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Re:

SB 7 (Atkins): OPPOSE

The Honorable Luz M. Rivas and Natural Resources Committee Members:
On behalf of the StopTheMillenniumHollywood.com (STMH), a California
unincorporated association dedicated to environmentally safe development in Hollywood,
we express our strong opposition to SB 7 and its urgency clause.
Please review yesterday’s Los Angeles Times article, “A lurking earthquake fault
has blocked Hollywood’s tallest building. Will it ever rise?” (Exhibit 1)1, April 21, 2021,
for background on a project that shows the danger and indiscriminate nature of SB 7, if
passed.
The Millennium Hollywood Center project (by the same developer, Millennium
Partners, that is responsible for the “Leaning Tower of San Francisco” 2) proposes to
1

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-04-21/earthquake-risks-mayimpact-hollywood-center-project-success
2

Millennium Partners is the developer of San Francisco’s notorious “Leaning
Tower” – the 58-story, 450-unit development that has noticeably sunk and tilted, creating
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place two skyscrapers and thousands of residents and visitors atop the 7.0-magnitude
Hollywood Earthquake Fault. Both the California Geological Survey, our State’s highest
authority on geologic and seismic risks, and the United States Geological Survey, have
found massive evidence of active earthquake faults (plural) traversing the project site
(Exhibit 2 [July 16, 2020 California Geological Survey letter]), thus making it illegal to
build habitable structures over the faults, much less skyscrapers filled with thousands of
occupants. Yet the Hollywood Center project would benefit from SB 7’s expedited and
diluted CEQA protections if SB 7 were to pass.
We strongly oppose SB 7 because it would confer the extraordinary benefits of
“Environmental Leadership Development Project” (ELDP) status on projects that the
State of California, through its California Geological Survey or other agencies, has said
are illegal and perilous.
By SB 7’s retroactive application of ELDP status on projects that had previously
held ELDP status but where that earlier ELDP status had expired, it indiscriminately
would bestow new ELDP status without reference to facts and data – such as apply to the
Hollywood Center project’s seismic hazards.
SB 7 is an effort to revive last year’s AB 2991 legislation . That legislation had
been criticized by the Honorable Assembly Members Muratsuchi, Garcia and Stone.
Like AB 2991, SB 7 would strip out many important environmental and legal protections
from CEQA. It would also lead to results that could not have been knowingly intended,
such as to facilitate a project such as the Hollywood Center project which would, quite
literally, endanger thousands of lives.
SB 7 is also objectionable as to its urgency clause and its alleged but illusory
benefits.
The Urgency Clause in Section 4 Is Unsupported and Inconsistent: The bill’s
urgency clause – which must be separately voted on – is objectionable. According to the
California Constitution, Article IV, Section 8(d), “urgency statutes are those necessary
for immediate preservation of the public peace, health, or safety” and require that “a
statement of facts constituting the necessity shall be set forth in one section of the bill”
and must be voted on. While SB 7 contains an urgency clause listing generally
an international embarrassment and safety hazard. Millennium Partners actively
supported last year’s similar AB 2991 legislation, which failed, and is now supporting SB
7 (appearing as MP and Sunset Owner LLC in the list of supporters).

Honorable Luz M. Rivas
April 22, 2021
Page 3
acknowledged needs such as for more housing, it contains no specific statement of facts.
SB 7 is not limited to housing; as Assembly Member Muratsuchi noted regarding AB
2991 last year, most of the ELDP projects are entertainment or commercial structures,
without any housing component. Tellingly, all prior ELDP-related legislation (including
SB 995 and AB 2991 last year) contained no urgency clause, and the current AB 634
about State Density Bonus Law contains no urgency clause. Moreover, SB 7 carves out
housing projects from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions quantification requirements,
despite the State’s climate goals.
SB 7’s retroactivity in Section 2 Is Unconstitutional Special Legislation: The
bill’s retroactivity – coupled with its inconsistent urgency clause and proposed
amendments (detailed below) – manifestly serves special interests in violation of Section
8(d), which provides: “an urgency statute may not . . . grant any franchise or special
privilege, or create any vested right or interest.” SB 7 is proposed to take effect
immediately and its Section 2 provides that projects which were previously approved as
ELDPs – but lost their ELDP status due to the sunset deadline of December 31, 2020 –
will reinstate their prior ELDP status, but also enjoy the added benefits of the new SB 7
amendments (including allowing the conferral of ELDP status on a project alternative
that had never been presented to the public in an EIR as the actual project) and benefits of
the prior enabling statutes.
As such, SB 7 grants special status to Millennium Partners’ Hollywood Center
Project to be able to approve one of its EIR Alternatives known to have greater impacts
and less housing than the project itself and to evade GHG quantification requirements.
Millennium’s Hollywood Center original project as identified in its EIR proposed 1,003
units with 133 senior affordable units of larger size (i.e., less than 15% affordable units as
required SB 7), whereas its EIR Alternative 8 would provide 903 units (less than the
Project) and 133 senior affordable units (again, less than 15%) and much smaller in size.
These so-called senior affordable units are also discriminatory “poor door” units that do
not enjoy the same ease of access to amenities as other project residents would have.
SB 7’s urgency and retroactivity clauses grant special privileges to Millennium
Partners and are unconstitutional, including under Section 8(d) of the California
Constitution, Article IV.
SB 7’s Carve-outs Are Inconsistent with the State’s Public Policies and Set a
Precedent for Abuses: SB 7 carves out housing projects from GHG quantification
requirement and allows projects which were previously approved as ELDPs to not
comply with SB 7’s new requirements of both quantification and affordability.

