/14 letter were heard. There are references to improving
pedestrian access. This is a good thing. And, it speaks to a reference could be considered
“transportation-friendly” and “fair and equitable access to the residents” with a limited cost to the
project. This could also increase customers without increasing net new TRIPs to the Ford Theatre.

Repeating what is in my prior letter: Any opportunity to increase pedestrian traffic to and from the
Ford Theatre should be considered. For example, today, there are no pedestrian options for people,
once they travel over the Pilgrimage Bridge to cross Cahuenga East to the Ford Theatre. Thereis a
metal barrier on one side essentially blocking or hindering pedestrian crossing over Cahuenga East. And,
there is no longer a button to push to trigger the signal for a walk sign like you see in regular
intersections.

ASK: This should be studied and included in the plans to encourage or increase walking traffic.

14. We need to understand during construction and once the events start if the decibel levels will increase
significantly from what they are today. At first glance, it doesn’t appear that the Highland’s Owners
Association will be affected by noise from the Ford Theatre. However, it does need to be studied to be
sure if there are any issues. In any case, the EIR needs to identify mitigations and options for such
issues.

ASK: The ambient noise level needs to be investigated as part of the EIR.

15. There are references that the Pilgrimage bridge has a speed limit of 35 mph on page Appendix L page
19. There is no speed limit posted on the Pilgrimage bridge.

ASK: Can you explain how the speed on a two lane bridge could be set to 35 mph?
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16. There is a reference that no significant impacts occurred even when extending past the Study Area.
Specifically, in Appendix L, page 16. “The Project Study Area was designed to ensure the all potentially
significantly impacted intersections, prior to any mitigations, were analyzed, and the boundary of the
Study Area was extended, as necessary, to confirm that there were no significant impacts at or outside
the boundary of the Study Area.”

There are two points to be made about this proclamation:

A. Due to the excessive congestion in the Cahuenga Pass, any construction, maintenance or added
construction traffic like truck hauling causes severe backups and queuing at the intersections.

B. The Study area really needs to be extended to include:

1. Cahuenga West up through the on ramp to the 101 Freeway north of Barham.

2. Barham Blvd from Cahuenga West toward Burbank down and including the Barham and
Forest Lawn intersection

3. Since traffic queues up at Cahuenga East and the Pilgrimage bridge at the Ford Theatre
Project traveling southbound to North Cahuenga Blvd to at least to Franklin Blvd,
Hollywood Blvd, and Sunset Blvd.

C. Although stated differently in the report, there are multiple intersections without left turn lanes.
These intersections alone when vehicles are attempting to make the left hand turn can cause
severe backups affecting traffic congestion up and down the Cahuenga Pass. Backups can occur
upwards of a quarter to a half a mile. Intersections include:

1. Cahuenga West and Mulholland Blvd — northbound.
Note: this intersection is south of Cahuenga West and Barham
2. Barham Blvd and Blair Drive — heading toward Burbank just below Lake Hollywood Blvd.

ASK: Please provide clarification on:

1. how these intersections without a left hand turn lane affect congestion
2. should the study area include one or both of these intersections

17. The reason the last point is severely relevant depends upon the ultimate haul route. Although in the
report in Section IV.K page 24 it states the “anticipated” haul route might be inbound ”...access the
Project Site traveling northbound on Cahuenga Blvd East from the Hollwyood Freeway (US-101) and
[outbound] would exit the Project Site onto Cahuenga Blvd East and travel northbound on Cahuenga
Blvd East to the Hollywood Freeway. The report does not indicate the full route. The point of this entry
is two-fold:

A. Depending upon the streets traveled for the haul route, for example Barham to Forest Lawn,
then the recommendation in this letter is that the Study area needs to be extended to include
these intersections. Especially since, Barham and Cahuenga East based on the data reported in
the Draft EIR in Appendix L indicates on weekday AM is a LOS F and weekday PM is a LOS D.

B. If the planis to proceed with the haul route as anticipated then it makes sense to extend the
Study Area to include intersections of Cahuenga North in the southbound direction toward
Franklin Blvd, Hollywood Blvd, and Sunset Blvd.
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ASK: include these additional intersections south of the project and north and east of the project to

anticipate impacts from the project both during Construction and after the Project is implemented. In either

case, both parts of the Cahuenga Pass will be impacted.

18. The traffic study did take in to account midweek evening event traffic when both the Ford Theatre and
the Hollywood Bowl events were occurring simultaneously. Don’t know if this was a light Hollywood
Bowl night or one of the heavily attended event night at the Hollywood Bowl.

ASK: provide more details about whether the study included a Hollywood Bowl event that experienced
peak or very high attendance.

19. The traffic study does not indicate if the data collection occurred on a night when the Hollywood Blvd
street closure was in effect.

ASK: provide more data if Hollywood Blvd was closed on the day or night of the data collection.

The Ford Theatre Project wants to increase their events which in turn will increase their traffic. Since the Ford
Theatre is starting out with traffic congestion that is essentially at a level D or F it may be that they cannot just
add any more events without addressing traffic. The Draft EIR is making a claim that the new trips adjusted for
the observed distribution in the vicinity of the Project Site can actually say 35 net new trip sin the weekday an
peak hour, approximately 18 net new trips in the weekday evenings and 92 net new events on the weekends if
the Ford theatre is planning to add 147 net new events according to their own report. Based on these numbers
the Draft EIR on section IV,K page 29 Congestion Management Program requirements are met based on the # of
net new trips. And, therefore since these net new #s are less than 150 trips in either direction during the
weekday morning and afternoon peak hours, no CMP impact would occur and no additional analysis of freeway
segments is required per the CMP criteria. Again, this is why | am asking to have a review of the TRIP #s in
general and the net new TRIPS.

Rather than declaring they are exempt from further analysis, | would suggest the project team looks at this as an
opportunity to trigger a multi-jurisdictional or multi-agency project to make significant changes in streets and/or
highways that make improvements in capacity that in turn reduces exponentially the traffic congestion. Stated
differently, BE A LEADER!

As mentioned during the public hearing and again in my letter date 3/11/2014, this is an opportunity for a key
development project to take a bold step and produce a truly innovative approach to traffic congestion and
corresponding mitigations. This could be a project that uses creative solutions, collaboration amongst multiple
agencies and multiple interests for the greater improvement of traffic congestion in the Cahuenga Pass. There
is great interest by the bike Czar to implement bike paths in the Cahuenga Pass

A. Obviously, LA City and LA County can provide contributions to improve the streets to alleviate
congestion. And, they are key stakeholder for this project.

B. Inthe past year, there is a large push to implement bike lanes through the Cahuenga Pass. This
area is critical and is considered the “backbone” to join the valley with the city. As a result,
there is a vested interest in adding bike lanes. Due to the congestion we cannot afford to trade
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traffic lanes for bike lanes. Need to figure out a way to maintain or enhance the traffic lanes
and add bike lanes. This is an opportunity to work with the Bike Czar and the Major to figure
out a creative solution so we maintain traffic lanes and widen the street (and add bike and
pedestrian routes).

One idea proposed is to cantilever over the slopes above the Hollywood Freeway to widen both
Cahuenga West and East. The response received was that would “cost too much money”. My
response to that is that it depends upon how much the projected change is wanted or needed.
This could be accomplished by a multi-jurisdictional project.

There are other stakeholders who have a vested interest in a solution who may want to sign up
to contribute to the solution. | am thinking of the City of Hollywood, City of Burbank, MTA,
Hollywood Bowl (LA Philharmonic), Trizacon Complex (Hollywood and Highland), Universal
Studios, Warner Brothers, and other entertainment companies just to name a few.

Seize the opportunity. This project could be held up as shining example of how projects could be run in a way

to improve congestion and circulation in difficult economic times. If you pull the resources and partner with

other agencies in the city and county might be ripe for solution that could provide a larger solution.

Based on my participation on February 18" and June 23" a review of the Ford Theatre Project Draft EIR these

are my comments / recommendations and questions to continue shaping the Draft EIR. Basically, things to

consider based on unique aspects of the Cahuenga Pass where the Ford Theatre resides.

Sincerely,

Amy Cutter
AC: arc

CC:

Highlands Owners Association
Beau Monde Property
Hollywood Heights

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners
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Kathline J. King

From: Stephen DeCordava [stephendecordova@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2014 3:35 PM

To: Kathline J. King

Subject: Ford Theater Impact

I live at 2336 Lorenzo Drive, on the back side of the hill behind/around the Ford Theater stage. For years, my
neighbors and [ have worked to keep the county apprised of homeless encampments on the hillside above our
homes. Their cooking fires are a great danger to our entire neighborhood, especially during our constant dry
weather. Their unsightly, unhealthy garbage is also a problem. The Ford Theater hiking trail has been one of
the primary sources of access to the hillside for these people.

The county has responded to our information and requests with repeated sweeps removing these people from
the hillside. It has been our hope that the hiking trail would be closed. Are we really going to "improve" the
trail and ensure its continuance? Does the Ford Theater really need a hiking trail to justify it's existence?

I am in favor of rehabilitation of the Amphitheater and development of new facilities for the performing arts at
the Ford, but [ am vehemently opposed to any further development of the hiking trail. In the interest of public
safety, please consider amending your plans to include shutting down the hiking trail, and fencing off all public
access points to the adjacent hillside areas.

Stephen DeCordova
2336 Lorenzo Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90068




County of Los Angeles

Public Meeting for the Environmental Impact Report Regarding the
Ford Theatres Project
July 14, 2014

Written Comment Form

The purpose of the Public Meeting is to provide an overview of the findings of the Draft EIR. Comments can be
submitted at this Public Meeting or sent via mail or email to the addresses below. The deadline fov submitting
written comments to the County is August 8, 2014. In the space below (and on additional pages, if necessary, or in
a format of your choosing), please provide any written comments you may have concerning the Draft EIR for the
Project. Your comments will then be considered during preparation of the Final EIR.

Please leave this form in the box provided or deliver via e-mail, U.S. mail or fox. Please address to Kathline J.
King, County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation, 510 South Vermont Avenue, Room 201, Los
Angeles, California 90020. Email address is kking@parks.lacounty.gov and fax is (213) 639-3959. If sent via U.S.
mail, please add postage.
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From: Joan Rupert [jrupert@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 8:09 AM

To: Brenda A. Levin FAIA; Davis, Adam; Helen Parker (hparker@counsel.lacounty.gov); Jui Ing
Chien; Kathline J. King; LaGuire, Lennie; Laura Rodriguez; Laura Zucker; Maria Chong-
Castillo (mccastillo@bos.lacounty.gov); Michelle A. Hazlett; Mohammad Saeid
(Mohammad.Saeid@brjassociates.com); Richard Beltran; Stephanie Eyestone-Jones

Subject: FW: Ford Theatre response to EIR - JOYCE and STANLEY DYRECTOR
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

This email came to me.

_Joan A. RI/LPCY‘C | Section Head | Land Management and Compliance | Los Angeles County Department of Parks

and Recreation | 510 South Vermont Ave. | Los Angeles, CA | Desk 213-351-5126 | Fax 213-639-3959 | Parks Male
Better

From: Joyce Dyrector [mailto:jdyrector@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 3:25 PM

To: Joan Rupert

Subject: Ford Theatre response to EIR

Joyce and Stanley Dyrector
6866 Iris Circle
Hollywood CA 90068-2716
323-464-3942

jdyrector@aol.com

August 8,2014

Joan Rupert

County of Los Angeles

Department of Parks and Recreation
510 South Vermont Avenue

Room 201



Los Angeles CA 90020

Re: EIR on the Ford Theatres Project

Dear Ms. Rupert,

Please address the following concerns in the EIR

The Designs done by Brenda Levin were beautiful and I have no comments to make about that. My main comments have to do with
Traffic, although I have concerns over what will happen during construction to the wildlife in the area.

Cahuenga east is a heavily trafficked road which is at times is either a one or two lane road traveling north from Odin to Barham.
There is only one lane of traffic going south from the Pilgrimage Bridge to Odin. The Bridge is the only east west access into the Ford
Theatre area and it is very antiquated and frequently backed up with north and south bound traffic on Highland turning east to go from
Cahuenga West to Cahuenga East.

During construction this intersection will become more of a nightmare than it is now. The designated times for rush hour(s) cannot be
applied since our traffic begins before, during, and after so called rush hour(s). The light at Cahuenga and Odin backs up traffic all the
way south, sometimes as far south as Santa Monica Blvd, but most often to Fountain. And this is when there is NO event at the Bowl.

I would suggest a very long and hard look at how you are planning to deal with this during the construction phase. Trucks going in
and out of the property will most likely cause a problem, not just to the surrounding neighborhoods but to the general public who use
Cahuenga as a pass thru to Burbank and the Valley. The word needs to get out before construction for people to avoid the area and
take another route. The people who live here have no choice, but you need to give choices to the others, much like what was done
during the 405 construction. Lot’s of publicity. Signs placed far enough south and north telling people to avoid the area. And no
construction during Bowl season and their pre Bowl events or post Bowl events.

Also the neighborhood would not be in favor of more concerts that bring more traffic into our already over congested streets.

Sincerely,

Joyce and Stanley Dyrector



Kathline J. King

From: Horowitz, Wendy [horowitz@lapl.org]
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2014 11:59 AM

To: Kathline J. King

Subject: Ford Theater expansion plans

Dear Ms. King,

I live on Cahuenga Terrace by the Ford Theater and my property sits right behind a trail that leads up to the
Pilgrimage Cross. For decades, I've lived in constant fear of brushfire because homeless persons regularly use
the hiking trail to set up tents and encampments where.they smoke and cook and drink. I read that the Ford
Theater plans to enhance the hiking frail and I want o urge you to reconsider this as it puts all of us living in the
Hollywood Dell in danger.

After years of campaigning with the police and fire departments, we finally got a No Tresspassing sign, with the
municipal code listed, put up in the path of the trail. Therefore, it is now officially unlawful to access that area.
Why would the Ford Theater flagrantly disregard the law?

I unfortunately am working the night shift on Monday, July 14, or [ would raise my concerns at the information
meeting, but I did ask my neighbors to attend, so [ hope this component of the expansion plan will be explained
in detail as well as safety issues realting to it.

Please undertsand that I am happy that the Ford will get needed improvements and increased space, but there is
no need to invite trouble, and frankly grave danger, with a new and improved hiking trail in a brush fire zone
where homes are only yards away.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Wendy Horowitz

Photo Librarian

Los Angeles Public Library
horowitzi@lapl.org
213-228-7427




Kathline J. King

From:
Sent;
To:
Subject:

Kathline,

i am happy to see that there will be a nice and overdue improvement for the theater. | am a resident in the pass,
at the Highlands complex across the 101 from the Ford. Ihave a great concern what the traffic will be like
when this project in happening. Just a quick question.-will the pilgrimage bridge be replaced or widened for the
influx of new traffic that will be coming to ford. i know the city is planning on taking away one lane of
Cahuenga West traffic for a bike lane. That in itself seems rather frightening, especially during Bowl season.

Greg Johnson [g.greg.johnson@gmail.comj
Tuesday, June 24, 2014 10:18 AM

Kathline J. King

Ford Theater Project

Please advise and thank you,

Greg Johnson

6728 Hillpark Drive, LA 90068 -




From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:33 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez; Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 1. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford Theatre

Attachments: p._23-25 12-18-12_Board_Meeting_Transcript_(C).pdf; ATT00001.htm
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

First of many from Mr. Preven.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:51:23 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Cc: <newstips@latimes.com>

Subject: 1. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford Theatre

The following email and the ensuing 11 other emails that will follow separately, should be included as
public comment for the John Anson Ford EIR comment period ending today. The attachments should be
printed and included. Thank you.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: executiveoffice <executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; jbellman <jbellman@bos.lacounty.gov>
Cc: abkatz <abkatz@bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; jcharney
<jcharney@bos.lacounty.gov>; newstips <newstips@latimes.com>; mike.boehm
<mike.boehm@latimes.com>

Sent: Fri, Jan 11, 2013 12:05 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford Theatre

On the third page of the attachment, Board meeting transcript 12-18-12, numbered page 25, Supervisor
Yaroslavsky's comments are not properly identified. He is the speaker, who addresses the Chair on line
14 to the end of the page. Inadvertent or not, this error should be corrected by the Executive Office.
Supervisor Yaroslavsky deserves credit for responding to CRD3's concern about how, specifically, we
were spending the 17 million dollars earmarked for the Ford. {This does not include the raise for Mr.
Davis and the recent $7500 gift}

YAROSLAVSKY: "The scope of the work to be implemented by the Foundation includes the repair and or
replacement of performance equipment, fixtures and infrastructure, including heating, ventilation and air
conditioning, utilities and fire protection systems. That is essentially the project, the first phase of the
project. The CEO Board letter more than adequately addressed the scope of the work. Thank you."

