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APPENDIX H 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of West Hollywood General Plan was 
distributed for public review on June 25, 2010, initiating a 45-day public review period ending on 
August 9, 2010. During this public review period, a total of 63 letters and emails were received. 
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” This chapter was prepared in accordance 
with CEQA and provides responses to all written comments received on the Draft General Plan 
and Draft EIR. Table 1 provides a list of the comment letters received, including details on the 
agency, organization, or individual that submitted the letter and the date it was received by the 
City. For organizational purposes, each letter was determined to be either a General Plan-
themed letter or an EIR-themed letter. General Plan-themed letters are those that primarily 
relate to the content within the General Plan (i.e., Guiding Principles, goals, and policies, etc.). 
EIR-themed letters are those that primarily focus on aspects of the environmental analysis 
included in the Draft EIR. Each letter has been assigned a letter and number code as outlined in 
Table 1. Individual comments in each letter have also been coded to facilitate responses. 
General Plan-themed comments and responses are preceded by the letter G, while EIR-themed 
comments and responses are preceded by the letter E. Because many letters cover both topics, 
the City has responded to all comments. Both General Plan-themed and EIR-themed comment 
letters will be considered equally by decision makers during hearings for the General Plan. 

A copy of each comment letter is provided prior to the response(s). Within the responses to 
comments, all references to General Plan refer to policies and page numbers in the Public 
Review Draft General Plan, dated June 25, 2010. All references to Draft EIR refer to the Public 
Review Draft Environmental Impact Report, dated June 25, 2010.  

 

Table 1. List of Comment Letters on Draft EIR 

Letter 
No. 

Agency/Organization/Individual Date Received 
Page # of 
Response 

General Plan-Themed Letters 
G11 Joe Kay June 17, 2010 10 
G21 Sylvia Strike June 21, 2010 12 
G31 Michael Spoodis June 21, 2010 14 
G4 Ian Sterling June 25, 2010 17 
G5 Vivian Gumbiner June 28, 2010 19 
G6 Tom Atwood June 29, 2010 21 
G7 Carl Gunther July 2, 2010 23 
G8 Martin Strudler July 8, 2010 26 
G9 Russell Vare July 11, 2010 28 
G10 Steven Greene July 17, 2010 30 
G11 Seth William Meier July 30, 2010 33 
G12 John Vergara  July 30, 2010 35 
G13 Janene Mitchell  July 30, 2010 37 
G14 Sandra Mitchell July 31, 2010 40 
G15 Manny Rodriguez August 2, 2010 42 
G16 Kirk Marcolina August 2, 2010 44 



 

 
Page 2 

Letter 
No. 

Agency/Organization/Individual Date Received 
Page # of 
Response 

G17 Michael Zannella and Richard Blons August 2, 2010 46 
G18 Steve Martin August 3, 2010 51 
G19 Rob Marcolina August 3, 2010 57 
G20 Carleton Cronin August 3, 2010 59 
G21 Sherie Stark August 5, 2010 61 
G22 Sze Wing Leong August 6, 2010 65 
G23 Kevin Burton August 6, 2010 68 
G24 Mary and Pochih Leong August 6, 2010 70 
G25 Jim Dire August 6, 2010 72 
G26 Heidi Alexander August 7, 2010 74 
G27 Brad Keistler August 8, 2010 76 
G28 Midge Barnett and Laurin Rinder; Kim Roth August 8, 2010 78 
G29 Joshua Trachtenberg and Audrey Prins August 8, 2010 81 
G30 Stuart and Beverly Denenberg August 8, 2010 83 
G31 Glenda Pollock August 8, 2010 85 
G32 Weston August 9, 2010 87 
G33 West Hollywood Chamber of Commerce – Genevieve 

Morrill  
August 9, 2010 89 

G34 Marjorie and Sandy Pollock August 9, 2010 91 
G35 Steve Miller and Steve Navarro August 9, 2010 93 
G36 City of Beverly Hills – Peter Noonan August 9, 2010 96 
G37 Beverly West Residents Association – Cary 

Brazeman 
August 9, 2010 98 

G38 Patrick Shandrick August 9, 2010 101 
G39 David Wheeler August 9, 2010 104 
G40 J. Hobart August 9, 2010 107 
G41 Roy Oldenkamp August 9, 2010 109 
G42 Victor Omelczenko August 9, 2010 113 
G43 Mary Wilberding August 9, 2010 116 
G44 Richard Giesbret August 9, 2010 119 
G45 Lynn Hoopingarner August 9, 2010 123 
G46 Donald Freeman August 9, 2010 126 
G47 Tim Raza August 9, 2010 129 
G48 Ric Abramson August 9, 2010 131 
G49 John Burns August 9, 2010 134 
G50 Stanton Coffin August 9, 2010 137 
G51 Jeanne Dobrin August 12, 2010 140 

G52 Dan Silver August 16, 2010 142 

G53 State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL 
FIRE) 

August 19, 2010 154 

G54 Anonymous August 26, 2010 157 
EIR-Themed Letters 

E1 Steven Greene July 16, 2010 159 
E2 California Department of Transportation July 12, 2010 162 
E3 Allegra Allison (West Hollywood Heights 

Neighborhood Association) 
August 9, 2010 170 

E4 Elyse Eisenberg August 9, 2010 195 
E5 West Hollywood West Residents Association (Lauren 

Meister, Sandra Genis, and Tom Brohard and 
Associates) 

August 9, 2010 260 

E6 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works August 9, 2010 307 
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Letter 
No. 

Agency/Organization/Individual Date Received 
Page # of 
Response 

E7 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County August 9, 2010 311 
E8 County of Los Angeles Fire Department August 16, 2010 319 
E9 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research August 16, 2010 322 

1General Plan-themed letters G1, G2, and G3 were received prior to the official start of the public review period, 
which began on June 25, 2010. These letters were included in this chapter in an effort to incorporate as much 
community input as possible and to ensure that the decision makers (i.e., Planning Commission and City Council) 
were able to see comments from everyone who wished to provide written input on the Draft General Plan and EIR.  

 

Two topical responses have been developed to respond to recurring comments received 
regarding population growth projections and methodology and the program-level analysis 
provided by the Draft EIR. The responses to comments contain several references to these 
topics. Instead of repeating this response for each comment received, the topical responses are 
provided here for ease of reference. 

Topical Response #1 – City of West Hollywood Growth Projections and Methodology 

Part of every General Plan EIR process involves an exercise to estimate the amount of growth 
that could occur in the City during the planning horizon of the General Plan. The purpose of 
developing the growth projections is to quantitatively analyze the potential environmental 
impacts that could be expected from potential development envisioned in the proposed General 
Plan, with a particular emphasis on estimating the potential impacts to the transportation 
system. Growth projections developed for EIRs are not intended to be statements of policy 
about the amount of future growth of the City nor are they intended to represent the theoretical 
maximum “buildout” of a City. The growth projections developed for General Plan EIRs tend to 
be aggressive and “conservative”; that is, they assume a higher-than-likely amount of growth 
than is expected to occur in reality. This allows for an analysis of the maximum potential 
environmental impact to the City as a result of the proposed action (which in this case is the 
adoption of the General Plan). 

Many acceptable methodologies exist for estimating the potential amount of development that 
could occur during the time horizon of a General Plan. These methodologies include a macro 
socioeconomic analysis of the City; applying regional growth projections developed by Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) to the jurisdiction; projecting past growth trends 
into the future; or estimating the future growth based on a parcel-by-parcel analysis of 
development potential in the jurisdiction.  

The City used the parcel-by-parcel analysis for the City of West Hollywood General Plan EIR. 
The first step in the process was to identify which parcels had the greatest potential to be 
redeveloped during the time horizon of the General Plan, based on both a parcel’s physical 
characteristics and the policy direction in the proposed General Plan. Characteristics included 
vacant parcels, parcels with older buildings, “underutilized” parcels (parcels with low Floor Area 
Ratio [FAR] compared to the FAR allowed by policy), and parcels where there was an existing 
or potential development application. Based on this analysis, the parcels identified for growth 
were put into four categories as is described below. 

 “Pipeline” parcels contain development projects that are approved or are in the 
development pipeline. The development located on these parcels is therefore included in 
growth projections at the density and/or intensity proposed by the developer.  
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“Vacant” parcels are parcels with no development or buildings currently on the site. 
These include vacant lots and parking lots. The parcels identified as vacant were verified 
by City staff in mid-November 2009. 

“Knowledge” parcels were selected by City staff as parcels most likely to change during 
the time horizon of the General Plan. Among the reasons for including parcels in this 
category are parcel size, FAR, location, existing use, recent discussions with property 
owners who wanted to redevelop their parcels, and parcels that have similar 
characteristics to recent development projects. Essentially, the parcels in this category 
were selected based on staff’s knowledge of the City and the proposed policy framework 
in the new General Plan. 

“Additional” parcels are similar to the “knowledge” parcels in that they were selected by 
staff based on their knowledge of the City. However, these parcels were deemed to have 
a lower potential to redevelop than the “knowledge” parcels, based on the same 
analysis.  

The second step in the process was to identify a maximum amount of development allowed on 
each parcel. For “pipeline” parcels, the amount of development and distribution of uses in the 
development application were assumed as the proposed future development on each parcel. 
For the remainder of the parcels (“vacant,” “knowledge,” and “additional” parcels), the proposed 
General Plan land use designation was used. Each land use designation in the proposed 
General Plan establishes a maximum dwelling unit density (as measured in dwelling units per 
acre) or intensity (as measured in FAR) of allowed development. Certain land use designations 
allow for density bonuses in addition to the maximum, as shown in Table 3-2 of the Draft 
General Plan. Existing bonuses may be allowed for projects that provide exemplary green 
building, mixed-use, or affordable housing. A new height bonus is proposed for providing 
creative office space in the CN2 designation. As a result of the bonuses allowed in the General 
Plan, each land use designation was assigned an FAR greater than the maximum allowed 
without bonuses. This allowed the growth projections to take into account the range of density 
bonuses that are permitted by policy in the General Plan. To figure out the maximum amount of 
development projected for each parcel, the parcel area (in square feet) was multiplied by the 
FAR. This provided the total assumed amount of development on each identified parcel. This 
was a reasonable exercise to quantify the growth projections given West Hollywood’s small 
size, 1.9 square miles with a total of only 4,552 parcels.  

It is important to note that the development that actually occurs is influenced by the physical 
characteristics of a parcel, existing development, access and infrastructure constraints, and 
compatibility considerations, among other factors. As has been observed from the recent 
development patterns in the City, in some instances the actual development ends up being less 
than the allowed maximum (without bonus), while in other cases it may be higher than the 
maximum due to the addition of density bonuses. The growth projections in the General Plan 
EIR are a numeric analysis that only addresses the density or intensity of development and 
does not take into account other development constraints such as height or setbacks. 
Ultimately, it is the development density or intensity that creates measurable increases in 
population and jobs, which in turn impacts the transportation system, air pollutants, noise, and 
other environmental considerations.  

After the total amount of development on each parcel was calculated, the growth was assigned 
to a use category. Uses are important since the use determines the number of dwelling units 
and type of job, which in turn generates data for vehicle trips that are run through the traffic 



 

 
Page 5 

model. For knowledge, vacant, and additional parcels, gross development capacity projections 
on a parcel-by-parcel basis were prepared for restaurant, retail, office, and residential uses. 
Each of these categories was assigned a square footage value for each parcel. Residential and 
commercial parcels were approached differently as subsequently discussed.  

For knowledge, vacant, and additional parcels with a commercial land use designation (CN1, 
CN2, CC1, CC2, CA, CR), a square footage was assigned to the restaurant, retail, office, and 
residential categories.  

It is assumed that each of the parcels designated as commercial would have ground floor 
commercial development equal to 35% of the parcel size. Thirty percent of this development 
was assigned to restaurant use; the remaining 70% was assigned to retail. The upstairs 
distribution of square footage varies by the location of the parcel and use distribution is 
assigned as follows:  

► Santa Monica Boulevard and La Brea Avenue – ground floor commercial and upper floors 
75% residential and 25% office 

► Melrose Triangle – ground floor commercial and upper floors 75% office and 25% hotel (no 
residential) 

► Melrose Avenue and Robertson Boulevard – ground floor commercial and upper floors 25% 
residential and 75% office 

► Sunset Boulevard – ground floor commercial and upper floors 75% office and 25% 
residential 

► Fairfax Avenue – ground floor commercial and upper floors residential 

The residential parcels in the proposed General Plan (R1, R2, R3, and R4, R4B-C, or R3C-C) 
were assigned the maximum allowed dwelling units based on their lot size.  

The last step in the process was to aggregate the projected growth into traffic analysis zones (or 
TAZs). This is done to analyze the traffic and transportation impacts of the proposed project. 

Given the methodology explained above, Table 2 indicates the potential development capacity 
in the Expected Development Capacity column. The table also indicates existing (2008) 
conditions and the anticipated net change with long-term implementation of proposed General 
Plan policy.  
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Table 2. West Hollywood Expected Development Capacity  

Land Use Category Units Existing 

Expected 
Development 

Capacity 
Anticipated 
Net Change 

Residential  
   Single-family  du 1,019 1,003 -16 
   Multi-family  du 23,554 27,844 4,290 
Total Residential  du 24,573 28,847 4,274 
Nonresidential 
   Commercial and Retail sf 4,729,616 5,594,770 865,154 
   Hotel sf 1,506,422 2,257,673 751,251 
   Office  sf 3,691,031 4,573,105 882,074 
   Industrial sf 104,300 102,635 -1,665 
Subtotal – Commercial and Retail, 
Hotel, Office, Industrial  

sf 10,031,369 12,528,183 2,496,814 

Public/Institutional/Civic sf 1,002,913 1,027,415 24,502 
Human Services     
   Library/Museum/Senior Center/ 
   Other Recreational 

sf 302,449 394,262 91,812 

Total Nonresidential  sf 11,336,731 13,949,860 2,613,128 

du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet 
Notes: Existing conditions are based on 2008 land use survey 

 
 
Using the parcel-specific approach described above, expected capacity of land uses pursuant to 
the proposed General Plan could result in an increase of 4,274 dwelling units and approximately 
2,613,128 square feet of nonresidential building floor area over existing conditions. Based on a 
population of 1.6 persons per household (and 4,274 potential new dwelling units), an increase of 
approximately 6,834 persons in West Hollywood could occur based on the capacity.  

Table 3 compares the development changes under the existing General Plan and the proposed 
General Plan.  

The Existing General Plan column shows the realistic growth projections that would occur under 
the Existing General Plan if the proposed General Plan was not adopted. The estimates are 
based on 2008 calculations of proposed pipeline projects and parcel-by-parcel analysis of 
development potential using density and intensity assumptions for existing General Plan land 
use designations. As shown, the Existing General Plan is projected to result in approximately 
228 fewer dwelling units, 190,606 square feet of nonresidential development, and 361 fewer 
residents.  
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Table 3. City of West Hollywood Development Changes Comparison  

 
Proposed General 

Plan 
Existing 

General Plan 
Comparison 

 Projection Projection 

Dwelling Units 28,847 28,619 
-228  

(-0.8%) 
Nonresidential 
development, 
square feet 

13,949,860 13,759,254 
-190,606 
(-1.4%) 

Population 44,182 43,821 
-361 

(0.8%) 

Source: California Department of Finance 2009; Raimi + Associates 2010  
 

Given the history of development in the City, these growth projections are considered a 
conservative estimate and would likely not be exceeded with the implementation of the General 
Plan. This is because West Hollywood is relatively dense, has very little vacant land, and many 
of the buildings are in good condition and likely not to change over the time horizon of the 
General Plan. Comparing the growth assumed for analysis in the EIR to historical growth is 
instructive. According to data available from the State, between 1985 and 2009, the population 
in West Hollywood increased by only 830 people and between 1990 and 2009, the number of 
dwelling units in the city increased by only 745. These numbers are much lower than those 
assumed for the Proposed General Plan and the Existing General Plan and thus the growth 
analyzed in this EIR is conservative. 

Population Projections 

As indicated above, long-term implementation of the proposed General Plan could result in an 
increase of 4,274 dwelling units over existing conditions. Based on a population of 1.6 persons 
per household, an increase of approximately 6,834 persons in West Hollywood could occur. The 
estimate of 1.6 persons per household is based on actual data from the 2000s from the 
Department of Finance. From 2001 through 2009, the range of persons per household in West 
Hollywood was a low of 1.55 in 2001 to a high of 1.60 in 2005. The estimate of 1.6 persons per 
household does not consider any vacancy factor, which has remained at approximately 4% for 
West Hollywood in the 2000s. This approach was used in the Draft EIR to ensure a 
conservative estimate of population was analyzed. Because vacancy was not considered, actual 
population could potentially be lower than the capacity of 44,182.  

SCAG projections indicate a population of 39,821 in 2035 which is an approximate 6.6% 
increase over 2008 levels of 37,348. As already noted, the development capacity pursuant to 
implementation of the General Plan could accommodate a capacity of 44,182 people, which is 
18.3% greater than 2008 levels of 37,348.  

SCAG projections of 39,821 in 2035 are based on the City’s existing General Plan policy. 
According to SCAG, “SCAG maintains a complete set of city general plans for every city within 
its six county regions. SCAG uses these plans to facilitate generating its socioeconomic 
forecasts. General plans are constantly being updated by the individual cities. To stay current, 
SCAG collects and reviews city plans on an on-going basis.” See: 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/planning.htm. As indicated on page 3.11-6 of the Draft EIR “SCAG 
projections are based on the existing General Plan. It is likely that West Hollywood’s growth 
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projections would be revised upward in future SCAG planning documents to reflect proposed 
General Plan projections.”  

Topical Response #2:  The Program EIR 

According to CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168), a Program EIR is defined as:  

“an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large 
project and are related either geographically, as logical parts in the chain of contemplated 
actions, in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to 
govern the conduct of a continuing program, or as individual activities carried out under the 
same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental 
effect which can be mitigated in similar ways.” 

A Program EIR is appropriate for adoption of a plan governing the conduct of a continuing 
program, such as a General Plan. (14 CCR 15168). The Program EIR allows for a more 
exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on 
individual actions (project-level), and ensures consideration of cumulative impacts that might be 
slighted on a case-by-case basis. This Program EIR prepared for the West Hollywood General 
Plan update provides a first-tier, programmatic evaluation of the potential environmental impacts 
related to adoption and implementation of the goals, policies, and land use plan set forth in the 
General Plan. It includes a broad-based evaluation of potential impacts for each environmental 
issue area and provides programmatic mitigation where appropriate. Due to the programmatic 
nature of a General Plan, the analysis in a Program EIR consequently lacks the details 
(location, size, etc.) of specific actions typically associated with project-level EIR analyses. 
Implementation of the General Plan does not make a commitment to future facilities. 
Implementation of the General Plan does not determine the specific location, timing of, or if 
future development will ever be built. In the instance that the EIR cannot provide meaningful 
information about a speculative future project, deferral of certain analysis is authorized under 
CEQA (Section 15145). Given the speculative nature of any secondary effects from uncertain 
future facilities and development projects, some impacts and mitigation measures are not 
readily quantifiable for the General Plan and will be specific to future projects. Thus, the first-tier 
analysis provided in this Program EIR is appropriate. CEQA is also specific on how subsequent 
projects can rely on the environmental analysis contained in a Program EIR. The environmental 
impacts of future projects will be analyzed as required by CEQA. As part of the project review 
process, the City will be required to review subsequent activities in accordance with the West 
Hollywood General Plan and examined in light of this Program EIR to determine whether 
additional environmental analysis must be conducted and whether any subsequent project-
specific mitigation would be required. 
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General Plan Letters 

 

Letter G1 
 
G1-1 
In response to the comment, although the General Plan does not specifically address electric 
car charging for apartments, the Infrastructure, Resources, and Conservation Chapter contains 
a goal and policies relating to improving air quality. Examples of relevant policies include 
supporting increased local access to cleaner fuels and cleaner energy by encouraging fueling 
stations that provide cleaner fuels and energy (IRC-7.6), and collaborating with other agencies 
within the region to reduce air pollution from mobile sources including passenger vehicles 
(IRC-7.7). 
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Letter G2 
 
G2-1 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding the creation of one-way streets is noted. 

G2-2 
In response to the comment, the Mobility Chapter of the General Plan contains a goal and 
policies related to improvements to the City’s transportation network, including its bicycle 
network. General Plan Goal M-4 addresses the creation of a comprehensive bicycle network 
throughout the City, and Policy M-4.3 specifically addresses the installation of bicycle lanes 
where feasible. 
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Letter G3 
 
G3-1 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding a ban on charcoal broiling is noted. 

G3-2 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding a no-smoking policy for multi-family buildings is noted. 
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Letter G4 
 
G4-1 
In response to the comment, although the General Plan does not propose an elimination of 
minimum parking requirements, the Mobility Chapter includes a policy addressing possible 
reductions in minimum parking requirements along commercial corridors, in Transit Overlay 
Districts (TODs), or for projects that provide dedicated parking spaces for car-sharing programs 
(M-8.10). The commenter’s suggestion regarding the elimination of minimum parking 
requirements is noted.  
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Letter G5 
 
G5-1 
 
In response to the comment, Metro is the agency responsible for the Westside Subway 
Extension project and will ultimately determine the project schedule and stop locations. Metro is 
currently preparing the Draft EIR for the project, which studies a proposed alternative Red Line 
route along Santa Monica Boulevard through West Hollywood. 

 



 

 
Page 20 

 
 



 

 
Page 21 

Letter G6 
 
G6-1 
The commenter’s opposition to billboards is noted. 

G6-2 
The commenter’s support for more trees is noted. Several chapters of the General Plan contain 
goals and policies related to enhancing the existing tree canopy. Examples of relevant policies 
include providing street trees and landscaping and other pedestrian amenities where feasible 
(M-3.4), and expanding the tree canopy (IRC-6.6). The General Plan also includes an 
Implementation Action to update the Street Tree Master Plan (LU-A.6), and the Climate Action 
Plan includes a measure to increase and enhance the City’s urban forest (G-1.1). 

G6-3 
The commenter’s support for greater height and density near planned subway stops and along 
commercial boulevards is noted. The General Plan includes several policies that address 
transit-supportive development along commercial boulevards (LU-1.13, LU-2.1, and LU-2.4). 

G6-4 
The commenter’s opposition to rent control is noted. 
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Letter G7 
 
G7-1 
The commenter’s support for the priorities reflected in the General Plan is noted. 
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Letter G8 
 
G8-1 
The commenter’s request for greater emphasis on Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Zones 
and for a Plan Review Board to enforce the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Zone is noted. 
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Letter G9 
 
G9-1 
Please see Response to Comment G1-1. The commenter’s suggestions regarding initiatives to 
increase the use of alternative fuels for vehicles are noted. 
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Letter G10 
 
G10-1  
The comment is noted. General Plan Figure 6-1 will be corrected to show Fairfax Avenue as an 
arterial. 

G10-2 
In response to the concern regarding use of the phrase “built-out city,” the phrase was intended 
to describe West Hollywood as a dense urban environment with very little available vacant land, 
where all new development is infill development. It was not intended to suggest there is no 
remaining development capacity in the City. This phrase will be clarified in the final General 
Plan. 

G10-3 
Currently, there is no approved plan to widen Santa Monica Boulevard from four lanes to six 
lanes within the City of Los Angeles. However, the City is aware that the Draft Hollywood 
General Plan shows provisions for right-of-way that may ultimately allow for six lanes. The 
Mobility Chapter of the General Plan will be revised to note this under the section heading 
Regional Auto Access.  

G10-4 
The error in the reference to the Ventura Freeway is noted and will be corrected in the final 
General Plan. 

G10-5 
The commenter’s suggestion to add a policy regarding collaboration with the City of Los 
Angeles for roadway planning is noted.  

 



Bianca Siegl

From: Seth William Meier [seth@theflyovers.com]
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2010 10:29 AM
To: Bianca Siegl
Cc: president@whwra.org; Paul Arevalo; John Duran; Lindsey Horvath; Abbe Land; Jeffrey Prang
Subject: Comments on City of West Hollywood General Plan

Page 1 of 2Untitled Document

8/9/2010

Bianca Siegl
City of West Hollywood
Community Development Department
8300 Santa Monica Boulevard
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Dear Bianca and other Members of the City of West Hollywood, 

I am deeply concerned with the direction that is being discussed and followed in regards to the city's 
General Plan. 
I have been a resident for a little over a year now and had many choices of where to move when my wife 
and I were looking to purchase a home. We both work outside of West Hollywood but agreed it was the 
best area for us to settle down and raise our family. We felt the city had the best interest of their 
residents. I am starting to wonder if that is really the case as we have seen things move from a family 
friendly city to issues that can seriously effect the quality of life for the residents. 

I am mostly concerned about encroaching advertising with the City leaving legislation open to backdoor 
methods of buildings utilizing Tall Walls and super graphics outside the sunset strip. While it might 
characterize the strip, it certainly does not do so in a residential neighborhood. I have had this battle 
before in re the building 8899 Beverly Blvd and notice they have moved to putting their plans on the 
web including tall walls and supergraphics (http://8899beverly.com/) that would shine into my bedroom 
window. I have had so many issues with this building that have been politley answered by the building 
administration but then have done nothing about the problems with the building. Signage is not the 
answer to bringing revenue into the city. To prove my point I would be happy to bring the studio 
projector from our stages and project commercials all night long into your living room and bedroom 
window.

In addition the thought of less pedestrian friendly areas will drive shoppers away. More traffic will only 
make people try to steer away from west hollywood and would certainly make me want to move away. 
Loss of any sunlight and taller buildings is only going to make things worse; would you want to live in 
the shadow of a building? Already, what was the shining example of what a city can be in growth, 
creativity, quality of life and advancement is starting to go in the opposite direction. 

I feel we all have the best interests of the city in mind and have faith the city will make the right choices, 
but you should know how many concerned residents are out there right now.

--

Sincerely,

Seth 
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Letter G11 
 
G11-1 
The commenter’s opposition to offsite signage outside the Sunset Strip is noted.  

G11-2 
The commenter’s concern regarding the loss of pedestrian-friendly areas and increased traffic in 
shopping areas is noted. In response to the comment, the Mobility Chapter of the General Plan 
includes goals and policies to maintain and enhance the City’s pedestrian orientation (Goal M-3) 
and a policy related to new commercial development providing for the construction of pedestrian 
rights-of way to allow convenient and unimpeded circulation to, through, and within the property 
being developed. In addition, the General Plan also contains a goal to utilize transportation 
demand management strategies to reduce vehicle miles traveled and vehicle trips in an effort to 
improve mobility and maintain the quality of the physical environment (M-6).  

G11-3  
The commenter’s concern regarding loss of sunlight and taller buildings is noted. Page 3.1-10 of 
the Draft EIR analyzes shade and shadow impacts from implementation of the proposed 
General Plan. The comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of environmental 
analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or 
new information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 
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Letter G12 

G12-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding proposed height increases along Melrose Avenue, as well 
as business types, traffic, and property values, is noted. 
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Letter G13 
 
G13-1 
The commenter’s observations regarding the changing character of Melrose Avenue are noted. 

G13-2 
The commenter’s opposition to the General Plan’s proposed height increases along Melrose 
Avenue is noted. 

G13-3 
The commenter’s concern related to pedestrian safety on Robertson Boulevard and San 
Vicente Boulevard is noted. The General Plan contains a goal to maintain and enhance the 
City’s pedestrian orientation (Goal M-3) with corresponding policies to enhance pedestrian 
accessibility by providing bulb-outs where appropriate in order to minimize pedestrian crossing 
distances and improve visibility. The Land Use and Urban Form Chapter of the General Plan 
also promotes pedestrian-oriented design and encourages pedestrian activity, access, and 
comfort. In addition, the West Hollywood Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Plan (2003) sets forth 
specific strategies for increasing pedestrian-oriented design features within the street network. 

G13-4 
The commenter’s opposition to the General Plan’s proposed height increase at the Melrose 
Triangle is noted.  

G13-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the General Plan’s proposed land use designations along 
Melrose Avenue, Doheny Drive between Rangely Avenue and Melrose Avenue, and the 
Melrose Triangle, as well as opposition to any height bonuses on the south side of Beverly 
Boulevard, is noted. 
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Letter G14 
 
G14-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding the height of buildings along Melrose Avenue and 
Robertson Boulevard and crime levels is noted. 

G14-2 
The commenter’s concerns regarding traffic congestion and the height of buildings on Melrose 
Avenue are noted.  

G14-3 
A Traffic Study was conducted for the project and was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix F. 
Transportation and traffic impacts are also discussed in Section 3.14 of the EIR. As future 
projects are proposed, they will also be reviewed for traffic impacts.  

G14-4 
The commenter’s opposition to the General Plan’s proposed height increases at the Melrose 
Triangle is noted.  

G14-5 
The commenter’s opposition to billboards is noted. 
 