Honorable Luz M. Rivas
April 22, 2021
Page 4

SB 7 also carves out the requirement of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to
express its position before the Governor certifies a project alternative as an ELDP. Its
carve-outs conflict with established public policies. For example, GHG emissions are
associated with car emissions, but no statistical data support the assumption that housing
projects have no GHG emissions or are feasible without cars. As such, SB 7’s carve-out
of GHG quantification for housing projects conflicts with CEQA and SB 32 mandates to
reduce GHG emissions.
Alternative projects under CEQA – allowed to be analyzed in less detail in the EIR
than the stated project – have been increasingly abused by developers. This is
accomplished by developers, such as Millennium Partners in its Hollywood Center EIR,
publicly proposing a specific project, but then engaging in a bait and switch and, as has
occurred with the Hollywood Center EIR process, mid-way announcing a shift to a
project alternative with even greater environment impacts. In so doing, the developer
evades proper public scrutiny and detailed analysis. Allowing the Governor to solely
certify an alternative in an EIR without further opportunity for anyone – including the
Joint Committee – to review it beyond the 15 days prior to the Governor’s certification is
contrary to CEQA’s information and mitigation mandates, and impedes transparency,
accountability and public participation.
Proposed Amendments in the Alternative: SB 7 should be rejected for all of the
foregoing reasons. At a minimum, it should be amended and revised to exclude from
ELDP eligibility those projects that may have significant impacts due to their location in
official State-mapped zones (as is true for the Hollywood Center project, which is
mapped as being over an active earthquake fault pursuant to the State’s Alquist-Priolo
Act) and/or have specific potential risks to public health and safety (such as earthquake,
fire, flood, and hazardous substances) or historic resources. Such amendments are
consistent with CEQA, other laws, and California public policy. By way of comparison,
SB 37 (Cortese) – currently before the Legislature – is illustrative.
SB 37 (Cortese) reaffirms legislators’ commitment to protecting the environment
and human beings from contamination and seeks to close a loophole that allowed
applicants (and agencies) to “bypass” CEQA for projects proposed on Cortese-list sites
(known for their hazardous substances and associated risks). (Exhibit 3 [SB 37 Fact
Sheet].)
By contrast, SB 7 contains no such environmental safeguards and allows
streamlining of massive projects, without any consideration of their risks to future
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residents and the surrounding community by virtue of their location. Similar to SB 37
and other legislation in place,3 SB 7 should be revised to exclude ELDP status and CEQA
streamlining for projects proposed on sites prone to seismic, flooding, fire, or hazardous
waste risks, as well as projects that may have an impact on historic or cultural resources.
As currently drafted, SB 7 provides no such protections. To the contrary, it would
indiscriminately extend ELDP status to dangerous projects like Hollywood Center.
As analyzed by the California Geological Survey, due its proposed height, mass
and scale of 48-, 17-, 13-, and 12-story development (Exhibit 4 [Figure V-19 “Building
Massing for Alternative 8, Hollywood Center Project’s DEIR, p. V-274 & EIR, p. II-5657 Figures II-25-26]), proposed in the dense area of Hollywood, and next to historic
resources (e.g., the Capitol Records Building) and schools (e.g., AMDA College of
Performing Arts at 6305 Yucca St.), the Hollywood Center presents catastrophic seismic
risks to both its own occupants, to the surrounding dense environment, and most
importantly, to people. (See also, Exhibit 5 [July 22, 2020 Los Angeles Times article
regarding active faults crossing Hollywood Center project site].)4
3