Ask yourself, if your mother reported that she was spending another $17 million dollars to repair or
replace 'performance equipment, fixtures and infrastructure' if the above description would be sufficient.



There is a big difference between repairing an air conditioner and installing a brand new one. Remember,
the 1200 seat amphitheatre is an outdoor facility, so its safe to say the 'heating, ventilation and air con'
referred to by the Supervisor is for the 87 seat [Inside] theatre.

Joel, if you could send me a copy of the master plan and all of it's phases, it would make the project go
down smoother for the public. The devil is in the details and we do have to let the chips fall where they
may, but arts supporters everywhere want to know what specifically is happening and what mechanism is
in place for the selection of a restaurateur etc. Hopefully not more Patina group who have fallen down in
quality as they've expanded.

If you don't respond appropriately by directing me to the documents online or sending them on in PDF |
could widen out the reach of this inquiry. Levin must be very well-respected and could have someone in
her office forward over something with Zev's permission.

Cheers.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

CRD3: "ITEM NO. 12 IS THE FORD AMPHITHEATER, WHICH I, FRANKLY, CHERISH, AND WE ARE
SPENDING 10 MILLION OR ALMOST 10 MILLION ON MORE UNSPECIFIED

UPGRADES. LAST YEAR WE SPENT APPROXIMATELY 6 OR 7 MILLION ON

UNSPECIFIED UPGRADES. HERE'S MY TINY LITTLE RESIDENT REQUEST.

COULD WE SPECIFY WHAT THOSE UPGRADES ARE? BECAUSE THEN I THINK

IT WOULD BE EASIER TO FOLLOW AND ENJOY AS THESE THINGS

BLOSSOM. FOR EXAMPLE, I THINK WE WERE VERY CLEAR ABOUT THE

YAROSLAVSKY RESTROOM AT THE HOLLYWOOD BOWL ACROSS THE STREET.

AND I JUST THINK IT'S NICE TO KNOW WHAT WE'RE FIXING UP

BECAUSE IT WAS NOT IN THE DOCUMENTATION.

Wow! The below upgrade at the classic Capitol in Port Chester, only cost $2 million!!!
December 31, 2012, 2:48 pm2 Comments

Promoter Who Revamped Capitol Theater Buys It

The concert promoter who revitalized the Capitol Theater in Port Chester, N.Y., this year as a rock

music hall has bought that landmark building from its previous owner. The promoter, Peter Shapiro,
who is also a partner in the Brooklyn Bowl, said he paid $11.5 million for the 1,800-seat theater,

closing a deal on Friday with the previous owner, Marvin Ravikoff.

Mr. Shapiro had been leasing the building, which in recent years Mr. Ravikoff rented out for only
corporate events and private parties. But last summer Mr. Shapiro spent more than $2 million
refurbishing the space and installing a modern lighting and sound system with an eye

toward restoring its status as a rock-"n'-roll mecca.

Since September, when the theater reopened with a Bob Dylan concert, Mr. Shapiro has promoted

more than 50 rock shows, showcasing acts including My Morning Jacket and Fiona Apple, and a

well-received series of reunion shows by the Rascals. “I'm doubling down,” Mr. Shapiro said. “I

decided to have this theater for the rest of my life.”



A version of this article appeared in print on 01/01/2013, on page C2 of the NewYork edition with the headline: Promoter
Buys Capitol Theater.



December 18, 2012

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors

WHITNEY ENGERAN CORDOVA: HI. GOOD MORNING, MR. CHAIRMAN,
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD. MY NAME IS WHITNEY ENGERAN CORDOVA, I'M
SENIOR DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC HEALTH FOR A.I.D.S. HEALTHCARE
FOUNDATION. I'M SPEAKING TO ITEMS 25 AND 26, SOLE-SOURCE
CONTRACTS FOR SERVICES. A.H.F. HAS INDICATED, A.TI.D.S.
HEALTHCARE FOUNDATION HAS INDICATED IN A LETTER TO DR.
FIELDING DATED DECEMBER 17, 2012, OBJECTS TO SOLE-SOURCE
CONTRACTS WITHOUT BIDS FOR THESE SERVICES. WE HAVE FILED A
PROTEST, BELIEVE THAT THEY ARE PROCEDURALLY FLAWED AND BAD
POLICY AND ASK THAT THEY BE WITHDRAWN. WE HAVE HEARD FAR TOO
MANY TIMES FROM D.H.S.P. THAT DEADLINES ARE APPROACHING OR
THAT THERE'S INSUFFICIENT TIME TO DO A PROPER BID. THESE
EXCUSES SHOULD NOT OVERRIDE THE PUBLIC'S INTERESTS AND WE HOPE
THAT THE BOARD WILL EXERCISE OVERSIGHT IN MAKING D.H.S.P. ACT
MORE RESPONSIBLY AND DO THAT WHICH THEY ARE CONSTITUTED TO DO,
BID AND PURCHASE SERVICES FOR THE CITIZENS OF LOS ANGELES
COUNTY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAW AND PRACTICES ESTABLISHED
WITHOUT ABUSING IT OR YOU WITH THESE REQUESTS. THANK YOU FOR

YOUR ATTENTION.

SUP. KNABE: THANK YOU, WHITNEY. WOULD THE DEPARTMENT LIKE TO
RESPOND, PLEASE? MR. FIELDING OR SOMEONE FROM HIS STAFF HERE

TO RESPOND?

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
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The Meeting Transcript of
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CYNTHIA HARDING: GOOD MORNING. THIS IS CYNTHIA HARDING, DEPUTY
DIRECTOR FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH. AND WE UPHOLD
OUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD TO APPROVE THESE SOLE- SOURCE
CONTRACTS THAT WERE PULLED TOGETHER AND DEVELOPED. FOLLOWING
ALL OF THE BOARD'S POLICIES AND QUALIFICATIONS, WE FEEL THAT
THE AGENCIES WE'RE RECOMMENDING HAVE A UNIQUE SET OF
QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERTISE TO PROVIDE THE SERVICES OUTLINED
IN THE SCOPES OF WORK AND THEREFORE BELIEVE THAT WE HAVE NOT
VIOLATED ANYTHING IN PRESENTING THEM TO YOU FOR RECOMMENDATION

TODAY.

SUP. RIDLEY-THOMAS, CHAIRMAN: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

ANY FURTHER COMMENT ON IT? SUPERVISOR YAROSLAVSKY?

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY: WE'RE STILL IN THE MULTIPLE ITEMS, CORRECT?

SUP. RIDLEY-THOMAS, CHAIRMAN: YES. WE ARE IN MULTIPLE ITEMS.

ARE WE DONE WITH?

SUP. KNABE: THIS IS REGARDS 25 AND 26.

SUP. YAROSLAVSKY: I WANT TO ADDRESS SOMETHING ON ITEM 12.

SUP. RIDLEY-THOMAS, CHAIRMAN: YES. ON THE MATTER OF SOLE-

SOURCE, I THINK IT CAME UP AT THE LAST BOARD MEETING

The Meeting Transcript of
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
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PERTAINING TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES. I THINK THE
REQUEST WAS MADE TO GET FEEDBACK FROM THE SAID DEPARTMENT
REGARDING ANY PATTERN OF SOLE SOURCING AND THE PREPONDERANCE
OF SUCH. THE SAME MAY BE APPLICABLE IN THE CASE OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH. SO, MR. FUJIOKA WITH RESPECT TO
THOSE TWO OFFICES -- MR. FUJIOKA? WITH RESPECT TO THOSE TWO
OFFICES IN TERMS OF SOLE SOURCE, IT MIGHT BE USEFUL FOR A
REPORT TO COME BACK TO EACH BOARD OFFICE AS TO THE
PREPONDERANCE OR THE PATTERN OF SOLE SOURCING. IT WOULD BE
USEFUL FOR THE BOARD TO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE SAME. THAT WAS
REQUESTED REGARDING D.H.S. LAST WEEK, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
HEALTH THIS WEEK. SO WHEN WE RETURN, IF YOU COULD GIVE AN
UPDATE TO THE BOARD, IT WOULD BE USEFUL. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.
SUPERVISOR YAROSLAVSKY, YOU WANTED TO RAISE AN ISSUE? MR.
CHAIRMAN, I JUST WANTED TO VERY SUCCINCTLY ADDRESS THE
COMMENTS THAT WERE MADE ON ITEM NO. 12. IN THE C.E.O.'S BOARD
LETTER, THIS IS ON THE JOHN ANSON FORD THEATER, I'LL JUST
QUOTE FROM PAGE 2. THE SCOPE OF WORK TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE
FOUNDATION INCLUDES THE REPAIR AND/OR REPLACEMENT OF
PERFORMANCE EQUIPMENT, FIXTURES AND INFRASTRUCTURE, INCLUDING
HEATING, VENTILATION AND ATIR CONDITIONING UTILITIES AND FIRE
PROTECTION SYSTEMS. THAT IS ESSENTIALLY THE PROJECT, THE FIRST
PHASE OF THIS PROJECT. THE C.E.O. BOARD LETTER MORE THAN

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED THE SCOPE OF THE WORK. THANK YOU.

The Meeting Transcript of
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From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:33 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 2. Fwd: Benchmarking the Zev Anson Ford renovation...
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:51:45 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 2. Fwd: Benchmarking the Zev Anson Ford renovation...

----- Original Message-----

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Sat, Jan 26, 2013 5:09 pm

Subject: Benchmarking the Zev Anson Ford renovation...

| now have the master plan and budget documents for the dream Zev is trying to make
reality.

January 26, 2013

As Open as the Genre It Celebrates

By NATE CHINEN

SAN FRANCISCO — Hours before the opening-night concert for the SFJazz Center here
on Wednesday, Randall Kline stood on the floor of the Robert N. Miner Auditorium and
briefly slipped into reverie. Onstage, a few feet away, the pianist McCoy Tyner and the
vibraphonist Bobby Hutcherson were testing out acoustics and rekindling a partnership;
others scurried about, giving the room an expectant hum.

“I'm sorry, you’ll have to excuse me,” said Mr. Kline, the founder and executive artistic
director of SFJazz, as he took it all in, finally snapping some pictures with his phone.
“We’ve been working toward this moment for so long, it almost feels surreal.”

In one sense he was referring to the history of SFJazz, a presenting organization that
began as a weekend festival called Jazz in the City in 1983 and now ranks among the
leaders in its field. But he was also speaking more tangibly about the center, a $64



million, 35,000-square-foot building that suggests a physical manifestation of his
organization’s ideals.

An approachable three-story structure in glass and concrete, the SFJazz Center is being
billed as the nation’s first free-standing building created for jazz. And if the careful
wording of that claim suggests a hedge against comparisons with Frederick P. Rose Hall
— the $128 million home of Jazz at Lincoln Center, ensconced within the Time Warner
Center in Manhattan — it hardly diminishes the extraordinary scope and promise of
SFJazz’s achievement.

“It’s an impressive building, and has a certain grandeur,” said the saxophonist Joshua
Redman on Wednesday. “But it also feels kind of down-to-earth, and like it’s part of the
neighborhood.” (Mr. Redman, a former artistic director of SFJazz, happened to be
warming up in the center’s Joshua Redman dressing room.)

The jazz circuit in this country has always relied on a network of nightclubs, but there
are far fewer now than there once were — and not just in San Francisco, which

counts Yoshi’s as the exception that proves the rule. For 30 years SFJazz was nomadic,
using spaces like the Herbst Theater and Grace Cathedral. Mr. Kline began thinking
about a dedicated home more than a decade ago, eager to solidify an identity and
establish a consistent standard of production.

In 2004 he shared his vision with the Bay Area architect Mark Cavagnero. After
weighing options like a partnership with the San Francisco Symphony, they set their
sights on a property occupied by an auto repair shop in the emergent-chic Hayes Valley
neighborhood (and just a block away from Davies Symphony Hall). Mr. Cavagnero
began drawing up designs.

But the idea of a purpose-built structure wasn’t necessarily an easy sell with the SFJazz
board: as some members pointed out, the organization had flourished for years without
it. One thing that helped Mr. Kline’s cause was the focus and passion of his argument
about permanence; another was a lead gift of $20 million, which he had secured from an
anonymous benefactor.

One core principle for the new building, through many rounds of planning, was that it
would be a community center as much as a concert hall. To that end, the glass exterior
conveys a literal and conceptual transparency, while the second-floor lobby is bracketed
by bars and balconies. (A pair of commissioned murals depicting jazz scenes, by the
artists Sandow Birk and Elyse Pignolet, adorn the lobby walls.) The Joe Henderson Lab,
a secondary 80-seat performance space that will accommodate workshops and other
gatherings, sits at ground level, its goings-on visible to passers-by.
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And while a street-level cafe called South at SFJazz won’t open for business until next
month, it will be run by Charles Phan, the influential chef and owner of the Slanted Door
restaurant group. It will be open all day, serving customers who aren’t SFJazz patrons,
which Mr. Kline said was the point.

As for the feel of the auditorium, Mr. Cavagnero said, “I started looking at these
Unitarian churches, because they're places that are about people meeting, and there is
no formal power relationship; it’s about everyone being equal.”

He said he drew particular inspiration from Frank Lloyd Wright’s Unity

Temple and Louis Kahn’s First Unitarian Church, adopting similar proportions for the
hall. Its steeply raked seating plan offers good sightlines, and even a sense of intimacy,
from just about every vantage. (One row of balcony seats, which peers down from
behind the stage, is likely to become a prized perch for music students looking to get
inside the action.)

Mr. Kline, whose own set of references included a range of nonsacramental spaces like
the Brooklyn Lyceum and the Fat Cat in Greenwich Village, put it this way: “We wanted
the focused feeling of a concert hall but the relaxed proximity of a club.”

The sound in the cubelike auditorium, which was designed with input from the theater
consultant Len Auerbach and the acoustician Sam Berkow, runs toward the drier end of
the spectrum: generally better for jazz than the reverberant standard of a classical hall,
which can drown a group in cymbal wash. Wooden slats running along the walls
disperse sound while adding a low-key visual flair.

It will take a little while for sound technicians to get to know the room;

during Wednesday’s concert, which featured an honor roll of musicians with established
ties to SFJazz, there were some inconsistencies. But the natural drum sound was a
winner: Jeff Ballard came across crisply behind Mr. Redman and the tenor saxophonist
Joe Lovano on “Blackwell’s Message,” a tune by Mr. Lovano. And there was a pristine
hush in the air during a first-time duet by the pianist Chick Corea and the guitarist Bill
Frisell.

Wednesday was the kickoff for an opening-week festival that also featured concerts by
Mr. Tyner, Mr. Hutcherson, the SFJazz Collective and the organization’s five resident
artistic directors this season: Mr. Frisell, the violinist Regina Carter, the pianist Jason
Moran, the alto saxophonist Miguel Zen6n and the percussionist John Santos.

The programming — not just this week but throughout a 3oth-anniversary season that
will feature multi-night appearances by the pianist Brad Mehldau, the fado singer Ana
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Moura, the tabla player Zakir Hussain and the banjoist Béla Fleck — speaks to an
inherent curiosity in the SFJazz psyche, an eagerness to tease out unlikely connections.
(One immediately talked-about component of Mr. Moran’s residency, in May, will be an
improvised collaboration with local skateboarders.)

And to the extent that the SFJazz Center has enabled that breadth of style and approach,
it disarms the very comparisons it invites. Jazz at Lincoln Center, taking its cue from
Wynton Marsalis, its artistic director, has always used its programming to express a firm
conviction about what jazz is (and by strong implication, what it isn’t — or what isn’t it).
Mr. Kline and his team aren’t naturally inclined toward that definitive sort of mission,
and it’s fortunate that they don’t have to be.

A permanent home is a sign of hard-fought maturity; it demands that an organization be
understood on its own terms. That will increasingly be the case for SFJazz — and yet the
bicoastal symmetry has its uses, at least for now.

“Jazz at Lincoln Center has been incredibly successful,” said Mr. Redman, “and if SFJazz
can be successful, maybe one of the legacies will be that in the foreseeable future, they
won’t be the only two. There’ll be other venues, other buildings for jazz that can enter
the discussion. I think that would be fantastic.”



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:39 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 3. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101 -- Tx $80, $60, $40 ?
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:03 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 3. Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101 -- Tx $80, $60, $40

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Jan 27, 2014 5:13 pm
Subject: Fwd: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101 -- Tx $80, $60, $40 ?

Do you happen to have the drawings | gave you last year? The Zev Anson Ford is back in a robust
way tomorrow at item 12 tomorrow -- $76,464,000 in Cap Improve money is a lot!!!