G14-6 
The commenter’s concern regarding the types of commercial businesses on Melrose Avenue 
and Robertson Boulevard is noted. 
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Letter G15 
 
G15-1 
The commenter’s suggestion to stop all growth in the City is noted. 
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Letter G16 
 
G16-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the General Plan’s proposed height increases along Melrose 
Avenue is noted  
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Letter G17 
 
G17-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding quality of life, building heights, offsite signage, and traffic 
as addressed in the proposed General Plan is noted. 
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Letter G18 

G18-1 
The commenter’s remarks regarding the General Plan are noted.  

G18-2 
The commenter states that the General Plan commits the City to massive amounts of 
development that far exceeds the capacity of municipal infrastructure. The General Plan does 
not propose any development, nor commit the City to any future development projects. Rather, 
the General Plan provides a framework for redevelopment, infill, and mixed-use development 
primarily in five commercial subareas. Focusing development in these areas will promote 
walking and transit use, because these areas are already developed and adjacent to existing 
commercial and transit services. The General Plan contains numerous goals and policies 
(e.g., see Goal IRC-2 and associated policies) to ensure that adequate public services, facilities, 
and utilities are provided concurrently with new development.  

Refer to Topical Response #1 for comments regarding projected growth pursuant to the General 
Plan.  

The comment regarding low paying services sector jobs overburdening the public transportation 
system is noted.  

G18-3 
The commenter’s concern regarding public input incorporated into the plan is noted. The 
Introduction and Overview Chapter of the proposed General Plan, pages 7–12, describes the 
extensive public involvement process for the General Plan, including an explanation of how the 
General Plan Guiding Principles were developed. These principles serve as the foundation for 
the goals and policies of the General Plan.  

The commenter’s concern with height along Santa Monica Boulevard and La Brea Avenue and 
with nonfunctioning intersections is noted. 

G18-4  
In response to the comment, a principal strategy of the General Plan is to provide a framework 
to accommodate redevelopment, infill, and mixed-use development primarily in five commercial 
subareas. Focusing development in these areas will promote walking and transit use because 
these areas are already developed and adjacent to existing commercial and transit services. As 
indicated in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR, most of the City is not anticipated to experience land 
use change as a result of the General Plan update.  

The Mobility Chapter of the General Plan contains numerous goals and policies that promote a 
multimodal transportation system that increases alternative transportation modes and reduces 
dependence on the automobile and associated traffic congestion. Examples of relevant goals 
include develop a world-class transit system (Goal M-1); maintain and enhance a pedestrian-
oriented city (Goal M-3); create a comprehensive bicycle network throughout the City (Goal 
M-4); and create an environmentally and financially sustainable transportation network that 
provides for the mobility and livability needs of West Hollywood residents, businesses, and 
visitors (Goal M-5). Please refer to Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR for the analysis of traffic 
impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan.  
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G18-5  
In response to the comment, please refer to Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response 
#1 for an explanation of the growth projections and methodology used for the proposed General 
Plan.  

In response to the jobs comment, the detailed growth projections performed for the Draft EIR 
indicated that in 2008, the City actually had 22,911 jobs. In the Draft EIR on page 3.11-3, the 
increase in jobs of 4,451 from 2008 through 2035 was correct. However, the 2035 figure should 
have been stated as 27,462 (see information on subsequent revision below) instead of 28,847. 
Nevertheless, this estimate includes all jobs attributable to pipeline projects included in the 
growth projections, including the PDC Red building (see below).  

The traffic analysis for the Draft EIR undercounted 220 net additional p.m. peak hour trips and 
2,620 net additional daily trips by allocating 400,000 square feet of office space at the PDC Red 
building as gallery space instead of office space. Gallery space has a lower trip generation rate. 
Since office space has a higher job generation rate than gallery space, the Draft EIR 
undercounted jobs by 1,243. Thus, the Draft EIR has been revised to indicate a 2035 jobs 
estimate of 28,705.  

In response to the comment on traffic impacts pertaining to undercounted jobs, the traffic 
impacts of the additional jobs were reanalyzed for the Draft EIR. Additional traffic trips 
attributable to 1,243 additional jobs do not result in any additional significant impacts to any of 
the intersections analyzed in Section 3.14 because the additional traffic trips do not exceed 
thresholds of significance for the intersections. No additional transportation and traffic impacts 
were identified. 

G18-6 
Please refer to Response to Comment G18-2. Please refer to Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR for 
an analysis of the traffic impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan.  

G18-7  
Please refer to Topical Response #1. Additionally, as noted by the commenter, based on the 
development capacity of the proposed General Plan, housing units are projected to increase by 
4,274 or approximately 17.4% from 2008 through 2035. Based on 1.6 persons per household, 
the development capacity pursuant to implementation of the General Plan could accommodate 
a capacity of 44,182 people, or an increase of approximately 6,834 people over existing 
conditions (4,274 x 1.6 = 6,834), which is 18.3% greater than existing (2008) conditions.  

G18-8  
Please refer to Response to Comment G18-2. Please refer to Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR for 
an analysis of the traffic impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan.  

As explained in Appendix F of the Draft EIR, in accordance with policy guidance provided by the 
SB 375 Regional Targets Advisory Committee, the following trip types and percentages are 
included in the tabulation of daily trips for the traffic analysis: 

• Internal to External: Trips beginning inside the City and ending outside the City (50%) 
• External to Internal: Trips beginning outside the City and ending inside the City (50%) 
• Internal to Internal: Trips beginning and ending inside the City (100%) 
• External to External: Trips beginning outside the City and ending outside the City (0%) 
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G18-9  
In response to the comment, the commenter states that the Draft EIR ignores West Hollywood’s 
existing population and states that as much as 40% of West Hollywood consists of seniors. The 
comment is noted. However, the City of West Hollywood Demographic Profile, 2002, and the 
U.S. Census (2000) indicate 17% of the City consists of seniors aged 65 and up. See 
http://www.ci.west-hollywood. ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=623. 

In response to the comments regarding demographic shifts and decontrolled rental units, the 
Draft EIR is not required to analyze these issues. Comments regarding the City’s shifting 
demographics, the costs of decontrolled rental units and associated implications, and retirement 
age are noted.  

G18-10  
The commenter states the City is encouraging massive population growth without viable 
mitigation measures to avoid impacts to growth. The General Plan provides a framework to 
accommodate future growth through redevelopment, infill, and mixed-use development in five 
commercial subareas. Focusing additional development opportunities in these areas will reduce 
vehicular trips and promote walking and transit use because these areas are already developed 
and adjacent to existing commercial and transit services. In addition, the General Plan proposes 
an expanded pedestrian and bicycle network to improve walkability and mobility throughout the 
City. The General Plan and Climate Action Plan also contain numerous policies to reduce 
climate change impacts through greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction measures. These policies 
provide additional benefits to the community such as cleaner air, cost savings, energy savings, 
and a greener City. The General Plan also contains numerous policies that promote green 
buildings, green development techniques, and a variety of other strategies to reduce waste, 
energy use, and water consumption and to reduce the environmental impacts of existing and 
future development in West Hollywood. The General Plan also contains numerous goals and 
policies (e.g., see Goal IRC-2 and associated policies) to ensure that adequate public services, 
facilities, and utilities are provided concurrently with new development. In addition, Section 3.12 
of the Draft EIR analyzed the impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan on public 
services and utilities. As noted on page 3.12-60 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the 
proposed General Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to public services 
and facilities with the exception of water supply. See Response to Comment E4-54. Because 
the water supply impact was found to be significant and unavoidable at the program level of 
analysis, the City Council will determine whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. This analysis is contained in the Findings of Fact 
for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the West Hollywood General Plan 
document and the Statement of Overriding Considerations, contained in Planning Commission 
Resolution PC-10-944. 

G18-11  
The commenter’s concern regarding the number of impacted intersections is noted. The traffic 
analysis conducted for implementation of the General Plan in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR and 
Appendix F does not take into account any trip reductions that could occur if public 
transportation improvements occur. Thus, the Draft EIR does not rely on any future public 
transportation improvements to reduce traffic impacts in West Hollywood. 

G18-12  
In response to the comment, the General Plan and Draft EIR acknowledge that the Redline 
Subway extension is being considered along Santa Monica Boulevard through the center of the 
City. These documents do not make any assumptions as to when the subway extension would 
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be constructed. The traffic analysis conducted for implementation of the General Plan in Section 
3.14 of the Draft EIR and Appendix F does not take into account any trip reductions that could 
occur if the subway is extended to West Hollywood. Thus, the Draft EIR does not rely on any 
future rail transit to reduce traffic impacts in West Hollywood.  

G18-13  
In response to the comment, although CEQA does not identify a threshold for analyzing the 
adequacy of parking supply, Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR discussed the impact of parking 
capacity and demand pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan.  

As the commenter notes, the proposed General Plan and Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR contain 
numerous goals and policies to manage parking supply to serve residents, businesses, and 
visitors as effectively and efficiently as possible (e.g., see Goal M-8 and associated policies).  

As discussed in the Mobility Element of the General Plan and Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, a 
parking occupancy study was conducted in two commercial areas of the City. The parking 
occupancy study results indicated that the number of spaces available in the study areas 
exceeds the demand. However, the current allocation of these spaces may not function 
efficiently to provide access to adequate parking, particularly during peak periods. Hence, as 
already stated, General Plan goals and policies seek to provide greater parking effectiveness 
and efficiency such as utilizing the most current parking management technology, promoting 
shared pools of commercial parking, and maintaining demand-responsive pricing of public 
parking, among others. 

The commenter’s question regarding shared parking agreements between businesses with 
sufficient parking, and parking deficits is noted.  

The commenter’s statements regarding unbundled parking are noted. The meaning of 
unbundled parking, per Appendix F of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR, unbundled parking is 
explained as follows:  

Parking costs are generally subsumed into the sale or rental price of housing and 
commercial space. Although the cost of parking is often hidden in this way, parking is 
never free; instead the cost to construct and maintain the “free” parking is hidden in the 
cost of all other goods and services. For all commercial and residential development in 
West Hollywood, the cost to lease or purchase parking could be unbundled from the cost 
to lease or purchase the usable space. 
 
Such a policy would provide a financial incentive to residents and employers to lease 
only the amount of parking they need. For residential development, unbundled parking 
may prompt some residents to dispense with one of their cars and to make more of their 
trips by other modes. 
 
Among households with below-average vehicle ownership rates (e.g., low-income 
people, singles and single parents, seniors on fixed incomes, and college students), 
unbundled parking can also provide a substantial financial benefit that increases housing 
affordability. Unbundled parking can allow employers to provide employees with an 
equitable transportation benefit that can reduce vehicle commuting. 
 

In response to the comment regarding increasing traffic on commercial arterials and additional 
traffic on residential streets, Goal M-7 of the General Plan contains policies to protect and 
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preserve residential neighborhoods from intrusion of nonresidential traffic including supporting 
the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program, continuing to include residents and others in 
discussions of neighborhood traffic management, regularly reviewing neighborhood parking 
permit districts to prevent commercial overflow parking, and managing traffic speeds and 
volume on neighborhood streets to reduce cut-through traffic. 

In response to the comment regarding making parking more difficult in commercial areas 
resulting in cruising of residential neighborhoods for free parking, Goal M-8 contains policies 
specifically designed to reduce circling for parking, including creating user-friendly informational 
and wayfinding signage to direct motorists to parking facilities, a shared valet program, 
providing real-time parking occupancy information to motorists, and standardized price 
information displayed at all public and private parking facilities and meters. 

In response to the comment on reviewing residential parking districts, the Mobility Chapter of 
the proposed General Plan provides a policy to maintain, not abolish, preferential parking 
districts and to require the City to regularly review neighborhood permit parking districts to 
prevent commercial overflow parking (M-8.17). 

G18-14  
The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft EIR indicates that implementation of the 
General Plan would have a less-than-significant impact on fire protection services. As indicated 
on page 3.12-29 of the Draft EIR “intensification of development and additional population 
primarily within the five commercial subareas would lead to increased demand for fire protection 
services in these areas. This is a significant impact.” The General Plan contains numerous 
goals and policies to ensure the City provides adequate fire protection services (see Goals SN-
6, SN-7, and SN-8 and associated policies). In addition, the Draft EIR incorporated mitigation 
measures (see Mitigation Measures 3.12-1 through 3.12-6) to reduce the impact of 
implementation of the General Plan on fire protection services to a less-than-significant level. 
Additionally, emergency service response time was analyzed in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR. 
Goals and policies in the Safety and Noise Chapter of the proposed General Plan contain 
actions aimed at ensuring emergency response readiness such as continuing to contract with 
Los Angeles County for police services, remaining part of the Consolidated Fire Protection 
District of Los Angeles County, and annually reviewing those services regarding responsiveness 
and effectiveness; cooperating with neighboring jurisdictions, social services, and internal 
departments to maximize public safety and emergency services; and supporting existing mutual 
aid agreements; among others. 

G18-15  
In response to the comment, the commenter’s statements regarding the Transit Overlay area 
are noted. Page 52 of the proposed General Plan and Policy LU-2.4 in the Land Use and Urban 
Form Chapter explains how the Transit Overlays work. As clearly stated in Policy LU-2.4, 
greater heights and densities in the General Plan Transit Overlay Zones can only be considered 
by the City Council after rail transit is incorporated in the Metro Long Range Transit Plan and 
appropriate CEQA analysis has been conducted.  
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Letter G19 
 
G19-1 
Please refer to Responses to Comments G13-1 and G13-2. 
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Letter G20 
 
G20-1 
The commenter states that the proposed General Plan does not incorporate principles 
established when the City was founded regarding the commercial streets within Sub-Area 1. In 
response to the comment, the General Plan incorporates community input gathered during the 
General Plan Update process, as summarized in Chapter 1.0 of the proposed General Plan. 
The specific vision for Sub-Area 1 is contained in the Intent statement of Goal LU-11 and related 
policies, particularly Policy LU-11.3, which addresses maintaining the small-scale, pedestrian-
oriented character of Melrose Avenue and Robertson Boulevard. 

G20-2 
In response to the comment regarding support for bold design of commercial structures and a 
design review process for residential buildings, please refer to General Plan Goal LU-5 and 
related policies, which address encouraging a high level of quality and sight design in all 
construction and renovation of buildings. Green building is addressed in the Infrastructure, 
Resources, and Conservation Chapter, Goal IRC-5 and related policies. 

G20-3 
In response to the comments regarding specific street and pedestrian improvements, the 
General Plan addresses such improvements at a broad policy level. The Mobility Chapter 
includes a Goal and Policies relating to minimizing nonresidential traffic in residential 
neighborhoods (Goal M-7); a Goal to maintain and enhance the City’s pedestrian orientation 
(M-3) and related Policy requiring provision of pedestrian amenities including wider sidewalks, 
pedestrian-oriented lighting, and bulb-outs at cross walks where feasible (M-3.4); and a Goal 
related to expanding the City’s bicycle network (M-4).  

G20-4 
In response to the comment regarding inclusion of specific items in the General Plan, please 
refer to Response to Comments G20-3. In response to the comment regarding community input 
into the Draft General Plan, please refer to the Introduction and Overview Chapter of the 
General Plan, pages 7 through 12, for a description of the extensive public involvement process, 
including an explanation of how the General Plan Guiding Principles were developed, which 
serve as the foundation for the goals and policies of the General Plan. 
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Letter G21 
 
G21-1 
The commenter’s observations regarding changing commercial neighborhoods are noted. In 
response to the comment regarding mixed-use zoning, the General Plan does not propose to 
change the current mixed-use bonus for commercial zones. It should be noted that, per City 
records, only three buildings using the mixed-use bonus have been constructed since the bonus 
was established in 1991. 

G21-2 
The comment regarding the character of other cities is noted. 

G21-3 
Please see Response to Comment G21-1. In response to the comment regarding residential 
growth, the General Plan seeks to maintain and enhance existing residential neighborhoods 
(see General Plan Guiding Principles, page 12 and Goal LU-8) and only proposes increases to 
existing residential land use in two limited areas, south of Beverly Boulevard and on the west 
side of Detroit Street (see Figure 3-4, General Plan Designations). 

G21-4 
The commenter’s questions regarding mixed-use, traffic, and commercial business types are 
noted.  
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Letter G22 
 
G22-1 
The commenter states that the General Plan allows for height and density increases on Melrose 
Avenue. This is not entirely correct. The General Plan proposes a change from CN1 (1.0 floor 
area ratio [FAR] and 25 feet in height) to CN2 (1.0 FAR and 35 feet in height) along much of 
Melrose Avenue between Doheny Drive and La Cienega Boulevard—an increase of 10 feet in 
height, but no change in density. The only increase in density proposed on Melrose Avenue is 
for the north side of the block between Robertson and San Vicente Boulevards, which would 
change from CN1 to CC1 (1.5 FAR and 35 feet in height), an increase of 0.5 FAR and 10 feet in 
height. The commenter’s concern regarding the mix of commercial business types and 
neighborhood character is noted. 

G22-2 
In response to the commenter’s concern regarding potentially taller buildings on Melrose, please 
refer to the Draft EIR, Section 3.1, Aesthetics, which analyzes environmental impacts related to 
scenic vistas, and shade and shadow. The commenter’s concern regarding a “tunnel effect” is 
noted. 

G22-3 
In response to the comment regarding allowing increased height or density based on the 
individual merits of a building, please refer to General Plan policy LU-2.8, which states that such 
an incentive may be considered for projects that offer architectural design that is of unusual 
merit and will enhance the City. 

G22-4 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed height and density increase for the Melrose 
Triangle is noted. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion of case-by-case consideration of 
height increases based on architectural merit, please see Response to Comment G22-3. 

G22-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed land use changes along La Cienega Boulevard, 
Beverly Boulevard, and Melrose Avenue is noted. The comments regarding neighborhood 
character, pedestrian activity, traffic and parking, views, shade and shadow, the community 
input process, offsite signage, and other matters are noted. 

G22-6 
The commenter’s opposition to height or density increases is noted. Regarding case-by-case 
review of projects, please see Response to Comment G22-3. 
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Letter G23 
 
G23-1 
In response to the commenter’s suggestion regarding bicycle facilities, please refer to General 
Plan Implementation Action M-A.28 regarding installing bicycle parking facilities. The 
commenter’s suggestions regarding the use of “sharrows” and bicycle-related signage and the 
creation of bus- and bicycle-only lanes are noted. 

G23-2 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding requiring existing major employers and retailers to 
provide bicycle parking is noted. 

G23-3 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding accelerating implementation of the 2003 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan is noted. Implementation will continue as funding allows. 

G23-4 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding CERT training is noted. The City hosts periodic CERT 
trainings for residents. 

G23-5 
The commenter’s suggestion to set noise standards for residential HVAC systems is noted. 
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Letter G24 
 
G24-1 
In response to the comment regarding community input into the Draft General Plan, please refer 
to the Introduction and Overview Chapter of the General Plan, pages 7 through 12, for a 
description of the extensive public involvement process, including an explanation of how the 
General Plan Guiding Principles were developed, which serve as the foundation for the goals 
and policies of the General Plan. 

G24-2 
The commenter’s observations regarding the character of the West Hollywood West 
neighborhood and concerns regarding potential change are noted. 

G24-3 
Please see Thematic Response #1.  

G24-4 
Please see Response to Comment G24-2. 

G24-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the General Plan’s proposed height increases along Melrose 
Avenue and opposition to offsite signage are noted. 

G24-6 
The commenter’s concern regarding the new library parking structure is noted. 

 



 

 
Page 71 

 
 



 

 
Page 72 

Letter G25 
 
G25-1 
The commenter’s concern about the approval process for the General Plan is noted; however, 
California Government Code sections 65300 and 65350 et seq. require that the Planning 
Commission review the General Plan and make recommendations to the City Council, who is 
responsible for final approval of the document. 
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Letter G26 

G26-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding traffic, density, noise, and parking is noted. Please refer to 
the Draft EIR for the analysis of these issues pursuant to implementation of the proposed 
General Plan. The comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of environmental 
analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or 
new information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 
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Letter G27 

G27-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding building heights, quality of life, and traffic is noted. Please 
refer to the Draft EIR for the analysis of these issues (except for quality of life, which is a broad 
term not required to be directly addressed in the Draft EIR) pursuant to implementation of the 
proposed General Plan. The comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of 
environmental analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because 
no question or new information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 
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Letter G28 

G28-1  
The commenter’s concern regarding quality of life, noise, traffic, congestion, and parking is 
noted. Please refer to the Draft EIR for the analysis of these issues (except for quality of life, 
which is a broad term not required to be directly addressed in the Draft EIR) pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan. The comment does not raise any issues related 
to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is 
necessary because no question or new information regarding the environmental analysis was 
raised. 
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Letter G29 

G29-1 
The commenter states that the General Plan proposes a height increase to the Sherbourne 
Triangle. This is inaccurate. No land use changes are proposed for the Sherbourne Triangle. 

G29-2 
The commenter’s support for the proposed height increase along Melrose Avenue is noted. The 
commenter states that up to three height bonuses of 10 feet each may be applied to projects on 
Melrose Avenue. This is not entirely correct. As illustrated in Table 3-2 of the proposed General 
Plan, properties designated Commercial Neighborhood 2 (CN2) may receive Green Building, 
Affordable Housing, or Creative Office bonuses. These bonuses are described in the footnotes 
to Table 3-2, on page 54 of the proposed General Plan. The Green Building bonus allows for an 
additional 0.1 floor area ratio (FAR), but no height increase, for projects that exceed minimum 
green building requirements and achieve a minimum of 90 points on the West Hollywood Green 
Building Point System. The Affordable Housing bonus is mandated by state law and allows 
projects to have up to a 35% density bonus and to request a range of other incentives including 
a 10-foot height increase, for providing certain amounts of affordable housing. The Creative 
Office bonus would allow for an increase of 0.5 FAR with no additional height for projects that 
include office spaces for fashion, arts, design, and other similar uses, but no increase in height. 
If a project were able to provide the community benefits required to achieve all three bonuses, 
the total additional height would be no more than 10 feet over the 35-foot height allowed in the 
CN2 zone, for a maximum of 45 feet depending upon state affordable housing bonuses. 

G29-3 
In response to the commenter’s observations regarding the design of commercial storefronts 
along Melrose Avenue, please refer to proposed General Plan policies LU-4.2, LU-4.6, and 
LU-11.7, which require projects to incorporate a series of urban design techniques intended to 
enhance pedestrian activity and comfort. 

G29-4 
The commenter’s observations regarding the changing character of Melrose Avenue are noted. 
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Letter G30 

G30-1  
The commenter’s concerns regarding traffic safety, on-street parking, and pedestrian 
crosswalks, and recommendations for specific roadway improvements are noted. The comment 
does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the 
Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or new information regarding 
the environmental analysis was raised. 

G30-2  
In response to the comment, the General Plan contains numerous goals and policies (e.g., see 
Goal IRC-2 and associated policies) to ensure that adequate public services, facilities, and 
utilities are provided concurrently with new development. Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR 
discusses the public services and utilities impacts pursuant to implementation of the General 
Plan. 

In response to the comment on light and shadow, Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR discusses the 
impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan on light and glare on page 3.1-1, and 
shade and shadow on page 3.1-10.  

In response to the comment on traffic and parking, Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR discusses the 
impacts of transportation and parking pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan.  

The comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of environmental analysis 
conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or new 
information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 
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Letter G31 

G31-1  
The commenter’s concern regarding potential view and shading impacts is noted. Section 3.1 of 
the Draft EIR discusses the impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan on light 
and glare on page 3.1-1, and shade and shadow on page 3.1-10. 

The comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of environmental analysis 
conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or new 
information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 
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Letter G32 

G32-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding building heights, traffic, and neighborhood character is 
noted. 

G32-2 
The comment regarding term limits is noted. In response to the comment requesting the 
availability of staff salary information, please refer to the City’s website, www.weho.org, for a full 
list of staff salaries. 
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Letter G33 
 
G33-1 
The commenter’s support for the proposed General Plan is noted. 
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Letter G34  
 
G34-1 
Please refer to Response to Comment G13-2. 
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Letter G35 
 
G35-1 
Please refer to Response to Comment G27-1. 
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Letter G36  

Note: Two comment letters were received from Peter Noonan at the City of Beverly Hills. 
Both letters contain identical comments but were provided in two separate formats; one 
letter format that was signed and dated, and the other in the comment form provided by 
the City. The signed and dated letter is included in this section.  

G36-1  
The comment makes opening remarks and is noted. The comment does not raise any issues 
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is necessary because no question or new information regarding the environmental 
analysis was raised. 

G36-2  
In response to the comment, the proposed General Plan contains goals and policies to 
collaborate on regional transportation solutions that improve mobility and the quality of life for 
residents. Policy M-2.3, in particular, encourages collaboration with the City of Beverly Hills on 
mobility issues.  

G36-3  
In response to the comment on the Climate Action Plan, the 2020 target for the performance 
indicator percentage of households and businesses that voluntarily reduce indoor water 
consumption by 30% or more over 2008 levels was erroneously listed as 15% but should have 
been listed as 30%. The greenhouse gas emission reductions associated with this measure 
were calculated at a target of 30% for both 2020 and 2035. See page B-9 of the Climate Action 
Plan.  

G36-4  

In response to the comment, page 3.12-8 of the Draft EIR notes that Metropolitan Water District 
(MWD) imports its water from the State Water Project and the Colorado River. Page 3.12-14 
contains a more detailed description of MWD’s water supply sources. No further response is 
necessary. 

G36-5  
The comment offers concluding remarks and is noted. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter G37 

G37-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding the types of commercial uses to be allowed in the 
proposed R4B-C zone is noted. The specific types of commercial uses allowed will be 
determined during the Zoning Ordinance update following adoption of the General Plan. Table 
2-5, section 19.10.030 of the Zoning Ordinance details allowable uses in current commercial 
zones. In response to the commenter’s request regarding the prohibition of specific land uses in 
the R4B-C zone, it may be useful to note that child day care centers, religious facilities, and 
schools require a major or minor Conditional Use Permit in all existing commercial zones. 
Restaurants are typically allowed in all commercial zones. 

G37-2  
The commenter’s concern about potential noise impacts from implementation of the General 
Plan along Beverly Boulevard adjacent to residential development is noted. The Draft EIR 
analyzed this issue on page 3.9-36. In addition, the proposed General Plan contains numerous 
goals and policies in the Safety and Noise Chapter to minimize the impact of noise in the 
community, and to mitigate, as needed, for certain uses adjacent to residences and other noise-
sensitive land uses. Individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific 
impacts, including noise, during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant 
impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions 
of approval.  

G37-3 
The commenter’s concern regarding traffic and parking congestion as a result of the proposed 
R4B-C zone is noted. Please refer to Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, which analyzes the traffic 
impacts of the proposed General Plan. Any new development within the proposed R4B-C zone 
would be required to provide adequate parking as defined by section 19.28.040 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

G37-4  
The commenter’s opposition to electronic or digital signage on potential storefronts is noted. 
The impact of signage pursuant to implementation of the General Plan was analyzed in Section 
3.1 of the Draft EIR. The Land Use and Urban Form Chapter of the General Plan contains goals 
and policies to minimize signage impacts on adjacent development. Additionally, Chapter 19.34 
and G-34 of the City’s Municipal Code regulate signage in the City of West Hollywood, including 
color, type, design, placement, etc.  
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Letter G38 

G38-1 
The commenter’s concern about the applicability of multiple bonuses in commercial areas 
surrounding the West Hollywood West neighborhood is noted. The General Plan does not 
propose new bonuses that are substantially different from those currently allowed. Further, the 
City currently allows projects to cumulatively apply bonuses—this is not a new proposal in the 
General Plan, but rather a statement of existing policy. Please refer to Response to Comment 
G29-2 for a description of the incentives offered by the bonuses listed in Table 3-2 of the 
proposed General Plan. 

G38-2 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed height and density increase for the Melrose 
Triangle is noted.  

G38-3  
In response to the comment, Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR analyzed the impact on public 
services and utilities with implementation of the proposed General Plan. The General Plan 
contains numerous goals and policies (e.g., see Goal IRC-2 and associated policies) to ensure 
that adequate public services, facilities, and utilities are provided concurrently with new 
development. Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR also analyzed the impact of water supply with 
implementation of the proposed General Plan. Additionally, Implementation Program LU-A.4 in 
the proposed General Plan requires that a study be conducted for exaction/impact fees for new 
development. The fees could pay a variety of capital expenditures including public safety, 
streetscape, transportation, and other improvements.  

G38-4 
The commenter’s concern regarding neighborhood character, pedestrian activity, traffic and 
parking, views, shade and shadow, the community input process, offsite signage, and other 
matters is noted. 
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Letter G39  

G39-1 
The comment is noted. The Draft EIR analyzes transportation and traffic issues pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR.  

G39-2 
The Draft General Plan encourages the expansion of both local and regional transit systems 
which includes the Red Line extension. The City is aware that the subway may not align through 
West Hollywood but does not preclude other rail systems and major transit improvements along 
its transit corridors. Please see Response to Comment G18-2 regarding the impacts of a 
subway on the proposed General Plan traffic analysis. 