“A separate cluster of statutes limits the availability of CEQA exemptions where
future residents or users of certain housing development projects may be harmed by
existing conditions. These limits on exemptions extend to projects located on sites that
will expose future occupants to certain hazards and risks—including the release of
hazardous substances and sites subject to wildland fire, seismic, landslide or flood
hazards—unless (in some cases) the hazards and risks can be removed or mitigated to
insignificant levels. (E.g., §§ 21159.21, subds. (f), (h), 21159.22, subds. (a), (b)(3)
[agricultural employee housing], 21159.23, subd. (a)(2)(A) [affordable to low-income
housing], 21159.24, subd. (a)(1), (3) [infill housing].) Transit priority projects are treated
in similar fashion, subject to the same health and safety constraints that limit exemptions
for other housing projects. (E.g., § 21155.1, subd. (a)(4), (6) [project meeting same
environmental criteria, including where the project site is not subject to onsite hazardous
substances or fire or seismic risk, may qualify as a sustainable communities project,
which excuses further CEQA compliance].) Like the statutes governing certain school
and airport construction projects, these statutes reflect an express legislative directive to
consider whether existing environmental conditions might harm those who intend to
occupy or use a project site.” California Building Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 391 (emphasis added).
4
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Projects with seismic hazard risks, such as Millennium Partners’ Hollywood
Center project, should be excluded from SB 7 and ELDP certification not only under
CEQA’s protections, but also because they violate California’s Alquist-Priolo Act, which
applies to “any project . . . which is located within a delineated earthquake fault zone,
upon issuance of the official earthquake fault zones maps to affected local jurisdictions.”
(Pub. Resources Code § 2621.5.) The Alquist-Priolo Act requires that any approval of
projects “be in accordance with policies and criteria established by the State Mining and
Geology Board and the findings of the State Geologist.” (Pub. Resources Code § 2623.)
The State Mining and Geology Board regulations prohibit construction in areas where
faults are located: “No structure for human occupancy . . . shall be permitted to be placed
across the trace of an active fault” or within “fifty (50) feet” thereof. (Cal. Code Reg., tit.
14, § 3603, subd. (a).)
SB 7 must be revised to exclude ELDP approval for projects like Hollywood
Center that are identified by the State (or other regulatory bodies) as being in designated
seismic or other hazard zones.
For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully urge you to oppose SB 7 and its
urgency clause in their entirety. In the alternative, we urge you to amend SB 7 to ensure
that dangerous projects as discussed herein do not receive ELDP certification.
Very truly yours,
/s/ Robert P. Silverstein
ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN
FOR
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC
RPS:vl
Encls.
cc: via email:
Assemblymember Heath Flora, Vice Chair - heath.flora@asm.ca.gov;
assemblymember.flora@assembly.ca.gov
Dylan Gray, Chief of Staff - dylan.gray@asm.ca.gov
Couper Condit, District Chief of Staff - couper.condit@asm.ca.gov
Assemblymember Ed Chau, District 49 - assemblymember.chau@assembly.ca.gov
Daisy Ma, District Chief of Staff - daisy.ma@asm.ca.gov
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Edmundo Cuevas, Chief of Staff - edmundo.cuevas@asm.ca.gov
Garret Bazurto, Legislative Director - garret.bazurto@asm.ca.gov
Assemblymember Laura Friedman, District 43 assemblymember.friedman@assembly.ca.gov
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Sarojini Lall, District Chief of Staff - sarojini.lall@asm.ca.gov
Jim Metropulos, Legislative Director - jim.metropulos@asm.ca.gov
Assemblymember Cristina Garcia, District 58 assemblymember.garcia@assembly.ca.gov
Ashley Labar, Chief of Staff - ashley.labar@asm.ca.gov
Edgar Estrada, District Chief of Staff - edgar.estrada@asm.ca.gov
Tiffany Ryan, Legislative Director - tiffany.ryan@asm.ca.gov
Assemblymember Devon J. Mathis, District 26 assemblymember.mathis@assembly.ca.gov
Trevor Lewis, District Chief of Staff - trevor.lewis@asm.ca.gov
Justin Turner, Chief of Staff - justin.turner@asm.ca.gov
Justin Boman, Legislative Director - justin.boman@asm.ca.gov
Assemblymember Kevin McCarty, District 7 assemblymember.mccarty@assembly.ca.gov
Aubrie Fong, District Chief of Staff - aubrie.fong@asm.ca.gov
Maria Alvarez, Chief of Staff - maria.alvarez@asm.ca.gov
Cristina Salazar, Legislative Director - cristina.salazar@asm.ca.gov
Assemblymember Al Muratsuchi, District 66 assemblymember.muratsuchi@assembly.ca.gov
Melissa Ramoso, District Chief of Staff - melissa.ramoso@asm.ca.gov
Arwen Chenery, Chief of Staff - arwen.chenery@asm.ca.gov
Bryan Singh, Legislative Director - bryan.singh@asm.ca.gov
Assemblymember Kelly Seyarto, District 67 assemblymember.seyarto@assembly.ca.gov
Assemblymember Mark Stone, District 29 - assemblymember.stone@assembly.ca.gov
Maureen McCarty, District Chief of Staff - maureen.mccarty@asm.ca.gov
Craig Scholer, Chief of Staff - craig.scholer@asm.ca.gov
Keely O’Brien, Legislative Director - keely.obrien@asm.ca.gov
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Liz Snow, Chief of Staff - liz.snow@asm.ca.gov
Paul Ramey, Legislative Director - paul.ramey@asm.ca.gov
Senator Toni G. Atkins, District 39 - senator.atkins@sen.ca.gov
Pamela Ison, District Chief of Staff - pamela.ison@sen.ca.gov
Nick Hardeman, Chief of Staff - nick.hardeman@sen.ca.gov
Kimberly Rodriguez, Legislative Director - kimberly.rodriguez@sen.ca.gov
Senator Dave Cortese, District 15 - senator.cortese@sen.ca.gov
Suzanne Wheaton, District Chief of Staff - suzanne.wheaton@sen.ca.gov
Sunshine Borelli, Chief of Staff - sunshine.borelli@sen.ca.gov
Senator Lena Gonzalez, District 33 - senator.gonzalez@sen.ca.gov
Hilda Delgado, District Chief of Staff - hilda.delgado@sen.ca.gov
Cynthia Alvarez, Chief of Staff - cynthia.alvarez@sen.ca.gov
Trevor Taylor, Legislative Director - trevor.taylor@sen.ca.gov
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Krystal Moreno, Legislative Director - krystal.moreno@sen.ca.gov
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EXHIBIT 1
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A lurking earthquake fault has blocked
Hollywood’s tallest building. Will it ever rise?