It's way too much... and sneaky. Or maybe it's not sneaky. Is someone covering this?

Each of the last years, Zev has been squirreling away this and that.... see below.
But the County Arts money... should not be poured into a place across from Hollywood

bowl...
that will never quite be all that.... It's nice as is as a piece of faded glory. What is
actually going on is a fancy parking lot and office structure... for the Arts Dept.

The Zev Signature series is expensive... really expensive. Tx $80, $60, $40 ?
http://fordtheatres.org/en/events/seasonataglance

http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/82598.pdf

"We shouldn't be struggling this much. God love the Museum of Contemporary Art, which can raise
$100 million in 10 months to endow itself," he said. "They were so successful they moved the goal
posts to $150 million, and we're just trying to keep our heads above water."

http://www.latimes.com/local/la-me-0126-lopez-homeboy-
20140126,0,3300815.column#ixzz2reOGeCiy

Young Musicians Foundation: Gamer Jams: Music Behind the Screen
FRI Sept. 27, at 8:30PM



Pairing classical music with pop culture, Young Musicians Foundation offers a one-of-a-kind show as they highlight
a rich but often overlooked component of the video game industry. Led by conductor Roger Kalia, the 65-member
youth orchestra will perform the soundscapes of popular video games in Gamer Jams: Music Behind the Screen.

Audiences will be immersed in the digital world of the ultimate pop medium through a display of live music,
synchronized lighting and video projection.

Tickets: $80, $60, $40
Subscribers & Friends of the Ford: $64, $48, $32

----- Original Message-----

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Mon, Feb 18, 2013 8:53 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- The Zev Anson Ford... soundproofing the 101

The following bits caught my attention:

May 29, 2012 - Wendell (Adam) Davis salary supplement ($ amount unknown):
http:/file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/68684.pdf

July 3 2012 - $7.5 million
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/69569.pdf

Sept. 25, 2012 - $7,500
Supervisor Yaroslavsky
Ford Theatre Foundation in the amount of $7,500 (12-4279)

Dec 18, 2012 - $9.745 million
http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/g4 2012/cms1 187901.pdf

So | filed a PRA for Master Plan - which you now have...

Things | would like to know...

How many people attended the public input meetings (2 were held)? Was a record
made of the attendees and their backgrounds? One would assume these were the
most self-interested members of the public. Since public dollars will fund the
County's "reinvestment" in the master plan including considerable expansion of
existing facilities, one would like to see a showing of real public engagement

in the process rather than just the affluent patrons and staff closest to the

Ford, both of whom stand to gain the most from this massive public expenditure.
How were these public meetings noticed and advertised? Where were they held?
Was public transit accessible for attendees?

Have any demand studies been done of whether there is really a need for this
facility expansion within the County's theatre arts community (both public and
private)? Considering its out-of-the-way location and poor parking capacity,
wouldn't the County get a bigger bang for its buck by investing in a facility

that is more connected to existing public access and does not require a huge
investment in parking structures? Is there an endowment and capital campaign

planned along with this in order to demonstrate a wide and deep desire for the
2



public to co-invest in this master plan so this does not turn out to be a white
elephant that leaves the public having to pay the long-term legacy costs for an
under-utilized facility? In addition to the expensive access challenges, does

it make sense to invest in more use of a facility that has such big noise

issues? Rather than spend gobs of money mitigating the 101 noise issues, why
not invest in another County facility that doesn't present these problems in the
first place? How many days does Disney Hall sit idle and likewise for other
similar arts venues in LA County?

Page 12 of the master plan is hilarious - cites a need for venues "woven into

the fabric of city life." The Ford will NEVER be that without a huge outlay
completely out of scale for its importance to our civic life and vitality. The

Ford failed as a private facility and has limped along as a viable facility only
through ongoing public subsidy. Nothing suggests a private operator would ever
consider making this kind of investment absent some kind of market analysis. So
why should the County?

Basically this a chance for the very affluent communities around the Ford to

have their own "private" community center that will suck vitality and customers
from other nearby civic areas while further worsening community isolation and
class segregation. Why should someone from a fancy Hollywood Hills subdivision
venture to downtown LA or even Hollywood or Studio City if they can isolate
themselves in their own little "arts village" nestled in the hills just a few

minutes drive from their expensive homes?

Pork/Patronage opportunities for Zev and Co.:

1) Restaurant concession

2) Likely in conjunction with (1) above, a catering/private event space

concession subsidised at great public expense with huge parking facility,

security and landscaping - bar mitzvahs and corporate retreats will be charged
top-dollar, yet the public will be unlikely to get the premium though they will

be left with the economic consequences of this activity being sucked from elsewhere
3) Museum/gallery space will likely be a valuable addition to some well-to-do

donor of Zev's who needs to give their pet not-for-profit something to do

This will be a big stimulus program for all the affluent kids who can't find
real jobs but are happy to be buoyed by the County's generous arts programming
while public safety gets cut in Montabello.

In true Zev fashion, this presents itself as an innocuous, politically correct
arts boost, but it is really a massive disguised re-distribution of precious
arts funding to help an already over-served area and does nothing to help the

overall arts profile in the rest of the County.
Thank you.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3

818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

Resaurant agreement w/ Diamond & Elias Inc. (not sure if it is still in place)
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/55182.pdf




Bottega Consulting (engaged by CEOQ's office to supervise:
http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/q3 2012/cms1 182075.pdf




From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:39 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 4. Fwd: CRD3 -- Jan 22, 2013 -- PROP A -- motion -- What should be done with Prop A
funds that remain unspent? -- Zev Anson Ford?

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>
Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:15 PM PDT
To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 4. Fwd: CRD3 -- Jan 22, 2013 -- PROP A -- motion -- What should be done with

Prop A funds that remain unspent? -- Zev Anson Ford?

Updated: August 5, 2014 -- following August 5th board meeting:

http://www.latimes.com/local/countygovernment/la-me-park-property-tax-20140806-1-story.html

"...under the keen stewardship of the program, the Regional Park & Open Space District
that was created to administer Proposition A has generated $256 million worth of
“‘Excess Funds” that have also been made available for park and open space

purposes.”

What should be done with funds that remain unspent?

However, in the
waning vears of the assessment it becomes a drafting error in which the “last”
20% never gets spent. How can this problem be solved?

How does the Department of
Parks & Recreation propose to administer the wind-down of Proposition A
once Proposition A funding is no longer available?

by Alisa Bellinkoff Katz, Yaroslavsky's Chief Deputy...

MOTION http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/73922.pdf

AGN.NO. )
M OTION BY SUPERVISOR ZEV YAROSLAVSKY January 22, 2013
By any standard, Proposition A — the Los Angeles County Safe Neighborhood
Parks Propositions of 1992 and 1996 — has been a tremendous success. Hundreds of
park, recreation, beach, open space, museum, senior citizen centers, and at-risk youth
facilities have been bought, built, renovated and expanded in every area of the county,
providing benefits to every resident and every property owner. Almost every project
proposed in the measures has been completed, and we are on track to complete the
rest, at the projected cost of $859 million, within the next few years. Additionally,
through its keen stewardship of the program, the Regional Park & Open Space District
that was created to administer Proposition A has generated $256 million worth of
“Excess Funds” that have also been made available for park and open space purposes.
Each of these measures imposed an assessment for a period of 22 years. The
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assessment for Proposition A of 1992 will expire after fiscal year 2014-15, and the
assessment for Proposition A of 1996 will expire after fiscal year 2018-19. The
Regional Park & Open Space District (RPOSD), of which this Board is the Board of
Directors, should consider whether and how a new park funding measure might be

implemented to take the place of Proposition A. In addition, the RPOSD should
examine issues that will arise in the next few years in connection with the impending
phase-out, and take action where necessary to ensure a smooth transition to whatever
may come next.

These issues include the following:

A. Each of these assessments lasts for 22 years, but each also allows for a
slight change in administration after 20 years. On that date, which occurs on
July 1, 2013 for the 1992 assessment, the requirement to spend 80% of the
assessment for capital outlay is removed. If the Board agrees, this could

allow the RPOSD to recoup its full administrative costs, which have in recent
years exceeded the 5% of assessment otherwise available to it.

B. The expiration of the 80% capital outlay requirement will also allow agencies
to expend a portion of Excess Funds for Maintenance & Servicing, if the

Board agrees.

C. The measure allows only 80% of “available” excess to be spent every year on
“Excess Funds” projects. This provision was placed in the measure to ensure
that funds were handled in a fiscally conservative fashion. However, in the
waning years of the assessment it becomes a drafting error in which the “last”
20% never gets spent. How can this problem be solved?

D. Of the $540 million allocated for projects under the 1992 Proposition, $535
million has been committed and $518 million has been paid out. Of the $319
million allocated for projects under the 1996 Proposition, $304 million has

been committed and $282.5 million has been paid out. Of the $256.6 million

made available in “Excess Funds,” almost $150 million has been allocated but
only $79 million has been paid out. There is also an unspent balance of
approximately $47 million in the Maintenance & Servicing fund. Should a firm
deadline be established for the actual expenditure of these funds? What
should be done with funds that remain unspent?

E. Some funds have been allocated to agencies and so technically have been
“spent” by the RPOSD; however, the monies have not actually been used to
buy or build park or open space projects. Should a firm deadline be
established for the actual expenditure of these funds on projects?

F. It appears likely that all funds will not have been expended before the
collection of assessments comes to an end. How does the Department of
Parks & Recreation propose to administer the wind-down of Proposition A

once Proposition A funding is no longer available?

These and other questions should be resolved as quickly as possible so that we
can ensure an orderly and successful phase-out of Propositions A of 1992 and 1996.
I, THEREFORE, MOVE that the Board direct the Regional Park & Open Space
District, in consultation the CEO, County Counsel, financial advisors and consultants as
necessary, to prepare the following:

1. Areport summarizing the projects completed with Proposition A funding to
date;

2. An assessment of the need for capital outlay to buy and build park and open
space projects during the next 10 and 20 years in Los Angeles County;

3. A legal analysis of potential mechanisms to raise the funds identified in Item
2., above;

4. A report in response to the phase-out issues identified as A. to F. in the
preamble to this motion.

ABK/MCC S:\Prop A Phase-Out.1




From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:46 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 5. Fwd: CRD3 -- The County's FY 11-12 Civic Art Program Report is out!!!
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:25 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 5. Fwd: CRD3 -- The County's FY 11-12 Civic Art Program Report is out!!!

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Thu, Feb 21, 2013 7:26 pm
Subject: CRD3 -- The County's FY 11-12 Civic Art Program Report is out!!!

http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/g1 2013/cms1_190762.pdf

Don't miss the bureaucratic work of art on page one of the report... the CC list... call it a japanese
neoclassical arrangement on the title Executive Officer...Chief Executive Officer, Deputy Chief
Executive Officer, Acting Senior Assistant Executive Officer, Senior Manager, Chief
Executive Office.

I'll riff for a moment... how about: Acting Senior Assistant Chief Deputy Executive Officer
... In training. lol

But nary a word about old John Anson Ford. Which | found surprising. You'd think plenty of local artists
would be cooking up installations. For some reason not too much noise re: the Zev Anson Ford...
(other than the 101) Sorry.

Anyway, the Civic Art report is interesting. They spend a lot of real money on art and presumably artists -
- and a few (not enough) school programs. [my point about blowing through 70 million on a restaurant
venuel].

| do worry wince when | see a $304,000 mural for the Bob Hope Patriotic hall. Not because | don't love
murals, | do, in fact. The Bob Hope Patriotic Hall restoration commenced in 2006, cost $48 million
dollars...and still isn't done-- doh! I'll spare you a conniption here-

Seeing the San Angelo Multi-purpose Center among the listed projects tugged on my heart strings for the
artist, Mara Lonner.
| remember July 17, 2012 when Gloria Molina for no stated reason flushed a $292,000 net-zero energy

design down the proverbial toilet, along with Mara's work, | think. Maybe it will survive.
I'm sure she got to keep her small check, but as you know, a successful commission
can be more valuable for a local artist. It was very weird, because the architect, Michael
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Lehrer, who is highly respected, told me that the project was already out to bid... That's
a huge red flag -- all the community engagement stuff had already happened. Lehrer is
an award winning architecture firm and the chap was geniunely flummoxed. Molina
swung the axe, but nobody quite knows why. Like a movie star who won't wear the
custom made dress. If | were the producer, I'd say "put it on, It's net-zero energy and it

cost 300 grand!"
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/69869.pdf

San Angelo Multi-Purpose Center

Artist Mara Lonner worked closely with the project architect to design a 37-foot long lasercut
steel artwork that reaches across the entire the south wall of the building. Three larger-than-
life bronze flowers will blossom from the two dimensional panels. The back of the artwork
will be coated with a florescent paint to create a halo glow, adding to the dynamic cast
shadows of the patterned pieces.

245 San Angelo Dr.

La Puente, CA 91746

First

$38,000

Project Name

Description

Address

District

Civic Art Budget

Department Parks and Recreation

CP Number CDC




From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 8:54 AM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 6. Fwd: CRD3 -- Take three town meetings a day and call me in the morning!!!
Attachments: pb-120831-shock-camp-nj-07.photoblog600.jpg; ATT00001.htm; CRD3_--_Exhibit_A,

_as_to_why Wendy Watanabe should_not_be the auditor_oversensei Paul_Tanaka's_ma
sterpiece_--_Get_Smarter_10_4 12 -- LA CountyMaritime_Operations.pdf; ATT00002.htm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:39 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 6. Fwd: CRD3 -- Take three town meetings a day and call me in the morning!!!

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: ESP3800 <ESP3800@aol.com>

Cc: newstips <newstips@latimes.com>; molina <molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; dknabe
<dknabe@bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>;
markridley-thomas <markridley-thomas@bos.lacounty.gov>; bfujioka <bfujioka@ceo.lacounty.gov>;
constituent <constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov>; executiveoffice <executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov>
Sent: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 9:05 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- Take three town meetings a day and call me in the morning!!!

The cat is out of the bag, big meeting on the jails Tuesday March 19, 2013, including S-1, a preview of
the nearly 1 Billion dollar plan to build a new Men's Central Jail at 11am. S-5is at 1pm, where the Sheriff
and his posse report back on his self-improvement efforts, from this year's Sheriff of the year. According
to the Sheriff, there have been 1572 town meetings in the jails since October 2011. Which you may not
know is nearly three a day. The Board of Supervisors has one Board meeting in the time the Sheriff has

21 Town Meetings.



From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Subject: CRD3 -- Exhibit A, as to why Wendy Watanabe should not be the auditor over sensei Paul Tanaka's masterpiece --
Get Smarter 10/4/12 -- LA County Maritime Operations

Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 3:38 pm

Attachments: GET_SMART_-_Recap.pdf (6073K), Sheriff's_Maritime_Audit__10_4 12.pdf (1602K), BACA_-- CCJV-Transcript-
7-27-12-FINAL-FOR-POSTING.pdf (598K)

FYI -- We're all listening.

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: newstips <newstips @latimes.com>; esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>; dknabe
<dknabe @bos.lacounty.gov>; markridley-thomas <markridley-thomas @bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>;
molina <molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; bfujioka <bfujioka@ceo.lacounty.gov>; constituent
<constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov>; executiveoffice <executiveoffice @bos.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Sun, Oct 7, 2012 11:35 am

Subject: CRDS3 -- Get Smarter 10/4/12 -- LA County Maritime Operations

Wendy Watanabe the fearless Auditor Controller of Los Angeles County has finally slipped her report on the Sheriff's
Maritime division into the mix. It's only four months late but given what we already know - it is not at all encouraging.

Turns out there are four separate Sheriff units that comprise the Sheriff's Maritime operations - three are managed, if
you can call it that, by the Sheriff's Field Operations Region Il division. The Special Enforcement Bureau which
constitutes about a third of the fleet is run by the Homeland Security division.

THE UNITS

-Marina del Rey (MDR) w/ emphasis on county coastline near Marina and Santa Monica Bay.
-Parks Bureau patrols Castaic and Pyramid Lakes.

-Avalon Station patrols Catalina and San Clemente Islands.

-Special Enforcement Bureau (SEB) conducts specialized missions in county waterways.

ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT

It is not a surprise that according to Wendy Watanabe - who should be pictured, wearing a life-vest to highlight the
absurdity of her signing off on the Get Smart Sonar vessel in June - to slip under a September 30, 2012 funding
deadline, has determined, five months after setting out on this voyage, that Sheriff Baca needs to improve the
tracking of maritime operations and cost.

At this time shockingly, a basic level of accountability is simply not happening... at alll!!