G39-3 
The No Project (Existing General Plan) alternative analyzed a “do-nothing” scenario with no Red 
Line Subway. Please refer to the General Plan and Climate Action Plan Program Environmental 
Impact Report Section 5.3.1 for details on the EIR traffic study in the “No Project” alternative. 
Additionally, the traffic analysis for the proposed General Plan did not assume any reductions to 
vehicular travel due to the Red Line Subway.  

G39-4 
The commenter’s opinion that promoting other modes of travel besides single-occupancy 
vehicles is optimistic and unrealistic is noted. The statement that the commenter’s personal 
travel habits do not include the use of other modes of travel is noted. 

G39-5 
The picture on page 105 of the proposed General Plan depicting the bicyclist at the bus stop 
was provided for illustration purposes only. It was not meant to quantify nor reflect the degree or 
magnitude of bus or bike riders in the City. 

G39-6 
The commenter’s questions regarding current transit and bike usage are noted. 
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Letter G40 
 
G40-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed height increases in the General Plan is noted.  

G40-2 
The commenter’s interpretation regarding land use policies that could favor one segment of the 
community over another is noted. However, the proposed General Plan policies reflect the 
combined input of residents, community groups, property owners, and others. Please refer to 
the Introduction and Overview Chapter of the General Plan, pages 7 through 12, for a 
description of the extensive public involvement process, including an explanation of how the 
General Plan Guiding Principles were developed, which serve as the foundation for the goals 
and policies of the General Plan. 

G40-3 
Please see Response to Comment G40-1. 

G40-4 
Please see Response to Comment G40-1. The commenter’s statement regarding the past use 
of height averaging is not entirely correct. Height averaging was a technique for controlling the 
height and massing of buildings in residential areas, but the City never applied that method to 
commercially zoned properties as is suggested in the comment.  

G40-5 
The commenter’s concern regarding neighborhood character is noted. 

G40-6 
Please see Response to Comment G40-2. 
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Letter G41 
 
G41-1 
The City Council will determine whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts on traffic identified in the EIR. This analysis is contained in 
the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the West 
Hollywood General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding Considerations, contained 
in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-944. 

G41-2 
The commenter’s concern regarding emergency service response time is noted. This issue was 
analyzed in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR. Goals and policies in the Safety and Noise Chapter of 
the proposed General Plan contain actions aimed at ensuring emergency response readiness.  

G41-3 
The commenter’s concern regarding the land use changes in the proposed General Plan is 
noted. Please refer to the Introduction and Overview Chapter of the General Plan, pages 7 
through 12, for a description of the extensive public involvement process, including an 
explanation of how the General Plan Guiding Principles were developed, which serve as the 
foundation for the goals and policies of the General Plan. 
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Letter G42 
 
G42-1 
In response to the comment regarding Neighborhood Conservation (NC) Overlay Districts, 
please refer to page 52 of the proposed General Plan, which describes the NC Overlay as one 
of the Zoning Overlay Districts included on the Zoning Map. The proposed General Plan does 
not preclude future expansion of the NC Overlay, but any changes to the Overlay would be 
detailed as part of an update to the Zoning Ordinance. The commenter’s request to consider 
expansion of the NC Overlay is noted. 

G42-2 
The commenter noted an error in the comment in the Historic Preservation Chapter, page 82. 
The error will be corrected as follows: the reference to seven Thematic Districts will be corrected 
to read “there are six historic districts and groupings,” and a description of the Old Sherman 
District will be included with the descriptions of the other five districts in that chapter. The six 
historic districts and groupings are Harper Avenue Historic District, Courtyard Thematic District, 
Plummer Park Apartment Grouping, Craftsman District, Lingenbink Commercial Grouping, and 
Old Sherman. 

G42-3 
The commenter’s suggestions regarding increasing the frequency of cultural resource surveys 
and completing a survey of the R1 zones are noted. Please refer to Implementation Action HP-
A.6 in the proposed General Plan, which states that the Cultural Resources Survey should be 
revised and updated on an ongoing basis as resources allow. 

G42-4 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding posting the Historic Resources Survey on the City’s 
website is noted. Please refer to Implementation Action HP-A.12 in the proposed General Plan, 
which describes posting and updating preservation-related information on the City’s website 
within a short timeframe. 

G42-5  
The commenter’s concern regarding impacts to the quality of life due to the Draft EIR’s identified 
significant and unavoidable impacts is noted. The City Council will determine whether the 
General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts on air 
quality, traffic, water supply, and global climate change identified in the EIR. This analysis is 
contained in the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
West Hollywood General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
contained in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-944. 

In response to the comment regarding the Transit Overlay areas, page 52 of the proposed 
General Plan explains the premise of the Transit Overlay areas. To reiterate, Transit Overlay 
areas are sites close to existing major transit nodes, i.e., already served by frequent transit 
services (i.e., bus services). Therefore, this designation encourages mixed-use development 
around existing transit nodes to reduce the need for auto trips. As indicated in Policy LU-2.4, if 
certain conditions are met, modifications to General Plan requirements for density, height, etc. 
could occur if future rail transit is planned for West Hollywood (see the specific conditions in this 
policy).  

Since the Transit Overlays consider existing transit services (i.e., bus services) that already 
exist at La Brea Avenue and Santa Monica Boulevard, and Fairfax Avenue and Santa Monica 
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Boulevard, and not just potential future subway stops, the alternative of two Transit Overlays is 
appropriate for the EIR. A one-Transit Overlay alternative at La Brea Avenue and Santa Monica 
Boulevard is not justified.  
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Letter G43 
 
G43-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed height increases in the General Plan and concerns 
regarding pedestrian traffic, safety, and quality of life are noted.  
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Letter G44 
 
G44-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the General Plan’s proposed height increases along Melrose 
Avenue and the Melrose Triangle area is noted. In response to the comment regarding the 
“urban village” concept, the proposed General Plan is not directly based on that concept. Please 
refer to the Introduction and Overview Chapter of the General Plan, pages 7 through 12, for a 
description of the extensive public involvement process, including an explanation of how the 
General Plan Guiding Principles were developed, which serve as the foundation for the goals 
and policies of the General Plan. 

G44-2  
The commenter’s concern with traffic on Melrose Avenue, West Hollywood West, and the 
Melrose Triangle areas is noted. Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR analyzed the traffic impact of 
implementation of the proposed General Plan, including the aforementioned areas. As noted in 
Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, no feasible mitigation exists for some of the intersection impacts 
within this area. Mitigation was identified for the intersection on San Vicente Boulevard at 
Beverly Boulevard. Nevertheless, the impact would still be significant and unavoidable. The City 
Council will determine whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts on traffic identified in the Draft EIR. This analysis is contained in the 
Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the West Hollywood 
General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding Considerations, contained in Planning 
Commission Resolution PC-10-944.  

G44-3 
The commenter requests greater specificity regarding the design of buildings and storefronts 
and pedestrian walkways in the proposed General Plan. The General Plan is a broad visioning 
and policy document for the City as a whole. The broad vision of the General Plan is 
implemented in conjunction with other, more specific and detailed documents, including the 
Zoning Ordinance and applicable Specific Plans. Please refer to the Land Use and Urban Form 
Chapter of the proposed General Plan for numerous goals and policies regarding design, 
pedestrian-scale development, and connectivity (e.g., Goal LU-4, LU-5, LU-6, LU-11, et. al. and 
associated policies. Also refer to Policy LU-11.8 and Implementation Action LU-A.11 regarding 
developing a planning study for the Greater Melrose Triangle Area, and Implementation Action 
LU-A.7, regarding updating the Streetscape Master Plan. 
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Letter G45 
 
G45-1 
The commenter’s concern about the lack of creativity is noted. Please refer to General Plan 
Goal LU-5 that specifically encourages a high level of quality in architecture and site design. 

G45-2 
The commenter expresses broad questions regarding why the General Plan proposes increases 
to height and density. In response to the comment regarding 10-story buildings on Santa 
Monica Boulevard, the only designation that would allow buildings of 90 feet (typically eight to 
nine stories) is CR, which is limited to the parcels at the intersection of La Brea and Santa 
Monica Boulevards. The remainder of Santa Monica Boulevard is limited to 35-foot-high and 45-
foot-high zones, exclusive of applicable bonuses as shown in Figure 3-4. In response to the 
comment regarding community input into the Draft General Plan, Please refer to the Introduction 
and Overview Chapter of the General Plan, pages 7 through 12, for a description of the 
extensive public involvement process, which helped to determine how and where the City will 
develop, including an explanation of how the General Plan Guiding Principles were developed, 
which serve as the foundation for the goals and policies of the General Plan. 

G45-3 
Please refer to Response to Comment G45-1. 

G45-4 
The commenter is wondering why more is better. The General Plan Land Use Element provides 
for a framework for development. With the exception of density minimums in the R3 and R4 
classifications, the General Plan does not require that all property be developed to its maximum 
capacity. The General Plan provides a framework of density and height to accommodate a 
variety of development. 

G45-5  
The commenter is concerned that the maps do not accurately reflect density because density 
bonuses are permitted. In response to the comment, please refer to Table 3-2 on page 53 of the 
General Plan, which lists all of the height and density bonuses and describes in which zones 
each bonus is permitted. The only new bonus shown in the table is for Creative Office. All others 
are existing bonuses that are detailed in the City’s Municipal Code.  

G 45-6 
The commenter is concerned with the number of parking spaces required for developments. 
The General Plan does not identify parking requirements. These are detailed in the Zoning 
Ordinance. General Plan Goal M-8 and related policies describe strategies to manage parking 
supply to serve residents, businesses and visitors. 

G45-7 
The commenter raises concerns about green building requirements and parks. Policies relating 
to green building and principles of sustainability are incorporated throughout the document and 
are identified by a leaf symbol. Goals and policies relating to the provision of park space are 
included in Chapter 8, Parks and Recreation. 

G45-8 
The commenter’s concern about pedestrian orientation is noted. 
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G45-9 
Please refer to Response to Comment G45-1. 

G45-10 
The commenter’s concern about quality of life is noted. 
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Letter G46 
 
G46-1 
The comments regarding the quality of life in the City and the General Plan update process are 
noted. 

G46-2 
The commenter’s concern regarding the proposed expansion of the CR zone (90 feet high) at 
the intersection of La Brea and Santa Monica is noted. In response to the concerns regarding 
pedestrian scale, Goals LU-4 and LU-6 discuss techniques for improving the pedestrian 
environment and civic spaces that can be effective regardless of building height. 

G46-3 
The commenter’s concern regarding rent control and the ability to pass the cost of 
improvements to aging residential buildings through to tenants is noted.  
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Letter G47 
 
G47-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding City regulation of building remodels and regarding the 
influence of certain neighborhoods is noted. 

G47-2 
The commenter’s support for acknowledging West Hollywood as a “city” rather than an “urban 
village” is noted. 

G47-3 
The commenter’s concern regarding the influence of certain neighborhoods in public policy is 
noted. 

G47-4 
The commenter’s opposition to specific changes to the General Plan proposed in Letter E5 is 
noted. 

G47-5 
The comment regarding the character and occupancy of storefronts along Melrose Avenue and 
Robertson Boulevard is noted. 

G47-6 
The commenter’s concern regarding neighborhood politics and expression of dissenting 
opinions is noted. 
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Letter G48 
 
G48-1 
The commenter’s suggestion to promote redevelopment of residential buildings that do not 
positively contribute to the street or neighborhood character is noted.  

G48-2 
In response to the comment, please refer to Policy LU-8.7 of the proposed General Plan, 
regarding reconstruction or replacement of nonconforming residential buildings. 

G48-3 
Proposed General Plan Policy LU-1.15 will be clarified to prohibit drive-through commercial land 
uses. 

G48-4 
The commenter’s suggestions regarding adding policies to encourage creativity in the design of 
public rights-of-way and residential street standards that integrate utilities and other features are 
noted.  

G48-5 
The commenter’s suggestion to modify Policy LU-2.2 to specify that new development improve 
character and enhance livability is noted.  

G48-6 
The commenter’s concern regarding the lack of specificity in Policy LU-2.9 is noted. The broad 
General Plan policy will be detailed in the Zoning Ordinance, as described in Implementation 
Action LU-A.1. 

G48-7 
The commenter’s opposition to proposed General Plan Policy LU-3.2 is noted. 

G48-8 
The commenter’s opposition to eliminating street parking for valet use is noted. 

G48-9 
In response to the commenter’s suggestion that the City strive for net-zero energy use in public 
spaces, please refer to Goals IRC-1, IRC-4, IRC-6, and related policies, which describe 
measures to reduce citywide and municipal energy use. 

G48-10 
The commenter’s opposition to Policy LU-9.3 is noted. In response to the commenter’s concern, 
Policy LU-9.3, which requires maximizing the number of residential units in high-density zones, 
is already mandated in the Zoning Ordinance. It does not conflict with Policy LU-9.1 regarding 
encouraging new courtyard housing, as the design of individual development projects varies. 
Further, Policy LU-9.3 only requires maximizing the number of residential units in a project, but 
not the size of units. 

G48-11 
The commenter’s suggestion to add a policy encouraging expansion of the Veterans Memorial 
as a public gathering space is noted.  
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G48-12 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding linking commercial setbacks to sidewalk and street 
widths is noted.  

G48-13 
The commenter’s opposition to proposed General Plan Goal LU-16 and related policies 
regarding offsite signage is noted. Please refer to Goal LU-18 and related policy regarding 
provision of adequate City informational signage. 

G48-14 
The commenter’s concern regarding the effectiveness of current rehabilitation incentive 
programs is noted. 

G48-15 
The commenter’s suggestions regarding coordination with utilities regarding street parking and 
allowing use of lifts in residential parking is noted. 

G48-16 
In response to the commenter’s suggestion regarding creative use of alleys, please refer to 
proposed General Plan Policy M-5.6. 

G48-17 
Please refer to Response to Comment 48-9. 

G48-18 
The commenter’s suggestions regarding creative methods for creating affordable and workforce 
housing in the City is noted. 

G48-19 
The commenter’s suggestion that the development handbook described in Housing Program 21 
(Streamlined Processing) be illustrated is noted. 
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Letter G49 
 
G49-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding current levels of traffic is noted. Transportation and traffic 
impacts of the proposed General Plan are analyzed in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR. 

G49-2 
The commenter’s concern regarding the impacts of height and density is noted. Section 3.1 of 
the Draft EIR analyzes shade and shadow and other impacts of the proposed General Plan. 

G49-3 
In response to the comment, please refer to page 179 of the proposed General Plan, which 
discusses the safety concerns related to the City’s high water table. Further, Section 3.5 of the 
Draft EIR analyzes geologic conditions in the City and Section 3.7 discusses hydrology and 
water quality, including the high water table. Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR found that with 
adherence to and implementation of permits, proposed regulations, and policies of the proposed 
General Plan, impacts to hydrology and water quality are less than significant at the Program 
EIR level of analysis. No mitigation measures were required. 

G49-4 
The commenter’s opposition to mixed-use development and to providing affordable housing 
onsite in new development projects is noted. 

G49-5 
The commenter’s desire for the City to explore annexation of additional land is noted. 

G49-6 
Please refer to Response to Comment G11-1. 

G49-7 
The commenter’s suggestion is noted. 

G49-8 
The commenter’s opposition to additional density and support for accessory dwelling units is 
noted. 

G49-9 
The commenter’s opposition to commercial overlays in residential zones is noted. 
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Letter G50 
 
G50-1  
The commenter’s opposition to population growth is noted. 

G50-2 
In response to the commenter’s expressed concern that buildings constructed since the turn of 
the century are taller than those built earlier, although City regulations did not change 
significantly in the past 10 years, residential land prices and the resulting housing market went 
through a significant escalation in prices throughout Southern California. These market 
conditions impacted the type of development built in the City. 

G50-3 
In response to the commenter’s expressed concern about specific change in the number of 
apartments, houses, duplexes, and condominiums over the last 25 years, please refer to Table 
18 on page 33 of the Housing Element Technical Appendix, which details changes from 1990 to 
2009.  
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Letter G51 
 
G51-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding noise from nightclubs both by patrons and from music is 
noted. 

G51-2 
The commenter’s concern regarding the increasing number of late-night venues and related 
resulting noise and safety issues is noted. Please refer to proposed General Plan Goal SN-5 
and related policies, which discuss control of noise from stationary sources, including 
restaurants, bars, and night clubs. 

G51-3 
The commenter’s concern regarding traffic is noted. Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR analyzed the 
traffic impact of implementation of the proposed General Plan. The comment does not raise any 
issues related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is necessary. 

G51-4 
The commenter’s comments regarding the need for sustainable growth and concerns over 
Statements of Overriding Considerations are noted. The City Council will determine whether the 
General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts on air 
quality, traffic, water supply, and global climate change identified in the EIR. This analysis is 
contained in the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
West Hollywood General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
contained in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-944. 

G51-5 
The commenter states that those wanting to socialize after midnight can do so at home or in Las 
Vegas. The comment is noted. 
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Letter G52 
 
G52-1 
In response to the commenter’s concern regarding noise from businesses on the Sunset Strip, 
please refer to proposed General Plan Goal SN-5 and related policies, which discuss control of 
noise from stationary sources, including restaurants, bars, and night clubs. Mitigation measures 
related to noise impacts are also discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 3.9.5. The commenter’s 
suggestions regarding adding business noise-prohibition policies to the General Plan are noted. 

G52-2 
The commenter’s opposition to offsite signage outside the Sunset Strip is noted. Please refer to 
Section 3.1.4 in the Draft EIR for an analysis of signage impacts pursuant to implementation of 
the proposed General Plan. As noted on page 3.11-11, all new development, including signage, 
will be required to comply with the regulations, development standards, and design guidelines in 
the City’s Zoning Code and all development will be reviewed through the design review process 
to make sure that individual development projects do not include materials that would create 
adverse light or glare effects. The impact was found to be less than significant. .  
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Letter G53 

G53-1 
As illustrated in Figure 10-1 of the proposed General Plan, the City of West Hollywood does not 
contain a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Therefore the "General Plan Fire Safety 
Elements Standard Recommendations" from the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection do 
not apply. 
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Letter G54 

G54-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed General Plan and to rent control is noted.  
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Environmental Letters 

Letter E1 

E1-1 
In response to the comment, the formatting under the peak hour intersection level of service 
(LOS) analysis on pages 3.14-19 through 3.14-34 of the Final EIR has been adjusted to improve 
readability.  

E1-2 
The commenter is correct in that a previously proposed project submitted for this area contained 
some traffic mitigation. However, that project is no longer proposed. A new project has been 
submitted for the 8120 Santa Monica Boulevard property, which is currently being assessed. An 
EIR has just been initiated for the new submittal, which also includes a Walgreens. The potential 
impacts and mitigation measures have not yet been determined.  
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Letter E2 

E2-1 
In response to the comment, the principal strategy of the General Plan is to provide a framework 
to accommodate future growth through redevelopment, infill, and mixed-use development in five 
commercial subareas of West Hollywood. Focusing additional development opportunities in 
these areas will reduce vehicular trips and promote walking and transit use, because these 
areas are already developed and adjacent to existing commercial and transit services. 

Although the proposed General Plan does not propose a formal “Complete Streets Action Plan,” 
the Mobility Chapter of the General Plan contains numerous goals and policies that encompass 
components of a “Complete Streets Plan.” Examples of relevant goals include the following: 
develop a world-class transit system (Goal M-1); maintain and enhance a pedestrian-oriented 
City (Goal M-3); create a comprehensive bicycle network throughout the City (Goal M-4); and 
create an environmentally and financially sustainable transportation network that provides for 
the mobility and livability needs of West Hollywood residents, businesses, and visitors (Goal M-
5). The environmental impact analysis pertaining to transportation impacts pursuant to 
implementation of the General Plan found that adherence to General Plan goals and policies 
would reduce impacts to intersection LOS impacts, congestion management program LOS 
impacts, and parking impacts to the degree feasible. It follows that implementation of 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements for a variety of users in West Hollywood as 
provided for in the General Plan would reduce congestion and future levels of greenhouse gas 
emissions due to reductions in vehicle miles traveled in comparison to a future “business as 
usual” mobility scenario.  

E2-2 
In response to the comment, the General Plan proposes a Transit Overlay, which designates 
sites close to major transit nodes, for which modifications to the General Plan’s permitted 
density and/or intensity, height, parking requirements, or other development standards may be 
considered when individual projects provide specified supplemental Transportation Demand 
Management programs and/or at such time as fixed rail transit to the City is funded and final 
design studies are complete. The Transit Overlay District (TOD) designation is intended to 
encourage mixed-use development in locations with adequate transit service to reduce the need 
for auto trips. Additionally, the principal strategy of the General Plan is to provide a framework to 
accommodate future growth through redevelopment, infill, and mixed-use development in five 
commercial subareas of West Hollywood. Focusing additional development opportunities in 
these areas will reduce vehicular trips and promote walking and transit use, because these 
areas are already developed and adjacent to existing commercial and transit services. 

E2-3 
The commenter’s statement that the concept of growth being constrained to only two Transit 
Overlay areas appears to be consistent with the Southern California Association of 
Government’s preferred growth scenario, the regional blueprint planning program, is noted. No 
further response is necessary because no question or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised. 
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E2-4 
The commenter’s statement that future developments in West Hollywood that are expected to 
generate a significant amount of vehicular trips will need a traffic study to analyze the impact on 
the state highway system is noted. As stated throughout the Draft EIR, individual development 
projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required environmental 
review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures will 
be placed on the project as conditions of approval.  
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Letter E3  

E3-1  
The commenter’s concern regarding growth, density, and congestion pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan is noted. The commenter’s concern regarding the 
level of incorporation of the community’s feedback into the proposed General Plan and Draft 
EIR is noted. Refer to Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIR and the Introduction and Overview Chapter 
of the General Plan for a discussion on the public outreach process and the use of community 
input throughout the General Plan update process.  

E3-2 
Section 3.11-2 describes the Southern California Association of Government’s Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment, which projects a need for the construction of an additional 584 
housing units within West Hollywood, allocated as follows: very low income (142 units), low 
income (91 units), moderate income (99 units), and above moderate income (252 units). In 
addition, the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program mandates that 20% of new multi-family 
housing units be reserved for low and moderate income households, mandates a maximum 
sales price and rental rate for designated low and moderate units, allows density bonus for 
provision of affordable housing, and collects an in-lieu affordable housing fee for all residential 
development that does not provide the specified percentage of affordable units. Pages 3.11-7 
and 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR analyze the displacement of housing that could occur with 
implementation of the General Plan. 

E3-3 
The comment is noted. No further response is necessary because no question or new 
information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E3-4 
The commenter’s statements regarding overdevelopment along major corridors and concerns 
that mixed-use development hasn’t worked in the City are noted. 

E3-5 
Please refer to Response to Comment G18-2. The issues raised by the commenter address the 
merits of the proposed project and do not raise any issues with the environmental analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or new 
information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E3-6 
Impact to visual character of a site, and shade or shadow effects are addressed in Section 3.1.4 
of the Draft EIR. This section acknowledges the potential for impacts associated with shade and 
shadow effects from future development. The Draft EIR concludes that these and other 
aesthetic impacts are less than significant at a program level of analysis. Individual development 
projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts, including noise, during any required 
environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation 
measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. Table 3-2 of the proposed 
General Plan allows only a 0.1 floor area ratio (FAR) bonus for green buildings; affordable 
housing is allowed a 35% FAR or density bonus per state law plus incentives, and a maximum 
height bonus of 10 feet is only allowed for residential mixed-use projects. The bonuses can be 
combined. 
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E3-7 
Please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion 
of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the proposed General Plan and 
analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  

E3-8 
Section 3.14.3 of the Draft EIR states: “the Mobility Element includes policies and programs to 
reduce vehicle trips….” This refers to Goal M-6 in the Mobility Element that refers to the City’s 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ordinance to require that all major new 
development and all employers of five or more employees located in a development of 10,000 
or more square feet must submit a Trip Reduction Plan to seek to achieve a vehicle ridership 
goal of 1.5 people per vehicle. The strategies associated with this program are for employers to 
provide cash to employees rather than free parking so that they will have the choice of paying 
for parking or to use alternative transportation modes; install preferential carpool parking and for 
bicycles; and distribute information to encourage use of alternative transportation modes. Goal 
M-1 seeks to “develop a world-class transit system in West Hollywood” and contains policies to 
improve the quality and convenience of public transit services. While the Draft EIR 
acknowledges these goals, it does not conclude that traffic impacts would be fully mitigated. 
Section 3.14.4 of the Draft EIR identifies specific intersection improvements at Fountain Avenue 
at Fairfax Avenue, Fairfax Avenue at Santa Monica Boulevard, Santa Monica Boulevard at 
Gardner Street, and San Vicente Boulevard at Beverly Boulevard that would reduce delays at 
these intersections. Even with these improvements, the Draft EIR concludes that no feasible 
mitigation would reduce intersection impacts to less than significant and impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable at the program level of analysis.  

E3-9 
The automobile is the primary transportation mode in West Hollywood. For example, according 
to the 2000 US Census, 75% of West Hollywood residents’ work trips are single-occupant 
vehicles. At the same time, West Hollywood’s geographic location, land use patterns, 
community values, adopted policy goals, and ongoing programmatic and financial commitments 
mean that a significant number of West Hollywood residents are able to commute to work by 
more environmentally sustainable and space-efficient modes—approximately 6% walk or bike, 
5.5% take transit, 6% carpool, and 7% work at home. While the automobile will continue to be 
the primary transportation mode in West Hollywood for the foreseeable future, these data show 
that the City of West Hollywood’s past investments in TDM strategies (including transit, 
carpooling, bicycling, and walking) have been effective at allowing a significant portion of West 
Hollywood residents to travel for work (and presumably other trips) without the need for a car. 
The General Plan Update represents a comprehensive effort to (a) expand existing TDM 
programs and incentives that have previously been effective at reducing vehicle trips in West 
Hollywood and (b) to establish new ones that empirical research and the professional judgment 
of transportation planners suggest would be effective at reducing the rate of growth in vehicle 
trips in West Hollywood in the future. 

E3-10 
The Draft EIR concludes that there is no current need for a new Sheriff’s substation. It is beyond 
the scope of the current Draft EIR and would be speculative to identify potential impacts of an 
unplanned new station location. 

Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR concludes that police and fire protection services and response 
times are currently adequate and, therefore, no mitigation is needed for improved response 
times. Section 3.12.5 of the Draft EIR identifies programmatic mitigation measures to improve 
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funding and services. Emergency response times are based on distance and staffing levels and, 
with sirens and lights deployed, would not be significantly reduced by traffic congestion.  

As stated above, the Draft EIR concludes that police and fire protection services and response 
times are currently adequate, which would include adequate capability to respond to all areas 
outside the City that are within the service boundaries of local police and fire stations.  

E3-11 
In response to the comment, Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR provides a full analysis of the air 
quality impacts associated with implementation of the proposed General Plan. As concluded on 
pages 3.2-27 and 3.2-28, the project area lies in a nonattainment air basin and growth 
associated with proposed General Plan implementation will continue to contribute pollutant 
emissions in that nonattainment context. Implementation of the policies contained in the 
Infrastructure, Resources, and Conservation Chapter of the General Plan (Goal IRC-7) and the 
mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR (pages 3.2-25 through 3.2-37) will reduce the 
impact to the extent feasible; however, this impact will remain significant and unavoidable. 
Because this impact was found to be significant and unavoidable at the program level of 
analysis, the City Council will determine whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. This analysis is contained in the Findings of Fact 
for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the West Hollywood General Plan 
document and the Statement of Overriding Considerations, contained in Planning Commission 
Resolution PC-10-944. 

E3-12 
Page 3.3-7 of the Draft EIR has been corrected as following: New development would be 
required to replace any street trees and vegetation permitted for removal as a result of an 
individual development project with another tree or trees, of a type and quality to be determined 
by the City. 

E3-13 
The City Council recently authorized negotiations with the owner of a property on Detroit Street 
for use as a community garden. 

E3-14 
Mitigation measure 3.14-1 in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR is not based on speculation as 
suggested by the commenter. The commenter’s concerns regarding the use of the term 
inspiration is noted. Both the terms “inspire” and “inspiration” are used in the project objectives 
of the General Plan and the Climate Action Plan but neither is used for goals, policies, or 
programs of the proposed General Plan or mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.  

E3-15 
Please refer to Section 3.1, pages 3.1-8 and 3.1-9, of the Draft EIR for a description of potential 
visual character alteration and analysis of potential impacts pursuant to implementation of the 
proposed General Plan. As noted, the proposed General Plan includes a variety of policies 
regarding aesthetic improvements and visual character. Specific development projects 
proposed pursuant to the implementation of the proposed General Plan would be required to 
comply with the regulations, development standards, and design guidelines in the City’s Zoning 
Code. In addition, the City will evaluate individual future projects and determine whether project 
impacts were sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project impacts go 
beyond those identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such impacts are 
analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA. 
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E3-16 
Table 3.12-2 in the Draft EIR lists the schools that have a resident attendance area located 
within the vicinity of the City of West Hollywood’s planning area in accordance with the Los 
Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) Schools Enrollments and Capacities Report provided 
to the City of West Hollywood on March 31, 2010, by the LAUSD. Enrollment and capacity 
information was not included for schools that did not report any resident attendance, which may 
include affiliated charter schools or other LAUSD facilities. However, language has been added 
to page 3.12-6 of the Draft EIR to acknowledge that there are affiliated charter schools and 
other LAUSD facilities serving the planning area.  