Trench at proposed Hollywood Center project. (Brian van der Brug / Los Angeles Times)

By Rong-Gong Lin II | Los Angeles Times Exclusive
April 21, 2021 Updated 6:31 AM PT
When developers announced a decade ago that they intended to build Hollywood’s first
skyscrapers along an aging, fading block of the famed boulevard, boosters saw it as a
transformational moment.
Gentrification was already remaking Hollywood with a series of big high-end developments, but
this project was different. The complex would alter the L.A. skyline and add more than 1 million
square feet of office, retail and residential space. Some neighboring residents and others
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protested, saying the soaring towers would block views, invite horrific traffic and irrevocably
alter Hollywood’s character.
But those concerns ended up taking a back seat to a much larger question: What was lurking
under the land.
For eight years, there has been a high-profile argument over whether active earthquake faults run
directly under the site of the proposed development, making it too dangerous to build there. The
California Geological Survey — the state’s scientific authority on the location of earthquake
faults — suggested in 2013 and concluded in 2014 that an active fault capable of generating a
magnitude 7 earthquake runs through the site.
These concerns have raised serious questions about what would be Hollywood’s biggest
development and pose a major test for City Hall.
In the 50 years since the Sylmar quake, city leaders have alternated between ignoring the risk of
earthquakes to enacting sweeping legislation to order defective buildings be fixed. One of Mayor
Eric Garcetti’s earliest policy achievements was the passage of the city’s most consequential
earthquake safety laws in a generation, which will require thousands of potentially dangerous old
wooden soft-story apartment buildings and concrete buildings to be strengthened.
Persuading property owners to pay for this work was seen as a milestone in earthquake policy in
California, and one that other cities have followed. Earthquake experts praised Garcetti for
building a new political consensus that they say will save lives.
But the proposed Hollywood Center project has offered a different question — should the city
reject a development because the California Geological Survey says it sits on top of an active
earthquake fault?
Or should the city side with the developer’s consulting geologists, who have disagreed, and
allow construction to begin?
A lot of money, not to mention the potential safety of countless people, is at stake.

For decades, state law has generally banned new construction directly on top of active
earthquake faults.
But it’s up to city officials to make the final call on whether to allow construction to proceed.
City officials can legally decide to ignore the conclusions of the California Geological Survey —

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-04-21/earthquake-risks-may-impact-hollywood-centerproject-success

the state government’s scientific authority on where earthquake faults lie in California — and
can instead choose to accept the conclusions of consultants hired by the developer.
There likely hasn’t been such an intense controversy over a proposed future skyscraper in
California history; neither downtown L.A. nor downtown San Francisco have known major
active earthquake faults that rupture at the surface.
But other parts of the L.A. region have been here before. When a fault was discovered below a
school site near downtown, officials tore down a portion of the new school and reserved the area
over the fault as a park. Buildings found to be on top of faults at Los Angeles Southwest College
and San Bernardino Valley College have been razed; a shopping center in Huntington Beach was
demolished and rebuilt to avoid a fault. And in a suburb of Long Beach, a developer went to
painstaking care to avoid building new homes atop a fault in Signal Hill, and instead put a road,
tennis courts, and parking lots atop or around the fault.
“You just don’t put someone’s bedroom on top of a fault. There’s a legal issue, but also a moral
issue there,” a developer of the Signal Hill neighborhood told The Times in 2014.

The stakes in Hollywood are higher. The New York-based developer, Millennium Partners, and
Los Angeles City Hall have previously rejected the state’s concerns and insisted the skyscrapers
were safe to build. The developer has contended that no earthquake faults under the property
have moved since the last Ice Age.
The long debate might finally be coming to a head.
The city has ordered the developer to begin a new effort, by digging a trench, to investigate the
presence of earthquake faults through the site of the proposed building project.
The move comes after L.A. city officials and the developer in the fall agreed to put the project on
hold after state officials last summer said even more strong evidence emerged that multiple
earthquake faults run through the site.
The project envisions the construction of 46- and 35-story skyscrapers, flanking Hollywood’s
famed Capitol Records Tower. The project also proposes two buildings for low-income senior
residents that would each stand 11 stories tall.
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The proposed Hollywood Center project would reshape the skyline. (Hollywood Center Project Environmental
Impact Report)

Formerly known as Millennium Hollywood, the Hollywood Center project would place nearly
1.3 million square feet of developed space on about 4½ acres of land, adding more than 1,000
residential housing units and more than 30,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space. An
alternate plan would involve creating more than 880 housing units and a 220-room hotel.
Thousands of people could be inside the development at any one time, according to the project’s
environmental impact report.
There has been growing evidence in recent years that the fault runs under the property, including
from data in reports published by federal and state scientists last year.
“These studies strongly support the presence of an active ... fault strand entering the eastern
Hollywood Center property,” said a letter last summer by the California Geological Survey.
“Importantly, the combined data indicate that more than one ... fault trace of the Hollywood
Fault crosses the proposed project site.”
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The state also noted a recent U.S. Geological Survey report that found four parallel sections of
the Hollywood fault identified just east of the property that are believed to extend under the
development.
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(Lorena Elebee / Los Angeles Times)
The California Geological Survey has said there were limitations in previous studies cited by the
developer as evidence of the absence of a fault. For instance, the state agency said a fault trench
excavated in 2014 was not dug long enough for the developer to disprove the state’s conclusion
that an active fault ran underneath the property.
Shortly after the state’s letter emerged in July, city officials began moving to slow down the
project. A letter last year by Daniel Schneidereit, an engineering geologist with the city, said,
“we acknowledge the [California Geological Survey’s] concern and believe the best way to
resolve the issue is for the developer to excavate another exploratory trench to demonstrate, or
rule out, the presence of an active fault.”
Schneidereit wrote that the city would request that California Geological Survey geologists
“observe the trench and verify the exploration results.”