-None of the units track vessel usage.
-Maritime units do not always track objectives and resources for operations and activities.
-No standard or benchmarks have been established to evaluate maritime operations.

THE FLEET

The Sheriff has 30 vessels, but since he does not track vessel usage or maritime activities, Watanabe

was unable to determine if this was enough. Any suggestion that this division needs beefing up is insane, to use the
official term. (See Get Smart Recap)

-MDR has six vessels, but only three are available on any given day and the unit uses only two.
[This is not a riddle.]

-SEB has no information about its activities.
[Red Flag]

-AVALON station management complained that inboard gasoline engines, have a greater risk of explosion, so new
boats.... See OMG -- (See Get Smart Recap)

STAFFING



MDR Station claim they do not have enough deputy boat operators to cover the maritime shifts they currently work.
Often one deputy, sometimes with limited experience, as opposed to a minimum of two, operate vessels alone,
creating safety risks.

Watanabe notes that without activity and staffing information it's difficult to assess what's really needed.

VESSEL ACQUISITION AND OPERATING COST

Watanabe's analysis reveals that 18 of the 30 vessels were acquired through grants or donations. Obviously there is
big difference between state funding and a donor gift. Watanabe's report has no specificity. 3 vessels were
purchased with county funds.

For the remaining 9 vessels the Sheriff could not produce acquisition method or cost and did not record these 9
vessels in the county's eCAPS accounting system, as required by county fiscal policy.
[Tanaka-ccounting]

For this reason the auditor, who may or may not get seasick, was unable to assess the value of these 9 vessels. The
21 registered vessels were estimated to have cost 7.1 million.

Since the Sheriff does not separately track operating costs, they are seamlessly blended into unit or patrol stations
total operating costs.

Watanabe's recommendations:

Sheriff's management:

1. Improve the tracking and evaluation of maritime operations' objectives, resource usage, and activities.

2. Evaluate their current vessels to ensure they are appropriate for their unassigned usage.

3. Evaluate maritime unit staffing, and consider training additional deputies to operate vessels.

4. Evaluate the feasibility of obtaining customs officer cross-designation for boat operators in other appropriate
Sheriff's units.

5. Record all vessels in eCAPS, including the acquisition method and total cost/value of acquiring and outfitting
vessels for use.

6. Consider tracking maritime costs separately.

7. Evaluate the feasibility of consolidating all maritime operations into an existing single unit.

CRD3 recommendations:

Get rid of both Tanaka and Baca

Though it is tempting to wait for the Aero Bureau division audit, inform the public immediately as to yet another piece
of the puzzle that points to the management change desperately needed in the Sheriff's department. If the feeling is,
'Steady As She Blows', after consuming the attached and below - including a dazzling exchange on the status of the

Electronic Monitoring program, at end of GET SMART recap doc...

| would be very surprised.

Sheriff Lee Baca -- 7-27-12 _CCJV Transcript -- Page 200 (11 of PDF in attached packet) -

"And what I'm saying is what's problematic here is that everyone's to blame and I'll take the blame for everyone
because of my position as the Sheriff." [Line 14-17]

"l know the policy. And | know how to write policy. And so I've written several policies here that are critical to your
commission. | appointed Paul Tanaka as the undersheriff because he's uniquely qualified for this position. You go
through two recessions and you're losing hundreds of millions of dollars for the public service mission, you do need a
C.P.A. I've had non C.P.A financial officers, they do a terrific job. But when it comes to the hard times, they don't do
a terrific job. And when we ran the budget over 25 million and | told the Board of Supervisors | was going to pay back
the 25 million in the next fiscal year. I'm the only department that ever ran over their budget and paid it back. So
there's a lot of things that Mr. Tanaka is able to do that he probably doesn’t get enough credit for. When it
comes down to the so-called values and standards of the departments, which | have cherished and | helped write, |
don't believe in talking about things in a way that confuses the deputies or confuses anybody."



Report of the Citizens' Commission on Jail Violence - Page 51

"By contrast, LASD provisions on the use of force are neither comprehensive nor easy to understand. There is
no single, comprehensive, and organized policy, and the various provisions do not reflect unified higher-level
principles governing all policies related to the use of force. Use of force provisions are scattered in seemingly
random chapters and subsections in the Manual, as well as in unit directives, facility memoranda and other written
orders. A deputy or supervisor would need to spend hours even to locate -- let alone read and understand --
the various provisions relating to the use of force scattered throughout thousands of pages in the

Manual. For example, the force reporting provisions follow a provision concerning the rent control laws and are
located hundreds of pages after policies describing when force is appropriate.”

COPYPASTE:

Zev's Blog: A boatload of homeland security

Its crews
have
secured
evidence
from
offshore pot
busts. Its
advanced
sonar helped
locate
wreckage
from a mid-
air plane
crash off the
coast three
years ago.

But mostly
the Ocean
Rescue II
spends its
days
scanning for
a threat that
its crew hopes will never appear on any law enforcement blotter: the possibility that weapons of mass destruction might
be smuggled into the massive Port of Los Angeles.

“This boat essentially provides homeland security for the entire L.A.County coast,” says Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Lt. Jack Ewell, who has worked on the 55-foot-long, super-high-tech vessel since its deployment in the port three years
ago.

Paid for with a $2.25 million federal grant from the Department of Homeland Security and operated by a rotating 3-
man crew from the sheriff’s special enforcement bureau, the Ocean Rescue II can scan ship hulls for traces of biological,



radiological, chemical and nuclear weapons and can transmit the data to onshore labs in real time. Its sonar sees threats
in the murkiest waters; its remote underwater vehicle can pluck bombs from ship bottoms and retrieve evidence 3,000
feet underwater.

“It's pretty unique,” says David Gutierrez, vice-president of manufacturing at Willard Marine in Anaheim, which custom-
built the vessel for the Sheriff’s Department. "It looks like just a standard boat with a lot of bells and whistles, but it's a
very important piece of equipment at the port.”

But the combination of all that technology and salt air is an ongoing issue: “You have to keep it painted, maintain the
engines—to keep a boat like that working 7 days a week requires a lot of maintenance,” Ewell says.

“It’s like a patrol car,” agrees Gutierrez. “It has to always be ready to go.”

This, Ewell says, is why the sheriff hopes to bring in a backup with the help of a $3 million federal grant won by the
department last year.

“A second boat will give us the capability to rotate vessels, or to have two boats in the water at the same time,” Ewell
says.

It also will add to the sheriff’s already impressive counter-terrorism arsenal, which includes a radiation-detecting
helicopter and a biological- and chemical-weapon-sniffing Labrador named Johnny Ringo.

At least eight of the 34 boats in the sheriff's department fleet are assigned to the Special Enforcement Bureau, which
includes the Homeland Security Division where Ewell works. Another dozen—including an offshore vessel with nuclear
detection capabilities—patrol out of Marina del Rey or Catalina Island.

Backing them up, of course, are maritime forces from the U.S. Coast Guard as well as port-stationed boats manned by
the Long Beach police, the Port of Los Angeles police and other law enforcement agencies.

The stakes are high, Ewell explains.

“It's been estimated that an incident that shut down the port here would cost theU.S.economy $2 billion a day,” he says.
“Forty percent of the nation’s imports come through here, and our coastal region is heavily populated. It would devastate
the region if anything were to affect the port.”

So far, Ewell says, the boat’s daily scanning hasn’t uncovered any dirty bombs. (“Believe me, you'd know it if they did."”)

But it has been put to other uses. In April 2010, for instance, the sheriff’s department used it to help secure a large
cache of marijuana from an isolated cove on Catalina Island where a smuggler’s boat had been stranded.

And in 2009, when two private planes collided in mid-air off the coast of Long Beach, Ewell says, “the boat was used
for two weeks straight to recover parts of the planes, and to find the victimsand return the remains to their families.”

The second boat, if authorized next week by the Board of Supervisors, would similarly do double duty, Ewell says. Like
Ocean Rescue 11, it is expected to be equipped with advanced life support equipment, and to be set up for large-scale
diver operations.

“We'll use it on medical emergencies, criminal investigations, plane crashes,” he says. “The way budgets are these days,
you have to get a lot of bang from the buck.”

Posted 1/10/12 - a day that will also live in infamy!!!! Best, Target Preven, CRD3



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 8:54 AM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 7. Fwd: CRD3 -- Public Request to post the John Anson Ford Master Plan on the
Supplemental Agenda

Attachments: image001.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:47 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 7. Fwd: CRD3 -- Public Request to post the John Anson Ford Master Plan on the
Supplemental Agenda

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: ADavis <ADavis@arts.lacounty.gov>

Cc: lzucker <lzucker@lacountyarts.org>; abkatz <abkatz@bos.lacounty.gov>; newstips
<newstips@latimes.com>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; markridley-thomas <markridley-
thomas@bos.lacounty.gov>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>; dknabe <dknabe@lacbos.org>; molina
<molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; pkim <pkim@counsel.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Thu, Jan 30, 2014 6:00 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- Public Request to post the John Anson Ford Master Plan on the Supplemental Agenda

Hi, Adam:

Thanks for reaching out.

We have not met, but | am familiar with your work. As you know by now, | adore the
open air vibe at the John Anson Ford and I'm a bit an open government aficionado, too.

The public is going to put more than $10 million dollars in precious cap improvement
money into a project next Tuesday, but do not have the full picture that you and Ms.
Zucker and others presumably have, like what is the total budget? Are you aware of
how much money has been approved for work at the John Anson Ford in the last few
years?

-How much of that work that was previously earmarked has actually been completed?
-What is the master plan?

-How does this $10,000,000 relate to the master plan?

-What is the total cost of the project and timeline?

-How much is for the new offices & parking?



-How much is for the restaurant/gallery?

I remember when Michael Govan came down recently with Ms. Pisano, he was chastised by a cranky
Supervisor who shall remain nameless, after giving a detailed presentation that | thought was quite
strong, because he did not bring visual aids on the LACMA plans.

On the John Anson Ford project the pubic has seen nothing, as far as | know. The master
plan and related studies have never been posted or made public. Is that right?

| only know that those materials exist because | attended a board meeting and asked about it. The third
district public affairs maven directed me to do a public records act request, which, reluctantly, and at my
expense, | did. But, as Supervisor Yaroslavsky, once told me, "you are only one resident from District 3."

He's right.
As a preservationist, | have my own opinion, but what about everybody else?

It seemed to me that there were only two lightly attended workshops some years ago, and | remember
wondering if those who attended the workshops were individuals close to the project? Were

they? Did the department of regional planning do a mailer? | am pleased that you

intend to have more meetings because in no way was the outreach on this robust and
the public has a big appetite for outreach details... it's zeitgeisty.

It is essential, therefore, that the master plan and the studies and the renovation program be posted for
several weeks so that people can understand and then fully embrace what is happening... or perhaps
raise issues or concerns.

Adam, | assume that you and Laura take seriously the obligation and responsibility to make plans for
exciting public works PUBLIC before approval.

I'll copy Alisa B. Katz, Zev's Chief of staff, and ask her if this is the last chance that the public has to
understand the project before the money is committed, but regardless of her response, because Ms. Katz
is understandably busy, please post a reasonable roadmap tomorrow on the supplemental agenda --
sometimes referred to [in anger] as the Green sheet!!

Laura attended this Tuesday's meeting, so she knows what | mean.

| want you to know that everybody adores the arts community downtown, in fact, Supervisor Knabe was
specifically identified as an Arts Champion! [Disclosure: it was from a nice chap who he was honoring
with scroll, but it's actually true -- all the supervisors are -- Knabe's been funding Opera for educators for
years!]

Anyway, the takeaway from the standing room only meeting was that capital improvement money needs
to be distributed where it is most needed, and the supervisors need to be prepared to go to the mat to
explain the priorities to their many and varied constituents. Next Tuesday...

Kindly confirm receipt.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From: Davis, Adam <ADavis@arts.lacounty.gov>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Thu, Jan 30, 2014 3:59 pm

Subject: RE: CRD3 -- Follow-up on John Anson Ford




Dear Mr. Preven,

Thank you for your interest in the Ford Theatres project. We are working to send up a public scoping
meeting in the coming weeks. | will make sure you are invited to this meeting. If you have any questions
please feel free to contact me.

Best,

Adam Davis

Managing Director of Productions

Los Angeles County Arts Commission
John Anson Ford Theatres
323-856-5793

=l

From: Zucker, Laura

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2014 4:36 PM

To: Davis, Adam

Subject: Fw: CRD3 -- Follow-up on John Anson Ford

Pls handle.

From: esp3800@aol.com [mailto:esp3800@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2014 04:05 PM

To: Zucker, Laura

Subject: CRD3 -- Follow-up on John Anson Ford

Hi:
It was very nice running into you today at the board meeting. Re: posting a quick "Where we are' 'where
we are going' and 'when' document alongside the proposed master plan for the Ford ...

... would be happy to speak on the phone in next day or so, if convenient, or, if you've already posted,
please direct me to the link. Thanks.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:13 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 8. Fwd: CRD3 -- FOUR MONTHS LATER -- 50f6 -- Community Development
Commission to accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds --

Attachments: CRD3_--_Community_Development_Commission_--_LACK_OF_INTERNAL_CONTROL.pdf;
ATTO00001.htm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:52:59 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 8. Fwd: CRD3 -- FOUR MONTHS LATER -- 50f6 -- Community Development
Commission to accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds --

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Mon, Feb 3, 2014 9:49 am

Subject: CRD3 -- FOUR MONTHS LATER -- 50f6 -- Community Development Commission to accept up
to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds --

Mark Ridley-Thomas wants the Community Development Commission to oversee

the Vermont corridor renovation and for Zev to butt out of Second District business...
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VYS6sFWwZ-A [Running time: 2:26]

CRD3 wants the John Anson Ford Master Plan made public before another $10 million in 2014!!!

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hzhIX5YGxVQ [Running time: 1:18]

http://fordtheatres.org/UserFiles/File/2010%20Summer/LATimesCultureMonster MasterPlan.pdf
"Thank you, Sir. Item 12 today was delayed. And apparently we do need a Vin Scully
down here, as Supervisor Yaroslavsky intimated last week, or a couple weeks ago. ltem
12 was some capital improvement projects. And the reason why it was contentious is
because of the different district offices were getting theirs and one getting the other, one
getting this and that. Supervisor Yaroslavsky got a $10 million John Anson Ford
delivery. But unfortunately that money was one in a series of deliveries of money. And

1



Laura Zucker, who is the head of the LA County arts, has agreed to post the plan, the
master plan for the John Anson Ford redo that's coming up down the road. And then
we'll all get a chance to look at it before next week. | appreciate that and look forward to
scrutinizing it the way we would in any community, like Mark Ridley-Thomas's or Mayor

Antonovich's or Gloria Molina's or or yours, Sir. Like with county golf. Thank you."
Eric Preven

llHa!"

Don Knabe

IMPLEMENTING THE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BLUE RIBBON
COMMISION ON CHILD PROTECTION http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/82771.pdf

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Thu, Oct 3, 2013 12:41 am

Subject: CRD3 -- 50f6 -- Community Development Commission to accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA
funds --

Authorize the Community Development Commission to
accept up to $10,000,000 in First 5 LA funds into Fiscal

Year 2013-14 approved bUdget http:/file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/79953.pdf

"This is a First 5 matter. We're essentially accepting these dollars for the purposes of our moving forward
with the implementation of services to youth and their families. This adds to the $25 million that was
adopted last year. And we are taking advantage of the good work of the community development
commission for this purpose.”

Mark Ridley-Thomas

Does that mean that the Antelope Valley's growth in homelessness and reduction of capacity would be
considered? And if so, how would that be?
Mike Antonovich

"Given the motion and the timeline that's before us, time is an urgent matter. The First 5 board has an
expectation that this N.O.F.A. be out by the end of october."
Sean Rogan

"Dr. Southard, yesterday at the blue ribbon commission, the issue came up with the department of
children and family services, the department of public health, health services and I.A.S.H.A. That they
have trouble getting the mental health information from our departments of mental health on homeless

2



families and other families in distress. Why can't a portion of the grant funds be used to create a system
to ensure communication among departments and agencies to provide those services to the homeless
families?"

Mike Antonovich

"If there are obstacles that are related to financing of systems to assist the provision of that information,
mental health department would be eager to find resources to do that."
Marv Southard

"Next week would be too late?"
Mike Antonovich

"It would mean it would be two weeks. That's the problem."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"We were told that the department of mental health was not sharing that information. So if we could have
a report back from the C.E.O. On that precise issue."
Mike Antonovich

"Certainly, Supervisors."
Marv Southard

"Through sequestration and budget cuts, H.U.D. Is messaging that our jurisdiction should anticipate about
an 8 percent-- 5 to 8 percent cut in homeless service dollars. So here in Los Angeles and the Los
Angeles continuum of care, we have about a $7 million potential reduction in funding that can come in
and serve programs that are already operating."