In response to the comment regarding the neighborhood use of LAUSD facilities, the possibility 
of Joint Use Agreements for recreational use of school grounds is described in Section 3.13.1 of 
the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or new information 
regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E3-17 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. 

E3-18  
In response to the comment, the Draft EIR determined that implementation of the goals and 
policies of the proposed General Plan would not have a significant impact on historic resources 
at a program EIR level of analysis. In addition, the Historic Preservation Chapter of the Draft 
General Plan states: 

The primary mechanism for the protection of cultural resources from demolition, 
inappropriate alteration, and neglect is through cultural resources designation programs. 
While listing in the National Register and California Register may dissuade demolition and 
inappropriate alterations, such listings also trigger environmental review through Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality Act. 
Designation under the West Hollywood Cultural Heritage Preservation Ordinance offers the 
strongest protection. Buildings may only be demolished if their preservation will result in 
economic hardship for the owner. Alterations to these cultural resources are reviewed by the 
Historic Preservation Commission. 

 
Individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any 
required environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable 
mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. 

The commenter’s statement regarding the date of construction of the Weisman house is noted.  

E3-19 
The comment is noted. Pages 3.11-7 and 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR analyze the displacement of 
housing and people that could occur with implementation of the General Plan. Although the 
General Plan Draft EIR is not required to analyze the displacement of businesses, the City may 
wish to analyze impacts as subsequent development is proposed. The Economic Development 
Chapter of the proposed General Plan contains goals and policies to support existing 
businesses (see ED-3.2, ED-3.10, ED-3.11, and ED-6.2).  

E3-20 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR analyzed the aesthetic impacts of implementation of the proposed 
General Plan; Section 3.12 analyzed the water infrastructure and water supply impacts of 
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implementation of the proposed General Plan; Section 3.14 analyzed the traffic impacts of 
implementation of the proposed General Plan. Throughout the Draft EIR, the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan to surrounding communities are 
analyzed at a level of detail appropriate for a programmatic EIR.  

E3-21 
In response to the comment regarding availability of the Draft EIR, General Plan, and Climate 
Action Plan, the documents were made available to the public on June 25, 2010, as follows: a 
copy of each document was available at the Planning Counter and at the City Clerk’s Counter at 
City Hall; several copies were made available for loan from the City Clerk, digital copies were 
posted on the City’s website, www.weho.org/generalplan; the Draft EIR was available at the 
West Hollywood Library; and copies of each document were available for purchase at a 
discount directly from the WeHo Copy Center. These copies will remain available for public use 
through the hearings regarding the General Plan.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15203, the 45-day public comment period for this Draft 
EIR began on June 25, 2010, and ended August 9, 2010 (comment letters must be postmarked 
by August 9, 2010).  

E3-22  
The comment is noted. No further response is necessary because no question or new 
information regarding the environmental analysis was raised.  

 



 

 
Page 175 

 

 



 

 
Page 176 

 

 



 

 
Page 177 

 

 



 

 
Page 178 

 

 



 

 
Page 179 

 

 



 

 
Page 180 

 

 



 

 
Page 181 

 

 



 

 
Page 182 

 

 



 

 
Page 183 

 

 



 

 
Page 184 

 

 



 

 
Page 185 

 

 



 

 
Page 186 

 

 



 

 
Page 187 

 

 



 

 
Page 188 

 

 



 

 
Page 189 

 

 



 

 
Page 190 

 

 



 

 
Page 191 

 

 



 

 
Page 192 

 

 



 

 
Page 193 

 

 



 

 
Page 194 

 

 



 

 
Page 195 

Letter E4 

E4-1 
The commenter’s concern regarding the level of incorporation of the community’s feedback into 
the proposed General Plan and Draft EIR is noted. Refer to Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIR and 
the Introduction and Overview Chapter of the General Plan for a discussion on the public 
outreach process and the use of community input throughout the General Plan update process.  

The commenter provides a brief summary of concerns regarding the critical issues facing the 
community, including traffic congestion, parking, overdevelopment, and increased building 
heights. These concerns are noted and are addressed individually throughout these responses 
to comments.  

The commenter’s concern regarding deferral of mitigation measures to future proposed projects 
pursuant to the General Plan is noted. In response to the comment, the level of analysis and 
references to future project-specific environmental documentation throughout Sections 3.1 
through 3.15 of the Draft EIR are commensurate with a first-tier, or programmatic EIR. Per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 “…the level of detail contained in a first-tier EIR need not be 
greater than that of the program, plan, policy, or ordinance being analyzed.” As specific 
development projects are proposed that are in conformance with the General Plan, the City will 
evaluate the project and determine whether project impacts are sufficiently analyzed and 
mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project impacts go beyond those identified in the Draft EIR, the 
City is obligated to ensure such impacts are analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA. 
Please refer to Topical Response #2.  

The commenter’s concern regarding the guiding principles and opinions on the merits of the 
proposed General Plan and Draft EIR is noted.  

E4-2 
In response to the comment, the commenter’s concern about the level of the analysis included 
in the Draft EIR is noted. In response to the comment, the level of analysis performed 
throughout Sections 3.1 through 3.15 of the Draft EIR is commensurate with a first-tier, or 
programmatic EIR. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 “…the level of detail contained in a 
first-tier EIR need not be greater than that of the program, plan, policy, or ordinance being 
analyzed.” As specific development projects are proposed that are in conformance with the 
General Plan, the City will evaluate the project and determine whether project impacts are 
sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project impacts go beyond those 
identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such impacts are analyzed and 
mitigated in conformance with CEQA. For impacts that are found to be significant and 
unavoidable at the program level of analysis, the City Council will determine whether the 
General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. This 
analysis is contained in the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the West Hollywood General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, contained in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-944. 

E4-3 
In response to the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft 
EIR for a detailed discussion of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the 
proposed General Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  
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E4-4 
The proposed General Plan encourages the expansion of both local and regional transit system 
which includes the Red Line extension. The City is aware that the subway may not align through 
West Hollywood or within the General Plan timeframe but does not preclude other rail systems 
improvements or transit enhancements along its major transit corridors. Examples of other 
potential transit improvements include but are not limited to light-rail, bus rapid transit (BRT), 
and an increase in transit services.  

E4-5 
The commenter discusses a number of issues related to intersection level of service (LOS). 

In October of 2009 the City of West Hollywood adopted new significance criteria to determine 
significant impacts at intersections. Please see http://www.ci.west-hollywood.ca.us/ 
index.aspx?page=187&parent=552 for the October 19, 2009 City Council meeting minutes that 
cover this topic. This change in criteria was accompanied by the introduction of an updated 
intersection LOS calculation methodology, the Highway Capacity Manual Methodology 
(Transportation Research Board 2000), which is better able to address the type of congestion 
experienced in West Hollywood. This new methodology accounts for the effects of signal timing 
at individual intersections and signal coordination between intersections.  

It is also important to note that the Highway Capacity Manual delay-based methodology for 
signalized intersections bases the LOS grade on average control delay at the intersection, 
which effectively gives a weighted average LOS grade for the overall experience of delay at the 
intersection for all motorists. This means an intersection approach movement with a large 
volume, but less delay will have a greater effect on the overall LOS grade than a movement with 
a smaller volume but more delay. 

A ready example is the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and Doheny Drive, particularly during 
the p.m. peak hour. The eastbound and westbound approach volumes at this intersection (those 
traveling along Sunset Boulevard) greatly outnumber the northbound and southbound 
movements (those traveling along Doheny Drive). The signal at this intersection is timed to 
allow more time for the eastbound and westbound movements. This signal is also timed to 
coordinate with others along Sunset Boulevard to help improve traffic flow. Thus the larger 
number of cars traveling on this path experiences a smaller amount of delay. Currently, during 
the p.m. peak hour the average delay for vehicles on the eastbound and westbound approaches 
is 27 seconds and 41 seconds, respectively, which translates to LOS C and LOS D. 

The smaller numbers of vehicles on the northbound and southbound approaches experience 
much greater delay, 163 seconds and 141 seconds, respectively, which are both LOS F. The 
overall intersection grade in this case is LOS E because the majority of people using this 
intersection experience relatively less delay, while a smaller number of users experiences 
considerably more delay.  

This situation is often the case in West Hollywood for smaller north-south streets that cross the 
major east-west streets. 

The Draft EIR adequately analyzes the traffic and transpiration impacts pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan at the programmatic level of analysis. Also refer 
to Topical Response #2.  
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E4-6 
In response to the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft 
EIR for a detailed discussion of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the 
proposed General Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  

Mitigation measures, including proposed General Plan implementation programs, were 
identified throughout the Draft EIR to reduce impacts below a level of significance. Where 
impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable at the program level of analysis, the City 
Council will determine whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts. This analysis is contained in the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the West Hollywood General Plan document and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, contained in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-
944. 

In response to the comment regarding variances, variances are outside the scope of the 
proposed General Plan and the Draft EIR.  

E4-7 
This comment provides closing remarks and acknowledges the attached list of remaining 
comments, which are addressed below. The commenter’s concern and opinions on the merits of 
the proposed General Plan and Draft EIR are noted.  

E4-8 
The commenter’s concern regarding the projected population growth is noted. In response to 
the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR for a 
detailed discussion of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the 
proposed General Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  

E4-9 
The commenter’s concern regarding impacts to quality of life due to the projected population 
growth and infrastructure issues is noted. Please refer to Topical Response #1 for explanation 
of projected growth pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. In addition, 
Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR analyzed the public service and utility impacts, including police 
protection, fire protection, education, libraries, water infrastructure, water supply, wastewater, 
storm drains, energy, and solid waste, pursuant to implementation of the proposed General 
Plan. This included an analysis of the adequacy of infrastructure pursuant to implementation of 
the proposed General Plan. The environmental impact of construction of police stations, fire 
stations, schools, and water infrastructure cannot be analyzed in project-level detail in this 
program Draft EIR because no development or specific locations for development have been 
proposed. As specific development projects are proposed that are in conformance with the 
General Plan, the City will evaluate the project and determine whether project impacts are 
sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project impacts go beyond those 
identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such impacts are analyzed and 
mitigated in conformance with CEQA. 

E4-10 
In response to the comment, the City’s Municipal Code provides details on the approval 
authority for proposed development projects within the City. As noted in Section 3.1, page 3.1-8, 
the Sunset Specific Plan, City Code requirements, and development standards would impose 
conditions upon new development, requiring view preservation, as well as enhancement of the 
surrounding streetscape and limiting adverse visual impacts on adjacent uses. Individual 
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development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required 
environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, specific mitigation 
measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. 

E4-11 
In response to the comment, refer to Section 3.1, pages 3.1-8 and 3.1-9, of the Draft EIR for a 
description of potential visual character alteration and analysis of potential impacts pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan. As noted, the proposed General Plan includes a 
variety of policies regarding aesthetic improvements and visual character. Specific development 
projects proposed that would occur during implementation of the proposed General Plan would 
be required to comply with the regulations, development standards, and design guidelines in the 
City’s Zoning Code. In addition, the City will evaluate individual future projects and determine 
whether project impacts were sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project 
impacts go beyond those identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such impacts 
are analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA. 

E4-12 
The commenter’s concern regarding new signage permits, including new forms of lighting and 
animation, is noted. As noted in Section 3.1, page 3.1-10, the proposed General Plan includes a 
variety of policies intended to reduce the impact of signage as stated in the Land Use and Form 
Chapter. In addition, all new development, including signage, will be required to comply with the 
regulations, development standards, and design guidelines in the City’s Zoning Code and all 
development will be reviewed through the design review process to make sure that individual 
development projects do not include materials that would create adverse light or glare effects.  

E4-13 
In response to the comment, please refer to Section 3.1, page 3.1-10, for an analysis of shade 
and/or shadow impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. As described 
in the analysis, it was determined that impacts related to shade and/or shadow would be less 
than significant at the program level of analysis and no mitigation is required. Individual 
development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required 
environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, specific mitigation 
measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval.  

E4-14 
The commenter’s concern regarding the destruction of historical resources in favor of new 
development is noted. Section 3.4.4 of the Draft EIR provides a description of potential impacts 
to historical resources with implementation of the proposed General Plan and determines that 
with adherence to the existing federal and state regulations and those policies set forth in the 
proposed General Plan, impacts would be less than significant. Also noted in Section 3.4.4, the 
Historic Preservation Chapter of the proposed General Plan contains policies specifically written 
to address impacts to historical resources and conformance with the City’s Municipal Code. 
Furthermore, individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts 
during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, 
applicable mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. 

E4-15 
The commenter’s concern regarding the exposure of people and structures to hazards related to 
fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, and earthquake-induced landslides impacts pursuant 
to implementation of the proposed General Plan is noted. Please refer to Section 3.5.4 for a 
complete analysis of the potential seismic-related hazards. As noted, all future development in 
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conformance with the General Plan would be subject to mandatory federal and state regulations 
concerning seismic safety. These regulations are stringent and strictly enforced. In addition, the 
Safety and Noise Chapter of the proposed General Plan contains policies specifically written to 
address seismic impacts, including following state guidelines for the seismic performance of 
buildings and requiring fault rupture studies for sites located within the City-defined Fault 
Precaution Zone delineated around the Hollywood Fault Zone. Furthermore, individual 
development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required 
environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation 
measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. 

E4-16 
The commenter’s concern regarding siting new developments within proximity of known faults is 
noted. As discussed in Section 3.5.4, any future development that could occur near or on known 
faults would be required to comply with the requirements of the City’s fault precaution zones 
(Chapter 19.32 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code), which requires fault location 
investigations. Individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts 
during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, 
applicable mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. 

The environmental impacts of the Sunset Time project are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. 
Please refer to the Sunset Time EIR for the analysis of environmental impacts pursuant to the 
Sunset Time project.  

E4-17 
The commenter’s concern regarding soil erosion hazards in the northernmost portion of the City 
is noted. In response to the comment, please refer to Section 3.5.4, page 3.5-24. The analysis 
states that, “The northernmost portion of the City, adjacent the Hollywood Hills, is susceptible to 
soil erosion due to the hilly topography. However, this area is already developed, and the level 
of future development is likely to be limited.” In addition, policies in the Infrastructure, 
Resources, and Conservation Chapter of the proposed General Plan are specifically written to 
address the protection of people and structures from natural hazards, including soil hazards. As 
stated on page 3.5-25, adherence to these policies, along with the federal, state, and local 
regulations, would reduce the impacts associated with soil erosion to a level less than significant 
at the program level of analysis and no mitigation would be required. Furthermore, individual 
development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required 
environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation 
measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. 

E4-18 
The commenter’s concern regarding hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of schools is noted. 
As noted on page 3.6-23 of the Draft EIR, the California Department of Education enforces 
school siting requirements regarding facilities to be constructed within 0.25 mile of facilities 
emitting or handling hazardous materials. In instances where potential materials handling and 
emission could occur, evaluation and notification pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21115.4 would be enforced.  

E4-19 
In response to the comment, please refer to Section 3.8-4 for the analysis of the proposed 
General Plan’s consistency with adopted land use plans. In particular, refer to Table 3.8-3: 
Consistency with the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), beginning on page 3.8-9. As 
concluded on page 3.8-12, the proposed General Plan is consistent with the 2008 RTP and 
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Compass Growth Visioning Principles administered by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG). The proposed General Plan was also determined to be consistent with 
the locally adopted land use plans, policies, and regulations governing development within the 
City (i.e., Municipal Code, Specific Plans, and West Hollywood Redevelopment Plan).  

In response to the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft 
EIR for a detailed discussion of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the 
proposed General Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  

E4-20 
The commenter’s concern regarding the projected population growth is noted. In response to 
the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR for a 
detailed discussion of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the 
proposed General Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  

E4-21 
The commenter’s concern regarding the proposed General Plan’s potential effects on water 
supply is noted. Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR evaluated the impact on water supply from 
implementation of the General Plan and explains how water use attributable to implementation 
of the General Plan was estimated. Because the water supply impact was found to be 
significant and unavoidable at the program level of analysis, the City Council will determine 
whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. 
This analysis is contained in the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the West Hollywood General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, contained in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-944.. Also refer to 
Response to Comment E4-54. 

E4-22 
Section 3.12-54 of the Draft EIR analyzed the energy impacts pursuant to implementation of the 
Draft EIR. As indicated on page 3.12-55, Southern California Edison (SCE) provides capacity to 
meet the electricity load and demand of the City of West Hollywood. SCE works with the City to 
provide and meet the demand for electricity and electricity infrastructure as growth is proposed. 
Questions pertaining to cost rates related to energy facilities are beyond the scope of the Draft 
EIR. No further response is necessary because no question or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised. 

E4-23 
Please refer to Response to Comment E3-13. Also, proposed General Plan Implementation 
Actions describe short- and medium-term programs to evaluate open space opportunities, 
identify funding sources, and implement a Parks Master Plan to expand parkland in the City 
(PR-A.1, PR-A.2, PR-A.4, and PR-A.6). The existing funding mechanisms referred to in the EIR 
and in General Plan Implementation Action PR-A.2 include development fees collected pursuant 
to the Quimby Act, which fund park operations and maintenance. The commenter’s suggestion 
regarding a dedicated program for the purchase of parkland is noted.  

E4-24 
The commenter addresses mitigation measures at study intersections and asserts that the City 
states that “a few left turn signals at a [sic] future major intersections will mitigate impacts.” 

The EIR traffic analysis found significant and unavoidable intersection LOS impacts at 28 of 43 
study locations. These impacts are the result of future traffic conditions. Improvements to 
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address these future traffic conditions, including protected-permissive left turns and striping 
specified right-turn lanes, were suggested at four locations to reduce delay. The analysis still 
declared the delay to result in a significant and unavoidable impact at all 28 study intersection 
locations.  

E4-25 
The commenter states that feasible mitigation exists for intersections anticipated to exceed 
applicable Congestion Management Plan (CMP) standards.  

This is incorrect. The No Project (Existing General Plan) alternative analyzed a “do-nothing” 
scenario with decreased development potential and still found a greater number of significant 
intersection impacts than the proposed project scenario. As noted on pages 2 and 3 of the 
Travel Forecasts and Traffic Impact Report for the West Hollywood General Plan Update 
technical appendix to the EIR (Fehr & Peers 2010): 

Cut-through traffic—trips with neither a beginning nor an end in the City—
accounts for a sizeable portion of vehicle trips in West Hollywood. Additionally, 
West Hollywood attracts trips from all over the Southern California area as a 
regional destination for entertainment and shopping. Therefore, much of the 
traffic in West Hollywood can be attributed to sources over which the City has 
little control, in the case of cut-through traffic, or that are vital to the City’s 
ongoing economic success, such as attracting regional visitors. 

Similarly, it was stated on page 15 of the same report: 

It should be noted that through trips will continue to grow regardless of decisions 
made in West Hollywood as development in the surrounding jurisdictions 
continues to grow. Therefore all future scenarios will see some growth in 
congestion regardless of the quantity of development or TDM programs 
implemented. 

The primary factor of intersection congestion between future scenarios was not the quantity of 
development, but the robustness of the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs. 
The reasons for this can be found on page 15 of the Travel Forecasts and Traffic Impact Report 
for the West Hollywood General Plan Update technical appendix to the EIR. 

E4-26 
The commenter’s concern regarding emergency access is noted. 

E4-27 
The Draft EIR states that parking impacts associated with the proposed General Plan would be 
less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. New development would still need to 
provide onsite parking per the West Hollywood Municipal Code. In addition, the Mobility Chapter 
of the proposed General Plan contains policies that specifically address parking. The policies 
include actions aimed at better managing existing and future parking supply, both on- and off-
street, which would make parking in West Hollywood more available and efficient.  

E4-28 
The commenter’s suggestion that the City purchase vacant land and surface parking lots to 
convert to park space is noted. 
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E4-29 
This comment regarding the information presented in Table 3.8-2: City of West Hollywood 
Development Changes, found on page 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR, is noted. The information 
presented in the table represents development capacity and would not necessarily translate into 
direct change. Please refer to Topical Response #1 for a full explanation on growth projections 
and expected development capacity anticipated with implementation of the General Plan. No 
further response is necessary because no question or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised. 

E4-30 
See Response to Comment E4-9. 

E4-31 
In response to the comment regarding increasing density on Sunset Boulevard, no changes to 
land use designations along Sunset Boulevard are included as part of the proposed General 
Plan. Refer to the Sunset Specific Plan for information on individual parcels. The Sunset 
Specific Plan is available online at http://www.ci.west-hollywood.ca.us/index.aspx?page=191. 
Also refer to Topical Response #1 for a full explanation on growth projections and expected 
development capacity anticipated with implementation of the General Plan. In addition, refer to 
Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, which contains the traffic analysis conducted for implementation 
of the General Plan.  

E4-32 
The commenter’s statement regarding Transit Overlay Districts and traffic impacts is noted. 
Transit Overlay Districts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The traffic analysis 
conducted for implementation of the General Plan in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR and Appendix 
F does not take into account any trip reductions that could occur if public transportation 
improvements, including a rail system, would occur. Thus, the Draft EIR analysis does not rely 
on any future public transportation improvements to reduce traffic impacts in West Hollywood. 

E4-33 
The commenter’s statement regarding the expansion of the bicycle network along Sunset 
Boulevard is noted. Please refer to the adopted Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Plan (2003), 
available online at http://www.weho.org/index.aspx?page=252, which identifies 11.3 miles of 
bike lanes and routes for implementation. Any future bicycle improvements would be required to 
comply with the safety design guidelines set forth by the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials, the Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans as discussed in 
Chapter 4 of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Plan. In addition, the Sunset Boulevard 
Beautification Project includes installation of bicycle detection traffic signals pursuant to state 
requirements to also ensure the bicycle safety. 

E4-34 
This comment regarding RTP G6 is noted. No further response is necessary because no 
question or new information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E4-35 
In response to the comment regarding parking, page 119 of the proposed General Plan 
indicates the following:  

According to a 2010 study by the City, the total amount of parking in some 
commercial areas is sufficient for existing businesses, but it is either not available 
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to the public (because it is in private lots) or the parking is not convenient for 
visitors. This creates a situation where the parking supply does not match the 
demand patterns, so that visitors may perceive that there is no parking near their 
destination while just a few blocks away there could be numerous spaces 
available. To address the parking situation and to help balance supply and 
demand, the City charges for on-street parking at certain places and at certain 
times of day. The City also operates a public valet program to expand parking 
opportunities in commercial areas of the City. The City’s Zoning Ordinance 
addresses off-street parking in commercial and residential areas. 

The City also owns and operates 12 public parking facilities totaling over 569 
parking spaces in commercial areas. As of 2010, approximately 444 additional 
parking spaces are under construction at West Hollywood Park. Future 
development projects will add an additional 600 parking spaces for public use. 

E4-36 
This comment regarding GV P1.1-4 is noted. No further response is necessary because no 
question or new information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E4-37 
This comment regarding GV P3.1-4 is noted. In response to the comment, please refer to the 
Technical Background Report (specifically pages 90, 91, and 92) prepared for the Proposed 
General Plan Housing Chapter available online at http://www.weho.org/Modules/ 
ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5413 This Technical Background Report contains specific 
information on the community’s housing needs, constraints to housing development, and 
resources available for the delivery of housing services and affordable housing. A key 
component of the detailed analysis contained in the Technical Background Report is the City’s 
ability to provide adequate sites to meet its share of the regional housing needs assigned to the 
City by SCAG. Table 47 of the Technical Background Report provides data for the remaining 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for the City of West Hollywood.  

No further response is necessary because no question or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised. 

E4-38 
In response to the comment, the proposed General Plan Implementation Actions describe short- 
and medium-term programs to evaluate open space opportunities, identify funding sources, and 
implement a Parks Master Plan to expand parkland in the City (PR-A.1, PR-A.2, PR-A.4, 
PR-A.6). The existing funding mechanisms referred to in the Draft EIR and in General Plan 
Implementation Action PR-A.2 include development fees collected pursuant to the Quimby Act, 
which fund park operations and maintenance. The commenter’s suggestion regarding a 
dedicated program for the purchase of parkland, such as a dedicated line item in the City’s 
budget, is noted. 

E4-39 
The commenter’s statement regarding mandatory green building policies is incorrect. On 
October 1, 2007, the City of West Hollywood adopted one of the first mandatory Green Building 
Ordinances to protect the environment and promote sustainable development. As such, a Green 
Building Section was created and included as part of the Zoning Ordinance; Section 19.20.060. 
This section describes the program requirements, including minimum green building 
requirements for all new projects, including new construction, tenant improvements, and 
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remodeling and additions. The Green Building Ordinance is found online at 
http://qcode.us/codes/ westhollywood/view.php?topic=19-19_3-19_20-19_20_060&frames=off. 

In addition, the proposed General Plan’s Land Use and Form Chapter contains policies and 
programs that promote green buildings, green development techniques, and a variety of other 
strategies to reduce waste, energy use, and water consumption and to minimize the 
environmental effect of existing and future development in West Hollywood.  

E4-40 
This comment is noted. No further response is necessary because no questions or new 
information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E4-41 
The commenter’s statement regarding variances from the Sunset Specific Plan is noted. This 
comment, however, is beyond the scope of this project and the Draft EIR. No further response is 
necessary because no question or new information regarding the environmental analysis was 
raised. 

E4-42 
This comment is noted. The Draft EIR concluded that implementation of the proposed General 
Plan would be consistent with applicable adopted plans and policies and no mitigation is 
required. Also see Response to Comment E4-19.  

E4-43 
In response to the commenter’s concern regarding the proposed General Plan reflecting the 
input of the community, please refer to the Introduction and Overview Chapter of the General 
Plan, pages 7 through 12, for a description of the extensive public involvement process, 
including an explanation of how the General Plan Guiding Principles were developed, which 
serve as the foundation for the goals and policies of the General Plan. As the commenter notes, 
traffic and parking were among the top concerns expressed by residents during the community 
outreach process. The proposed General Plan’s approach to these issues is described in the 
introductory pages of the Mobility Chapter, pages 102 through 121. The commenter’s concern 
about the effectiveness of these policies is noted 

E4-44 
In response to the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 for a discussion of how 
growth pursuant to implementation of the General Plan is analyzed in the Draft EIR. In addition, 
Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR provides a description of where growth is likely to occur throughout 
the time horizon of the proposed General Plan. As noted on page 2-16, most of the City is not 
anticipated to experience land use change as a result of the General Plan update. In response 
to the comment regarding household projections, as indicated on page 3.11-6 of the Draft EIR, 
“SCAG projections are based on the existing General Plan. It is likely that West Hollywood’s 
growth projections would be revised upward in future SCAG planning documents to reflect 
proposed General Plan projections.” 

E4-45 
In response to the comment, please refer to the Technical Background Report (specifically 
pages 90, 91, and 92) prepared for the Proposed General Plan Housing Chapter This Technical 
Background Report contains specific information on the community’s housing needs, constraints 
to housing development, and resources available for the delivery of housing services and 
affordable housing. A key component of the detailed analysis contained in the Technical 
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Background Report is the City’s ability to provide adequate sites to meet its share of the 
regional housing needs assigned to the City by SCAG. Table 47 of the Technical Background 
Report provides data for the remaining RHNA for the City of West Hollywood. For a complete 
analysis of infrastructure and traffic impacts pursuant to the implementation of the General Plan, 
please refer to Draft EIR Sections 3.12 and 3.14, respectively.  

E4-46 
The commenter’s concern regarding the projected population growth is noted. In response to 
the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR for a 
detailed discussion of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the 
proposed General Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. The comment about adding a 
threshold, the comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, 
which is within the discretion of the lead agency. 

E4-47 
The commenter’s concern regarding the projected population growth is noted. In response to 
the comment, please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR for a 
detailed discussion of the growth methodology and growth estimates developed for the 
proposed General Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  

E4-48 
The comment regarding the policies included within the Infrastructure, Resources, and 
Conservation Chapter of the General Plan and their relation to population growth and housing is 
noted.  

E4-49 
In response to the comment, this comment regarding the policies included within the 
Infrastructure, Resources, and Conservation Chapter of the General Plan and their relation to 
population growth and housing is noted. Please refer to Response to Comment E4-48. 

E4-50 
The commenter’s concern regarding the implementation of policies relating to architectural 
transitions between commercial and residential development is noted. 

E4-51 
Please refer to Section 3.11, pages 3.11-3 and 3.11-4, for a discussion of the housing 
projections and current housing inventory by unit type. As shown in Table 3.11-3, while the total 
number of dwelling units has shifted by unit type (i.e., single- family vs. multi-family), there is an 
overall increase in the total amount of housing units from 1990 to 2008. This does not reflect a 
substantial displacement of housing. Individual development projects would be reviewed for 
project-specific impacts, during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant 
impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions 
of approval.  