The last permanent head of the California Geological Survey, former state geologist John
Parrish, said there were major problems in 2014, the last time the developer excavated a trench in
an effort to settle the question of whether an active fault was present underneath the property.
It was as if the trench excavated seven years ago was dug to avoid finding the fault, said Parrish,
who led the California Geological Survey from 2005 to 2018.
Not only was it too shallow, it was not dug far enough to the south where the trench would have
helped confirm or disprove the existence of an active fault line that’s now drawn on the
California Geological Survey’s earthquake fault maps, Parrish said. He added that the
consultants for the developer rejected his suggestions for a deeper and longer trench and allowed
state scientists to visit the trench only once, briefly, and did not allow them to take photographs.
The L.A. Department of Building and Safety in a statement defended the previous trench that
was dug seven years ago as “adequate to determine the existence of active faults within the area
of that trenching.”
The developer’s consultants concluded in 2015 that an earthquake fault was probably located
deep beneath the property, but said that the fault was too old to be considered active.
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A giant trench is being dug next door to the Capitol Records building to determine if an earthquake fault runs under
the site. (Brian van der Brug/Los Angeles Times)

Parrish has raised questions about the developer’s past conclusions, which he said were based
upon a visual dating technique that is known to be “remarkably inaccurate.” A more precise
dating technique would involving taking soil samples and taking them to a laboratory to have
them carbon-dated. The developer’s consultants declined to make those results publicly
available, Parrish said.
“It was very frustrating,” Parrish said of the previous trenching effort. “When we said, ‘They’re
not digging deep enough or far enough,’ they said, ‘Don’t come around anymore. You’re not a
welcome guest anymore.’”
It’s in the public interest to have a fully excavated trench and invite scientists of all kinds to
make their observations, Parrish said, which would give city officials the best information about
the existence of a fault on land that may be developed.

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-04-21/earthquake-risks-may-impact-hollywood-centerproject-success

A view from the north of the proposed Hollywood Center project, which proposed building a 46-story and 35-story
buildings flanking the Capitol Records tower, and two 11-story residential buildings for low-income senior
residents. (Hollywood Center Project Environmental Impact Report)

Parrish suggested that the city of Los Angeles ask that two trenches be excavated — one on each
side of Vine Street — to look for the faults on both parcels where skyscrapers would be
constructed. Parrish said they should be dug in a north-south direction crossing the entire length
of the parcel, and need to be deep enough to be scientifically helpful.
The city is asking only that one trench be excavated, on the eastern parcel. “Trenches on other
parts of the site are not needed, as geologic exploration has already determined there are no
active faults,” said a statement issued by the Department of Building and Safety.
Such a strategy overlooks concerns expressed by the California Geological Survey over a fault
marked on a state memo last year on the western parcel, which as the fault goes deeper
underground, is angled farther to the north.
Without further investigation, there’s a possibility that, should a skyscraper be built on the
western parcel, the building would be constructed with its foundation on both sides of the
Hollywood fault — setting up the building to be destroyed as one side of the fault lurches past
the other in a major earthquake, according to Parrish.
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Scientists working with the California Geological Survey were not made available for an
interview. Jacob Roper, a spokesman for the agency, declined to comment.
A review of correspondence between city and state officials, which The Times reviewed from
documents released by the city under a Public Records Act request, suggests that city officials
are seeking input from the California Geological Survey over how the trench is being dug on the
eastern parcel. In one letter to city officials, the state scientists suggested making the trench
bigger than originally planned.

The Hollywood Center project development plans (Myung J. Chun/Los Angeles Times)

In the same letter dated March 15, the California Geological Survey said it looks forward to
having ample access to the site. “Multiple reviewers with experience in fault investigations and
repeated visits are often necessary,” the letter said. It added that the findings from this trench
could also affect development on the western parcel.

Robert P. Silverstein, a Pasadena lawyer who represents neighborhood groups opposed to the
development, said it is troubling that the city is not ordering the kind of rigorous trenching that
was suggested by Parrish.
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“This is so disturbing when there is finally the chance to get to truth and safety, the city is still
refusing to require the necessary testing,” Silverstein said. “If the city and Millennium have
nothing to hide, then they must trench both sites north to south.” A study that tiptoes around the
fault, Silverstein said, is not legitimate.
Millennium’s assertions should be especially scrutinized, Silverstein said, given its construction
of a skyscraper in San Francisco that has started to lean and sink. The residents of the 58-story
building, Millennium Tower, have blamed the developer for design problems; the developer, in
turn, blamed a neighboring construction project for causing the noticeable sinking.
Longtime supporters of the Hollywood Center project have previously characterized the new
trench study as one that will definitively answer the question of earthquake faults.
“Additional seismic review will enable decision makers, from the city Planning Commission to
the City Council, to evaluate and cast a vote based on the merits of the projects without lingering
questions or doubts about fault lines,” said Tony Arranaga, spokesman for Councilman Mitch
O’Farrell, a supporter of the project whose district includes the development and asked the
Planning Commission in October to delay considering the project. The developer agreed to
request for a delay.