Mike Arnold

"l have a question. It claims that it's all for subsidies. Is there any administrative costs that C.D.C. Is
taking from it?"
Gloria Molina

"Yes. 8 percent."
Mike Arnold

"8 percent of how much?"
Gloria Molina

"Half of what it was before."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"I'm sorry."
Gloria Molina

"Half of what it was before. "
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Half of what it was before? They shouldn't get any. So how much is that out of this amount?"
Gloria Molina

"$800,000 for the $10 million. "
Sean Rogan

"It was 15 before, correct? And fully justified as such. On the 25 [million] it was 15 [percent], was it not?
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"l don't know what the exact number is so | don't want to be misquoted.”
Sean Rogan

"But you know i'm somewhere in the region. And you argued as hard as you could to make sure that the
administrative fee was such that you could do the best job that the agency could do. And the fact of the
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matter is what's fair is fair. And we are now moving with roughly 8 percent. And we will get every ounce of
our money's worth because we've turned to this agency because they consistently have done what we
think is a reputable job. And we thank you. And 5 percent sounds better. Anything more for now?
Supervisor?"

Mark Ridley-Thomas

"He wanted 15 percent from you, too? "
Zev Yaroslavsky

"Yeah, he did."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Son of a gun."
Zev Yaroslavsky

"It's really shameful. They already do this work. And | just can't believe they'd take any administrative
money into it. It's children's money."
Gloria Molina

"All right. Thanks very much."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"All right. Mr. Chairman, | just want to say that | think Sean and his department have done a really good
job on administering this program. The program you're about to embark under, the one we did last year,
they came in with a gun to your head with no time left to do it. You administered it. You got the money
out. You got the contracts signed. The money is getting out the door really, from my point of view in
record time. Somebody was going to have to pay for it. We were going to have to pay somebody to do it.
If we didn't pay C.D.C., we would have to pay the consultant to do it. This is a better deal and they know
what they're doing. So | just wanted to say that, leaving all joking aside, that Sean has delivered and
that's pretty good."

Zev Yaroslavsky

"Thank you very much, Supervisor Yaroslavsky. Any further comment on the matter?"
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Yes, | think | have to. This wasn't a criticism of Sean and his work. He does great work. | just think it
should have been a straight up subsidy that First 5 could have done instead of relaying it here.
Gloria Molina

"All right. Thanks very much. The item is before us. Are there any objections to moving forward

With the item as amended?"
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Yes. I'd like to abstain as it's a new term around here."
Gloria Molina

"A term of art."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"Not new."
Zev Yaroslavsky

"New and improved."
Mark Ridley-Thomas

"It hasn't been new since Ridley-Thomas got here. [Laughter]."
Zev Yaroslavsky

"Well, I'm glad to know that I've made a contribution. Thank you so much."
Mark Ridley-Thomas



CRD3: The Community Development Commission was found in June to have serious
INTERNAL CONTROL issues

after KCET ran a piece on Knabe "Family Ties" and in particular, a toxic Enterprise
Rental Car procurement. www.socalconnected.org - search for "family ties"

Also, in July 2012, $87.3 million from First 5 LA was transferred to the county’s health
and mental health departments to fight childhood obesity, provide Ins. coverage for
children and substance abuse treatment for parents. Sheila Shima of CEO said the
money would be held in a... special county fund in order to streamline administrative
processes. Molina may have had it right, a classic "rip-off."

http://egpnews.com/2012/08/supervisor-calls-87-3m-in-funding-for-children’s-programs-
a-‘rip-off’/

10.



From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Subject: CRD3 -- Community Development Commission -- LACK OF INTERNAL CONTROL
Date: Sun, Aug 11, 2013 12:44 pm

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: newstips <newstips@latimes.com>

Cc: constituent <constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov>; molina <molina@bos.lacounty.gov>; fifthdistrict <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>; dknabe
<dknabe@bos.lacounty.gov>; zev <zev@bos.lacounty.gov>; markridley-thomas <markridley-thomas@bos.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Sat, Jun 22, 2013 4:35 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- Community Development Commission -- LACK OF INTERNAL CONTROL

http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/77626.pdf

This item buried late last week, and not scheduled before the board, is a great example of why the auditor is practically useless. It was only a
couple weeks ago that Watanabe was lauded for securing $742,000,000 in CRA money by investing $1,000,0000 in overtime, yet it appears that
the CDC is apparently underspending it's budget by almost $100 million annually. Worse, this was/is during one of the hardest economic periods
in years. Arggh. That's like 20% of the money earmarked, but not invested...in the community. See attached page 18 for the reasons. For CRD3,
it makes no sense and quite frankly, doesn't cut it.

As always, with run-of-the-mill county bungling, all of the following problems are merely relics from a bygone era (2010)...."relax, we've already
improved everything." Like the jails, and the DCFS. A brand new procurement team leader, identified as a lawyer, has been brought in to remedy
the appalling mismanagement. It better not be Mike Gennaco. The former procurement officer has apparently left.

-CDC supervision of overtime has been lax at best.

-CDC Management has kept no written justifications for Sole Source purchasing.

The auditor also found that the CDC staff did not always follow the commission's contracting procedures. Those procedures are being completely
rewritten by July 1, 2013, yet we have not heard back from Ellen Sandt or Mr. Yaroslavsky about the countywide initiative to improve this category.

Apparently, evaluators did not always sign conflict of interest statements and evaluator comments did not always adequately support the assigned
scores. Dates for approvals were left off documents so it was hard to tell the sequence of approval.

In one 1.2 million dollar contract, [most of this stuff was 2010, so why it took three years is baffling] CDC did not document their method for
selecting a shortlist vendor, or indicate how vendors would be selected. Nor did CDC have any written procedures for selecting proposers from a
list of qualified vendors. Important to remmeber that the Board of supervisors is the overseeing board for this group, personally. They could install
folks who would pay attention, but that would involve relinquishing control.

Auditor found invoices where CDC paid higher rates than specified in the contract and one instance where CDC did not take an available discount.
CDC staff have not been "signing conflict of interest statements before evaluating proposals" as is required.

Bottom line, "contract solicitation outreach efforts" are bad to extra bad. For the six solicitations reviewed, CDC staff did not document when the
solicitation notices were mailed to vendors and the auditor could not determine if the notices were timely or, in many cases, who they were sent
to. PFFFFT.

Anyone remember ...Enterprise rent a car ... an Englander Knabe & Allen client have benefited from these lax protocols. (see below)

CDC must ensure that proposal scores are adequately supported. The Auditor found numerous instances where comments did not support the
assigned scores. Two of five (40%) of the five evaluations reviewed were not scored in accordance with CDC procedures.

Now, CDC has some new procedures that will be unveiled July 1, 2013.

Let's ALL look the new procedures over together to be sure they are clean and simple. And the public wants
the report back to Mike D. Antonovich, on what actions have been taken in connection with the Enterprise rental car imbroglio.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

Copypaste:
CRD3 -- If it walks like a duck and it quacks like a duck... it could be bid-rigging!!! (Enterprise)

From esp3800 esp3800@aol.com

To jlacey jlacey@da.lacounty.gov, kamala.harris kamala.harris@doj.ca.gov

Cc newstips newstips@latimes.com, constituent constituent@auditor.lacounty.gov, fraudnet fraudnet@gsa.gov
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Find the link below for the report back from the Auditor-Controller that we've all been waiting for following last year's KCET piece on Knabe
"Family Ties" and in particular, the toxic Enterprise Rental Car procurement. www.socalconnected.org - search for "family ties"

http://ffile.lacounty.gov/bc/q1 2013/cms1 189487.pdf

The report by the Auditor Controller confirms key findings "by the media" and concludes that "Community Development Commission's (CDC)
outreach was substantially inadequate given the many competitors in the retail vehicle leasing industry in Southern California" but the
investigators found "no evidence showing familiar business relationships between the three enterprise employees and four CDC employees
involved with the solicitation."

CRDa3: This type of investigation ought to be conducted by law enforcement not The Office of County Investigations (OCI). Time and time again
this group provides an unwanted cushion for even the most hard to stomach actions and or omissions that may constitute serious criminal
misconduct. Watanabe who is an auditor appointed by the Board will admit that such wrongdoing is for the District Attorney, Attorney General or
Federal investigators to determine.

On January 15, 2013, prior to publishing this report back that had been called for urgently by Supervisor Antonovich, OCI "met with CDC
management.”" The CDC expressed general agreement with the findings and recommendations. They will respond in 30 days.

CRD3: This explicitly subverts the protocol the public expects - which is a thorough dragging out into the light of day. A credible independent
investigation by law enforcement is needed without further delay.

Matt Knabe (Lobbyist for Enterprise) and Don Knabe (Voting member of Community Development Commission)

The Board of Supervisors currently serves as the Commissioners of the CDC setting policy for the agency. In Fiscal Year 2012-2013 the
agency has a budget of $485 million and a total staff size of 551. Over 74 percent of the CDC's funding comes from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Matt Knabe told investigators that he was unaware of the CDC's vehicle leasing and fleet services solicitation until the proposed contract with
Enterprise appeared on the board's agenda for March 6, 2012 -- http:/file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/66779.pdf ;

Mr. Matt Knabe told the auditor controller that "no one from his firm (EKA) had any contact with Don Knabe about the solicitation." The
investigators found no evidence to support any attempts to influence the award of this fleet services contract" worth nearly 2 million dollars.

CRD3: That's nice, but the public is not willing to take Matt Knabe at his word alone. Too many issues have arisen, and the notion of he himself
conducting an investigation among his employees is insufficient to restore confidence. Matt Knabe attended the Board meeting on March 6 and
or March 13, 2012 presumably to help Santos Kreimann and his client, Modern Parking Inc., to secure a deal to manage more than 10,000
parking spaces for County Beaches and Harbors, over spectacular objection. This matter was also addressed in the Socal Connected piece.
Modern Parking Inc. has subsequently stopped lobbying with EKA and the lobbying firm has added Standard Parking as its new Parking client.
Though this practice may be common it begs numerous questions as to who, specifically, is controlling the awarding of county contracts. [EKA
recently dumped Come Land Maintenance and picked up Diamond Contract Services in the janitorial sector -- worthy of careful scrutiny.]

Mr. Kreimann completed his ethics training on December 3, 2012, after years of serving as Director of Beaches and Harbors without AB1234
ethics training, as is required. A critical part of Mr. Kreimann's job in that role is to meet behind closed-doors with Marina del Rey developers,
some of whom may now be experiencing investigation by the District Attorney regarding various Assessor-related malfeasances. For the last
nine months Mr. Kreimann has played a key role in the Assessor's office as, CEO Bill Fujioka's ‘exceptional manager'. He has allegedly been
sorting through cases to determine which may require further review by the DA's Public Integrity Division. This type of sifting should obviously
not be done by the man who worked closely with numerous Marina del Rey developers. The public takes exception with that ‘exceptional’
arrangement.

Executive Director, Sean Rogan
Investigators interviewed the CDC's Executive Director, Sean Rogan, who stated that he was "100% confident that there was absolutely no

influence in regards to the Supervisor's son." He added that, "There certainly wasn't any political influence or lobby pressure."

CRD3: How Mr. Rogan knows that, is of great interest. He must mean he felt no pressure of any kind himself. Also of interest for the public is
how in the world such a boldly, toxic-on-its-face, solicitation containing the following passage could pass muster for the county board of
supervisors...?

"Enterprise was the only company that responded to the request. Based on Enterprise being the only respondent, Commission staff has
concluded that Enterprise is the only vendor in the area available to provide the needed services."
[...the area is Southern Californial]

Mr. Rogan claims a contract analyst came to him in December 2012 saying he failed to act appropriately and correct outreach details, because
he/she was simply too embarrassed. The CDC represented to the board that they had sent an email to 50 firms in the fleet rental business. In
fact they only sent the Request for Information (RFI) to 16, but the document attached to the CDC's email did not clearly inform potential vendors
what content was expected and an exhibit that was to accompany the RFI and list the vehicles to be acquired was not included with the email.

Only 10 of the 16 firms were actually in the business of automobile fleet rental. But these ten firms stated that they had no recollection of
receiving an email solicitation. Four firms told investigators that they would have been interested in bidding, had they received the RFI.

The CDC failed to contact over 60 entities in the business of fleet rental. They received just one bid. CRD3: Pffft.

The CDC violated its own policy of not advertising for procurements over $10,000 on their website and the county's website.


http://www.socalconnected.org/
http://file.lacounty.gov/bc/q1_2013/cms1_189487.pdf
http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/66779.pdf

"Substantially inadequate outreach" is a gross understatement.

CRD3 conclusion: The Enterprise deal was rigged. If it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck it is a duck. There is no way that this happened
by chance. This was a rigged bid. We don't yet know by whom, but the OCI report merely confirms that nobody wants to confess to any crimes at
this time. That is of course expected. This matter requires the attention of credible independent investigators - other than Mr. Kreimann - who
are experienced at enforcing bid-rigging and collusion laws. The un-named 'contract analyst' who may be scapegoated here, needs to be
protected by civil rights organizations and applicable whistleblower rules and guidelines.

A full wide investigation is long overdue.
Thank you for your interest in county government.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From March 6, 2012 -

1-D. Recommendation: Approve and authorize the Executive Director to negotiate,
execute, and if necessary, terminate a five-year contract with Enterprise Fleet
Management using up to a total of $1,750,000 in Commission and Housing
Authority program funds for all five years

On motion of Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, seconded by Supervisor
Knabe, this item was approved.

CRD3 notes:
-- no RFP cuz nobody was interested in providing cars to county ?7??

On December 20, 2011, a RFI was issued to determine the feasibility of utilizing
leased vehicles with a full maintenance service program for the Community
Development Commission.

This letter recommends approval of a five-year lease contract with Enterprise Fleet Management

(Enterprise) to provide 61 new leased vehicles and a full maintenance service program for those
vehicles as well as a maintenance program for 17 existing vehicles being retained by the
Commission. The vehicles will be used by Commission and Housing Authority staff.

78 company cars -- for 650 employees -- w/ maint agreement ???

On March 9, 2010, the Board approved a similar agreement with Enterprise for the lease of five
vehicles to be used for the Section 8 inspectors in Lancaster as a pilot program. This program has
proven successful, and when implemented agency-wide, will significantly reduce fleet costs.

In Fiscal Year 2011-2012, the total fleet annual budget was over $880,000, with the average vehicle
age of approximately 8 years with over 76,000 miles. The move to Enterprise will replace the aged
existing fleet with new models and reduce the size of the fleet pool by allowing staff to rent additional
vehicles from Enterprise daily as needed. The estimated fleet budget in future years will be
approximately $580,000, which includes approximately $350,000 per year for the Enterprise
contract, plus fuel, miscellaneous maintenance costs and administrative expenses. This represents
an estimated savings of approximately $300,000 per year.

The Commission issued a Request for Information (RFI) for the purpose of seeking information
regarding leased vehicles with full maintenance service programs. Enterprise was the only company
that responded to the request. Based on Enterprise being the only respondent, Commission staff
has concluded that Enterprise is the only vendor in the area available to provide the needed
services.



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:13 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 9. Fwd: CRD3 -- Zev Anson Ford Update -- Item 12 Tuesday February 11, 2014
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:53:11 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 9. Fwd: CRD3 -- Zev Anson Ford Update -- Item 12 Tuesday February 11, 2014

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Tue, Feb 11, 2014 1:13 am
Subject: CRD3 -- Zev Anson Ford Update -- Item 12 Tuesday February 11, 2014

This item on tomorrow's schedule...re: the proposed partnership schedule... etc.

http://file.lacounty.gov/bos/supdocs/82834.pdf

12. Recommendation: Approve the proposed roster for the John Anson Ford
Amphitheatre’s 2014 season; and authorize the Executive Director to make the
necessary expenditures within the approved Fiscal Year 2013-14 budget to implement
the program. (14-0391)

FORD AMPHITHEATRE
PROPOSED 2014 SUMMER PARTNERSHIP SEASON

*indicates organizations new to Partnership Program

Bellydance Evolution*
Alice in Wonderland
Middle Eastern dance is fused with Western forms in a retelling of this classic story.

Chris Isaacson Presents, LLC*

Broadway Under the Stars

Two evenings with Tony Award-winning artists sharing treasured memories and songs from popular
Broadway shows.

Eastside Luv*
English as a Second Language



An evening of live music by L.A. Latino groups and DJ sets mixing a range of classic Mexican, American
and European rock hits.