E4-52 
Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts to population and housing with the 
implementation of the proposed General Plan. Even though the proposed General Plan does 
not propose new development, the development capacity allowed by the proposed General Plan 
could result in a moderate increase in population (18.3% over 2008 levels) and housing units 
(17.4% over 2008 levels). However, the proposed General Plan anticipates and plans for this 
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growth through numerous policies aimed at reducing the impacts associated with population 
and housing unit growth in the City. In particular, the Infrastructure, Resources, and 
Conservation Chapter contains specific policies to manage future growth. Additionally, 
development allowed under the proposed General Plan would not displace substantial numbers 
of housing or people necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Most of 
the development will occur through infill, adaptive reuse, or new mixed-use development in the 
commercial subareas where existing residential units are not the dominant use. Therefore, at 
the program level of analysis, impacts were determined to be less than significant without 
mitigation. 

Individual development projects pursuant to the proposed General Plan would be reviewed for 
project-specific impacts during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant 
impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions 
of approval.  

E4-53 
Please refer to Section 3.12.4 for a discussion on water infrastructure. As noted on page 
3.12-32, new development and redevelopment pursuant to the General Plan would be primarily 
located within five commercial subareas of West Hollywood where water infrastructure already 
exists. Portions of three of the commercial subareas are located within the water service area of 
the City of Beverly Hills. As indicated in Section 3.12.1, water lines already exist in this service 
area. In addition, the City of Beverly Hill’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP) allocates 
ongoing funding to repair and replace water infrastructure in the service area. The 2009–2010 
adopted CIP includes funding and programs to replace or rehabilitate undersized, deteriorated, 
or old water mains. Both the City of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (LADWP) would be required to review development proposals, in consultation with the 
City of West Hollywood, for consistency with water infrastructure requirements established in 
development plans and agreements, and to ensure that sufficient water infrastructure capacity is 
available to serve new development prior to approval of the project. 

E4-54 
The commenter’s concern regarding the proposed General Plan’s potential effects on water 
supply is noted. Section 3.12.4 of the Draft EIR evaluated the impact on water supply from 
implementation of the General Plan and explains how water use attributable to implementation 
of the General Plan was estimated. Because the water supply impact was found to be 
significant and unavoidable at the program level of analysis, the City Council will determine 
whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. 
This analysis is contained in the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the West Hollywood General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, contained in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-944.In response to 
questions related to the Beverly Hills Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), please refer to 
pages 3.12-35 and 3.12-36 of the Draft EIR for an explanation of the available water supply and 
demand. Based on the available information in the City of Beverly Hills UWMP and information 
from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), it was determined that the City of Beverly Hills has 
adequate access to water supply.  

The comment pertaining to increasing cost of supplying water is noted. However, questions 
pertaining to cost are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR 

In response to the comment related to long-term water supply, please refer to the City of 
Beverly Hills Service Area Alternative Water Sources and the LADWP analyses beginning on 
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page 3.12-38. These analyses provide detailed discussions of alternative water source options 
compliant with the guidance set forth by the California Supreme Court’s decision in Vineyard 
Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. the City of Rancho Cordova. Table 3.12-3, located on 
page 3.12-48, provides a summary of the reasonable environmental impacts associated with 
alternative water supply projects. In addition, while the City of Beverly Hills UWMP did not 
address the potential impacts of climate change on water supply, climate change impacts are 
analyzed in the Draft EIR and accounted for within the water supply analysis.  

In response to the comment related to the projected water demand for the LADWP water 
service area, please refer to the discussion of LADWP’s Water Service Reliability Assessment 
for 2030, beginning on page 3.12-40 of the Draft EIR. Also refer to the letter inserted below from 
the MWD and the West Basin Municipal Water District dated July 16, 2010. This letter confirms 
that the MWD and the West Basin Municipal Water District, in cooperation with LADWP, have 
adequate supply and reliable access to water into the future based on regional water supply 
planning for all of Southern California. 

E4-55 
The commenter’s concern regarding increased demand for additional electricity, natural gas, 
and transmission facilities is noted. Please refer to the discussion beginning on page 3.12-54 of 
the Draft EIR. As noted in this section, SCE and Southern California Gas (SoCalGas) have 
adequate facilities to meet the electricity and natural gas demands for the City of West 
Hollywood. In addition, Pursuant to Section 15145 of CEQA, analysis of physical changes in the 
City that may occur from future electrical and gas infrastructure would be speculative and no 
further analysis of the impact is required at this time. The environmental effects of expansion, 
construction, and operation of additional electrical and gas infrastructure would be evaluated 
under CEQA by SCE and SoCalGas in their efforts to plan for construction of new electrical and 
gas infrastructure or expansion of existing facilities, if applicable. SCE and SoCalGas 
continually evaluate demand, capacity, and plans for facility needs. If project-level significant 
impacts are identified, specific mitigation measures will be required. Lastly, the mandatory 
Green Building Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance; Section 19.20.060) and the Infrastructure, 
Resources and Conservation Chapter of the proposed General Plan contain goals and policies 
to reduce total and per capita energy used by the city. The Draft EIR concluded that impacts 
related to this issue would be less than significant based on this analysis and the policies in 
place to reduce energy use by the City. No mitigation is necessary. 

E4-56 
The commenter’s support for the energy conservation policies in the General Plan, and 
suggestion that they be mandatory for new development, is noted. Please also refer to the Draft 
Climate Action Plan, which describes additional energy-conservation measures as part of a 
toolkit of programs to reduce the community’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

E4-57 
In response to this comment, the commenter’s concern regarding impacts to the City’s storm 
drain system, schools, library, electricity and natural gas, water infrastructure, wastewater, and 
solid waste is noted. Please refer to the discussion beginning in Section 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR 
for a full analysis of these topics. Also refer to Responses to Comments E4-53, E4-54, and 
E4-55.  

E4-58 
In response to the commenter’s concern regarding programs to acquire additional green space, 
please refer to Response to Comment E4-23. In response to the commenter’s question about 
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Quimby Act fees, the State Quimby Act permits cities and counties in California to require that 
developers of subdivisions either dedicate parkland or pay a "Quimby Fee" in lieu of providing 
land, allowing the City to purchase land for parks. The Quimby Fees in West Hollywood are 
used for the purpose of developing new or rehabilitating existing park facilities to serve 
residents. The fees have historically been used for the construction of improvements to existing 
parks and construction of new parks such as Havenhurst Park, Formosa Park, and Kings Road 
Park. In the future, fees collected will be utilized for park acquisition and development 
(renovation, construction of improvements, etc.). 
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E4-59 
The commenter states that Clark is mislabeled Ozeta Terrace. Comment noted. Figures have 
been corrected accordingly. 

E4-60 
The commenter indicates that Draft EIR LOS results are different than previous studies 
prepared for similar streets and intersections. Please see Response to Comment E4-5 for a 
discussion of the difference between the City’s new LOS calculation methodology, used for the 
West Hollywood General Plan Update EIR, and the LOS methodology used in previous studies.  

The commenter also states that none of Sunset Boulevard. and Santa Monica Boulevard 
intersections are operating at LOS F, which is incorrect. The following Santa Monica Boulevard 
intersections are shown in Table 3.14-4 to be operating at LOS F during the a.m. or p.m. peak 
hour: 

 Doheny Drive & Santa Monica Boulevard 

 La Cienega Boulevard & Santa Monica Boulevard 

 Crescent Heights Boulevard & Santa Monica Boulevard, and 

 Fairfax Avenue & Santa Monica Boulevard  

E4-61 
The commenter references a previous EIR and indicates apparent contradictions between the 
Draft EIR and previous results. Please see Response to Comment E4-5 for a discussion of the 
difference between the City’s new LOS calculation methodology, used for the West Hollywood 
General Plan Update EIR, and the LOS methodology used in previous studies.  

E4-62 
The commenter references a previous EIR, and indicates apparent contradictions between the 
Draft EIR and previous results. Please see Response to Comment E4-5 for a discussion of the 
difference between the City’s new LOS calculation methodology, used for the West Hollywood 
General Plan Update EIR, and the LOS methodology used in previous studies.  

E4-63  
The commenter references a previous EIR, and indicates apparent contradictions between the 
Draft EIR and previous results. Please see Response to Comment E4-5 for a discussion of the 
difference between the City’s new LOS calculation methodology, used for the West Hollywood 
General Plan Update EIR, and the LOS methodology used in previous studies.  

E4-64  
The commenter indicates projections for Sunset Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard will 
increase between existing conditions and future conditions. The Draft EIR acknowledges these 
increases and describes the potential impacts and mitigation measures through intersection 
analysis. Even if the proposed General Plan were not implemented, traffic would still increase 
on Santa Monica Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard.  

E4-65  
The commenter states that mitigation measures have not been proposed for daily volume 
increases that are anticipated between current conditions and the 2035 horizon year. Further, 
the commenter states that mitigation measures should be proposed for daily volume impacts. 
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The traffic analysis is based on field collected data and projected future conditions with the 
potential future development under the Proposed General Plan. The Draft EIR acknowledges 
these increases and describes the potential impacts and mitigation measures through 
intersection analysis. The City of West Hollywood Traffic Impact significance criteria do not 
include criteria for Average Daily Traffic volumes on arterial roadway segments. CEQA 
standards require traffic impacts to be analyzed under the responsible jurisdiction’s established 
traffic impact analysis criteria.  

E4-66  
The commenter’s concerns regarding vehicle miles traveled are noted.  

E4-67  
The commenter states that the City cannot handle 355,000 trips per day, in the context of the 
City’s current population. There is currently no empirical research correlating the adult 
population of a city to the number of vehicle trips the city’s roadway network can handle.  

E4-68 
In response to the comment, the commenter’s concern regarding the aging population and their 
utilization of bicycle and pedestrian facilities is noted. No further response is necessary because 
no questions or new information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E4-69  
Tables 3.14-4, 3.14-5, and 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR indicated the LOS results for the General 
Plan update study intersections, including commercial corridors. Commercial Corridors include 
Sunset Boulevard, Santa Monica Boulevard, Melrose Avenue, Beverly Boulevard, Doheny 
Drive, Robertson Boulevard, portion of San Vicente Boulevard, La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax 
Avenue, and La Brea Avenue. Section 3.14.3 of the Draft EIR analyzes the impacts to 
intersections pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan.  

E4-70  
The commenter mentions comparison between Draft EIR LOS results and results from previous 
environmental documents. Please see the response E4-5 for a discussion of the difference 
between the City’s new LOS calculation methodology, used for the West Hollywood General 
Plan Update EIR, and the LOS methodology used in previous studies.  

E4-71  
The commenter discusses differences between the Draft EIR and previous analysis of the 
Sunset Boulevard at Doheny Drive intersection. The commenter states that significant impacts 
are avoidable. 

The Draft EIR analysis found a significant impact at the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and 
Doheny Drive. This impact was found for the Proposed General Plan land use scenario and all 
three of the alternative scenarios analyzed. These alternative scenarios had varying levels of 
development and varying deployments of TDM strategies. Therefore, it is likely that this impact 
is the result of increased through traffic and future development that was already permitted, and 
that was allowed under the 1984 General Plan.  

Mitigation measures were investigated for this intersection. The only possible mitigation 
measures that would reduce average vehicular control delay involved the expansion of the 
roadway. This expansion conflicted with other City goals and policies and was therefore 
deemed infeasible.  
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Please see the response E4-5 for a discussion of the difference between the City’s new LOS 
calculation methodology, used for the West Hollywood General Plan Update EIR, and the LOS 
methodology used in previous studies.  

E4-72  
The commenter’s comments regarding Figure 3-14.5 and any intersections rated above LOS F 
if the proposed General Plan is adopted are noted. The commenter states that the Sunset 
Boulevard at Larrabee Street intersection is an example of a location that is not anticipated to 
operate at LOS F, but will in fact operate at LOS F, due to proposed development at 8801 
Sunset Boulevard. Currently proposed development projects, in addition to future development 
potential under the proposed General Plan, are included in traffic forecasts and the LOS results.  

E4-73  
The commenter questions the accuracy of the delay-based intersection LOS results and states 
that delay should be expressed in minutes and not seconds. The Highway Capacity Manual 
methodology, the accepted professional standard and currently adopted methodology for the 
City of West Hollywood, defines LOS based on average control delay in seconds. A number of 
intersections in both the Existing LOS table (Table 3.14-4) and Proposed Project LOS table 
(Table 3.14-6) show average control delays of greater than 60 seconds (there are 60 seconds in 
1 minute). For example, in Table 3.14-6 the intersection of Sunset Boulevard & Doheny Drive 
shows an average control delay of 73 seconds during the a.m. peak hour and 80 seconds 
during the p.m. peak hour for the Proposed Project scenario. 

E4-74  
The commenter states that the proposed General Plan will substantially alter the overall pattern 
of traffic in West Hollywood, and that the Draft EIR indicates otherwise. The Draft EIR clearly 
documents the impacts associated with anticipated future development at intersections 
throughout the City and compares future conditions to existing conditions. 

E4-75  
The commenter notes that “growth expectations are likely to be lower than they actually will be.” 
This comment is noted. The traffic analysis relies on accepted professional standards, 
developed through a substantial body of research, to present a reasonable worst-case scenario 
as required by CEQA.  

E4-76  
The commenter states that the CMP analysis is filled with errors. The CMP impact analysis in 
the Draft EIR follows the guidelines for determining a significant impact established in the Los 
Angeles County Congestion Management Program. These significance criteria are based upon 
a change in intersection volume-to-capacity ratios between existing conditions and some future 
scenario. The Proposed Project represents one such possible future scenario. The analysis 
found that implementation of the proposed General Plan would have significant and unavoidable 
impacts at a CMP location. However, because the Proposed Project conditions do not currently 
exist, the Proposed Project cannot cause significant and adverse impacts at a CMP location for 
the existing conditions. This situation is accurately represented in Table 3.14-8. 

E4-77  
The commenter’s concerns regarding emergency access are noted. The emergency response 
impact was found to be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Page 3.14-48 
explains why the impact is less than significant, i.e., adherence to existing regulations, plans, 
and a variety of General Plan policies. Maintaining emergency plans, using new technology, and 
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continuing coordination with law enforcement and emergency services would help reduce the 
potential impacts on emergency access. 

E4-78 
In response to the comment regarding the West Hollywood Parking Study prepared by Civic 
Enterprise Associates, page 3.14-49 of the Draft EIR has been modified to read as follows:  

These studies focused on the Sunset Strip and the area bounded by Santa 
Monica Boulevard, Melrose Avenue, and San Vicente Boulevard. The parking 
occupancy study results indicate that the number of spaces available in the study 
areas generally exceeds the demand. However, the current allocation of these 
spaces, including private ownership of some parking facilities, may not currently 
function efficiently to provide access to adequate parking, particularly during 
peak periods. 

E4-79 
The commenter’s concern regarding the reduction of parking incentives for new developments 
is noted. 

E4-80 
In response to the comment, refer to page 3.14-51 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of parking 
impacts. As stated, the Draft EIR concludes that impacts to parking would be less than 
significant with adherence to and implementation of the proposed General Plan policies and 
regulations. Therefore, no further response to this comment is necessary.  

E4-81 
In response to the comment, the commenter’s concern and opinion about the General Plan and 
Draft EIR is noted.  
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Letter E5 

E5-1 
The commenter’s suggestions regarding rephrasing and adding to the General Plan Guiding 
Principles are noted. 

E5-2 
The commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR does not adequately address aesthetics, traffic, 
parking, infrastructure, air quality, and other sections (“etc.”) is noted.  

As indicated in Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR, changes made to the Draft EIR represent clarifying 
information or modifications that are not “significant.” The Draft EIR does not meet the 
requirements for recirculation. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5:  

A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information 
is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR 
for public review… before certification…information can include changes in the 
project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. 
New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in 
a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 
project’s proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” 
requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: (1) A new 
significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. (2) A substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are 
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. (3) A feasible project 
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it. (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally 
and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review 
and comment were precluded.  

Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR contains a complete analysis of the maximum theoretical buildout 
scenario, which reflects all growth permitted under the proposed General Plan. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR does not meet these requirements for recirculation. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines 
15088.5(b) indicates that recirculation is not required where the new information added to the 
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. As 
indicated in Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR, changes made to the Draft EIR represent clarifying 
information or modifications that are not “significant,” as explained above. 

E5-3 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding placing greater emphasis on a “small-town feel” in the 
proposed General Plan is noted. 

E5-4 
The commenter’s support for the proposed down-zoning of parcels on Doheny Drive and West 
Knoll Drive is noted. 
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E5-5 
In response to the comment, page 48 of the proposed General Plan will be corrected to read as 
follows: “R1B allows for: 2 dwelling units per lot on lots of less than 8,499 square feet; 3 units 
per lot between 8,500 and 11,999 square feet; plus 1 additional unit per lot, for each 3,500 
square feet or fraction thereof in excess of 11,999 square feet, with a maximum height of 25 feet 
and 2 stories.” 

E5-6 
The commenter’s concerns with unbundled parking are noted.  

E5-7 
The commenter’s suggestion regarding down-zoning the Sherbourne Triangle is noted. 

E5-8 
In response to the comment regarding Neighborhood Conservation (NC) Overlay Districts, 
please refer to page 52 of the proposed General Plan, which describes the NC Overlay as one 
of the existing Zoning Overlay Districts included on the Zoning Map. The commenter’s 
suggestions regarding additional requirements for the NC Overlay are noted. 

E5-9 
Please refer to Response to Comment G29-2 for clarification regarding the bonuses allowed in 
commercial zones. Development bonuses are given for a qualifying development project that 
contains site-specific or desirable community features and characteristics, such as affordable 
housing and green buildings. The commenter’s opposition to the applicability of multiple 
bonuses for new development projects is noted. Individual development projects pursuant to the 
proposed General Plan would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required 
environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation 
measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval.  

E5-10 
In response to the comment regarding green building, all development projects in the City are 
required to follow the Green Building Ordinance. Projects that achieve more than 90 points 
pursuant to the Green Building program are eligible for further incentives. The commenter’s 
opposition to green building incentives is noted. 

E5-11 
In response to the comment, Topical Response #1 and Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR discuss how 
the growth projections in the proposed General Plan were analyzed by the Draft EIR. The 
environmental impacts of height modifications and density bonuses, where applicable, were 
analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. Cumulative impacts were analyzed in Section 4.2 of the 
Draft EIR. The City retains the discretion to consider new bonus programs in the future. 
Environmental impacts of any new proposed bonus programs would be evaluated when new 
programs are proposed.  

E5-12 
The commenter’s opposition to any increase in density or height in the West Hollywood West 
area is noted. 

Please refer to Response to Comment E5-11 regarding height and density bonuses.  
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In response to the comment regarding proposed General Plan changes to the north side of 
Melrose Avenue, the commenter’s concern regarding traffic, parking, aesthetics, shade and 
shadow, solar access, public services and utilities, parks, and public safety is noted. Please 
refer to the Draft EIR for analysis of those issues pursuant to implementation of the General 
Plan: Section 3.14 for parking and traffic impacts; Section 3.1 for aesthetic, and shade and 
shadow impacts; Section 3.12 for public services and utilities impacts, including public safety; 
and Section 3.13 for recreation impacts. The Draft EIR is not required to analyze solar access. 
However, all development in West Hollywood is required to adhere to existing California 
legislation on solar access.  

E5-13  
The commenter’s concern to proposed General Plan changes and long-term changes to 
Melrose Avenue and vicinity is noted. The commenter’s question regarding encouraging 
neighborhood-friendly businesses and scale within the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay is 
noted. Please refer to the Economic Development Chapter of the proposed General Plan for a 
discussion of neighborhood serving businesses. In addition, proposed General Plan goals and 
policies support neighborhood-serving uses; see ED-6 and associated policies.  

The commenter’s concern with the Draft EIR traffic analysis findings at Melrose Avenue and 
San Vicente Boulevard, and Melrose Avenue and Huntley Drive is noted.  

In response to the comments regarding the intersection level of service (LOS), see Response to 
Comment E4-5. 

The project-specific traffic impacts associated with the PDC Red building, West Hollywood 
Library, Greenwich, and Cedars can be found in their respective EIRs and/or traffic impact 
studies. Growth associated with these projects was considered in the analysis of traffic impacts. 
See Topical Response #1. For projects outside of West Hollywood, the traffic analysis 
conducted for implementation of the proposed General Plan includes forecasts of regional 
development surrounding the City of West Hollywood, from the Southern California Association 
of Governments’ (SCAG’s) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  

E5-14 
In response to the comment, the land use designations proposed in the General Plan specify a 
range of land uses allowed within each land use designation. The land uses associated with 
each proposed land use designation have been analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. The land 
uses of any proposed development would need to be consistent with the land uses allowed in 
the proposed General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 

The commenter’s concern regarding traffic on Beverly Boulevard pursuant to implementation of 
the proposed General Plan is noted. Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR analyzed the traffic impacts of 
implementation of the proposed General Plan, including the intersection of Robertson Boulevard 
and Beverly Boulevard, and La Cienega Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard. Goal M-7 of the 
General Plan contains policies to protect and preserve residential neighborhoods from intrusion 
of nonresidential traffic. 

E5-15 
See Response to Comment E4-27. The City will continue to work with the residents and 
business owners in the development of future parking programs such as the Parking Credit 
Program mentioned in the comment. 
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E5-16 
The commenter’s concern regarding the statement on page 46 of the Land Use and Urban 
Form Chapter of the proposed General Plan regarding billboards is noted. In addition, the 
commenter’s opposition to permitting billboards and tall walls on Beverly Boulevard or any other 
commercial street other than Sunset Boulevard is noted.  

The Draft EIR analyzed the impact of billboards, tall walls, and signage in Section 3.1 of the 
Draft EIR. In addition, the Land Use and Form Chapter of the proposed General Plan contains 
goals and policies (see LU-16 and associated policies) to address signage, billboard, and tall-
wall issues.  

E5-17 
The commenter’s statement regarding transitional zoning as an important planning tool is noted. 
No further response is necessary because no question or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised. 

E5-18 
The commenter’s concern with height increases in the Melrose Triangle areas is noted. Section 
3.1 of the Draft EIR analyzed the aesthetic impacts of implementation of the proposed General 
Plan. Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR analyzed the land use and planning impacts of 
implementation of the proposed General Plan. Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR analyzed the traffic 
impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan, including the intersection of Doheny 
Drive and Santa Monica Boulevard, and Doheny Drive, Santa Monica Boulevard, and Melrose 
Avenue. The commenter’s concern regarding traffic at these intersections is noted.  

The commenter’s statement on the proposed General Plan community outreach telephone 
survey is noted. The Introduction and Overview Chapter of the proposed General Plan and 
Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR describe the extensive public involvement process for the General 
Plan.  

E5-19  
The commenter’s concern regarding potential reductions in transit services in the City of West 
Hollywood is noted. The recent reduction in transit service by the City of Los Angeles is a 
reflection on current economic climate. Metro has not reduced its services through West 
Hollywood. 

E5-20 
In response to the comment, the traffic analysis conducted for implementation of the General 
Plan in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR and Appendix F does not take into account any trip 
reductions that could occur if the subway is extended to West Hollywood. Although the General 
Plan encourages the expansion of both local and regional transit systems, the proposed 
General Plan and the Draft EIR do not make any assumptions when and if the subway 
extension would be built. The proposed General Plan clearly identifies any such subway stops 
in West Hollywood as potential. The City is aware that the subway may not align through West 
Hollywood but does not preclude other rail systems and major transit improvements along its 
transit corridors. 

E5-21 
In response to the comment, the commenter’s concern with public transportation attracting 
additional riders is noted. The phone survey referenced is based on the current transportation 
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climate. With the increase in congestion forecasted to occur within the City with or without the 
proposed General Plan, other viable options are being explored to improve mobility. 

E5-22 
The commenter’s concern regarding the proposed General Plan’s potential effects on water 
supply is noted. Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR evaluated the impact on water supply from 
implementation of the General Plan and explains how water use attributable to implementation 
of the General Plan was estimated. Because the water supply impact was found to be 
significant and unavoidable at the program level of analysis, the City Council will determine 
whether the General Plan’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. 
This analysis is contained in the Findings of Fact for Adoption of a Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the West Hollywood General Plan document and the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, contained in Planning Commission Resolution PC-10-944. 

Questions pertaining to cost rates, water priority between new development and existing 
development, and past usage effects on water rates are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. 
However, these questions and concerns will be provided to decision makers for consideration 
during the final hearings for the proposed General Plan. The City’s water providers, the City of 
Beverly Hills and LADWP, would be able to provide more detailed responses to the questions 
posed.  

Also refer to Response to Comment E4-54, which contains a letter from the Metropolitan Water 
District (MWD) and the West Basin Municipal Water District dated July 16, 2010. This letter 
confirms that the MWD and the West Basin Municipal Water District, in cooperation with 
LADWP, have adequate supply and reliable access to water into the future based on regional 
water supply planning for all of Southern California. 

E5-23 
The commenter’s concern regarding the generation of solid waste and landfill issues is noted.  

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County function on a regional scale and consist of 23 
independent special districts serving about 5.7 million people in Los Angeles County. The 
service area covers approximately 820 square miles and encompasses 78 cities and 
unincorporated territory within the County of Los Angeles. The Sanitation Districts are 
responsible for determining the air quality and traffic impacts associated with waste disposal in 
landfills, as well as gathering public input on siting of landfill facilities. The Sanitation Districts 
would be able to provide information on these issues as well as the commenter’s questions 
regarding landfill closure and compliance. Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR analyzed the traffic 
impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan, which includes the vehicle trips 
associated with solid waste activities.  

The proposed General Plan and Climate Action Plan contain goals and policies to reduce solid 
waste and increase recycling (see IRC-10 and associated policies, and SW1.1 in the Climate 
Action Plan).  

E5-24 
The commenter’s concern regarding the light, glare, sun, and shade impacts of taller buildings 
on Melrose Avenue pursuant to implementation of the General Plan is noted. Section 3.1 of the 
Draft EIR analyzed the aesthetic impacts, including light, glare, and shade, pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan.  
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E5-25 
The commenter’s concern regarding standards of significance for shade and shadow, and the 
desire for stricter thresholds of significance is noted. Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR analyzed the 
aesthetic impacts, including light, glare, and shade, pursuant to implementation of the proposed 
General Plan. Consistent with California law, the West Hollywood Municipal Code Section 
19.20.170 provides regulations to address solar access. As the General Plan update does not 
propose any development, the impacts to grass, trees, and landscaping on individual properties 
would be analyzed during any required environmental review for individual development 
projects that are proposed.  

E5-26 
Please refer to Response to Comments E5-254 through E5-261.  

E5-27 The comment is noted. Please refer to subsequent responses to comments for detailed 
responses.  

E5-28 
This comment makes opening remarks and does not raise does any issues related to the 
adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is 
necessary. 

E5-29 
The commenter’s concern regarding deferral of a significant portion of analysis and identification 
of mitigation measures to future environmental documents is noted. Please refer to Topical 
Response #2. 

E5-30 
The commenter’s concern regarding piecemealing is noted. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15152 “…the level of detail contained in a first-tier EIR need not be greater than that of the 
program, plan, policy, or ordinance being analyzed.”  

Section 3.21 of the Draft EIR analyzed the public service and utility impacts, including police 
protection, fire protection, education, libraries, water infrastructure, water supply, wastewater, 
storm drains, energy, and solid waste, pursuant to implementation of the proposed General 
Plan. This included an analysis of the adequacy of infrastructure pursuant to implementation of 
the proposed General Plan and according to growth projections. The environmental impact of 
construction of police stations, fire stations, schools, and water infrastructure cannot be 
analyzed in project-level detail in this program Draft EIR because no development or specific 
locations for development have been proposed. As specific development projects are proposed 
that are in conformance with the General Plan, the City will evaluate the project and determine 
whether project impacts are sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project 
impacts go beyond those identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such impacts 
are analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA.  

Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR analyzed the traffic impacts of implementation of the proposed 
General Plan.  

The commenter’s concern regarding piecemealing of shade and shadow impacts is noted. The 
commenter’s suggestion of delineating the perimeter of potential shade impacts from potential 
building heights on adjacent properties is beyond the scope of a program-level EIR where no 
specific projects are proposed.  
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E5-31 
Please refer to Topical Response #2. The commenter’s concern regarding deferral of analysis 
to future proposed projects pursuant to the General Plan is noted. The commenter cites specific 
examples as visual factors (character), shade and shadow, cultural resources, and geologic 
hazards. In response to the comment, the level of analysis and references to future project-
specific environmental documentation throughout Sections 3.1 through 3.15 of the Draft EIR is 
commensurate with a first-tier, or programmatic EIR. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 
“…the level of detail contained in a first-tier EIR need not be greater than that of the program, 
plan, policy, or ordinance being analyzed.” As specific development projects are proposed that 
are in conformance with the General Plan, the City will evaluate the project and determine 
whether project impacts are sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Program EIR. If 
project impacts go beyond those identified in the Program EIR, the City is obligated to ensure 
such impacts are analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA. CEQA (Public Resources 
Code 21159.24) exempts infill residential projects from further environmental review only if the 
project will not have project-specific significant effects particular to the project or its site.  

