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Diana Kitching S
Department of City Planning =~ . .
Environmental Review Section . .
200 N. Spring Stregt, Room 750 °
Los Angeles, CA90012:.

Re:  EAFNO: ENV-2007-2476:EIR" .~ -
Museum of ‘Tolerance Project. v, tii .

Dear Ms. Kitching: 'F

The South Robertson Neighborhoods Council oppd?‘ses the proposed expansion of thé Museum
of Tolerance (sometimes referred to herein as the "Museum®) inits ‘current configuration. We
urge that the City-exercise its authority to reject the.project identified in the Notice of Preparation

dated March 20, 2008 (the 'Project’y at this time. However, if the Project is allowed to proceed,

the Environmental Impact Report (*EIR"):should thoroughly address all of the items listed below.

The South Robertson Neighborhoods Councilrepreseénts: over 35,000 stakeholders living and. -
working on both sides of Robertsdn-Boulévard to partsiof La Cienega Boulevard, south to Venice
Boulevard and nerth to Pico Boulevard and, further east; to parts 6f Olympic Boulevard and
Gregory Way. The Museum of Tolerance is located at the northwest corner of the South

Robertson Neighborhoods territory. = 00

The South Robertson Neighborhoods, Cotincil Board first wishes to. eniphasize that it supports
the Museum of Tolerance and its statéd'mission of educating about the Holocaust and teaching
tolerance. It is not-opposed to the Museum or to.its educational activities. . However, the Project
raises extremely sérious concerns about-appropriate, land use'within tg South Robertson
Neighborhoods Council territory and, within the C_i_j:f)zOfmll'gf;;"Angele's, and this is the focus of our
comments and of our opposition to theinappropriate’ expansion currently. proposed.

' . R L NP )

We recognize that this is only the comment period for the Notice of Preparation regarding the
Initial Study prepared in connection with the Project. -However, the consequences of the
Project’s deviations from the West Los Angeles Community Plan (the “Coammunity Flan™), and
the multiple variances requested from the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC”), including the
Transitional Height Ordinance, are such that they cannot be adequately mitigated by any
possible means. We further note that the City has the authority to deny the Project outright at
any time, including prior to the preparation of the EIR.  Such a Project denial would preclude the
need for a resource-intensive review. We do not need to see the full EIR. We have seen
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enough. We think that the current proposal should be removed from consideration and that the
Museum should go “back to the drawing board” and develop a modest, museum-related
expansion that respects its surroundings, if indeed it still desires to expand following denial of the
current proposal.

Notwithstanding our request for rejection of the Project, we will proceed to comment on several
items which should be addressed in the EIR if this review IS allowed to proceed.

The Project violates several important provisions of the Community Plan, especially those
relating to preserving residential neighborhoods and providing -appropriate transitions from
commercial to residential zonés, Other Community. Plan provisions violated include those
relating to a building height limit of 45 feet, open, space.preservation, and traffic through
residential neighborhoods: In‘addition, the Project:would require significant,variances from
important sections of the LAMC, specifically those relating to parking, hoise, height limits
(including the Tradsitional Height-Ordinance), and Jand use'inrgeneral. These Code provisions
exist to protectcitizens; their hémes, and theirrieighborhoods from inappropriate
overdevelopment.’ Finally, a request for consideration-of the-Project as a.public' Benefit project’
under Section 14.00'cf the LAMG represents & misapplication of this Code séction, since the
definition of a “public benefit project” doés hot include a.“cultural center” or banquet facility, and
there is little or, no public benefit to building yet another banduet facility, when there are sufficient
such facilities within an easy drive (actually, within a short walk) of the Museum. In this regard,
we note that the Museum's proposal identifies only 465 square feet of the 13,500 sq. fi. B
expansion as being actua! exhibition space for boné fide museum purposes. . .

Major areas of concern include: the massive size of the Project; the fact that it wouild be built on
land currently zonéd ‘R1-1 whichis requested to'be re-zoned tp—C'4—‘2#D-:"-the‘--reque_st not only to
re-zoné this land to-C4-2-0, Neighborhoad Commercial, but also to operate a commeércial _
banquet facility rather than engage ini*Low Density” actiVities; the request for a variance from the
Transitional Height.Ordinance, so as to allow construction-of a 60 foot high commercial building
immediately adjacent to a single-family fesidence; the excessjve proposed hours of operation,
Far exceéding those.of any other museurmiin Los Angeles, the;inadequate amount of parking for