Rong Music & Entertainment*
Cosmic Boogie
An evening of experimental and new age music.

| thought they were going to redo the stage last year... and are these the dressing rooms, one wonders
that are going
to be soundproofed...? Sigh.

"This summer, the season will conclude approximately 30 days earlier than in previous
years to accommodate the schedule of capital improvements planned during the
amphitheatre off-season starting on September 15. Anticipated improvements will
include reconstruction of the Ford’s stage, installation of a comprehensive drainage
system for the amphitheatre, renovation of backstage artist dressing and green rooms,
stabilization of the hillside and improvements to the hard and planted landscape to
mitigate erosion, and a redesign of theatrical lighting and sound systems."



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:28 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 10. Fwd: CRD3 -- John Anson Ford Scoping meeting.... & Request for Radius map
Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:53:25 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 10. Fwd: CRD3 -- John Anson Ford Scoping meeting.... & Request for Radius
map

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Wed, Feb 19, 2014 1:04 pm
Subject: CRD3 -- John Anson Ford Scoping meeting.... & Request for Radius map

Very odd but pleasant enough meeting in the small Ford theatre... numerous concerns from locals re:
traffic congestion etc.

Architect Brenda Levin was there... who Zev celebrates (on her website) because she brings a sense of
'‘common ownership and civic pride' and Zucker & Davis were there too. | was disappointed that there
was no model, no presentation form Laura or Adam... or Levin explaining... or introducing [Insert Eli
Broad-type] who is going to take us home on this!!!! It was a format... best described as follow the
sketchy posters and county spinners will answer your questions...

There was a fire retardant blanket that the county team would occasionally inflate to smother a hot
questioner. hehe. | jest, but | delivered my message about transparency.

They made it seem like... oh, we have no idea, the EIR has to come back, then we'll have a better idea...
As you know, the EIR is a safe zone - that gives any agency official an excuse to throw their hands up in
the air...dunno! "Need to wait for the EIR!"

And the funding, they claimed, not approved. | said, what about the 20+ million that has been earmarked
over the last couple years... including the $10 million, last week. Brenda Levin reminded me that the
overall budget was over $100,000,000 million ... | had thought $75,000,000... you corrected me to
$60,000,000...

The current work, going on now, according to Levin, who made it seem like she's supervising is a very
expensive painting of the two old towers. (Argh) Caught my attention, that the new wooden stage
(outdoor) won't be installed until next 2015 off season... she said the new seats were nice. The 299
theatre seems to be...a tool for managing director Davis to be able to provide a year round house to
accommodate some demand...he did not elaborate.

And oddly he complained to me that folks won't come to Ford because they don't like stacked parking and
the restaurant isn't good. Another chap said Crumbles who currently have the conession, cater to the

1



crowd... in a cool artsy local way... for a swedish performance they do swedish meatballs...for a
mexican folkloric... tamales, for a korean dance... kimchee.

so | don't understand. | told Maria Chong-Castillo, Zev's deputy, we should call the new restaurant, Zev's
or maybe Maria's? She winced...

| asked about the increase from 79 or so perfs a season to over 300... this caught the attention of a
neighborhood council rep who was there. He left early, when he saw there was no there, there.

The presentation about what is happening was almost non-existent, beyond those photos we've seen. |
don't think | saw anything new... a lot of weird EIR talk... from county consultants who, one had the
feeling just came from,

the visioning process in marina del rey...

There was one persistent theme...

A number of folks asked about city approvals and the response was always the same..." this is
county jurisdiction. "

But someone pressed... but the Mulholland view council... (tk) do you need their approval?

See Zev.

| was reminded that | asked for a PDF copy of the December 12, 2012 "Right of Entry Permit" for the John
Anson Ford.

I'll keep you posted. {pardon the informality... I'm running.}

CRD3e
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From: Stephanie Eyestone-Jones <s.eyestone@matrixeir.com>
To: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

Sent: Wed, Feb 19, 2014 12:22 pm

Subject: Re: Radius map

Nice meeting you too. We will get you the map and info tomorrow.
Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 19, 2014, at 11:53 AM, "esp3800@aol.com" <esp3800@aol.com> wrote:

Hi, nice meeting you last night at the Ford. Could you send me the radius map,
asap,
with an accompanying description of the specific outreach. ie. how many

emails, mailed letters etc.
Thx. Kindly confirm receipt.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

From: Eric Preven <esp3800@aol.com>

To: s.eyestone <s.eyestone@matrixeir.com>
Sent: Tue, Feb 18, 2014 8:26 pm

Subject: Radius map

Thx,
Eric Preven

Sent from my iPhone



From: Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 4:28 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 11. Fwd: CRD3 -- Radius & outreach for John Anson Ford
Attachments: Radius_and_Outreach_-_John_Anson_Ford_EIR.pdf; ATT00001.htm
Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800(@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:53:34 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 11. Fwd: CRD3 -- Radius & outreach for John Anson Ford

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Mar 3, 2014 11:37 pm
Subject: CRD3 -- Radius & outreach for John Anson Ford

Apparently less than 2000 letters re: the meeting about the John Anson Ford went to the following:

113 agencies

756 owners

389 occupants

451 arts commission emails

See the radius map attached, too.

I still do not, unfortunately, have an idea of what specifically is happening. | got the
feeling that a very expensive painting of the old towers was happening.

But what the ten million Zev approved was for... still, dunno.

| think the Public is entitled to a punch list, but instead we're facing a yearlong EIR...
over sketchy plans, that are not approved...? Comments, as | ref'd earlier, end March 11!

CRD3e



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL

643 KENNETH TIAHN [[ALL OF ADMINISTRATION
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET

LS ANGELLS, CALEFORNIA $D012.2713 FLELEPHINL
[M2974-210d
JOHN I, KRATTLI FACSIMILL
County Counsel {213)617-7182
February 28, 2014 LA

{213) £33-1001

Enc Preven
3758 Reklaw Drive
Studie City, CA 91604

Re:  Request for Radius Map and Outreach Information
Dear My, Preven:

This is in responsc to your Public Records Act request made on
February 18, 2014 for a copy of a radins map and a description of the mailing

outreach regarding the radius map.

We have completed our search and have determined that there 18 1 page of
document responsive to your request. A copy of the radius is enclosed.

With respeel 1o outreach information, there are as follows:

Agency List: 113 - 105 Fed Express, 7 certified mails, 1 in person filing
at County Clerk.

l'ed Lx: 104 addresses

State Clearinghousc Package: 1 address (shipped Fed Ex)
Certified Mail (PO Boxes): 7 addresses

County Clerk: Fited the notice in person

Owners List: 756 - maled by mailing house, regular mail
Occupants List: 389 - maiied by mailing house, regular mail

Total number of stakcholders who recelved the email blast from the Arts
Commission: 451

HOA LR356.1



Eric Preven
February 28, 2014
Page 2

If you have any questions, plcasc contact me at (213) 974-2163.

Very truly yours,

JOIIN F. KRATTLI

PAUL H.S. KI
Deputy County Counsel
Government Services Division
PHSK :lat
Enclosure

TOA.1048556.1
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From:

Kathline J. King [KKing@parks.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 4:08 PM

To: Laura Rodriguez

Cc: Joan Rupert

Subject: Fwd: 12. Fwd: CRD3 -- Items 67c & 67d -- Increase from $127,000/yr to $158,000/yr for the
executive director arts commissioner and the (unclassified designation) not including their
unidentified supplements.

Attachments: Animal_Care_& Arts_ Commision_budgets.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <esp3800@aol.com>

Date: August 8, 2014, 4:54:02 PM PDT

To: <kking@parks.lacounty.gov>

Subject: 12. Fwd: CRD3 -- Items 67¢ & 67d -- Increase from $127,000/yr to $158,000/yr
for the executive director arts commissioner and the (unclassified designation) not
including their unidentified supplements.

Thank you. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Eric Preven
818-645-2616 mobile

From: esp3800 <esp3800@aol.com>

To: bfujioka <bfujioka@ceo.lacounty.gov>

Cc: executiveoffice <executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; dsommers <dsommers@ceo.lacounty.gov>;
mfleming <mfleming@losangelesregister.com>; bculp <bculp@ceo.lacounty.gov>; rsylvester
<rsylvester@losangelesregister.com>; newstips <newstips@latimes.com>; pkim
<pkim@counsel.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Tue, Jun 17, 2014 3:40 pm

Subject: CRD3 -- ltems 67¢ & 67d -- Increase from $127,000/yr to $158,000/yr for the executive director
arts commissioner and the (unclassified designation) not including their unidentified supplements.

2.

Bumps, but not actual pay increases, for the Zev Anson Ford gang.

Attached is the budget for Arts Commission (and Animal Control for benchmarking) -- I just wanted to
understand the 'increase in staff' and 'size and scope' of the arts edu programming-- but the arts commish
budget doesn't track any budgeted positions like other county depts. This must have to do with the
Foundation running things. But, has the staff increased substantially?

I think so. Can you ask Joel to send over an accurate staff list with salaries.
In the recent past | barked about an unidentified supplement being generously provided to Zucker and

Davis -- nothing wrong with generous supplements, but they ought to be disclosed. This is a PRA 6250 et
seq. to see all previous, current and planned, salary supplements for Laura Zucker and Adam Davis dba



Wendell*, including any other compensation packages, to ensure that we are benchmarking with the field,
and not lagging.

Arts development is so important and it is absolutely critical that we not lose this team and thus |
request a delay pending a full review of the ARTS commission budget in advance of the upcoming budget
hearing in June.

During the April/May campaign, 3rd district candidates suggested that we were not spending enough $ on
art... and not equitably enough.

Let's get a report, to be clear.

| propose an Special Iltem (S-1) on all of the great Art stuff we have been admirably doing... inclusive
of the challenges, that the commission may have encountered. 1 think it should be a co-

presentation between the CEQ's Brence Culp, who has roots in the 3rd district and knowledge about the
great work that is being done, supplementally, including a variety of AECOM upgrades. We should also
have Brenda Levin, Zev's favorite architect pontificate briefly about the ongoing EIR... and master plan
budget. We've payed her a lot it would be good to hear her wax poetic about the great plan.

Eric Preven

The County Resident from District 3
818-762-7719

818-645-2616 mobile

67-C Recommendation to adjust the salary range for two (2) non-represented
classifications in the department of the Executive Office of the Board of

Supervisors. The justification for this request is to recognize the expanding role of the
Arts Commission since its original allocation, most notably in the size and scope of the
arts education programs as well as a notable increase in the size of the staff under the
Director.

"Specifically, we are recommending a salary range increase for the position of
Executive Director, Arts Commission from salary range R12 to R15.”

"The projected budgeted annual cost for the salary changes is estimated to total
$36,721"

"Please note, we are recommending changes in the salary range designations,_not
actual pay increases for the current incumbent.”

Monthly....
R15 = Approx. $13,208.42

Iltem #8807

$10,63l.85 EXEC DIRECTOR,ARTS COMMISSION N23 R12

ltem #8808

$10,63l.85 Exzec DIRECTOR,ARTS COMMISSION (UC) N23 R12

67-C. Chief Executive Officer's recommendation: Approve the introduction of an
ordinance amending County Code, Title 6 - Salaries, to adjust the salary range for the
Executive Director, Arts Commission, and the Executive Director, Arts Commission
(Unclassified), in the Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors to recognize the
expanding role of the Arts Commission since its original allocation. (Relates to Agenda
No. 67-D) (14-2762)



Board Letter

2. 67-D. Ordinance for introduction amending County Code, Title 6 - Salaries by
changing the salaries of two non-represented employee classifications for the
Executive Director, Arts Commission, and the Executive Director, Arts
Commission (Unclassified), in the Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors.
INTRODUCE, WAIVE READING, AND PLACE ON THE AGENDA FOR
ADOPTION (Relates to Agenda No. 67-C) (14-2765)

Ordinance
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JANICE Y FUKAI, ALTERNATE PUBLIC DEFENDER

ALTERNATE PUBLIC DEFENDER

FY 2014-15 RECOMMENDED BUDGET POSITIONS = 293.0

DIRECTOR
1.0 POS.

CHIEF DEPUTY

1.0 POS.
DIVISION CHIEF DIVISION CHIEF DIVISION CHIEF DIVISION CHIEF | | DIVISION CHIEF ADMg‘gﬁmﬁT'VE
1.0 POS. 1.0 POS. 1.0 POS. 1.0 POS.
1.0 POS.
[ [ [
ALHAMBRA COMPTON AIRPORT LANCASTER CENTRAL CENTRAL MENTAL HEALTH APPELLATE ADMINISTRATIVE
20 POS 19.0 POS 16.0 POS 16.0.POS FELONY [ MISDEMEANOR COURTS 0 POS SERVICES
' : ' : : ' ' 26.0 POS. 12.0 POS. 2.0 POS. : ' 1.0 POS.
[ [ [
LONG BEACH PASADENA TORRANCE SAN FERNANDO | |CENTRAL FELONY METROPOLITAN SUPPORT LITIGATION/ MANAGEMENT
aaeee 100 POS oS 150 P08 supPORT (- METEOEE SERVICES CEOP/RTW/FMLA| |SERVICES BUDGET
: : : : . : : : 3.0 POS. ’ : 29.0 POS. 1.0 POS. 1.0 POS.
[ [ [
NORWALK POMONA VAN NUYS iﬁzTE'[gg B PARALEGALS | |INVESTIGATIONS Pii%%’é’:f"/
13.0 POS. 12.0 POS. 13.0 POS. >0 POS. 17.0 POS. 31.0 POS. o POS.
[ [ [
AB109 RISK STAFF SERVICES/
60 POS MANAGEMENT FACILITIES
: : 2.0 POS. 1.0 POS.
[
I
3.0 POS.

sauewwns 13bpng

43AN343d DINaNd ILYNYILTV



ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

Animal Care and Control

Marcia Mayeda, Director

Animal Care and Control Budget Summary

FY 201213 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY201415  CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED  RECOMMENDED  BUDGET
REVENUE $ 12,988,619.48 13434000 § 14659000 $ 14,659,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 0
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SALARIES & EMPLOYEE BENEFITS $ 27,020,252.83 27,941,000 $ 28877000 § 30950000 $ 30,784,000 $ 1,907,000
SERVICES & SUPPLIES 6,666,874.68 7,587,000 7,990,000 11,627,000 7,251,000 (739,000)
OTHER CHARGES 22322327 434,000 290,000 422,000 422,000 132,000
CAPITAL ASSETS - EQUIPMENT 9,434.11 565,000 565,000 250,000 250,000 (315,000)
OTHER FINANCING USES 336,308.63 237,000 296,000 237,000 296,000 0
GROSS TOTAL $ 34,256,093.52 36764000 $ 38018000 § 43486000 $ 39,003,000 $ 985,000
NET TOTAL $ 34,256,093.52 36764000 $ 38018000 § 43486000 $ 39,003,000 $ 985,000
NET COUNTY COST $ 21267,474.04 23330000 $ 23359000 $§  28827,000 $ 24,344,000 $ 985,000
BUDGETED POSITIONS 356.0 371.0 371.0 389.0 384.0 13.0
FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY
GENERAL FUND PUBLIC PROTECTION OTHER PROTECTION

Mission Statement

The Department of Animal Care and Control, operating under
State law and County ordinance, provides for public safety in
the community through the removal and impoundment of
domestic animals and livestock in the unincorporated areas of
the County and contract cities. Central to the core mission of
the Department is enforcement of applicable animal control
laws, medical care and sheltering of impounded animals,
recovery and redemption of lost animals with their owners,
adoption and placement of available animals, investigation of
animal cruelty and dangerous animal complaints, rabies
vaccinations, and licensing of dogs and cats. The Department
also provides for public education programs, spay and neuter
surgeries and evacuation of animals during local and regional
emergencies. The Department operates six animal shelters
which have veterinary medical clinics as part of their
operations. Department costs are partially offset by revenue
from pet licenses, income from contract cities, and fees
collected for various activities in the shelters.

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One

3.1

2014-15 Budget Message

The 2014-15 Recommended Budget reflects an overall increase
in NCC of $1.0 million primarily due to Board-approved
increases in salaries and employee benefits, funding for
10.0 positions for the Antelope Valley Communication Center,
3.0 positions for the Major Case Unit, one-time funding for the
replacement of the Voice Recorder System, and aging vehicles.
These increases are partially offset by the deletion of one-time
funding for safety equipment, vehicles, and a video
surveillance system.

County of Los Angeles



Critical/Strategic Planning Initiatives

The Department of Animal Care and Control will continue to
enhance revenue and develop more efficient processes for the
delivery of its services. The primary efforts will be the
implementation of the Antelope Valley Communication Center
to streamline response to service calls from constituents in the
Antelope Valley and offset the workload from the existing
communication center, and augmentation of staff in the
department’s Major Case Unit. The Department is
contemplating an enterprise solution for mobile connectivity
to provide field staff and service vehicles access to data and
updates through real time connectivity to the department's
network and shelter management system.