E5-32  
In response to the comment, the purpose of the Draft EIR is to analyze the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan and associated Climate Action Plan. 
The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan compared 
to what is existing “on the ground” today. Except in Section 5.0, analysis of the No 
Project/Existing General Plan, the Draft EIR does not and is not required to conduct plan-to-plan 
analysis, i.e., the proposed General Plan is not analyzed against or compared to the existing 
General Plan.  

Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “the description of the project shall contain 
the following information but should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for 
evaluation and review of the environmental impact. (a) The precise location and boundaries of 
the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map...(b) A statement of objectives sought by 
the proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop 
a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in 
preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of 
objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project. (c) A general description of the 
project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal 
engineering proposals if any and supporting public service facilities. (d) A statement briefly 
describing the intended uses of the EIR.” Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR meets these 
requirements.  

E5-33  
Please refer to Topical Response #1 for a discussion of how growth pursuant to implementation 
of the General Plan is analyzed in the Draft EIR. Also refer to Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR 
containing a complete analysis of the maximum theoretical buildout scenario, which reflects all 
growth permitted under the proposed General Plan.  

In response to the comment regarding where growth will occur in the City, Chapter 2.0 of the 
Draft EIR provides a description (see the descriptions of the commercial subareas) of where 
growth is likely to occur throughout the time horizon of the proposed General Plan. As noted on 
page 2-16, most of the City is not anticipated to experience land use change as a result of the 
General Plan update.  
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In response to the comment about providing detailed breakdown of acreage by subarea in the 
Draft EIR, Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR provides a general description (see the descriptions of 
the commercial subareas) of land use changes, height, and character. Please refer to Table 3-2 
in the Land Use and Urban Form Chapter of the proposed General Plan for information on 
acreage by land use designation. 

E5-34 
Please refer to Table 2-4 and 3.0-1 in the Draft EIR for information on dwelling units, 
nonresidential development, and acreage for existing land uses. The environmental setting is 
described in the Draft EIR at a level of detail appropriate for analysis of a citywide general plan. 
As CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 explains, “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will 
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in 
the EIR.” Section 15146 confirms that an EIR for a general plan need not be as detailed as an 
EIR for a specific development project. Here, the EIR’s description of the environmental setting 
contains all information necessary to establish the baseline conditions for analysis of all of the 
General Plan’s environmental impacts. 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR must include detailed information regarding dwelling 
units, densities, existing commercial development, floor area ratios (FARs), typical building 
heights, and nonconformities by neighborhood or commercial subarea. The Draft EIR is 
programmatic and is not required to include the information at the level suggested by the 
commenter, as noted in the paragraph above. Throughout the Draft EIR, the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan to surrounding communities are 
analyzed at a level of detail appropriate for a programmatic EIR. For example, the traffic 
analysis conducted for implementation of the proposed General Plan includes forecasts of 
regional development surrounding the City of West Hollywood, from SCAG’s RTP. Additionally, 
since the City of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
provide water to the City of West Hollywood, the water supply analysis in the Draft EIR 
considers the impacts of implementation of the West Hollywood General Plan on the City of 
Beverly Hills and the LADWP water service area. Furthermore, refer to the cumulative impact 
analysis in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, specifically Table 4-3, which indicates the geographic 
scope of the environmental analysis pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. 
As indicated in the table, most of the EIR considered and analyzed areas outside of the City of 
West Hollywood in the analysis of cumulative impacts (predominantly at the regional level).  

E5-35 
The commenter’s suggestion that the Draft EIR be revised to address the impacts of traffic, 
noise, air emissions, public service demand, and other issues in Beverly Hills, Los Angeles, and 
elsewhere is noted. Throughout the Draft EIR, the environmental impacts of implementation of 
the proposed General Plan to surrounding communities are analyzed at a level of detail 
appropriate for a programmatic EIR. For example, the traffic analysis conducted for 
implementation of the proposed General Plan includes forecasts of regional development 
surrounding the City of West Hollywood, from the SCAG’s RTP. Additionally, since the City of 
Beverly Hills and LADWP provide water to the City of West Hollywood, the water supply 
analysis in the Draft EIR considers the impacts of implementation of the West Hollywood 
General Plan on the City of Beverly Hills and the LADWP water service area. Furthermore, refer 
to the cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, specifically Table 4-3, which 
indicates the geographic scope of the environmental analysis pursuant to implementation of the 
proposed General Plan. As indicated in the table, most of the EIR considered and analyzed 
areas outside of the City of West Hollywood in the analysis of cumulative impacts 
(predominantly at the regional level).  
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E5-36 
The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft EIR does not identify any cumulative impacts 
with implementation of the proposed General Plan. Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR contains a 
discussion of cumulative impacts that were identified with implementation of the General Plan.  

In response to the comment on transit services, Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR reviews the types 
of transit services available in the City. Additionally, given the nature of the proposed project 
and the significance thresholds identified for the analysis of transit service impacts, the Draft 
EIR found that program-level public transit impacts would be less than significant. .  

E5-37  
The commenter states that the Draft EIR dismisses potential impacts to the wastewater system 
on the basis that the project would constitute only a small percentage of growth in the area. The 
wastewater analysis on page 3.12-52 of the Draft EIR analyzed the total wastewater 
contribution to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) pursuant to implementation of the General 
Plan. The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County provided the language on page 3.12-52 
that indicates the projected wastewater increase with implementation of the proposed General 
Plan, in terms of overall capacity of the HTP system, is small and there would be no impact on 
the facilities and no cause for a restriction to be placed on the ability of Sanitation District No. 4 
to discharge. The overall available capacity of the system determines whether the additional 
increment of treatment capacity represented by General Plan growth is significant—not the ratio 
of growth to capacity.  

The Draft EIR does not analyze impacts based on percentage contribution or the contribution 
method as suggested. 

E5-38 
The commenter’s concern regarding the language in mitigation measures is noted. Per CEQA 
Section 15097, “to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the 
EIR … are implemented, the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on 
the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or 
avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring 
responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; 
however, until mitigation measures have been completed, the lead agency remains responsible 
for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the 
program.” As part of the adoption of the General Plan and certification of the Draft EIR, the City 
of West Hollywood is also adopting a mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program.  

In response to the comment, to clarify, vehicular-traffic-induced vibration and industrial and 
commercial operations vibration were found to be less than significant. Construction-induced 
vibration was found to be significant. Adherence to regulations and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.9-6 would reduce construction-induced vibration to a less-than-significant level. 
Bullet point 1 of Mitigation Measure 3.9-6 was revised to apply to sensitive land uses as well as 
historic structures. This would reduce the potential for human annoyance due to construction-
induced vibration. This does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. When 
individual projects are proposed, they will be reviewed for project-specific construction-induced 
vibration impacts during any required environmental review. If project-specific impacts are 
identified, applicable mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval.  
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In response to the comment on emergency access, this impact was found to be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. Page 3.14-48 explains why the impact is less than 
significant, i.e., adherence to existing regulations, plans, and a variety of General Plan policies.  

In response to the comment on displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing or 
people, this impact was found to be less than significant and no mitigation is required (see page 
3.11-7 and 3.11-8). However, page 3.11-7 and 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR were revised to 
incorporate policies from the Housing Chapter of the proposed General Plan, which are more 
relevant to displacement.  

E5-39 
In response to the comment on the geographic scope of cumulative impacts, Table 4.3 in 
Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR identifies the geographic scope of cumulative impacts for each 
issue area. In response to the comment regarding the Draft EIR analyzing growth outside of the 
City’s borders, the environmental impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan to 
surrounding communities are analyzed at a level of detail appropriate for a programmatic EIR. 
For example, the traffic analysis conducted for implementation of the proposed General Plan 
includes forecasts of regional development surrounding the City of West Hollywood, from the 
SCAG’s RTP. Additionally, since the City of Beverly Hills and LADWP provide water to the City 
of West Hollywood, the water supply analysis in the Draft EIR considers the impacts of 
implementation of the West Hollywood General Plan on the City of Beverly Hills and the LADWP 
water service area.  

E5-40 
Please refer to Topical Response #1 for a detailed explanation of the methodology and results 
of growth projections for the proposed General Plan, which have been analyzed in the Draft 
EIR.  

E5-41 
In response to the comment, an explanation of trip generation rates used in the analysis of 
traffic impacts is contained in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. Similarly, an explanation of trip 
lengths used in the analysis of traffic impacts is contained in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. 
Appendix F also contains detailed explanations of the traffic model used to analyze the impact 
of implementation of the proposed General Plan, including traffic impacts in 2035.  

E5-42 
The comment is not entirely clear in meaning. In an attempt to respond to the comment, per 
CEQA Guidelines 15064.7, “Each public agency is encouraged to develop and publish 
thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determination of the significance of 
environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or 
performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the 
effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which 
means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant.” The City of West 
Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to 
analyze environmental impacts, which is within the discretion of the lead agency.  



 

 
Page 270 

E5-43 
In response to this comment, see Response to Comment E5-42. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G contains the analysis of exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration. 

E5-44 
Please refer to Response to Comment E5-30. In addition, Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR includes 
an analysis of impacts to public services and utilities pursuant to implementation of the 
proposed General Plan. Furthermore, the proposed General Plan contains numerous goals and 
policies (e.g., Goal IRC-2 and associated policies) to ensure that adequate public services, 
facilities, and utilities are provided concurrently with new development.  

E5-45 
Table 3.14-5 in the Draft EIR presents existing roadway segment volumes and future no project 
and future proposed project segment volumes. The table is provided here for ease of 
comparison instead of repeating the same table in the impact analysis section.  

E5-46 
Please refer to Topical Response #1 and Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion 
of how the growth methodology and growth estimates were developed for the proposed General 
Plan and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  

Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “the description of the project shall contain 
the following information but should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for 
evaluation and review of the environmental impact. (a) The precise location and boundaries of 
the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map...(b) A statement of objectives sought by 
the proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop 
a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in 
preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of 
objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project. (c) A general description of the 
project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal 
engineering proposals if any and supporting public service facilities. (d) A statement briefly 
describing the intended uses of the EIR.” Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR meets these 
requirements.  

E5-47 
The comment regarding small-scale mapping is noted. The mapping referred to identifies land 
use designations for the areas mentioned in the comment. Additionally, the General Plan does 
not propose any change in land use designations that are not identified on the General Plan 
land use map. The Draft General Plan will change the nomenclature for all land use 
designations citywide. However, changes to the permitted land uses, heights, and densities in 
the Draft General Plan are proposed for only 8% of parcels in the City (as indicated on the 
General Plan Figure 3-4, the Land Use Designations Map). 

E5-48 
As described on page 159 of the proposed General Plan and page 2-1 of the Climate Action 
Plan, the Climate Action Plan implements policy IRC‐6.3 of the West Hollywood General Plan 
Infrastructure, Resources, and Conservation Chapter. Although the Climate Action Plan is a 
standalone document, it is an important implementation program of the proposed General Plan.  
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E5-49 
Page 2-5 of the Draft EIR discusses characteristics of the surrounding area in a level of detail 
appropriate to a programmatic EIR.  

E5-50 
Please refer to Table 3-2 in the Land Use and Urban Form Chapter of the proposed General 
Plan for information on acreage by land use designation. In response to the comment regarding 
Table 2-2 of Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR, this information has been added.  

E5-51 
In response to the comment regarding the purpose of the CC2 designation, residential 
development is allowed in all commercial zones in the City through mixed use. Allowing for 
moderate increases to height and density along commercial boulevards well served by transit is 
intended to encourage the development of mixed-use buildings, which incorporate residential 
units, in commercial zones. This is unrelated to the purpose of the R3C-C and R4B-C 
designations, which allow for small-scale, neighborhood-serving retail and commercial services 
on limited properties adjacent to commercial zones. 

E5-52 
Please refer to Table 3-2 in the Land Use and Urban Form Chapter of the proposed General 
Plan for information on acreage by land use designation. 

E5-53 
Please refer to Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR for a complete analysis of the Maximum Theoretical 
Buildout scenario.  

E5-54 
See Topical Response #1 for information on growth methodology and anticipated locations. 
Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR, page 2-15, for a discussion of the types of 
development envisioned in the commercial subareas. The proposed General Plan Land Use 
and Urban Form Chapter, Table 3-2, contains the acreage of each proposed General Plan land 
use category. Additionally, refer to the City’s adopted Specific Plans (Sunset Specific Plan, 
Pacific Design Center Specific Plan, and Movietown Specific Plan) for details on the type and 
square footage of development anticipated for each specific plan area.  

The proposed General Plan and adopted Specific Plan make no commitment that development 
will occur.  

E5-55 
The Land Use and Urban Form Chapter of the proposed General Plan, including Table 3-2, and 
the West Hollywood Municipal Code provide specific information regarding available 
development bonuses. Additionally, Table 3-2 and Figure 3-4 in the Land Use and Urban Form 
Chapter provide the height and FARs applicable to the TOD areas. Also refer to Response to 
Comment E5-57. 

E5-56 
Proposed General Plan Policy LU-2.4 specifies that modifications to height or density will only 
be considered for properties within the Transit Overlay after CEQA analysis for rail transit to the 
City is complete and a program for rail transit to the City is incorporated in the Metro Long 
Range Transit Program. No changes to allowable height or density standards described in the 
Transit Overlay will be permitted unless and until the above conditions are met. The location 
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and extent of the Transit Overlay zones were determined by considering the location of existing 
major bus routes and transfer points, as illustrated in Figure 6-2 on page 113 of the proposed 
General Plan, and the subway stop locations proposed by Metro that are being studied as part 
of the CEQA analysis of the Westside Subway Extension, currently ongoing.  

E5-57 
In response to the comment, proposed General Plan Policy LU-2.4 specifies that modifications 
to height or density will only be considered for properties within the Transit Overlay after CEQA 
analysis for rail transit to the City is complete and a program for rail transit to the City is 
incorporated in the Metro Long Range Transit Program. No changes to allowable height or 
density standards for the Transit Overlay will be permitted unless and until the above conditions 
are met. The exact type and amount of modifications to development standards to be 
considered for properties within the Transit Overlay would be determined, and any required 
environmental review completed, once the above milestones are achieved. The policy does not 
exclude the possibility of the application of multiple development incentives, including mixed 
use. 

E5-58 
Please refer to Topical Response #1.  

E5-59 
The City’s Zoning Ordinance contains detailed information on nonconformities. Nonconformities 
are not addressed in detail in the proposed General Plan; therefore, the Draft EIR does not 
address nonconformities. However, the existing land use information used in the Draft EIR 
assumes existing not planned land uses, including nonconforming land uses. Therefore, 
nonconforming land uses are considered as part of the existing conditions. Refer to Topical 
Response #1 for a discussion of growth, including future redevelopment and turnover of land 
uses, which assumes nonconforming land uses.  

E5-60 
An annual report on General Plan implementation is prepared and presented to the City 
Council. The Community Development Department continually monitors development activities 
in West Hollywood. In addition, individual development projects would be reviewed for project-
specific impacts during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts 
are identified, specific mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of 
approval. 

E5-61 
Please refer to Chapter 5.0 of the EIR for a detailed analysis of the difference between the 
proposed General Plan and existing General Plan. As illustrated in Table 5-1, the development 
capacity of the proposed General Plan is generally similar to the development capacity of the 
existing General Plan. However, the proposed General Plan focuses development in areas 
close to transit to support the goals and policies proposed in the General Plan.  

E5-62 
Please refer to Topical Response #1.  
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E5-63 
Please refer to Topical Response #1 and the proposed General Plan and Draft EIR. Table 3-2 
and Figure 3-4 in the Land Use and Urban Form Chapter provide detailed information regarding 
the land uses, density, intensity, and height pursuant to the General Plan. Chapter 2.0 of the 
Draft EIR provides a general description (see the descriptions of the commercial subareas) of 
land use changes, height, and character. 

E5-64 
Please refer to Topical Response #2. The level of analysis performed in Section 3.1 of the Draft 
EIR is commensurate with a first-tier, or programmatic, EIR. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15152 “the level of detail contained in a first-tier EIR need not be greater than that of the 
program, plan, policy, or ordinance being analyzed.” As specific development projects are 
proposed that are in conformance with the General Plan, the City will evaluate the project and 
determine whether project impacts are sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If 
project impacts go beyond those identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such 
impacts are analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA.  

In response to the commenter’s request to include rendered photographs with the Draft EIR, this 
is beyond the scope of a first-tier, programmatic General Plan EIR. No specific buildings are 
proposed that could be rendered. The proposed General Plan allows for a range of building 
types. To assume a building type at any one location would be speculative.  

E5-65 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR provides a general description, including visual character, of the 
urban form, structure, and visual character of the City, including the commercial subareas 
suitable for a General Plan program EIR. Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR provides a general 
description of the City’s existing land uses. Please refer to the West Hollywood Municipal Code 
for information on setbacks.  

E5-66 
Page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR indicates that signage regulations are located in the West 
Hollywood Municipal Code. Specifically, sign regulations are found in Sections 19.34 and G-34 
of the Municipal Code.  

E5-67 
This information is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. Signage regulations are located in the 
West Hollywood Municipal Code, Sections 19.34 and G-34.  

E5-68 
This information is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. Signage regulations are located in the 
West Hollywood Municipal Code, Sections 19.34 and G-34.  

E5-69 
In addition to the aesthetic policies described in detail on page 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR, the 
Movietown Specific Plan contains project-level aesthetic policies. The Pacific Design Center 
Specific Plan contains very general aesthetic policies. Please refer to the City’s adopted 
Specific Plans for specific policies related to aesthetics.  
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E5-70 
As indicated on page 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR, there are no designated scenic vistas in West 
Hollywood; however, there are local viewsheds providing views of the Hollywood Hills and the 
Los Angeles basin. Page 3.1-8 of the Draft EIR discusses how viewsheds would be preserved, 
as does the discussion on page 3.1-6 under the Sunset Specific Plan. As indicated on page 
3.1-8, there are no scenic resources within a state scenic highway in West Hollywood.  

E5-71 As indicated on page 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR, the Sunset Specific Plan contains policies to 
preserve views of the Los Angeles basin in new development.  

E5-72 
The comment is noted. Please refer to Response to Comment E5-42.  

E5-73 
The comment is noted. However, this is not the significance threshold as listed in Appendix G of 
the CEQA Guidelines, nor the threshold analyzed in the Draft EIR. The analysis of aesthetic 
impacts from implementation of the General Plan, including view impacts, is contained in 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR pursuant to the CEQA thresholds listed on page 3.1-7.  

E5-74 
The comment is noted. However, this is not the significance threshold as listed in Appendix G of 
the CEQA Guidelines, nor the threshold analyzed in the Draft EIR. The analysis of aesthetic 
impacts from implementation of the General Plan, including landforms, is contained in Section 
3.1 of the Draft EIR pursuant to the CEQA thresholds listed on page 3.1-7. Page 3.1-8 provides 
a description of potential visual character alteration with implementation of the proposed 
General Plan. 

E5-75 
Please refer to the Urban Form and Land Use Chapter of the proposed General Plan and 
Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR.  

E5-76 
The General Plan is not required to identify scenic vistas. However, view preservation and 
enhancement is discussed in the Sunset Specific Plan. As indicated on page 3.1-7 of the Draft 
EIR, there are no designated scenic vistas in West Hollywood; however, there are local 
viewsheds providing views of the Hollywood Hills and the Los Angeles basin. 

E5-77 
Please refer to the Urban Form and Land Use Chapter of the proposed General Plan and 
Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR.  

E5-78 
The City’s Municipal Code provides details on the approval authority for proposed development 
projects within the City. As noted in Section 3.1, page 3.1-8, the Sunset Specific Plan, City Code 
requirements, and development standards would impose conditions on new development, 
requiring view preservation and enhancement of the surrounding streetscape and limiting 
adverse visual impacts on adjacent uses. Individual development projects would be reviewed for 
project-specific impacts during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant 
impacts are identified, specific mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of 
approval. 
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E5-79 
The City’s Municipal Code contains specific development standards that limit adverse visual 
impacts on adjacent uses. For example, refer to Chapter 19.20 for General Property 
Development and Use Standards for regulations on distance between structures, height 
measurement, outdoor lighting, screening of equipment, setback measurement and projections 
into yards, etc. Chapter 19.36 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code also contains standards 
for specific land uses, such as mixed-use projects. Adherence to these regulations reduces 
aesthetic impacts to adjacent uses. Additionally, page 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR explains view 
preservation/enhancement strategies.  

E5-80 
Page 3.1-8 provides a description of potential visual character alteration with implementation of 
the proposed General Plan.  

In response to the comment on the approval process for mixed-use projects, please refer to the 
City’s Municipal Code for project approval requirements. Please refer to Response to Comment 
E5-79 and the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 19.46, which contains procedures and standards 
for Design Review.  

E5-81 
Please refer to Response to Comment E5-80.  

E5-82 
A high degree of architecture would be interpreted by the City and the Planning Commission. 
The City’s Municipal Code contains detailed regulations for all proposed development projects, 
including the inclusion of open space, where required, and architectural detailing.  

The City’s Municipal Code provides details on the approval authority for proposed development 
projects within the City. Additionally, as already noted, all projects must adhere to the City’s 
Municipal Code, which includes multiple regulations regarding aesthetics.  

E5-83 
Please refer to Topical Response #2. The Draft EIR provides a programmatic analysis of the 
aesthetic impacts of implementation of the proposed General Plan. The commenter’s concern 
regarding piecemealing is noted. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15152, “the level of detail 
contained in a first-tier EIR need not be greater than that of the program, plan, policy, or 
ordinance being analyzed.” As specific development projects are proposed that are in 
conformance with the General Plan, the City will evaluate the project and determine whether 
project impacts are sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project impacts go 
beyond those identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such impacts are 
analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA.  

E5-84 
Please refer to Section 3.1-9, which provides a description of areas where potential light and 
glare impacts could occur. 

E5-85 
Chapter 19.34 and G-34 of the City’s Municipal Code regulate signage in the City of West 
Hollywood.  
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E5-86 
This is beyond the scope of information required in the Draft EIR or proposed General Plan.  

E5-87 
Please refer to Section 3.1, page 3.1-10, for an analysis of shade and/or shadow impacts 
pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. The Draft EIR is not required to map 
the perimeter of any areas potentially shadowed pursuant to implementation of the proposed 
General Plan.  

Individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any 
required environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are identified, specific 
mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. Since no specific 
development projects are proposed pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan, 
and no project-level impacts have been identified, no hypothetical mitigation measures will be 
suggested. 
 
E5-88  
The City’s Municipal Code provides details on the approval authority for proposed development 
projects within the City. Additionally, as already noted, all projects must adhere to the City’s 
Municipal Code, which includes multiple regulations regarding aesthetics.  

Please refer to Topical Response #2. As specific development projects are proposed that are in 
conformance with the General Plan, the City will evaluate the project and determine whether 
project impacts are sufficiently analyzed and mitigated under the Draft EIR. If project impacts go 
beyond those identified in the Draft EIR, the City is obligated to ensure such impacts are 
analyzed and mitigated in conformance with CEQA.  

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, “to ensure that the mitigation measures and project 
revisions identified in the EIR … are implemented, the public agency shall adopt a program for 
monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it 
has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency may 
delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity 
which accepts the delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been completed, the 
lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures 
occurs in accordance with the program.” As part of the adoption of the General Plan and 
certification of the Draft EIR, the City of West Hollywood is also adopting a mitigation, 
monitoring, and reporting program.  

E5-89  
Restaurants must comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District regulations for air 
odor emissions and permitting.  

E5-90  
The policies on page 3.2-23 are proposed General Plan policies, and are located in the 
appropriate place in this section of the Draft EIR. 

E5-91  
The mitigation measures apply all available reductions to the maximum extent practical. As this 
is a programmatic EIR, quantification is not feasible or practical because construction-based 
mitigation measure reductions are based on individual development projects and would vary 
year by year, and project by project.  
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E5-92  
Please refer to Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR for an analysis of impacts to sensitive receptors 
(which would include seniors, as mentioned by the commenter) from construction-related 
emissions from toxic air contaminants. As indicated on page 3.2-29, emissions from 
construction equipment would be reduced over the period of General Plan implementation 
because of an Environmental Protection Agency rule to reduce emission standards for heavy-
duty diesel engines. Additionally, as indicated on page 3.2-30, because the use of off-road 
heavy-duty diesel equipment would be temporary and diesel particulate matter is expected to 
disperse quickly, further reductions in exhaust emissions would occur, and construction-related 
activities would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial emissions of toxic 
air contaminants. This impact was found to be less than significant.  

E5-93 
As idling restrictions are mitigation measures, which are measures above and beyond normal 
practices, these restrictions would be enforced through the mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program. The City would be required to ensure all appropriate mitigation measures are 
implemented and verified.  

E5-94  
As stated on Page 3.2-33 of the Draft EIR, local carbon monoxide hotspots were assessed 
using the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) screening 
methodology. The SMAQMD screening methodology was developed using EMFAC2007 and 
Caline4 models.  

E5-95  
Not all available measures are included in the modeling. However, watering and chemical 
suppressants are not the only measures available in URBEMIS. All measures identified are 
considered acceptable by the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan, as identified by the 
Rule 401 handbook.  

E5-96  
The City of West Hollywood exercises discretion in determining the feasibility of some of the 
actions in the mitigation measures. The City’s Municipal Code provides specific regulations of 
noticing procedures. The public has the opportunity for input on most development projects that 
receive discretionary review. 

E5-97  
Mitigation Measure 3.2-2 is not part of the City’s Municipal Code. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15097, “to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the EIR … are 
implemented, the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the 
revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or 
avoid significant environmental effects.” This program will be adopted as part of the overall 
project.  

E5-98  
The commenter is correct; wood burning fireplaces were not included in the air quality modeling. 
The South Coast Air Quality Management District, through Rule 445, Wood Burning Devices, 
states, “no person shall install a permanently installed wood burning device into any new 
development.” Thus, the analysis included dedicated gaseous-fueled fireplaces. 
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E5-99  
Hazards to avifauna from reflective and mirrored surfaces are not required to be addressed in 
the Draft EIR. None of the significance thresholds used by the City (Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines) require this analysis. Page 3.3-7 addresses the removal of trees pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan.  

E5-100  
Figure 3.4-1 in the Draft EIR appropriately illustrates the designated historical resources in the 
City. Additionally, Table 4 in Appendix C lists the designated historical resources in West 
Hollywood and also describes the significance of each of the designated historical resources. 
Properties within the North Harper Historic District are located in Figure 3.4-1.  

E5-101  
In response to the comment regarding the State Historic Building Code, this comment is noted. 
The State Historic Building Code is referenced in Chapter 19.85 of the West Hollywood 
Municipal Code.  

In response to the comment regarding including procedures for alteration or demolition, these 
regulations are contained in Chapter 19.58 of the West Hollywood Municipal Code and are not 
required to be repeated verbatim here.  

In response to the comment regarding how policies would reduce the loss of cultural resources, 
please refer to Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR and General Plan policies that are self-explanatory 
(e.g., HP-3.4 on adaptive reuse and HP-5.2 relief from some taxes and fees).  

In response to the comment on cultural resource protections under existing codes, please refer 
to the regulatory setting section of Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.  

In response to the comment regarding policies ensuring no loss of cultural resources, impacts 
are less than significant at the programmatic level of analysis. Individual development projects 
would be reviewed for project-specific impacts during any required environmental review. If 
project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures will be placed 
on the project as conditions of approval. If project-specific significant impacts cannot be 
mitigated to reach a less than significant level, an EIR and a statement of overriding 
considerations would be required before the project could be approved.  

In response to the comment regarding additional measures, the comment is noted.  

E5-102 
Please refer to Appendix F of the Draft EIR for detailed information on the Hollywood Fault.  

E5-103  
Please refer to Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, page 3.5-13, and Appendix F of the Draft EIR 
where the best available information is presented.  

E5-104  
Please refer to West Hollywood Municipal Code 19.32.020 for precise regulations. 
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E5-105  
This is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. Lot-specific analysis will be performed as required 
when specific development projects are proposed. No further response is necessary because 
no question or new information regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E5-106  
The comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, which is within 
the discretion of the lead agency. Also see Response to Comment E5-42.  

E5-107  
The comment is noted. Proposed General Plan policy SN-1.1 indicates that the City will follow 
State guidelines regarding requiring upgrades or minimizing the use of buildings and facilities 
that are vulnerable to natural or man-made hazards. Implementation Program SN-A.9 of the 
proposed General Plan contains a program to evaluate and update the City’s existing building 
stock and infrastructure seismic retrofit program for orderly and effective identification of 
vulnerable buildings/infrastructure, outreach education, support, and enforcement.  

E5-108  
The use and need for pile drivers is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. This would be 
determined as specific construction projects are proposed, in accordance with existing 
regulations. No further response is necessary because no question or new information 
regarding the environmental analysis was raised. 