the Project; and, perhaps most importanitly, the re-purposing of the Museum from a museumto a
scultural center,” in truth a:function hail and/or banguiet.and/or catering facility available for public
rental, which is an inappropriate activity for a-structure situated on land currently zened R )
surrounded by single family homes on land also zoned R1.  These concerris are further detailed
below: S e e T v ca T .
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1. The Project woq]d!::havé,a»hé}iéjht;qyﬂ-ﬁq fge‘t'*‘(lé'asurr_l_i‘ng_.‘that’itha;'i'r"fodf}fgp’ garden is
enclosed) or 48 feet (if the roof top garden'remains open 1o thelsky). In gither case, the
building would dominaﬂté"the,;sl'{y‘{cf,ﬁ’;h“ca"l;;rgdj-gli.hin"g}°‘and neighbering. homes, the nearest of
which would be only20 feet away.from'the proposed structure. The maximum height set
forth in the Community Plan for a“Neighborhood District” is 45 feet (see page V-2 of the
Gommunity Plan, the stated purpose being-“toensure'that a project is designed in
harmony with the surrounding neighborhood and creates a stable environment with a
pleasant and desirable character”), and the current maximum height for the R1-1 property
where the Museum seeks to expand is only 33 feet. In addition, the total area of the
proposed structure, including the 7,800 sq. ft. of “airspace” proposed to be annexed from
the adjacent Yeshiva of Los Angeles, is over 102,000 square feet, and is much too large
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for the site. The excessive height and square footage of the Project should be addressed
in the EIR.

2. The land on which the expansion would be built currently contains three (ots (1414, 1420,
and 1424 South Roxbury) zoned R1-1. it is essential to maintain residential land for
residential use, as set forth in the policies, goals, and objectives of the Community Plan.
These lots should be maintained with the current R1-1 zoning designation. Any zoning
change should be justified in the EIR.

3. The roquest for the rosmlentral lots to ba;oned (':-4-2 0 and re-designated from “Low

\\\\\

Density" to "Neighborhood Commorclal is mapproprrate Furthermore, the proposed
museum and banquet faolirty uses: vxould,rappoar not 1o’ bo “Neighborhood Commercial”

uses wrthm the. mtent and meanlng of the. LAMC The proposed ghange, and why it
, should bo jLIStIfIE.‘d |n the E|R

4, The Transmonal Helght Drdmanco oxrsts to. protoot resrdentlai nerghborhoods and single
family. homes from, being dornlrlratad by lnappropnataly large-commercial structurés built
immediately next ito them. There Is no justification for abrogating this: important
ne|ghborhood protaotron A structure towormg B0 feet high, situated on-land zoned C4 is
entirely too"high for this nmghborhood “The/LAMC specifies that such a structure should
be only 25 feet high for the first 49 feet from the R1 property, and then 33 feet high for
land 50 to 99 faet from the R1 property. Again, the-proposed height violates the height
limit spemﬂed in Section 12.21.1 of the LAMC and in Section V of the Community Plan.
The ]UStIflGatIDn for having such a high structure-immediately- adjacent to a- smg!e family

‘residence. shouid bo explamed in the EIR
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5. - The proposed hours of operation; from 7 a.m. untll mrdmght 17 hours per day for six
‘days a week, are entirely too Iorrgr -No othef museum or any. other activities in Los
Angeles (excluding hospitals: hotels, police ‘and fire. stations; and a few restaurants,
coffee houses,: and 24-haur gyms) have such prolongod hours of’ operatlon These hours
of operation are entirely mapproprlate right next'to single family homes in an entirely
residential nolghborhood The:EIR!should dlfferontlato betwegn hours of operation for
the'Museum itself, -and for.the propoopd banquot hall and catering faorllty, and should
mclude a Justrfrcatlon for such oxcessrve hours of aperation. !

e

‘f S, :; "
"

8. The Projec:t would bo built of the oxrstmg Momorlal Garden, whroh IS speolfroally
designated.in the Museum '5,1986 Condlttonal Wse Permit to. servo as a buffer.zone
between the- Musoun) and its- resrdentral nerghbors To; replaoe thoroxlstmg garden, the
Museum proposes to burld: a rooftop gardon atop’ the cultural center.. This garden could
inject a major new.source”of noige into, the: surrounol ng neighborhood. To protect its
neighbors from noise, the current limits on: outdoorrgarden usei€., a maximum of 4
events per year, to be held-duririg dayllght hours.only, nao.sound amplification, and no
food or beverage service - - with the- garden being-resérved as a site for quiet
contemplation at all other times) should be maintained on the proposed rooftop garden if
it is built. Noise control should be addressed in the EIR.

7. The Museum's current on-site parking does not meet the requirements of LAMC 12.24.
This variance from LAMC requirements was granted in 1986 because most of the
Museum's visitors are school children and others who arrive by bus. The on-site parking,
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which is approximately 200 spaces, cannot be expanded. There certainly is inadequate
on-site parking to accommodate 500 visitors for a sit-down dinner in the cultural center,
300 in the existing theater/auditorium, and another 600 in the proposed rooftop garden.
Parking requirements must be addressed in the EIR.