A parking lot is filled with dirt across the street from the Capitol Records building where a trench is being dug.
(Brian van der Brug / Los Angeles Times)

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-04-21/earthquake-risks-may-impact-hollywood-centerproject-success

“Doing so will afford the city sufficient time to ensure that our plans for Hollywood Center are
consistent with the highest standards of seismic safety,” Mario Palumbo, managing partner of
MP Los Angeles and a division of Millennium Partners, said in a statement in October.
Last summer, a lawyer for the developer, Edgar Khalatian, sent a letter to the California
Geological Survey accusing it of making “false and misleading statements” and of making “a
concerted, years-long effort from somewhere within CGS to push a preordained conclusion at the
risk of the agency’s reputation and basic scientific principles.”
Garcetti, who has been a champion of new development in Hollywood and has supported the
project for years, said he would be guided by his city departments’ analysis of the state
scientists’ conclusions and those of the developers. The last time the Department of Building and
Safety reviewed the developer’s conclusions in 2015, the agency disagreed with the California
Geological Survey and sided with the consulting geologist for the developer.
“I’m going to be guided by not the politics of this, or who wants this, or who doesn’t want it. I’m
going to be guided by our city departments — both looking at the state evidence and the
evidence of any other seismologists,” Garcetti said late last year.
Times staff writer Rosanna Xia contributed to this report.
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Gavin Newsom, Governor
David Shabazian, Director

July 16, 2020
Mindy Nguyen
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
SUBJECT: Comments on the April 16, 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report for
proposed “Hollywood Center” project. State Clearinghouse Number SCH
2018051002.
Dear Ms. Nguyen:
The Department of Conservation’s California Geological Survey (CGS) received the
April 16, 2020 Notice of Completion and Availability of Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the “Hollywood Center” development project, located near Yucca
Street, Argyle Avenue, Ivar Avenue, and Vine Street, in the Hollywood Community Plan
area of Los Angeles, CA 90028. This letter conveys comments from CGS regarding
geologic and seismic conditions affecting the site, including new information not
addressed in the DEIR.
Under state law, including the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map Act 1, the
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act2, and Public Resources Code section 2201, CGS provides
technical information regarding earthquake faults and other hazards to local
governments. This includes publishing detailed earthquake fault maps and other hazard
maps and continually reviewing new seismic-hazard data to inform local decisionmaking. CGS apprises local governments of new seismic information since those maps
were published if it is aware that a local government is considering approval of action
impacted by this new information.
Due to emerging scientific information near the project site, and the project’s height,
construction materials, and proximity to active faults and densely populated urban
areas, on September 24, 2018, CGS submitted comments in response to the notice of
preparation of the DEIR. Our comments on the notice of preparation provided
information on the 2014 CGS Fault Evaluation Report 253 3 and the related Earthquake