E5-109  
All development in the City of West Hollywood, whether discretionary or not, would be required 
to conform to the City’s General Plan and existing regulations and laws regarding geologic 
hazards.  

E5-110  
The text on page 3.6-3 was modified to refer to Figure 3.9-2 for a list of schools in the City of 
West Hollywood.  

E5-111 
Classification of a zone as a moderate, high, or very high fire hazard is based on a combination 
of how a fire will behave and the probability of flames and embers threatening buildings. Each 
area of the map gets a score for flame length, embers, and the likelihood of the area burning. 
Scores are then averaged over the zone areas. Final zone class (moderate, high, and very high) 
is based on the averaged scores for the zone. Please refer to the CAL FIRE website for more 
detailed information (http://www.fire.ca.gov/). 

E5-112 
The comment is noted.  

E5-113 
The comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, which is within 
the discretion of the lead agency. Also see Response to Comment E5-42.  
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E5-114 
In response to the comment regarding emergency response readiness, Section 3.6 of the Draft 
EIR was revised to refer the reader to Section 3.12, page 3.12-27 of the Draft EIR for additional 
General Plan policies pertaining to emergency response readiness.  

In response to the comment on explaining how emergency responsiveness would be 
addressed, the proposed General Plan policies on page 3.12-27 of the Draft EIR explain, 
through coordination, facilitation, participation, etc., how emergency response readiness would 
be addressed.  

E5-115 
Please refer to the Safety and Noise Chapter of the proposed General Plan for policies that 
would reduce gas hazards (e.g., SN-1.1 and SN-1.2).  

E5-116 
The analysis of routine use, transportation, disposal, and release of hazardous materials would 
apply to asbestos hazards from demolition activities associated with implementation of the 
proposed General Plan. Additionally, adherence to proposed General Plan policies such as 
SN-1.2 would reduce asbestos hazards from demolition activities.  

E5-117 
Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR concludes that police and fire protection services and response 
times are currently adequate and, therefore, no mitigation is needed for improved response 
times. Section 3.12.5 of the Draft EIR identifies programmatic mitigation measures to improve 
funding and services. Emergency response times are based on distance and staffing levels and, 
with sirens and lights deployed, would not be significantly reduced by traffic congestion. 

E5-118 
The need for dewatering would be determined as individual projects are proposed, as the 
project necessitates. Adherence to standard dewatering regulations would be required if 
dewatering is required.  
 
E5-119 
In response to the comment regarding thresholds, this comment is noted. Section 3.7 of the 
Draft EIR, page 3.7-3, discusses impaired water bodies and Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs). The Draft EIR analyzed violation of water quality standards and impacts were found to 
be less than significant.  

E5-120 
In response to the comment regarding thresholds, this comment is noted. The City of West 
Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to 
analyze environmental impacts, which is within the discretion of the lead agency. Also see 
Response to Comment E5-42.  

E5-121 
The City’s Municipal Code details the permitting process, enforcement, and requirements for 
development. In particular, Chapter 15.56 contains the regulations for storm water and urban 
runoff pollution control.  
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E5-122 
As indicated on page 3.7-15 of the Draft EIR, the Municipal NPDES Permit (Order No. 01-182) 
specifies that all new development and redevelopment projects that fall under specific priority 
project categories must comply with the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The SUSMP includes best management practice requirements for 
site design, source control, and treatment control. 

E5-123 
The need for dewatering, the use of such water, and the quality of such water would be 
determined as individual projects are proposed, as the project necessitates. Water quality is 
discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.  

E5-124 
The referenced General Plan policies are contained on page 3.7-19. The text on page 3.7-22 
was revised to include a reference to such policies.  

E5-125 
The comment is noted. Refer to Topical Response #1 regarding growth projections. Additionally, 
SCAG provides the City of West Hollywood the framework with which to conduct the 
consistency analysis between regional planning efforts and the City’s proposed General Plan. 
The required analysis is found on pages 3.8-9 and 3.8-10.  

E5-126 
The proposed General Plan Land Use and Urban Form Chapter, Table 3-2, contains the 
acreage of each proposed General Plan land use category.  

E5-127 
The proposed General Plan Land Use and Urban Form Chapter, Table 3-2, and Table 2-3 in the 
Draft EIR, contain the FAR of each proposed General Plan land use category. 

E5-128 
The goals and policies of the proposed General Plan are consistent between chapters, the text 
is consistent with the figures and tables in the proposed General Plan, and the General Plan 
meets the requirements of Government Code 65350 et seq.  

E5-129 
The comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, which is within 
the discretion of the lead agency. Also see Response to Comment E5-42.  

E5-130 
The comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, which is within 
the discretion of the lead agency. Although not directly stated, many of the thresholds used 
throughout the EIR analyze land use incompatibilities, e.g., aesthetics, noise, land use, etc. Also 
see Response to Comment E5-42. 

E5-131 
Please refer to Topical Response #1.  
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E5-132 
The Land Use and Urban Form Chapter of the proposed General Plan explains how the City will 
accommodate growth, as does Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response #1. The 
proposed General Plan identifies land use designations with associated measures of intensity. 
These designations are depicted geographically on the General Plan land use map.  

E5-133 
Table 3.8-4 on page 3.8-11 provides an explanation of the consistency of SCAG policies with 
the City of West Hollywood’s proposed General Plan. Please refer to Section 3.14 of the Draft 
EIR for the transportation and traffic analysis pursuant to implementation of the proposed 
General Plan.  

E5-134 
The commenter’s statement regarding building height and “people scaled” communities is 
noted. The General Plan Land Use and Urban Form Chapter contains numerous goals and 
policies related to urban form and development patterns (LU-1, LU-4). Regardless of building 
height, these policies require that new development consider the scale of its urban context, the 
overall land use pattern, and the existing mix of uses. The General Plan also contains policies 
that promote human-scaled (people scale) development to provide for an urban environment 
oriented and scaled to the pedestrian. Additional building height itself would not hinder the 
creation of people/human scaled communities.  

E5-135 
Table 3.8-3 provides the required consistency analysis between the SCAG RTP and the 
proposed West Hollywood General Plan.  

E5-136 
Throughout the Draft EIR, the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
proposed General Plan to surrounding communities are analyzed at a level of detail appropriate 
for a programmatic EIR. For example, the traffic analysis conducted for implementation of the 
proposed General Plan includes forecasts of regional development surrounding the City of West 
Hollywood, from the SCAG’s RTP. Additionally, since the City of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power provide water to the City of West Hollywood, the water supply 
analysis in the Draft EIR considers the impacts of implementation of the West Hollywood 
General Plan on the City of Beverly Hills and the LADWP water service area. Furthermore, refer 
to the cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, specifically Table 4-3, which 
indicates the geographic scope of the environmental analysis pursuant to implementation of the 
proposed General Plan. As indicated in the table, most of the EIR considered and analyzed 
areas outside of the City of West Hollywood in the analysis of cumulative impacts 
(predominantly at the regional level).  

E5-137 
The commenter’s concern regarding land use compatibility in mixed use areas is noted. Land 
use compatibility impacts are discussed in several sections throughout the Draft EIR, including 
Section 3.1 Aesthetics; Section 3.8 Land Use and Form; and Section 3.9 Noise. Within these 
sections, land use compatibility is analyzed at a level of detail appropriate for a programmatic 
EIR. Additionally, refer to proposed General Plan policies throughout the General Plan on land 
use compatibility and Section 19.36.170 of the Municipal Code. Individual mixed-use 
development projects pursuant to the proposed General Plan would be reviewed for project-
specific impacts, including land use compatibility, during any required environmental review. If 
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project-specific significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures will be placed 
on the project as conditions of approval. 

E5-138  
The General Plan does not propose light rail or subway in the City of West Hollywood. While the 
Land Use and Urban Form Chapter identifies potential future stations associated with a potential 
Red Line subway extension, it is too speculative at this time to assume the exact location, 
timing, and extent of such stations for analysis in the Draft EIR. 

Metro, as the responsible project implementation agency for any actions associated with the 
potential rail extensions that may traverse the City of West Hollywood, would be required to 
conduct project-specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA to assess potential impacts 
related to noise, as well as other environmental issue areas. After CEQA analysis for rail transit 
to the City is complete and a program for rail transit to the City is incorporated in the Metro Long 
Range Transit Plan, modifications to the General Plan’s permitted density, height, or other 
development standards may be considered for all properties within the Transit Overlay District. 
At that time, project-specific noise analysis would be required.  

E5-139  
The distance from the nearest traffic lane at the selected noise monitoring sites described in 
Tables 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 varies depending on location; however, noise measurements are 
generally taken within 50 feet of the nearest travel lane. 

E5-140  
Figure 3.9-4 and Figure 3.9-5 were revised in the Draft EIR. Please see the legend of the 
figures for the revisions.  

E5-141  
In response to the comment, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) standards 
are not directly applicable, as this project falls under the purview of CEQA. California standards 
are more stringent than HUD standards, so HUD compliance is implied. In addition, HUD 
requires verification of compliance at the project level regardless of previous environmental 
studies.  

E5-142  
The proposed General Plan policies related to noise are presented in the appropriate areas 
beginning on page 3.9-28 of the Draft EIR. Copies of the Draft General Plan were made 
available at the same time and location as the Draft EIR so the documents could be reviewed 
together as a whole.  

E5-143  
The breadth of the noise analysis conducted in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR is based on the 
thresholds of significance as identified on page 3.9-25.  

E5-144  
The City of West Hollywood Municipal Code does not provide specific noise level limits. Section 
9.08 of the Municipal Code contains general standards and provides specific examples of 
prohibited noise in the City.  
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E5-145  
The construction of “taller” buildings would not substantially alter the noise levels predicted in 
the EIR.  

E5-146  
In response to the comment, refer to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.  

E5-147 
The comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, which is within 
the discretion of the lead agency. Also see Response to Comment E5-42.  

E5-148  
Since the proposed General Plan is not yet adopted, the thresholds contained in Mitigation 
Measure 3.9-1 are not yet adopted. Therefore, they are not included in the thresholds of 
significance for analysis of noise impacts. However, the proposed policies, including new noise 
limits included in 3.9-1, have been assumed in the analysis of the impacts associated with 
adopting and implementing the proposed General Plan. 

E5-149  
The reference to intervening structures lowering noise levels was referring to construction noise. 
As explained on page 3.9-27, noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 decibels per doubling of 
distance between the noise source and receptor. However, intervening structures would also 
result in lower noise levels. These factors generally limit the distance construction noise travels 
and ensure noise impacts from construction are localized. 

E5-150  
The applicable policies are self-explanatory on how they would reduce noise levels from 
construction activities. Examples of policies that reduce noise levels from construction activities 
include promoting alternative transportation technologies that minimize noise impacts, requiring 
development projects to implement mitigation measures where necessary, and requiring the 
inclusion of noise-reducing design features in development projects to address the impact of 
noise on residential development.  

E5-151  
As discussed on page 3.9-30 of the Draft EIR, to examine traffic noise impacts, traffic noise 
levels associated with the proposed General Plan were calculated for roadway segments in the 
City using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Highway Noise Prediction Model 
(FHWA-RD-77-108). Traffic noise levels were modeled under existing and future 2035 
conditions, with and without implementation of the proposed General Plan. Average Daily Traffic 
volumes were obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for the Mobility Chapter of the 
proposed General Plan. Vehicle mix classification (number of vehicles per category) and speeds 
for local area roadways were based on field observations and the 2008 Annual Average Daily 
Truck Traffic on the California State Highway System prepared by Caltrans (2009). The vehicle 
mix classification assumes a static mix of vehicles per category (i.e., cars, motorcycles, buses, 
etc.). With the increase in the overall total traffic volumes pursuant to the General Plan, the 
actual number of vehicles per category would increase as well. Therefore, the noise modeling 
accounts for an increased number of buses that may serve the City of West Hollywood upon 
implementation of the General Plan.  
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E5-152  
See Response to Comment E5-138.  

E5-153 
The noise ordinance of the City’s Municipal Code addresses noise between adjacent land uses. 
Since specific land uses are not proposed or available, no impacts were identified at a 
programmatic level of analysis. Individual development projects would be reviewed for project-
specific impacts during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts 
are identified, specific mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of 
approval.  

E5-154  
The comment is noted. The Draft EIR assumes and addresses impacts from stationary and 
operational activities on adjacent and surrounding uses in Section 3.9. 

E5-155  
See Response to Comment E5-138.  

E5-156  
In response to the comment, to clarify, vehicular-traffic-induced vibration, and industrial and 
commercial operations vibration were found to be less than significant. Construction-induced 
vibration was found to be significant. Adherence to regulations and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.9-6 would reduce construction-induced vibration to a less-than-significant level. 
Bullet point 1 of Mitigation Measure 3.9-6 was revised to apply to sensitive land uses as well as 
historic structures. This would reduce the potential for human annoyance due to construction-
induced vibration. This does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. When 
individual projects are proposed, they will be reviewed for project-specific construction-induced 
vibration impacts. If project-specific impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures will 
be placed on the project as conditions of approval.  

E5-157 
See Response to Comment E5-138.  

E5-158 
The City does not have adopted CEQA Guidelines for environmental documents; however, 
projects within the City are analyzed in accordance with CEQA Appendix G Guidelines. 
However, the provisions in Mitigation Measure 3.9-1, as they are included in the Draft EIR, will 
be considered for adoption by the decision makers at the hearings for the General Plan. 

E5-159 
The ease or difficulty of meeting the 25% threshold would depend on the size, density, and land 
use(s) of a project along with the traffic volumes on nearby roadways. For instance, on a 
neighborhood street that carries a low volume of traffic, a 25% increase could be a relatively low 
amount, even with a modest development. Conversely, on a street that has a high volume of 
traffic, the 25% threshold may not be as easily satisfied. Other factors that affect the calculation 
are the location of the project, access points, traffic generation, and distribution of the project’s 
trips.  

E5-160 
See Response to Comment E5-156.  



 

 
Page 286 

E5-161 
Refer to Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. As noted in the mitigation measure, paleontological 
monitors would be present if paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving 
activities. Heavy equipment operators and construction personnel would need to be trained to 
recognize potential paleontological resources and take appropriate actions if potential 
paleontological resources are identified during construction activities.  

E5-162 
Jobs and housing are discussed on page 3.11-3 of the Draft EIR. The detailed information 
regarding income levels requested by the commenter is not required in the Draft EIR. Please 
refer to the Housing Chapter of the proposed General Plan for some of this information.  

E5-163 
Dwelling unit counts are presented elsewhere in the Draft EIR; see Table 2-4 in Chapter 2.0 of 
the Draft EIR.  

E5-164  
Specific density comparisons are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. The City of West 
Hollywood is described as urban and dense throughout the General Plan and Draft EIR. No 
further response is necessary because no questions or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised.  

E5-165 
Please refer to Table 5-1 for population estimates under the existing General Plan. 

E5-166 
Please refer to Topical Response #1 for an explanation of how the housing unit projections were 
derived. Page 3.11-3 of the Draft EIR explains the source of the employment estimates. 
Employment estimates in 2008 were estimated by using the existing General Plan designations 
and an estimate of existing development by traffic analysis zone. The 2035 employment 
estimates were conducted using the same method, using proposed General Plan designations 
and expected development capacity by traffic analysis zones.  

E5-167 
Pages 3.11-7 and 3.11-8 analyze the displacement of housing that could occur with 
implementation of the General Plan. However, the Draft EIR is not required to specifically 
analyze the displacement of low-cost housing units. The proposed General Plan contains 
numerous goals and policies to protect low-income housing. Refer to the Housing Chapter of 
the General Plan.  

E5-168 
The proposed General Plan policies referenced on page 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR have been 
revised to reflect policies more germane to displacement issues. Specific policy examples 
include retaining and maintaining existing affordable rental housing; working to prevent or 
minimize displacement of existing residents, and encouraging the replacement of multi-family 
housing that is demolished with housing that is affordable to a wide spectrum of households. 

E5-169 
Emergency medical response (paramedic services) is provided by the Consolidated Fire 
Protection District by the Los Angeles County Fire Department. Please refer to Section 3.12 of 
the Draft EIR.  
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E5-170 
This requested comparison is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/ucr.htm for detailed crime information.  

E5-171 
Paramedic services are provided by the Consolidated Fire Protection District by the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department. Please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR.  

E5-172 
This is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. Please refer to the U.S. Census for detailed 
information on demographics in West Hollywood.  

E5-173 
The environmental impacts of the library construction have been previously evaluated in the 
West Hollywood Park Master Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration. Please refer to that 
document.  

E5-174  
The City of Beverly Hills Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) provided the estimate that it 
provides water to approximately 8,000 people in the City of West Hollywood. Page 3.12-8 of the 
EIR explains that equivalent includes water for residential, commercial, industrial, fire fighting, 
and other water uses. In response to the comment regarding water equivalent population 
exceeding the actual population, this comment is unclear. Please contact the City of Beverly 
Hills for questions on why the City treats groundwater with reverse osmosis, and why the 
UWMP uses SCAG projections.  

E5-175  
Water pressure deficiencies have been identified for individual development projects in the City. 
The mixed-use building located at 901 Hancock had to mitigate the water pressure requirement 
to satisfy fire flow requirements. In response to the question regarding replacement of aging 
water lines, both LADWP and The City of Beverly Hills Water Department have ongoing 
maintenance and repair programs that include refurbishment of their water lines to keep aging 
or damaged infrastructure in working condition.  

E5-176  
Please refer to the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan for answers to these questions or contact LADWP.  

E5-177  
Please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR, pages 3.12-16 and 3.12-17, for details on 
wastewater infrastructure deficiencies. As described on page 160 of the proposed General Plan, 
the City’s 1992 Sewer Master Plan identified potential deficiencies and included preparation of a 
computer model to analyze the operation and capacity of the sewer system. The Sanitation 
Districts of Los Angeles County confirmed in a letter to AECOM, dated March 12, 2010, that no 
deficiencies currently exist in the trunk sewer lines serving the City. The City has ongoing 
programs to annually inspect portions of the sewer network. Please refer to proposed General 
Plan Goal IRC-8 and related policies regarding ongoing improvements to and evaluation of 
wastewater infrastructure.  
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E5-178  
The sewer infrastructure projects would likely be required under the existing and the proposed 
General Plan. Please refer to Section 5.0, Table 5-1, in the Draft EIR for a comparison of the 
proposed General Plan and the existing General Plan. In addition, the Infrastructure, 
Resources, and Conservation Chapter of the proposed General Plan contains policies related to 
ongoing inspection and maintenance of the wastewater system and Implementation Action IRC-
A.21 would require updating the Sewer Master Plan to conform to proposed densities and 
projected growth. The City’s wastewater infrastructure is not currently operating at capacity. The 
Draft EIR analyses impacts to wastewater infrastructure at a programmatic level. Individual 
future development projects will be studied for potential impacts to the wastewater system, and 
mitigation measures will be required as necessary. 

E5-179  
Please contact the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County for the limit an agency may 
discharge to the HTP. Please refer to Section 3.12, page 3.12-18, of the Draft EIR and/or 
contact the Sanitation Districts for information on how much capacity of the treatment plant is 
needed for approved development or reasonably expected in the future. Per communication 
from the Sanitation Districts on May 12, 2010, there is no established limit on how much 
wastewater an agency may discharge to HTP. The increase in wastewater discharge under the 
proposed General Plan in terms of the overall capacity of the HTP system is small and the 
Sanitation Districts have confirmed that there would be no impact on the facilities and no cause 
for a restriction to be placed on the City’s ability to discharge.  

E5-180  
Any identified wastewater infrastructure deficiencies would be addressed during the Capital 
Improvements programming process. Refer to proposed General Plan policies in the 
Infrastructure, Resources, and Conservation Chapter (e.g., Goal IRC-9 and associated policies). 
No storm drain deficiencies have been identified in the City of West Hollywood pursuant to the 
proposed General Plan. The City’s storm drain system conforms to Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District standards. 

E5-181 
No existing electric infrastructure deficiencies were identified in the analysis of energy impacts 
pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. As indicated on page 3.12-55 of the 
Draft EIR, Southern California Edison (SCE) provides capacity to meet the electricity load and 
demand of the City of West Hollywood. SCE works with the City to provide and meet the 
demand for electricity and electricity infrastructure as growth is proposed.  

E5-182  
No existing natural gas infrastructure deficiencies were identified in the analysis of energy 
impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. As indicated on page 3.12-
55 of the Draft EIR, Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas)has facilities to provide 
natural gas services for the City. Additionally, SoCalGas will provide services for anticipated 
development in accordance with the company’s policies and extension rules on file with the 
California Public Utilities Commission.  
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E5-183  
The 35,500 solid waste generation figure represents disposal of solid waste, which would not 
include recycled materials. In response to the comment regarding Eagle Mountain, please 
contact the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County for the specific opening date of the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill.  

E5-184  
The comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, which is within 
the discretion of the lead agency. Also see Response to Comment E5-42.  

E5-185  
The comment is noted. The City of West Hollywood has chosen to use CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G as its thresholds of significance to analyze environmental impacts, which is within 
the discretion of the lead agency. Also see Response to Comment E5-42. Section 3.14 of the 
Draft EIR analyzed the impact of implementation of the proposed General Plan on public 
services and utilities. The Draft EIR also analyzed the emergency response impact pursuant to 
implementation of the proposed General Plan in Sections 3.12 and 3.14 and the impact was 
found to be less than significant.  

E5-186  
It is anticipated that additional facilities for police operations would be needed over the time 
horizon of the proposed General Plan, as analyzed in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR. Specific 
requirements have not yet been identified, and no specific projects have been proposed. 
Therefore, no further analysis is required. As indicated on page 3.12-28, construction of police 
facilities would be subject to CEQA. If project-level significant impacts are identified, applicable 
mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. No further response 
is required.  

E5-187  
It is anticipated that additional fire protection personnel and facilities would be needed over the 
time horizon of the proposed General Plan, as analyzed in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR. 
Specific requirements have not yet been identified and no specific projects have been proposed. 
Therefore, no further analysis is required. As indicated on page 3.12-29, construction of fire 
stations would be subject to CEQA. If project-level significant impacts are identified, applicable 
mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. No further response 
is required.  

E5-188  
The City of Beverly Hills and LADWP were consulted during preparation of the Draft EIR and 
were also notified that the City of West Hollywood General Plan, Climate Action Plan, and Draft 
EIR were available for public review. The City of Beverly Hills submitted comments on the Draft 
EIR.  

E5-189  
The comment is noted. Water use varies dramatically by specific type of use proposed 
(e.g., restaurants, dry cleaners, public facilities, etc.) Since no development projects are 
proposed pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan, no specific demand data, 
location, scope, or time frame for potential water infrastructure projects can be identified or 
quantified. 
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E5-190  
In response to the comment regarding how future water projections were assumed for the 
Beverly Hills water service area, since no development is proposed, it is not possible to estimate 
the precise type of use, number of units, or total population that would be served by the Beverly 
Hills water service area, as requested by the commenter. 

In response to the comment regarding growth in Beverly Hills, please contact the City of Beverly 
Hills for growth projections. The water analysis in the Draft EIR was prepared according to the 
most recent available information (i.e., the 2005 UWMP). Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR analyzes 
any constraints on future water supply.  

E5-191  
Please refer to the analysis in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR. The comments regarding potential 
supply from conservation, water transfers, desalination, MTBE, water-quality improvement 
costs, storm frequency and rainfall amounts, out of service reservoirs, and regional land 
availability for recharge are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. Please contact the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California (MWD) and/or other water providers for such information. 
Also refer to Response to Comment E4-54, which contains a letter from MWD and the West 
Basin Municipal Water District dated July 16, 2010. This letter confirms that MWD and the West 
Basin Municipal Water District, in cooperation with LADWP, have adequate supply and reliable 
access to water into the future based on regional water supply planning for all of Southern 
California. 

E5-192  
Please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR. As indicated on page 3.12-51, water supply from 
MWD is more uncertain now than in 2005 given potential climate change impacts and variable 
hydrology and environmental issues in the Bay-Delta, among other factors. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed General Plan would have a potentially significant and 
unavoidable water supply impact. Thus, the Draft EIR noted the potential uncertainty in future 
supplies from MWD for the region.  

In response to the comment regarding West Basin’s groundwater basin sources and 
apportionment, please contact West Basin Municipal Water District. Also refer to Response to 
Comment E4-54, which contains a letter from MWD and the West Basin Municipal Water District 
dated July 16, 2010. This letter confirms that MWD and the West Basin Municipal Water District, 
in cooperation with LADWP, have adequate supply and reliable access to water into the future 
based on regional water supply planning for all of Southern California. 

The commenter’s statements regarding biological impacts associated with alternative water 
supply projects are noted.  

In response to the comment regarding the HTP, please refer to Section 3.12, page 3.12-18, of 
the Draft EIR and/or contact the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County for information on 
how much capacity of the treatment plant is needed for approved development or reasonably 
expected development in the future.  

E5-193  
Please refer to Responses to Comments E5-177 and E5-178. The Draft EIR analyzes impacts 
to infrastructure at a programmatic level. As specific development projects are proposed 
pursuant to the General Plan, the City will study and implement any necessary upgrades. 
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E5-194  
Since no development is currently proposed pursuant to the proposed General Plan, capacity 
issues cannot be identified at the programmatic level of analysis. As indicated on page 3.12-55 
of the Draft EIR, individual development projects would be required to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the proposed project in accordance with CEQA. Mitigation measures would be 
required to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, as necessary.  

E5-195  
Existing (2008) electricity consumption and natural gas consumption were provided by SCE and 
SoCalGas, respectively. Projections in 2035 for electricity and natural gas were estimated using 
average annual increase data from the Department of Energy’s Energy Information 
Administration.  

E5-196  
The comment is noted. Electricity and natural gas use vary dramatically by specific type of use 
proposed (e.g., restaurants, dry cleaners, public facilities, etc.) Since no development projects 
are proposed pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan, no specific location, 
scope, or time frame for potential natural gas infrastructure projects can be identified.  

E5-197  
The comment is noted. Please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR for the analysis of police 
and fire service impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. The intent of 
this mitigation measure is to provide additional, more precise analysis of the impacts of new 
development on the level of police and fire services as the development occurs.  

E5-198 
The Quimby Act states that park fees may not exceed the amount necessary to provide 3 acres 
of parkland per 1,000 residents unless the jurisdiction’s neighborhood and community parks 
presently exceed that standard, in which case it may adopt the higher existing standard, but not 
more than 5 acres per 1,000 residents. The Quimby Act further specifies that the dedication of 
land or payment of a fee may only be imposed as a condition of approval of a tentative map or 
parcel map. Mitigation Measure 3.13-4 states that the City shall “Study the feasibility of adopting 
a parkland dedication ordinance to exact and receive parkland fees from new development that 
does not include subdivision of land or airspace.”  

E5-199 
In response to the comment regarding the ball field at West Hollywood Park, since the Draft 
General Plan was written, the field has been removed as part of Phase I of the West Hollywood 
Park Master Plan implementation. During reconstruction of the park, the site of the former ball 
field is serving as a temporary parking lot. Once park reconstruction is completed, the site will 
be used as open green space with grass. The ball field will not be replaced. 

E5-200 
The State Quimby Act permits cities and counties in California to require that developers of 
subdivisions either dedicate parkland or pay a "Quimby Fee" in lieu of providing land, allowing 
the City to purchase land for parks. The Quimby Fees in West Hollywood are used for the 
purpose of developing new or rehabilitating existing park facilities to serve residents. The fees 
have historically been used for the construction of improvements to existing parks and 
construction of new parks such as Havenhurst Park, Formosa Park, and Kings Road Park. In 
the future, fees collected will be used for park acquisition and development (renovation, 
construction of improvements, etc.). 
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 The Quimby Fee is based on one of the following formulas: 

1) Single-family (if new subdivision involved) and 527,440 x [.003 (# of units x 3.4)] 

    Condo projects with less than 5 units  

2) Condominiums with 5 or more units 527,440 x [.003 (# of units x 2.1)] 

3) Mobile Homes (if subdivision involved) 527,440 x [.003 (# of units x 2.0)] 
  

E5-201 
Locations of planned public parkland are not identified unless they are currently owned by the 
local jurisdiction or have been otherwise committed by the property owner for dedication as a 
public park. No locations have been identified at this time. 

E5-202 
The City of West Hollywood has not adopted National Recreation and Parks Association 
standards for analysis of park needs in the City of West Hollywood. Therefore, these standards 
are not relevant to analysis of recreational impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed 
General Plan.  

E5-203 
The thresholds of significance identified in Draft EIR, Section 3.13.3, are from Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. Provision of insufficient park acreage would not be a physical impact on the 
environment unless it causes “substantial physical deterioration” of existing park facilities. The 
Draft EIR concludes that future development from implementation of the General Plan may 
cause or accelerate substantial physical deterioration and is a potentially significant impact. As 
indicated on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, these impacts would be mitigated by proposed 
General Plan policies and implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-7 (see 
page 3.13-13). 