The museum's current operations already create significant traffic impacts for the
surrounding neighborhood. Any expansion of the museum will necessarily cause an
increase in museum related traffic and increase these significant impacts. Compounding
these problems, the OLYMPIC- West. PICO East transit proposal may exacerbate the
Museum's traffic impacts. We therefore requeetthet the EIR ghould not only analyze the
traffic impacts of the, propeeed Mueeumm expanslon but it should also.take into account
the effect of the propoeed Mueeum expansmp in. CDnjuﬂC’thH *Wlth ihe" effect of the
OLYMPIC Weet RICO Eest transn prepoeal . -

SORO NC would be Iees opposed fo the proposed Mueeum expenelon i |t were truly for
bona.fide museum purpeses: Butonly 435 square: -feet of the-proposed expanelon is for
museum’ exhlblt epace The ovenzvhelm:ng majority of the proposed expansianis for cafe
and kitcheh' space; Cwaiting.and preparatleﬂ" space, "multi-purpose” space, and.,
conference space. The main purpose of the proposed expansion, which the Miseum
appearsto be concealing, is for a commercial banquet and catering facility' available for
rental to the" ‘public. These are Ineppropr}ate activities for R1-1 land, tmmedlately

adjacent to single family homes, and especially with the proposed prelonged‘houre of -

_operation.. .The exact nature of the activities:planned-to take ptace-in the proposed
“Cultural Reeourc:e Genter” muet be accurately deecnbed m detell |n the EIR »

“The cumulatlve :mpacte of the' proposed Museum expanelon and the proposed (elmoet
:elmulteneous) éxpansion ofthe Yeshiva Unlverslty Boye High School on the edjelnlng

property (at:9760 W. Pico Bivd.) (with-both the. Museum and Yeshiva properties being
owned by enfities which appear to: have several efﬁcers [lncludmg the CEQ] and trustees
in common) must be considered: together, as a whole.  No land use or zoning decision
should be made by the Planning Department without a full understandmg -of these
cumulatlve impacts. The.current Initial Study should not be considered until it is paired
with an EIR Initial Study for'the’ adjommg Yeehlva and both projeete should be
coneldered Jomtly m a Slngle EIR . L o

We understand that- some heve euggeeted that the Clty mlght impose’ new andlor modlﬂed
conditions in a Conditional Use. Permit("GUPY), in “order to allow the: Muselm to expand while
purportadly protecting its. reeldentlai nelghbors ‘Howéver, the :mpoeltlon of conditions in a CUP
will not provide adequate prétection: forthe; Muselim's nelghbore as has already been proven.
Ever since it opened in 1993, the Muséum- ‘of. Tolarance and its parent organization, the Simon
Wiesenthal Center, have been in W|Ilful and flagrant violation of several key conditions imposed
by the Museum’s 1986 Conditional Use Permit (EPC-86-015-CU), specifically those relating to
food service, outdoor activities, and hours of operation. Since the City has not enforced the
provisions of the Museum’s current CUP, the Museum’s neighbors cannot rely on the ability of
any additional or modified conditions of a new CUP to protect them from the Museum’s existing
or any new activities.
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In conclusion, for all these reasons, we urge you to reject the Project at this time, before
preparation and consideration of the full EIR. if the Project is allowed to proceed, the EIR shouid
carefully and thoroughly study all of the issues noted above. Also as noted above, if any
expansion is allowed, the Pro;ect applicant should be required to follow all current zoning
requirements and height and size restrictions, without any variances being granted. Potential
impacts of any contemplated expansion must be carefully and thoroughly studied, especially
those related to noise, land use planning, traffic and parking. Museum operations should be
limited ta normal museum hours, not the excessive 17 hours a day requested for the banquet
facility. And Museum uses should be Jimited to-bona fide museum exhibit purposes. A
commercial banquet and catering facility, - avallable fon,,l:ental to the general public, is entirely
inappropriate on land zoned for: smgle famlly homq;s |mmed|ately adjacent to smgle family
homes. . ‘ , .
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The Sauth Robertson. NEIthorhoods c:'ouncll respectfully requests your close attentmn to and
careful conslderatlon of this matter _

South Robertson nghborhocds Council ;

ce: {Jane E||ISDI'1 Usher President, C:ty F‘lannmg Commlssmn o
‘Gail Goldberg, Directorof F'lanmng e i '
"Councilmember Ed Reyes™
‘Councilmember Jose Huizar -
Councilmeniber Jack Weiss
Sarah Rigamat, Dept. of Glty Plannmg
SDRD NC Board -