Pub. Resources Code §§ 2621-2630
Pub. Resources Code §§ 2690-2699.6.
3
https://gmw.conservation.ca.gov/shp/EZRIM/Reports/FER/253/
1
2
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Zones of Required Investigation Map (Hollywood Quadrangle), dated November 6,
2014 4, (the 2014 Hollywood Fault Map); faulting and ground-shaking hazard information
developed in 2015, after the 2014 Hollywood Fault Map; and older information that
provided general geologic context such as rock formation and soil profiles not directly
related to faulting.
After CGS commented on the NOP, and after the DEIR was published, the United States
Geological Survey (USGS) on May 8, 2020, issued a new, peer-reviewed analysis of the
Hollywood Fault zone in the immediate area of this proposal. 5 The 2020 USGS analysis
analyzed multiple seismic datasets and models, all of which consistently infer nearsurface fault traces of the Hollywood Fault in the same locations. Importantly, the
combined data indicate that more than one near-surface fault trace of the Hollywood
Fault crosses the proposed project site. Based on the project’s proximity to these fault
traces, as well as the proposed development’s height, construction materials, and
location in a densely populated area, CGS staff determined that this new information is
important to convey through comment on this DEIR. CGS summarizes findings from
these new studies below and assesses how the USGS study, and other studies
conducted after the 2014 Hollywood Fault Map, affect the consideration of seismic risk
of the proposed development.
1. Fault traces depicted in CGS’s 2014 Hollywood Fault Map do not appear in
Appendix G-1’s figures of the project site where locations of their subsurface
investigations are presented. Therefore, we attach a figure showing both the
location of traces as shown on the 2014 Hollywood Fault Map and the areas of
investigation reported in Appendix G-1 (Figure 1). (DEIR Appendix G-2 shows the
location of the fault trace at a lower level of resolution.) We note below that Figure 1
reflects new information indicating the active fault, which was not cleared by either
the 2014 trench or the other investigative techniques reflected in Appendix G-1.
2. The 2020 USGS study, and other studies that post-date CGS’s 2014 Hollywood Fault
Map, strongly suggest an active strand of the fault crosses the project site. CGS
considered the 2020 USGS study in light of other studies conducted after the 2014
Hollywood Fault Map. These studies are listed at the end of this letter and, for your
convenience, are also available on CGS’ FTP server (FTP Link). These studies,
conducted east of the project site, postdate the studies included as Appendix G-1
to the DEIR, and are therefore new information of importance to public safety. These
studies strongly support the presence of an active southern fault strand entering the
eastern Hollywood Center property in the vicinity of the alley at Argyle, south of the
https://gmw.conservation.ca.gov/SHP/EZRIM/Maps/HOLLYWOOD_EZRIM.pdf
Catchings, et al., 2020, 2018 U.S. Geological Survey–California Geological Survey fault-imaging
surveys across the Hollywood and Santa Monica Faults, Los Angeles County, California: U.S.
Geological Survey Open-File Report 2020–1049, 42 p., https://doi.org/10.3133/ofr20201049
4
5
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fault trench excavated in 2014 as described in Appendix G. Based on these studies,
CGS expects to revise the Hollywood Earthquake Fault Zone Map within the next
two years by extending the southern strand of the Hollywood Fault further east from
where it is currently mapped.
In light of the 2020 USGS study and others referred to above regarding the seismic fault
near the proposed development, CGS has assessed whether geotechnical analysis
performed as part of the DEIR effectively addresses risks identified within this new
information. CGS finds the following limitations in geotechnical analysis of the site given
this new information:
3. The fault trench excavated in 2014 did not clear the entire site of active faults. Based
upon review of the information presented in Appendix G-1 of the DEIR, the GDC
trench on the east property did not completely expose the base of the Holoceneage geologic section across the north-south extent of the site and therefore cannot
be considered to exclude the presence of an active fault at or near where it is
depicted in CGS’s 2014 Hollywood Fault Map, or in the more recent studies
mentioned above.
4. Other fault investigation techniques used on the site are not definitive in clearing the
site of active faults. Based on review of the information presented in Appendix G-1
of the DEIR, the fault studies prepared for the proposed Hollywood Center Project,
both east and west properties, primarily rely upon subsurface investigations
conducted by Cone Penetration Testing (CPT) and small-diameter boreholes. While
these types of investigations can provide beneficial information, they are subject to
ambiguous interpretations, particularly regarding the activity of faulting because
geologists cannot clearly see which stratigraphic horizons are cut by a fault. A thirdparty review of the geologic studies conducted for the Hollywood Center Project
(see Earth Consultants International, Project No. 3425, June 3, 2015; FTP Link), which
was not included in Appendix G-1 of the DEIR, acknowledges the limitations of the
project CPT and borehole subsurface investigations, including unresolvable errors in
the re-survey efforts of these data locations. The third-party review also presents
multiple possible interpretations of the locations and activity of the faults under the
site (ECI, 2015, Plate 4), including an interpretation showing the distinct possibility
that the southern strand of the Hollywood Fault is active beneath the project site
(ECI, 2015, Plate 4, Interpretation A). CGS understands the project proponents report
the project site is underlain by older stratigraphy, capped by Holocene age deposits
(<11,700 years old). In their interpretation of boreholes and CPT’s, they have
postulated the faulting they have identified does not extend into the Holocene
units. CGS’ interpretation of the CPT and borehole data finds the fault can be drawn
to extend into the Holocene units, such as Scenario A in the ECI report. These
differing interpretations of fault activity along the southern strand are because only
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indirect data from the CPT’s and boreholes are available. CGS recognizes these
uncertainties can only be resolved by fault trenching, which allows direct
observations of subsurface geologic relationships and the ability to sample geologic
materials for chronologic dating (see Section 5.4 of CGS Special Publication 42;
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/Documents/SP_042.pdf)
5. Fault investigations are incompatible with construction excavation. Appendix G-1 of
the DEIR indicates that conditional approval of the geologic report was granted in
July 2015. The main condition stipulated by the conditional approval is that the
project engineering geologist observe basement excavations during site
construction and inform the City’s Grading Division if evidence of active faulting is
observed. As noted in CGS Special Publication 42 (see pages 32-33), fault trench
investigations require detailed, time-intensive analyses of vertical sections of
geologic materials. If fault investigations are not completed prior to final project
design and approval, these practices may be compromised by typically efficient
construction practices.
In conclusion, further assessment of the southern strand of the Hollywood Fault,
following, for example, best practices outlined in CGS Special Publication 42 as
discussed above, is important to adequately understand seismic risks of the proposed
development in light of recently available information.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding these comments. CGS is
available for consultation with the City on evaluating fault activity and other seismic
hazard issues.
Sincerely,

Janis L. Hernandez
Senior Engineering Geologist, PG #7237, CEG #2260
California Geological Survey
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 850, Los Angeles, CA 90013

Timothy McCrink
Supervising Engineering Geologist PG #4466, CEG #1549
California Geological Survey
801 K Street, MS 12-3, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Attachments:
Figures 1 and 2
CGS Comments on the scope and content on the NOP for the
Environmental Impact Report for the "Hollywood Center" project,
September 24, 2018.
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Figure 1. Air photo image of the Hollywood area of Los Angeles with annotation by CGS. Red dashed lines are surface traces of
active faults from the CGS Hollywood Fault Evaluation Report, 2014. Green dots represent locations where the Hollywood Fault has
been located based on 2018 geophysical studies by the USGS. Orange rectangle inside the Hollywood Courthouse represents the
location of the zone of faulting from a CPT and boring transect from Ninyo & Moore reports. Orange rectangle inside the Apartment
project represents a zone of faulting from both CPT and core boring study by Group Delta. Blue line represents the steeply inclined
Hollywood fault where it was encountered in Group Delta CPT and borings at depth.