E5-204 
Refer to Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, for a cumulative analysis of parks and recreational 
facilities in surrounding communities. As indicated on page 4-21, even though implementation of 
the General Plan will increase the demand for local and regional parks, the Cities of West 
Hollywood, Beverly Hills, and Los Angeles have policies and programs in place to maintain and 
enhance existing parks. Therefore, the potential for physical deterioration of parks in West 
Hollywood and adjacent jurisdictions is a less-than-significant impact. 

E5-205 
Methods to increase parklands and open space within the City are identified in the mitigation 
measures listed in Section 3.13.5 of the Draft EIR. 
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E5-206 
Existing parklands are described in Section 3.13.1 and shown in Figure 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR. 
No additional available recreational land has been identified within the City. 

E5-207 
The comment is noted. The Draft EIR found that implementation of the General Plan would 
result in less-than-significant impacts to increased use and physical deterioration of existing 
recreational facilities with adherence to General Plan policies and implementation of mitigation 
measures. The Draft EIR found that implementation of the General Plan would result in less-
than-significant impacts to construction or expansion of existing facilities at the programmatic 
level of analysis. In addition to the policies listed on page 3.13-10 and 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, 
the mitigation measures listed on page 3.13-13 contain several programs to increase park 
space over time.  

E5-208 
The program level impacts to alternative transportation (which include transit) are expected to 
be less than significant as stated on page 3.14-49 of the Draft EIR. For a 25-year program-level 
analysis, it is expected that the future transit system will respond accordingly to the needs of the 
future transit users.  

E5-209  
The intersection analysis for the West Hollywood General Plan Update EIR contains 
intersections in the City of Los Angeles, and intersections shared between the Cities of West 
Hollywood and Beverly Hills. The study intersections were selected in conjunction with City staff 
to reflect locations representative of project impacts within and adjacent to the City of West 
Hollywood. 
 
E5-210  
The commenter requests additional information regarding the travel demand model 
characteristics. Please see the West Hollywood Travel Demand Model Development Report, 
Fehr & Peers, April 2010, in Appendix F of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR. The commenter also 
requests intersection LOS calculation sheets. Existing conditions and Proposed Project LOS 
sheets are also provided in Appendix F. 
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E5-211   
The commenter requests additional narrative for the ICU LOS method, provided here: 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS – ICU METHOD 

Level of 
Service 

Intersection 
Capacity 

Utilization (ICU) 
Definition 

A 0.000-0.600 
EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer than one red light and no approach phase 
is fully used. 

B 0.601-0.700 
VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase is fully utilized; many drivers begin 
to feel somewhat restricted within groups of vehicles. 

C 0.701-0.800 
GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have to wait through more than one red light; 
backups may develop behind turning vehicles. 

D 0.801-0.900 
FAIR. Delays may be substantial during portions of the rush hours, but enough 
lower volume periods occur to permit clearing of developing lines, preventing 
excessive backups. 

E 0.901-1.000 
POOR. Represents the most vehicles intersection approaches can 
accommodate; may be long lines of waiting vehicles through several signal 
cycles. 

F >1.000 
FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations or on cross streets may restrict or 
prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection approaches. Tremendous 
delays with continuously increasing queue lengths. 

Source: Adapted from Transportation Research Board 

 
 
E5-212  
The commenter has requested additional documentation regarding the ICU and volume-to-
capacity (V/C) intersection methodologies. The City recently adopted the Highway Capacity 
Manual methodology for signalized intersections (the City already used this method for 
unsignalized intersections). The City of West Hollywood Staff Report on this subject for the 
October 19, 2009, Council Meeting contains an in depth discussion of the advantages of using a 
delay-based methodology versus a V/C methodology. The staff report is included in Appendix F 
of the Draft EIR.  

E5-213  
Refer to Response to Comment E5-212. 

E5-214  
The commenter has requested additional information regarding trip generation. Vehicle trip 
generation is not a parameter used as a direct input to an LOS calculation in delay-based, nor 
V/C-based LOS methodologies. Please see Appendix F, West Hollywood Travel Demand Model 
Development Report, Fehr & Peers. 

E5-215  
The commenter has requested intersection analysis outside the City of West Hollywood. The 
intersection analysis for the West Hollywood General Plan Update EIR contains intersections in 
the City of Los Angeles, and intersections shared between the Cities of West Hollywood and 
Beverly Hills. The study intersections were selected by the traffic consultant in conjunction with 
City staff to reflect locations representative of project impacts within and adjacent to the City of 
West Hollywood. 
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E5-216  
The commenter has requested V/C calculations for street segments. V/C ratios and LOS for 
roadway segments are not a performance measure used by the City of West Hollywood. The 
West Hollywood General Plan Update EIR reports intersection performance measures used by 
the City of West Hollywood. 

E5-217  
Refer to Response to Comment E5-216. 

E5-218  
In response to a comment regarding average trip length, the average trip length for trips with 
one end outside the City of West Hollywood is estimated to be 9.5 miles inclusive of the portion 
that occurs within the City of West Hollywood as determined by the City of West Hollywood 
travel demand model.  

E5-219  
The commenter has requested trip generation rates by land use category. Please see Appendix 
F, West Hollywood Travel Demand Model Development Report, Fehr & Peers, April 2010, 
pages 10-14. 

E5-220  
The commenter raises questions regarding trip generation. Each trip is counted once. A single 
trip that starts in West Hollywood and ends in West Hollywood is counted once. A trip that starts 
in West Hollywood and ends outside West Hollywood is counted once, and a trip that starts 
outside West Hollywood and ends in West Hollywood is counted once.  

E5-221   
The commenter has suggested additional thresholds of significance. Comment noted. Refer to 
Response to Comment E5-42.  

E5-222  
The commenter requests additional information regarding the La Brea at Romaine intersection, 
specifically, why the average delay was anticipated to decrease. The LOS calculation for 
existing conditions for the p.m. peak hour did not include the peak hour parking restrictions on 
La Brea Avenue that allow for one additional northbound travel lane and one additional 
southbound travel lane. This calculation has been updated. The average control delay for 
existing conditions during the p.m. peak hour is 37 seconds. Delay now increases by 8 seconds 
between the existing conditions and the proposed project conditions. 

E5-223  
The commenter requests additional information regarding pedestrian activity at intersections. 
Pedestrian activity at intersections is included in the delay calculation based on the number of 
times a pedestrian calls for the pedestrian phase at a traffic signal. Intersections with more 
pedestrian activity are assumed to have a greater number of pedestrian calls, and therefore 
greater delay.  

E5-224  
The commenter requests additional information regarding the nature of forecasted traffic 
volumes. For the purposes of the General Plan EIR, only reasonable foreseeable future 
scenarios were analyzed. In all scenarios some growth is assumed for the City of West 
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Hollywood. The No Project scenario represents the growth under the existing General Plan, 
while the Proposed Project scenario represents growth under the Proposed General Plan.  

E5-225  
The commenter requests clarification on the basis of 2035 land use data. All future scenarios 
include development under one of four General Plan land use scenarios, and growth in the 
surrounding areas as estimated by the SCAG’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Forecast for 
2035. 

E5-226  
In response to a comment regarding trip generation rates, please see Appendix F, West 
Hollywood Travel Demand Model Development Report, Fehr & Peers, April 2010, pages 10-14. 

E5-227  
The commenter requests a Traffic Analysis Zone map. Please see Appendix F West Hollywood 
Travel Demand Model Development Report, Fehr & Peers, April 2010. 

E5-228  
The commenter requests additional explanation regarding peak hour characteristics, 
distribution, directionality, and roadway configurations. The City uses intersection LOS as a 
peak hour performance measure to determine the level of congestion. Forecasted intersection 
turning movement volumes embody the described characteristics, and the analysis of these 
volumes in relation to roadway configuration, signal timing, and coordination illustrate the 
expected level of peak hour congestion. For additional documentation, please see Appendix F, 
Travel Characteristics and Traffic Impact Report for the West Hollywood General Plan Update, 
and Appendix F, West Hollywood Travel Demand Model Development Report. 

E5-229  
In response to the comment regarding anticipated decreases in vehicle miles per capita, two 
factors are influential in change. The first is that the change in development and land use 
diversity allow people to meet their discretionary trip needs closer to their residence, or between 
different places they go. In some cases this means more people will be able to use non-
automobile-related modes to meet their needs. In other cases, in means that people will be able 
to “park once” and meet their needs. This change would occur both within the City of West 
Hollywood, and between the City of West Hollywood and nearby areas.  

The second factor is the Travel Demand Management TDM program to be implemented with 
the Proposed Project. This program is designed to encourage transportation alternatives to 
driving alone. A significant body of research indicates that the programs that would be 
implemented with the Proposed Project would lower per capita vehicle trip generation and 
vehicle miles traveled.  

E5-230  
The commenter requests additional clarification regarding differences between No Project and 
Project intersection LOS results. For a detailed comparison of traffic conditions under the 
various land use scenarios, please refer to page 15 and the section Comparing the Scenarios: 
What Does it All Mean? from the Travel Characteristics and Traffic Impact Report for the West 
Hollywood General Plan Update found in Appendix F. 

E5-231  
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The emergency response impact was found to be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. Page 3.14-48 explains why the impact is less than significant, i.e., adherence to 
existing regulations, plans, and a variety of General Plan policies. Maintaining emergency plans, 
using new technology, and continuing coordination with law enforcement and emergency 
services would help reduce the potential impacts on emergency access. 

E5-232  
The level of analysis conducted for potential transit or bicycle impacts pursuant to 
implementation of the Draft General Plan was commensurate with the programmatic nature of 
the Draft EIR and the thresholds of significance with which to analyze these potential impacts. 
No LOS standards are known to exist to analyze bicycle standards or transit standards in the 
City of West Hollywood. Furthermore, proposed General Plan policies regarding bike and transit 
improvement projects would increase measures of effectiveness, and would not result in 
decreases in measures of effectiveness.  

E5-233 
As stated by the commenter, the various estimates for planning purposes of sea level rise of 7 
to 55 inches are described in the Draft EIR. 

E5-234 
Please refer to the Climate Action Plan, which includes a detailed analysis and explanation of 
GHG reductions per the seven reduction strategies as well as statewide reductions. Page 3-49, 
Table 3-6, in particular, provides a summary of GHG reduction measures.  

E5-235 
The commenter correctly identifies the potential for taller buildings to reduce solar access to a 
solar energy system that may exist or be installed in the future on adjacent properties. The 
analysis of impacts to solar access would need to be addressed on a project level of 
environmental review. Section 19.20.170 of the Municipal Code contains provisions to protect 
solar access. The State legislature has adopted Section 65850.5 of the Government Code to 
require that local agencies not create barriers to installation of solar energy systems. A 
summary of solar access laws and requirements to prohibit restrictions on solar access is titled 
“California’s Solar Access Laws” and is available at: http://www.solardepot.com/pdf/ 
CASolarAccessLaws.pdf (Kurt Newick & Andy Black, accessed August 18, 2010). All future 
projects would be required to comply with solar access laws. 

E5-236 
The scenario provided in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR provides a rational General Plan maximum 
theoretical buildout scenario for a programmatic level of impact analysis. The theoretical 
buildout scenario provides an analysis of the worst-case scenario of full, but theoretical 
development of the General Plan. The theoretical buildout scenario demonstrates residential 
and nonresidential development levels that could theoretically be achieved by the proposed 
General Plan. Unlike a forecast, the theoretical buildout scenario does not have a time horizon, 
such as 2035, nor does it include transportation, demographic, existing land use, or economic 
assumptions typically used by a forecasted model to provide more realistic land use planning 
data. Therefore, due to regulatory constraints, physical constraints, and foreseeable market 
conditions, realization of this scenario is highly unlikely, but the program EIR includes an 
analysis of this scenario because the General Plan land use categories do provide the 
theoretical capacity for residential units and nonresidential building square feet to allow the 
buildout estimates presented in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR. 
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E5-237 
The alternatives presented in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR are not at a level of detail that would 
enable preparation of a table similar to Draft EIR Table 4-1. The impact analysis of the 
alternatives is based on the total dwelling units, nonresidential square feet, and population per 
Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR. The theoretical buildout in Draft EIR Table 4-1 for commercial 
development is based on the assumption that the commercial land use designations would build 
out at 75% commercial and 25% residential. This assumption was used so that the impact of 
additional residential development in the commercial designations would be adequately 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

E5-238 
As stated in Response to Comment E5-236, the scenario provided in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR 
provides a rational General Plan maximum theoretical buildout scenario for a programmatic 
level of impact analysis.  

E5-239 
The objective of the Draft EIR is to conduct a program level of environmental analysis of the 
potential impacts of a rational maximum theoretical buildout scenario. The scenario provided in 
Table 4-1 accomplishes this objective, though the future conditions could differ from the 
estimate. Please refer to Response to Comment E5-236.  

An annual report on General Plan implementation is prepared and presented to the City 
Council. The Community Development Department continually monitors development activities 
in the City. In addition, individual development projects would be reviewed for project-specific 
impacts during any required environmental review. If project-specific significant impacts are 
identified, specific mitigation measures will be placed on the project as conditions of approval. 

E5-240 
The geographic scope of the cumulative impact analysis for each environmental topic is 
specified in Draft EIR Table 4-3.  

E5-241 
As indicated on page 4-13, and on pages 3.1-7 and 3.1-8 of the Draft EIR, impacts to scenic 
vistas will be less than significant with adherence to the policies of the Sunset Specific Plan and 
other regulations. Page 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR provides an explanation on how Sunset Specific 
Plan policies will reduce view impacts.  

E5-242 
Please refer to Topical Response #1 for information on proposed General Plan growth 
projections in relationship to SCAG projections. It would be beyond the scope of the Draft EIR to 
estimate or evaluate growth projections of other jurisdictions. The traffic report prepared for the 
Draft EIR (refer to Appendix A of Appendix F) discusses how the traffic model incorporates 
future growth in the City of West Hollywood and neighboring areas in the City of Los Angeles 
and portions of the City of Beverly Hills.  

E5-243 
Please see Response to Comment E5-242. 

E5-244 
Section 4.2.12 of the Draft EIR contains a complete analysis of water supply and acknowledges 
the uncertainty of the future water supply imported from MWD. In response to the commenter’s 
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statement that “it is not enough to merely state the proposed project utilizes only a small portion 
of the potential service or utility,” Section 4.2.12 of the Draft EIR on which the commenter is 
referring does not contain such a statement. The Draft EIR does not analyze impacts based on 
percentage contribution or the contribution method as suggested. Please refer to Response to 
Comment E5-37. Also refer to page 3.12-52 for the analysis of wastewater impacts to the HTP 
per communications received from the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County.  

E5-245 
A indicated on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR, even though implementation of the General Plan will 
increase the demand for local and regional parks, the Cities of West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, 
and Los Angeles have policies and programs in place to maintain and enhance existing parks. 
Therefore, the potential for physical deterioration of parks in West Hollywood and adjacent 
jurisdictions is a less-than-significant impact.  

E5-246 
As identified in Section 4.2.14 of the Draft EIR, the traffic and roadway impacts include the 
cumulative impact contribution expected from growth and changes to transportation 
infrastructure in the City and its surrounding region. Also refer to the West Hollywood Travel 
Demand Model Development Report, Appendix F under the Traffic Analysis Zone System for a 
discussion of the growth from the surrounding areas incorporated into the West Hollywood 
traffic model for the proposed General Plan. All future scenarios contain three sources of 
development growth that may contribute to increased traffic. These sources are (1) pending, 
approved, and under construction projects, (2) a forecast of potential development under the 
future scenario (in this case the No Project, or existing General Plan scenario), and (3) forecasts 
of regional development surrounding the area from SCAG’s RTP.  

E5-247 
As stated in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, the strategy of directing most growth to five 
commercial subareas through infill, redevelopment, and intensification is consistent with the 
SCAG RTP and Compass Growth Strategy. The proposed General Plan does not remove a 
barrier to growth; rather it directs growth to areas where the impacts of that growth can best be 
accommodated and minimized through a comprehensive strategy for growth. 

E5-248 
The “straight line growth applied to traffic analysis zones” would be a methodology for 
estimating traffic based on a growth rate that is applied equally throughout the City. As stated in 
Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, this methodology would not represent realistic future traffic 
conditions in the City. As such, this was not presented as an alternative to be fully analyzed in 
the Draft EIR.  

E5-249 
The commenter’s statement that the change in development anticipated between the updated 
and existing General Plan is relatively small, and projected impacts differ only slightly if at all, is 
noted. Please refer to the Introduction Chapter of the proposed General Plan for an explanation 
of the Guiding Principles of the General Plan. The General Plan provides a framework to 
accommodate future growth through redevelopment, infill, and mixed-use development in five 
commercial subareas. Focusing additional development opportunities in these areas will reduce 
vehicular trips and promote walking and transit use because these areas are already developed 
and adjacent to existing commercial and transit services. In addition, the General Plan proposes 
an expanded pedestrian and bicycle network to improve walkability and mobility throughout the 
City. The General Plan and Climate Action Plan also contain numerous policies to reduce 
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climate change impacts through GHG reduction measures. These policies provide additional 
benefits to the community such as cleaner air, cost savings, energy savings, and a greener City. 
The General Plan also contains numerous policies that promote green buildings, green 
development techniques, and a variety of other strategies to reduce waste, energy use, and 
water consumption and to reduce the environmental impacts of existing and future development 
in West Hollywood. The existing General Plan was written in 1988. After 20 plus years, the City 
needs to articulate its vision in a modern way. 

The no project alternative does not propose or contain any of the aforementioned actions. 
Therefore, site-specific amendments, as suggested by the commenter, would not accomplish 
the City’s goals.  

E5-250 
There is no requirement under CEQA and its Guidelines to present a theoretical buildout under 
the existing General Plan. Therefore, no comparison is presented in the Draft EIR. Please see 
Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR for the maximum theoretical buildout scenario analysis under the 
proposed General Plan.  

E5-251 
As described in Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIR, to achieve this alternative, the City would need to 
adopt a policy that would stop all growth in the City except for projects in the pipeline as of 2009 
and projects in two of the three Transit Overlay areas of the City. The two Transit Overlay areas 
where growth could occur include La Brea Avenue and Santa Monica Boulevard, and Fairfax 
Avenue and Santa Monica Boulevard. Growth would not be allowed in the Santa Monica 
Boulevard West Transit Overlay area. New development in other areas would not be allowed. 
Should the City Council choose to adopt this alternative during hearings for the proposed 
project, the City would need to determine the type of policies or ordinances necessary to enact 
to stop all growth outside of the two Transit Overlay areas.  

E5-252 
As described in Section 5.3.3 of the Draft EIR, an Extensive TDM Program would impose 
additional and more aggressive TDM policies to shift more trips from private automobiles to 
other modes of transportation. This is a valid stand-alone alternative but could also be combined 
with any of the other alternatives.  

E5-253 
No further response is necessary because no questions or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised. Please refer to Response to Comment E5-2.  

E5-254  
The commenter states that mitigation measures for “all feasible transportation planning and 
traffic engineering measures have not been properly considered or analyzed” relating to the 
Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard intersection. However, no specific facts are provided to 
support the commenter’s opinion. These are considered introductory and/or summary 
comments that are addressed in subsequent responses as appropriate. 

E5-255 
No response is necessary because no questions or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised.  
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E5-256  
No further response is necessary because no questions or new information regarding the 
environmental analysis was raised.  

E5-257 
Inclusion of compliance monitoring and enforcement for TDM strategies. Effective and 
ongoing compliance monitoring and enforcement are necessary to ensure the desired traffic-
reducing effects of some TDM strategies included in the Preferred General Plan alternative. 
However, many of the TDM strategies included in the Preferred General Plan alternative do not 
require the establishment of compliance monitoring and enforcement protocols (e.g., transit, 
pedestrian, and bike system improvements and changes to parking requirements). Other TDM 
strategies can be self-enforcing and require very little additional administrative resources from 
the public or private sector (e.g., requiring businesses to submit proof of compliance with 
applicable state or local parking cash-out regulations at the same time that the businesses 
normally renew their business license). For those TDM strategies that require monitoring and 
enforcement to be effective, the Preferred General Plan alternative explicitly commits the City to 
pursue implementation of all feasible measures to ensure compliance. 

Application of “Robust TDM Plan” only to the General Plan alternative with the highest 
projected land use intensities. The most aggressive package of traffic-reducing TDM 
strategies were applied to the General Plan Alternative with the highest growth projections. This 
was done to understand if this package of TDM strategies would be sufficient to fully or partially 
mitigate potential traffic impacts associated with the higher growth General Plan alternatives. 
However, the statement that this methodology “masks the true environmental impacts of the 
highest land uses intensities” assumes that denser land uses would ipso facto be more 
environmentally harmful, and this assumption is demonstrably false. There are two relevant 
responses: 

o Empirical research has demonstrated that increasing density within a context that has 
mixed uses and moderate to good transit service results in reduced vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT).1 This is because mixing uses at moderate densities puts 
more potential origins and destinations within walking/bicycling distance and makes 
improvements to transit service operationally and financially feasible. Figure 1 below 
demonstrates this relationship for three metropolitan regions (including the Los Angeles 
metro area) and shows that slight increases to density (i.e., increasing from low density to 
moderately dense) can significantly reduce VMT. 

                                                      
1 For example, see Using Residential Patterns and Transit to Decrease Auto Dependence and Costs, 
John Holtzclaw, June 1994. Accessed at www.smartgrowth.org/library/cheers.html in August 2010. 
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o While increasing density results in greater environmental impacts on per square mile basis 
(in terms of resources consumed and pollutants emitted), increased density actually 
reduces environmental impacts on a per person or per household basis. In other words, 
from an environmental perspective it is better for the Southern California region’s 
population and job growth to occur in moderately dense urban communities that are well 
served by transit like West Hollywood than in lower density suburban environments where 
transit service is not as good. The maps in Figure 2 below illustrate this relationship 
showing Southern California regional GHG emissions on a per square mile and per 
household basis. These maps suggests that persons living in a moderate- to high-density 
community would have a smaller impact on climate change and other environmental 
impacts than if they were to live in a lower density community. 

 

Figure 1 Increasing density can help reduce vehicle miles traveled 

 

Source: A Vision of Energy Efficiency, Dr. John Holtzclaw, 1994. Accessed at www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/articles/ 
energy-efficiency-vision.pdf in August 2010. 
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Figure 2 Increasing density can help reduce per capita greenhouse gas emissions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E5-258  
The commenter requests potential mitigation measures for the Robertson Boulevard at Beverly 
Boulevard intersection. This intersection currently operates at LOS E during the a.m. peak hour 
and is expected maintain LOS E operations with buildout of the proposed General Plan 
(increase in average delay of 14 seconds). During the p.m. peak hour, this intersection currently 
operates at LOS C and is expected to degrade to LOS D with buildout of the proposed General 
Plan (increase in average delay of 16 seconds). The increase in delay at this location is 
primarily due to heavy traffic volumes along Beverly Boulevard in the westbound direction 
during the a.m. peak hour and in the eastbound direction during the p.m. peak hour. Left-turn 
pockets are provided at each approach to the intersection. Limited right-of-way makes 
improvements to this intersection infeasible. 

The commenter further states that the mitigation analysis for significant traffic impacts is 
defective. The EIR traffic study analyzed all feasible mitigation measures at significantly 
impacted locations. Pages 3.14-19 through 3.14-34 provide a thorough discussion of impacted 
intersections, detailing site-specific characteristics and constraints. Also, please see pages 19 
through 27 of Appendix F, Travel Characteristics and Traffic Impact Report for the West 
Hollywood General Plan Update. 

The commenter states that other “potentially feasible transportation planning and traffic 
engineering mitigation measures … have not been considered.” However, the commenter does 
not provide any mitigation measures specific to individual study intersections, but instead 
provides a number of general mitigation suggestions. These suggested mitigations are not 
feasible to mitigate identified significant impacts, for the following five reasons: 
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1. The suggested mitigations are already included in the plan or mitigation measures. For 
instance, the Project already proposes the implementation of a robust TDM plan, and 
suggests restriping wherever possible. 

2. The suggested mitigations have already been implemented and thus it is not possible to 
further implement them (for example, restriping for narrower lanes, prohibiting left turns 
at peak hours, and relocating bus stops). 

3. The suggested mitigations conflict with the community’s other goals of creating a 
pedestrian-friendly environment and supporting the economic viability of existing and 
proposed businesses (expanding right-of-way, prohibiting curb parking, green right-turn 
arrows, and restricting residents’ movements out of their neighborhoods via minor street 
left-turn prohibitions). 

4. The suggested mitigations will cause ancillary impacts at other locations (prohibiting left 
turns, thereby redirecting traffic). 

5. The suggested mitigations are based on a less sophisticated LOS calculation 
methodology. The 10% capacity increase applied in the City of Los Angeles for 
intersections operating under the ATSAC/ATCS system is used with a methodology that 
does not take into account specific signal timings and intersection coordination plans. 
The methodology used for the West Hollywood General Plan Update EIR already takes 
into account these factors. 

E5-259 
The commenter states that no alternatives to the LOS criteria have been proposed or published 
for public review and comment. The City adopted the current intersection Level of Service 
Significant Impact Criteria in October of 2009. These criteria were used to determine significant 
traffic impacts for the West Hollywood General Plan EIR.  

As noted by the commenter, policy M-5.15 of the proposed General Plan states that the City 
should replace LOS with performance measures for the City’s transportation system that reflect 
priorities established in the General Plan. Additionally, policy M-6.3 states that the City will 
consider implementing multimodal performance measures for analyzing the impacts of new 
development.  

No alternative performance measures have been developed or adopted by the City. Therefore, 
the Draft EIR has correctly used currently adopted standards to analyze traffic and 
transportation impacts pursuant to implementation of the proposed General Plan. If and when 
the City adopts new performance standards to analyze traffic and transportation impacts, 
development projects would use the adopted performance standards to determine whether 
significant impacts occur.  

E5-260 
This comment is a summary of previous comments. Please see Responses to Comments 
E5-257, E5-258, and E5-259. 

E5-261 
This comment is a summary of previous comments. Please see Responses to Comments 
E5-257, E5-258, and E5-259. 
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Letter E6 

E6-1 
Page 3.7-17 of the Draft EIR explains that the City has implemented a variety of programs and 
policies aimed at reducing the amount of waste that is carried to the ocean and released into the 
environment. Page 3.7-19 of the Draft EIR explains that impacts related to pollutants associated 
with impervious surfaces are reduced primarily by City implementation of Regional Water 
Quality Control Board waste discharge permits (NPDES) and through preparation and 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan, including identification of required best management practices for both 
construction and postconstruction discharges. As indicated on page 3.7-19, adherence to and 
implementation of permits, existing City programs and practices, proposed General Plan 
policies, and existing water conservation and drought-tolerant landscaping regulations, water 
quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  

Regarding flood hazards, no areas of the City are located within a 100-year floodplain. 
Additionally, as stated on page 3.7-22 of the Draft EIR, the Safety and Noise Chapter of the 
General Plan contains policies to reduce flood hazards. As stated on page 3.7-22, adherence to 
policies and regulations would reduce program-level impacts to less than significant and no 
mitigation would be required.  

E6-2 
The Draft EIR has been modified to read as follows: “Storm drainage infrastructure in the City is 
owned and operated by the City of West Hollywood or the County of Los Angeles.” This does 
not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter E7 

E7-1  
The commenter’s indication that previous correspondence submitted to the City regarding 
wastewater infrastructure still applies to the City is noted.  

E7-2  
Page 3.12-18 of the EIR has been corrected as following: “Under the new system, Sanitation 
District No. 4 pays for the equivalent of actual flow on an annual basis, which is approximately 5 
MGD.” This does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

E7-3  
This information was previously incorporated into the EIR on page 3.12-18. 

E7-4  
This information was previously incorporated into the EIR on page, 3.12-17 and 3.12-18. 

E7-5  
This information was previously incorporated into the EIR on page 3.12-16. 

E7-6  
Correspondence subsequent to the letter dated October 7, 2009, between the City and the 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (see page 3.12-52) on May 12, 2010, indicated 
adequate capacity to serve the wastewater discharge requirement of the City of West Hollywood 
with implementation of the proposed General Plan.  
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Letter E8 

E8-1 
The statistics regarding the Los Angeles County Fire Protection District were updated at the 
request of the commenter. This does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

E8-2 
This comment provides approximately six pages of requirements, many of which are contained 
in City Building Codes, for development proposals in the City. New development would be 
required to adhere to these requirements. The comment does not raise any issues related to the 
adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the Draft EIR. No further response is 
necessary because no question or new information regarding the environmental analysis was 
raised. 

E8-3 
This comment provides information about the responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department, Forestry Division. The comment is noted. 

E8-4 
The comment is noted.  
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Letter E9 

E9-1 
This letter acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR for the West Hollywood General Plan for 
review by the State Clearinghouse. The comment acknowledges that the City has complied with 
the State Clearinghouse review requirements for the West Hollywood General Plan Draft EIR 
pursuant to CEQA. No formal response is required. 

 