Changes From 2013-14 Budget

ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

This endeavor will significantly enhance the efficiency of the
officers in the field by providing mobile access to licensing
information, and report writing in the field. The deployment of
video surveillance continues to be a high priority for the
department, ensuring the safety of our employees, the public,
and animals in our care; and provides a secure environment,
improves workforce accountability, and discourages theft and
other inappropriate conduct. The department has been
finalizing its 2020 plan. This is a five year plan for fiscal years
2015-16 through 2019-20 that focuses on two key areas of
need: facilities improvement and replacement; and staffing
requirements. In the interim, the refurbishment of aged kennel
buildings and other animal housing facilities continues to be a
primary focus of the department’s facility management
strategy.

Gross
Appropriation

Intrafund Net
Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg

($) ($) ($) ($) Pos

2013-14 Final Adopted Budget
New/Expanded Programs

1. Antelope Valley (AV) Communication Center:
Reflects an increase in salaries and employee benefits
and services and supplies to fund 6.0 Intermediate
Typist Clerks, 1.0 Supervising Typist Clerk, 2.0 Animal
Control Officer |, and 1.0 Animal Control Officer Il
positions at the new AV Communication Center.

2. Major Case Unit: Reflects funding for 3.0 additional
Animal Control Officer Il positions to conduct criminal
investigations.

Other Changes

1. Salaries and Employee Benefits: Primarily reflects
Board-approved increases in salaries and health
insurance subsidies.

2. Retirement: Reflects an increase primarily due to
prior-year losses in Los Angeles County Employees
Retirement Association’s investment portfolio and
revised investment return assumptions.

3. Countywide Cost Allocation Adjustment: Reflects an
adjustment in rent charges to comply with Federal
Office of Management and Budget claiming guidelines
(2CFR Section 225).

4. One-Time Funding: Reflects the deletion of one-time
funding for safety equipment, vehicles, video
surveillance and a public address system.

5. Reclassification: Reflects the reclassification of a
Warehouse Worker Il to Procurement Assistant Il
position.

6. Voice Recorder System: Reflects one-time funding for
the replacement of the Voice Recorder System.

38,018,000 0

706,000 - -

242,000 -- --

589,000 - -

259,000 - -

132,000 -- --

(1,275,000) - -

150,000 - -

14,659,000 23,359,000 371.0

706,000 10.0

242,000 3.0

589,000 -

259,000 -

132,000 -

(1,275,000) -

150,000 -
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
7. Ongoing Funding: Reflects the transfer of ongoing (68,000) - - (68,000) -
funding to the Provisional Financing Uses budget unit.
8. Vehicle Replacement: Reflects one-time funding for 250,000 -- -- 250,000 -
the replacement of five aging vehicles.
9. Unavoidable Costs: Reflects changes in worker’s - - - - -
compensation costs due to anticipated benefit increases
and escalating medical cost trends and an increase in
retiree health premiums, fully offset by a reduction in
unemployment insurance costs and services and
supplies.
Total Changes 985,000 0 0 985,000 13.0
2014-15 Recommended Budget 39,003,000 0 14,659,000 24,344,000 384.0

Unmet Needs

The Department’s unmet needs request include funding for volunteer and medical programs. Additionally, the Department is
requesting funding for replacement of asphalt in the perimeter of the kennel buildings and parking lots at all of the department's
care centers, replacement of kennels at the Carson, Baldwin Park, Lancaster and Downey care centers, a mobile connectivity
solution for field access to the department's network and shelter management system, implementation of a CCTV system at the
Downey Care Center, and implementation of countywide dead animal removal services.
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL BUDGET DETAIL

ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE DETAIL
ANIMAL LICENSES 3,461,402.73 § 3,483,000 3,200,000 $ 3,200,000 $ 3,200,000 $ 0
CHARGES FOR SERVICES - OTHER 755,884.40 1,142,000 1,452,000 1,452,000 1,452,000 0
HUMANE SERVICES 8,526,126.11 8,625,000 9,600,000 9,600,000 9,600,000 0
MISCELLANEOUS 235,143.85 179,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 0
SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 10,062.39 5,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 0
TOTAL REVENUE 12,988,619.48 § 13,434,000 14,659,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 14,659,000 $ 0
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SALARIES & EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
SALARIES & WAGES 15,747,513.36 $ 16,382,000 17,280,000 $ 18,437,000 $ 18,094,000 $ 814,000
CAFETERIA BENEFIT PLANS 4,320,407.11 4,688,000 4,709,000 5,016,000 5,252,000 543,000
COUNTY EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT 1,511,100.30 2,930,000 2,991,000 3,386,000 3,342,000 351,000
DENTAL INSURANCE 95,925.45 103,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 0
DEPENDENT CARE SPENDING 40,603.00 42,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 0
ACCOUNTS
DISABILITY BENEFITS 131,403.59 94,000 96,000 96,000 96,000 0
FICA (OASDI) 230,503.84 238,000 201,000 212,000 209,000 8,000
HEALTH INSURANCE 242,043.67 266,000 225,000 225,000 225,000 0
LIFE INSURANCE 33,805.22 22,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 0
OTHER EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 0.00 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
RETIREE HEALTH INSURANCE 3,281,586.00 1,638,000 1,638,000 1,803,000 1,803,000 165,000
SAVINGS PLAN 115,155.59 123,000 160,000 163,000 160,000 0
THRIFT PLAN (HORIZONS) 245,866.26 286,000 290,000 320,000 311,000 21,000
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 26,049.00 58,000 58,000 39,000 39,000 (19,000)
WORKERS' COMPENSATION 998,290.44 1,069,000 1,069,000 1,093,000 1,093,000 24,000
TOTALS&EB 27,020,252.83 27,941,000 28,877,000 30,950,000 30,784,000 1,907,000
SERVICES & SUPPLIES
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 558,032.31 628,000 484,000 600,000 600,000 116,000
CLOTHING & PERSONAL SUPPLIES 95,510.66 125,000 120,000 138,000 127,000 7,000
COMMUNICATIONS 172,318.68 163,000 183,000 583,000 183,000 0
COMPUTING-MAINFRAME 154.87 0 0 0 0 0
COMPUTING-MIDRANGE/ 137,414.26 120,000 60,000 120,000 120,000 60,000
DEPARTMENTAL SYSTEMS
COMPUTING-PERSONAL 258.26 15,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 0
CONTRACTED PROGRAM SERVICES 10,905.00 8,000 0 10,000 10,000 10,000
HOUSEHOLD EXPENSE 217,710.12 276,000 249,000 249,000 249,000 0
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 206,145.00 160,000 57,000 57,000 57,000 0
INSURANCE 3,827.37 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 0
MAINTENANCE - BUILDINGS & IMPRV 746,395.13 1,122,000 1,278,000 4,318,000 668,000 (610,000)
MAINTENANCE - EQUIPMENT 27,522.87 16,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 0
MEDICAL DENTAL & LAB SUPPLIES 555,335.24 692,000 1,075,000 939,000 939,000 (136,000)
MEMBERSHIPS 300.00 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE 47,760.96 75,000 204,000 176,000 156,000 (48,000)
OFFICE EXPENSE 183,813.55 147,000 214,000 180,000 180,000 (34,000)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 821,801.66 899,000 1,064,000 960,000 960,000 (104,000)
PUBLICATIONS & LEGAL NOTICE 2,193.92 4,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
RENTS & LEASES - BLDG & IMPRV 56,423.71 60,000 88,000 68,000 88,000 0
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL

Budget Summaries
ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL BUDGET DETAIL (Continued)
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED BUDGET

RENTS & LEASES - EQUIPMENT 66,562.32 50,000 6,000 40,000 40,000 34,000

SMALL TOOLS & MINOR EQUIPMENT 2,304.01 5,000 0 5,000 5,000 5,000

SPECIAL DEPARTMENTAL EXPENSE 958,873.94 1,178,000 939,000 1,139,000 839,000 (100,000)

TECHNICAL SERVICES 56,703.19 87,000 35,000 50,000 35,000 0

TELECOMMUNICATIONS 502,545.87 535,000 663,000 712,000 712,000 49,000

TRAINING 14,666.67 20,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 0

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL 771,354.94 762,000 743,000 750,000 750,000 7,000

UTILITIES 450,040.17 435,000 430,000 435,000 435,000 5,000
TOTALS &S 6,666,874.68 7,587,000 7,990,000 11,627,000 7,251,000 (739,000)
OTHER CHARGES

JUDGMENTS & DAMAGES 15,144.27 221,000 139,000 139,000 139,000 0

RET-OTHER LONG TERM DEBT 208,079.00 213,000 151,000 283,000 283,000 132,000
TOTAL OTH CHARGES 223,223.27 434,000 290,000 422,000 422,000 132,000
CAPITAL ASSETS
CAPITAL ASSETS - EQUIPMENT

ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT 0.00 137,000 137,000 0 0 (137,000)

MACHINERY EQUIPMENT 9,434.11 0 0 0 0 0

VEHICLES & TRANSPORTATION 0.00 428,000 428,000 250,000 250,000 (178,000)

EQUIPMENT
TOTAL CAPITAL ASSETS - EQUIPMENT 9,434.11 565,000 565,000 250,000 250,000 (315,000)
TOTAL CAPITAL ASSETS 9,434.11 565,000 565,000 250,000 250,000 (315,000)
OTHER FINANCING USES

OPERATING TRANSFERS OUT 336,308.63 237,000 296,000 237,000 296,000 0
TOTAL OTH FIN USES 336,308.63 237,000 296,000 237,000 296,000 0
GROSS TOTAL $ 34,256,09352 § 36,764,000 $ 38,018,000 $ 43,486,000 39,003,000 985,000
NET TOTAL $ 34,256,093.52 $ 36,764,000 $ 38,018,000 $ 43,486,000 $ 39,003,000 985,000
NET COUNTY COST $ 2126747404 $ 23,330,000 $ 23,359,000 $ 28,827,000 $ 24,344,000 985,000
BUDGETED POSITIONS 356.0 371.0 371.0 389.0 384.0 13.0
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

Departmental Program Summary

1. Animal Housing

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 9,351,000 -- 4,637,000 4,714,000 99.0
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 9,351,000 - 4,637,000 4,714,000 99.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agriculture Sections 30501, 31101, 31105, and 31602 and California Penal
Code Section 597.

The program includes: (1) impound, housing, and provision of medical care to stray and abandoned animals; (2) return of licensed,
micro-chipped, or tagged animals to owners of record; (3) adoption of available animals to the public, animal rescues, and
adoption partners; and (4) emergency sheltering of animals displaced by wildfires or other disasters.

2. Revenue Services (Licensing and Canvassing)

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ] Pos
Total Program Costs 3,947,000 -- 3,947,000 - 50.0
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 3,947,000 -- 3,947,000 - 50.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 30801-05, 30952, 31105-08, 31252, 31254, and
32252-53 and Los Angeles County Code Section 10.20.030.

The Licensing program is responsible for the maintenance of new license information and processing of annual renewal notices to
animal owners in the unincorporated areas of the County and contract cities.

The Canvassing program performs neighborhood animal license enforcement at residences and other locations in the
unincorporated areas of the County and contract cities. Department representatives collect past due licenses, verify rabies
vaccination compliance, and perform annual inspections of businesses that care for, sell, or house animals.

3. Field Services (Includes Call Center)

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 11,912,000 - 5,106,000 6,806,000 146.0
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 11,912,000 -- 5,106,000 6,806,000 146.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agriculture Code Sections 30501, 31101, 31105, and 31602 and California
Penal Code Section 597.

Responds to calls in the unincorporated areas of the County and contract cities for the capture and removal of dangerous and
aggressive, stray, and unwanted dogs, cats, and other non-wildlife animals. Provides direct customer services including the removal
of dead animals from the public and acceptance of relinquished animals. Assists other public service agencies in providing
emergency services during natural or man-made disasters.
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ANIMAL CARE AND CONTROL
Budget Summaries

4, Medical Services (Shelter and Clinic)

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 5,356,000 -- 969,000 4,387,000 31.0
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 5,356,000 - 969,000 4,387,000 31.0

Authority: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 30501, 30503, 31101, 31105, 31602, and 31751.3.

Provides general medical services to stray, relinquished, and abandoned animals brought in from the field by Animal Control
officers and the public. Medical Services provides examinations, vaccinations, deworming, treatment, surgical repair, and surgical
sterilization consistent with the Spay and Neuter Program, and services provided by private veterinarians.

5. Special Enforcement (Includes Spay and Neuter Program, Major Case, and Critical Case Processing Unit)

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) (%) (%) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 2,075,000 -- -- 2,075,000 25.0
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 2,075,000 -- -- 2,075,000 25.0

Authority: Spay and Neuter Program: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 30503 and 31751.3.
Major Case Unit: Mandated program - California Food and Agricultural Code Sections 31645 and 31646; California Penal Code
Sections 399.5, 597, and 599aa; and Los Angeles County Code Sections 10.20.280, 10.28.020, 10.28.270, and 10.40.010.

The Spay and Neuter Program supports the mandated spaying or neutering of all shelter dogs or cats prior to adoption and the
County’s mandated program in the unincorporated communities of the County.

The Major Case Unit responds to calls or requests, investigates, and prosecutes incidents of animal cruelty or dangerous animals.

The Critical Case Processing Unit conducts administrative hearings to determine whether offending dogs are potentially dangerous
or vicious, and to investigate and process potentially dangerous and vicious dog cases.

6. Administration

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ] Pos
Total Program Costs 6,362,000 -- -- 6,362,000 33.0
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 6,362,000 -- -- 6,362,000 33.0

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

Administration provides the support required for the ongoing operations of the Department. This includes the executive office,
budget and fiscal services, contract development and monitoring, human resources, fleet management, and information
technology.

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Net Program Costs 39,003,000 0 14,659,000 24,344,000 384.0
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Positions = 384.0

Department of Animal Care and Control
Marcia Mayeda, Director
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ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

Arts Commission

Laura Zucker, Executive Director

Arts Commission Budget Summary

FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 201415  CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED  BUDGET

REVENUE $  1317,81698 §$ 1,446,000 $ 1446,000 $ 1,341,000 $ 1341,000 $ (105,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES $ 992041002 $ 10813000 $ 10813000 $ 14507000 $ 11,160,000 $ 347,000
GROSS TOTAL $ 992041002 § 10813000 $ 10,813,000 $ 14,507,000 $ 11,160,000 $ 347,000
INTRAFUND TRANSFERS (672,000.00) (669,000) (669,000) (1,252,000) (1,022,000) (353,000)
NET TOTAL $ 924841002 § 10,144,000 $ 10,144,000 $§ 13255000 $ 10,138,000 $ (6,000)
NET COUNTY COST $ 793059304 $§ 8698000 $ 8698000 $ 11914000 $  8797,000 $ 99,000

FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY

GENERAL FUND RECREATION & CULTURAL CULTURAL SERVICES

SERVICES

Mission Statement

To foster excellence, diversity, vitality, understanding, and
accessibility of the arts in the County. The Arts Commission
provides leadership in cultural services for the County,
including information and resources for the community, artists,
educators, arts organizations, and municipalities.

2014-15 Budget Message

The 2014-15 Recommended Budget reflects a net increase of
$99,000 primarily due to restoring funding for the
Organizational Grant, unavoidable cost increases, and
Board-approved increases in salaries and employee benefits,
partially offset by the deletion of one-time funding for the
Organizational Grant program and Ford Theatre programs.

FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Volume One

4.1

Critical/Strategic Planning Initiatives

m Continue a multi-year initiative to implement the
Board-adopted Arts for All strategic plan to make the arts core
in K-12 for 1.7 million students in the County by developing
ongoing systems for data collection that will inform Arts for All
planning processes, as well as provide evidence of changes in
arts education offerings in the region over time.

Institute a number of new systems to improve grants and
professional ~ development programs, including the
development of new guidelines for the FY 2015-16
Organizational Grant Program.

Continue implementation of the Master Plan for the current
and future facilities of the John Anson Ford Theatres focusing
on upgrades to the theatre itself, including amphitheatre
stage reconstruction, new retaining walls and landscaping on
the hillside, and tenant improvements consisting of additional
dressing rooms, a new green room, and Americans with
Disabilities Act improvements.

Implement, through the Los Angeles County Open Spaces
District grant funds, a new Civic Art Graffiti Abatement Project
which will create innovative arts based projects.

County of Los Angeles



Changes From 2013-14 Budget

ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

Gross
Appropriation
(%)

Intrafund
Transfer
($)

Revenue

($)

Net
County Cost Budg
(%) Pos

2013-14 Final Adopted Budget 10,813,000
Other Changes

1.

Salaries and Employee Benefits: Primarily reflects 146,000
Board-approved increases in salaries and health
insurance subsidies.

Retirement: Reflects an increase primarily due to 63,000
prior-year losses in Los Angeles County Employees

Retirement Association’s investment portfolio and

revised investment return assumptions.

One-Time funding: Reflects the deletion of one-time (581,000)
funding provided for the Organizational Grant

($200,000), Jazzed and Motivated ($6,000), and

Signature Series at the Ford ($375,000).

Organizational Grant: Reflects an increase in funding 436,000
($400,000) to fully restore the program to $4,518,000 as

well as funding to cover the licensing fees for the

California Cultural Data Project ($36,000).

Civic Art: Reflects one-time funding for Art Asset 335,000
Management and Inventory ($240,000), and project
management ($95,000).

Unavoidable Costs: Reflects funding for unavoidable 53,000
production cost increases for the Holiday Celebration

($21,000), and minimum wage increases for the Arts

Internship program ($14,000) and temporary staff at the

Ford Theatre (518,000).

Ministerial Adjustments: Reflects appropriation and (105,000)
revenue adjustments for the Arts Education and Civic
Art programs based on anticipated revenue changes.

Total Changes 347,000

2014-15 Recommended Budget 11,160,000

669,000

12,000

6,000

335,000

353,000
1,022,000

1,446,000

(105,000)

(105,000)
1,341,000

8,698,000 0.0

134,000 -

57,000 -

(581,000) -

436,000 -

53,000 -

99,000 0.0
8,797,000 0.0

Unmet Needs

The Arts Commission’s critical unmet needs include additional funding and positions for the Administration, Civic Art, John Anson

Ford Theatre and Organizational Grant program as well as full restoration of the Free Concerts program.
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ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

ARTS COMMISSION BUDGET DETAIL

FY 201213 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED ~ RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE DETAIL
CHARGES FOR SERVICES - OTHER $ 000 § 46,000 $ 46,000 $ 46,000 $ 46,000 $ 0
FEDERAL - OTHER 0.00 175,000 175,000 75,000 75,000 (100,000)
MISCELLANEOUS 922,816.98 830,000 830,000 825,000 825,000 (5,000)
STATE - OTHER 15,000.00 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 0
TRANSFERS IN 380,000.00 380,000 380,000 380,000 380,000 0
TOTAL REVENUE $ 131781698 § 1446000 $ 1446000 $ 1,341,000 $ 1,341,000 $ (105,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES $ 235431886 § 2923000 $ 2923000 $ 4252000 $ 3,132,000 $ 209,000
CLOTHING & PERSONAL SUPPLIES 94.77 0 0 0 0 0
COMMUNICATIONS 21,569.19 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 0
COMPUTING-MAINFRAME 798.14 0 0 0 0 0
COMPUTING-MIDRANGE/ 0.00 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 0
DEPARTMENTAL SYSTEMS
COMPUTING-PERSONAL 5,163.67 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTED PROGRAM SERVICES 0.00 4,318,000 4,318,000 6,591,000 4,518,000 200,000
FOOD 644.04 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 0
HOUSEHOLD EXPENSE 5,616.00 0 0 0 0 0
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 0.00 25,000 25,000 25,000 61,000 36,000
INSURANCE 0.00 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 0
MAINTENANCE - BUILDINGS & IMPRV 15,307.03 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 0
MAINTENANCE - EQUIPMENT 158.19 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 0
MEDICAL DENTAL & LAB SUPPLIES 2,532.96 0 0 0 0 0
MEMBERSHIPS 5,669.00 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 0
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE 0.00 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000 0
OFFICE EXPENSE 20,092.22 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 0
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 7,397,935.51 3,385,000 3,385,000 3,477,000 3,287,000 (98,000)
RENTS & LEASES - EQUIPMENT 12,550.28 0 0 0 0 0
SMALL TOOLS & MINOR EQUIPMENT 2,186.07 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0
SPECIAL DEPARTMENTAL EXPENSE 3,215.96 0 0 0 0 0
TECHNICAL SERVICES 22,510.03 0 0 0 0 0
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 29,799.63 0 0 0 0 0
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL 20,248.47 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 0
TOTALS &S 9,920,410.02 10,813,000 10,813,000 14,507,000 11,160,000 347,000
GROSS TOTAL $ 992041002 $ 10813000 $ 10813000 $ 14507000 $ 11,160,000 $ 347,000
INTRAFUND TRANSFERS (672,000.00) (669,000) (669,000) (1,252,000) (1,022,000) (353,000)
NET TOTAL $ 924841002 $ 10144000 $ 10,144,000 $ 13255000 $ 10,138,000 $ (6,000)
NET COUNTY COST $ 793059304 $§ 8698000 $ 8698000 $ 11914000 $  8797,000 $ 99,000
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Arts Commission - Arts Programs Budget Summary

ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE $ 1,266,049.81 $ 1,346,000 $ 1,346,000 $ 1,341,000 $ 1,341,000 $ (5,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES $ 9,146,862.14 § 10,044,000 $ 10,044,000 $ 13,255,000 $ 10,138,000 $ 94,000
GROSS TOTAL $  9,146,862.14 § 10,044,000 $ 10,044,000 $ 13,255,000 $ 10,138,000 $ 94,000
NET TOTAL $  9,146,862.14 § 10,044,000 $ 10,044,000 $ 13,255,000 $ 10,138,000 $ 94,000
NET COUNTY COST $ 788081233 $ 8,698,000 $ 8,698,000 $ 11,914,000 $ 8,797,000 $ 99,000
FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY
GENERAL FUND RECREATION & CULTURAL CULTURAL SERVICES
SERVICES
Arts Commission - Civic Art Budget Summary
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 CHANGE FROM
CLASSIFICATION ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET REQUESTED = RECOMMENDED BUDGET
REVENUE $ 51,767.17 § 100,000 $ 100,000 $ 0% 0 $ (100,000)
EXPENDITURES/APPROPRIATIONS
SERVICES & SUPPLIES $ 773,547.88 § 769,000 $ 769,000 $ 1,252,000 $ 1,022,000 $ 253,000
GROSS TOTAL $ 77354788 $ 769,000 $ 769,000 $ 1,252,000 $ 1,022,000 $ 253,000
INTRAFUND TRANSFERS (672,000.00) (669,000) (669,000) (1,252,000) (1,022,000) (353,000)
NET TOTAL $ 101,547.88 § 100,000 $ 100,000 $ 0 $ 0 $ (100,000)
NET COUNTY COST $ 49,780.71 $ 09 0 $ 0 $ 09 0
FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY
GENERAL FUND RECREATION & CULTURAL CULTURAL SERVICES
SERVICES
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ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

Departmental Program Summary

1. Organizational Grants and Professional Development

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 4,922,000 -- 16,000 4,906,000 -
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 4,922,000 - 16,000 4,906,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The program provides financial support, technical assistance, and professional development services to 370 non-profit arts
organizations annually. Programs assist and strengthen non-profit organizations and municipal programs to provide arts services
to enrich the lives of County residents. All applications undergo a rigorous peer panel review and scoring process to determine the
quality of proposed projects and services, which are then approved by the Board. Grantees are provided additional opportunities,
which include in-depth leadership training for executive, artistic, and managing directors; workshops on advancement and
capacity building topics such as human resources, marketing, board development, and fundraising; grant application workshops;
and scholarships for arts administrators to take courses at the Center for Non-profit Management and Long Beach Non-profit
Partnership, and to attend local conferences.

2. ArtsInternships

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 695,000 - 45,000 650,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 695,000 - 45,000 650,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The program provides approximately 125 paid 10-week summer internships for undergraduate college students at 105 performing
and literary arts non-profits and municipal arts agencies. In addition, interns participate in an arts summit. This program develops
future arts leaders to serve in staff positions, as board members, and volunteers in organizations that provide cultural services to
County residents. The program works in partnership with the Getty Foundation, which supports internships in visual arts
organizations.
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ARTS COMMISSION
Budget Summaries

3. Arts Education

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) ($) ($) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 1,407,000 -- 900,000 507,000 --
Less Administration -- -- -- -- --
Net Program Costs 1,407,000 - 900,000 507,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The Arts Commission provides leadership for the 2002 Board-adopted Arts for All, a countywide collaboration working to create
vibrant classrooms, schools, communities, and economies through the inclusion of the arts as core curriculum for each of our
1.6 million public K-12 students. Key strategies include: 1) assisting school districts in planning and implementing arts education;
2) building capacity of both teachers and community artists to deliver high-quality arts instruction; 3) publishing online directories
of arts education programs for students and educators; and 4) collecting, analyzing, and sharing data to track progress and inform
strategy.

4, Community Programs - John Anson Ford Theatres

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 1,196,000 - 48,000 1,148,000 -
Less Administration - - - -- -
Net Program Costs 1,196,000 -- 48,000 1,148,000 --

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

Operates and programs the John Anson Ford Theatres and supports its flagship program, the Ford Amphitheatre Summer
Partnership Program, which provides resources to County resident arts organizations and assists them to successfully present
performances in its historic 1,200 seat amphitheatre. This appropriation does not reflect earned income, which is deposited in the
Ford Theatre Special Development Fund, and contributed income, which is in the budget of the Ford Theatre Foundation, the
non-profit fundraising arm of the Ford.

5. Community Programs — Holiday Celebration

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 949,000 - 332,000 617,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 949,000 - 332,000 617,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The County Holiday Celebration, which celebrated its 54t year in 2013, is a three-hour music and dance production held every
December 24th at the Music Center’s Dorothy Chandler Pavilion. The show is free to the public and honors the diverse cultures and
holiday traditions that are celebrated in the many communities of the County. The Holiday Celebration is broadcast live on KCET
and streamed on the Internet and is watched by an estimated one million local viewers. The program is also aired on the Armed
Forces Network, bringing the show to United States service men and women living on military bases around the world.
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Budget Summaries

6. Community Programs - Free Concerts in Public Sites

Gross Intrafund Net

Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 30,000 - -- 30,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 30,000 - - 30,000 -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

Free Concerts in Public Sites includes concerts and participatory workshops that are free to the public. Events include concerts at
non-profit, municipal, and County sites which apply for funding from the Board to support musician fees, and interactive music and
dance workshops designed to engage communities in the performing arts by encouraging direct participation in diverse art forms.

7. Civic Art

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) ($) Pos
Total Program Costs 1,022,000 1,022,000 - - _
Less Administration - - - _ -
Net Program Costs 1,022,000 1,022,000 - - -

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The program provides leadership in the development of high quality civic spaces by integrating the work of artists into the
planning, design, and construction of County infrastructure and facilities. The program encourages innovative approaches to civic
art and provides access to artistic experiences of the highest caliber to residents and visitors of the County. It also provides
educational resources and ensures stewardship to foster broad public access to artwork owned by the County. The program has
developed and maintains the records and inventory for County-owned civic artwork.

8. Administration

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
(%) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Total Program Costs 939,000 - - 939,000 -
Less Administration - - - - -
Net Program Costs 939,000 -- -- 939,000 --

Authority: Non-mandated, discretionary program.

The administrative unit, which is made up of five staff positions, oversees the Arts Commission’s strategic planning, budgeting,
private sector fundraising, human resources, information technology (IT), marketing and communications, and provides support
for the 15 Arts Commissioners appointed by the Board. This appropriation also includes general administrative and IT supplies.

Gross Intrafund Net
Appropriation Transfer Revenue County Cost Budg
($) (%) (%) (%) Pos
Net Program Costs 11,160,000 1,022,000 1,341,000 8,797,000 0.0
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Kathline J. King

From: wh16mmgal@aol.com

Sent; Friday, July 18, 2014 12:21 PM
To: Kathline J. King

Subject: Ford Theater Hiking Trail concern
Dear Ms. King,

{ live on Cahuenga Terrace, which is next door to the John Anson Ford Theater and my neighbors have told me about the
plans to renovate the compound, add new structures, increase capacity and improve upon the hiking trail. This concerns
me deeply because that hiking trail has attracted homeless encampments for decades and we who live in this
neighborhood are under constant threat from wild fires that result from careiessness from these individuals. | am worried
that making the hiking trail easier to access is only going to lure more smokers, campers, ete. who, homeless or not, could
easily start a fire along the trail and destroy homes in its wake.

There is already a No Tresspassing sigh posted along the trail, are you or the Ford people planning to get it removed
somehow?

| intend to discuss this with the local fire department to see if this is something we can forestall untit proper safety
measures are in place. | also understand that there was a meeting about it last week and | was unable to attend; perhaps
you or someone from your office could make a statement explaining how the trait will be maintained, monitored, etc. so
the neighborhood can rest a little easier,

{ am all for the expansion of the Ford Theater as | enjoy it and attend shows there often, however fire danger is another
thing entirely and with the drought and dry hot weather coming our way, encouraging hikers to the area is just not wise. |
hope you will see my point and pass this aiong to the people involved.

Thank you,

A. Sandoval
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I. Executive Summary

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Section 15123, this section of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains a brief
summary of the Ford Theatres Project (the Project) and its potential environmental effects.
More detailed information regarding the Project and its potential environmental effects is
provided in the following sections of this Draft EIR. Also included in this section of this
Draft EIR is an overview of the purpose and focus of this Draft EIR, a general description of
the Project, a description of the organization of this Draft EIR, an overview of the Project, a
general description of areas of controversy and issues to be resolved, including the choice
among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate any potential effects of the Project, a
description of the public review process for this Draft EIR, and a summary of the
alternatives to the Project evaluated in this Draft EIR.

1. Purpose of this Draft EIR

As described in Section 15123(a) and 15362 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is an
informational document that will inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize, or avoid,
any significant effects, and describe reasonable project alternatives. Therefore, the
purpose of this Draft EIR is to focus the discussion on the Project’s potential environmental
effects that the County of Los Angeles (County) , as the Lead Agency, has determined to
be, or potentially may be significant. In addition, feasible mitigation measures are
recommended, when applicable, that could reduce or avoid the Project’'s significant
environmental impacts.

This Draft EIR serves as the environmental document for all actions associated with
the Project. This EIR is a “Project EIR” as defined by Section 15161 of the State CEQA
Guidelines and, as such, serves as an informational document for the general public and
Project decision-makers. This Draft EIR is also intended to cover all State, regional and
local government discretionary approvals that may be required to construct or implement
the Project.
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I. Executive Summary

2. Draft EIR Focus and Effects Found Not to Be
Significant

In accordance with Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall contain a
brief statement indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were
determined not to be significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial
Study was prepared for the Project and a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed for
public comment to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible
agencies, and other interested parties on February 7, 2014 for a 30-day review period. The
Initial Study, NOP, and NOP comment letters are included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR.
The Initial Study provides a detailed discussion of the potential environmental impact areas
and the reasons that each environmental topic is or is not analyzed further in this Draft EIR.
The County determined through the Initial Study the potential for significant impacts in the
following environmental issue areas would be evaluated in the Draft EIR:

e Aesthetics (including views, light, and glare)
e Air Quality

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions

¢ Biological Resources

e Cultural Resources (including historic resources, and archaeological and
paleontological resources)

e Geology and Soils

e Hydrology and Surface Water Quality (including groundwater)
e Land Use and Planning

e Noise

e Public Services (including fire protection and police protection)
e Traffic, Access, and Parking

e Utilities and Service Systems (including water and energy)

The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation determined through
the Initial Study that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts
related to agriculture and forest resources, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral
resources, population and housing, some public services (including schools, parks, and
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libraries), recreation, and some utilities and service systems (including wastewater and
solid waste). Therefore, these areas were not analyzed in this Draft EIR. The Initial Study
demonstrating that no significant impacts would occur for these issue areas is included in
Appendix A of this Draft EIR.

3. Draft EIR Organization

This Draft EIR is comprised of the following sections:

VL.

Executive Summary. This section describes the purpose of this Draft EIR,
Draft EIR focus and effects found not to be significant, Draft EIR organization,
Project summary, areas of controversy and issues to be resolved, public
review process, summary of alternatives, and a summary of environmental
impacts, project design features, and mitigation measures.

Project Description. This section describes the Project location, existing
conditions, Project objectives, and characteristics of the Project.

Environmental Setting. This section contains a description of the existing
physical and built environment and a list of related projects anticipated to be
built within the Project vicinity.

Environmental Impact Analysis. This section contains the environmental
setting, Project and cumulative impact analyses, mitigation measures, and
conclusions regarding the level of significance after mitigation for each of the
following environmental issues: aesthetics, views, light, and glare; air