Inclined fault encountered
at depth in BLUE

Faults as mapped by
CGS in 2014 in RED
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Figure 2. Google Earth image of the project location. Figure from Group Delta Fault Study Reports, as included in DEIR
package with annotations by CGS. Turquoise shapes identify outline of approximate trench excavations at the ground surface.
Trenches were excavated in vertical benches from the ground surface to selected depth. Excavation did not expose preHolocene materials across the entire length of the trench due to depth of excavation and benching style. Red and blue dots
show core boring and Cone Penetration Test (CPT) locations across the site. Black dotted line is Group Delta’s inferred fault
trace, located at depth. Red long dashed lines are surface locations of active fault traces from CGS FER 253. Green dots
represent locations where the Hollywood Fault has been located based on recent geophysical studies by the USGS. Blue line
represents the steeply inclined Hollywood fault where it was encountered in Group Delta borings at depth.
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EXHIBIT 3

SENATOR DAVE CORTESE
SB 37 The Dominic Cortese “Cortese List” Act of 2021
ISSUE
Cities such as San Francisco have recently granted
certain California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
exemptions to projects that are on the “Cortese List”, a
list of hazardous-waste sites in the state originally
created by Assemblymember Dominic Cortese in 1985.
CEQA exemptions are usually reserved for projects that
do not have any possibility of posing a significant impact
on the environment or human health according to state
law. However, the dangers of carrying out development
projects on Cortese List sites can be severe. Without
mitigation efforts designed to clean up or eliminate
hazardous substances, these projects could pose severe
health risks to construction workers and future
occupants.
BACKGROUND
CEQA is a state law that requires agencies to provide
information to and notify the public regarding the
potential environmental and health risks of certain
development projects. Most projects require the
completion of a thorough analysis that assesses the
impacts of a project. However, certain projects,
specifically those that do not have the possibility of
posing a significant impact, are granted exemptions that
allow them to carry out the project with no review
process.

being carried out on Cortese List sites without thorough
environmental analysis due to exemptions.
Public Resources Code 21084 currently states that
exemptions cannot be granted for projects on Cortese
List sites under any condition. However, entities have
purposefully bypassed environmental review
requirements for Cortese List sites by granting
“common sense” exemptions, claiming that these types
of exemptions are not subject to Public Resources Code
21084. This loophole allows entities to carry out a
development project without notifying the public of the
potential health risk to the project’s construction
workers or the surrounding community.
THIS BILL
This bill clarifies the Public Resources Code to confirm
that all types of exemptions, explicitly including
“common sense” objections, cannot be granted to
projects on Cortese List sites
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Sunshine Borelli
Office of Senator Jim Beall
(916) 651-4015
Sunshine.Borelli@sen.ca.gov

The “Cortese List”, named after Dominic Cortese, the
former legislator that authored the law to enact the list,
is an annually updated planning document used to
inform the public about the location of hazardous
materials release sites. The Department of Toxic
Substance Control (DTSC) and the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), along with other
state and local agencies, are required to include certain
contaminated sites on the Cortese List.
In 1991, Assemblymember Samuel Farr passed AB 869,
a bill that prohibits a project from being exempt under
CEQA if it is located on a Cortese List site. This law was
passed in response to instances of construction projects

Senator Dave Cortese (D- San Jose) · SB 37 Fact Sheet · 12/18/2020
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https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-07-22/evidence-mounts-earthquake-fault-underlies-gianthollywood-proposed-development

Strong evidence quake fault runs through site
of Hollywood skyscrapers, state says

The proposed Hollywood Center project includes 46- and 35-story buildings flanking the Capitol Records tower and
two 11-story residential buildings for low-income senior residents. (Hollywood Center Project Environmental
Impact Report)

By Rong-Gong Lin II, Lorena Iñiguez Elebee
July 22, 2020 | 9:31 AM UPDATED 3:30 PM
State geologists have concluded there is strong evidence that multiple earthquake faults run
through the site of a controversial skyscraper development proposed for Hollywood, records
obtained by The Times show.

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-07-22/evidence-mounts-earthquake-fault-underlies-gianthollywood-proposed-development

A letter from the California Geological Survey to Los Angeles city planners, obtained through a
public records act request, raises new questions about the Hollywood Center development. The
project calls for 46- and 35-story skyscrapers that flank the famed Capitol Records Tower, along
with two buildings for low-income senior residents that would each stand 11 stories tall.
“These studies strongly support the presence of an active ... fault strand entering the eastern
Hollywood Center property,” the letter said. “Importantly, the combined data indicate that more
than one ... fault trace of the Hollywood Fault crosses the proposed project site.”
The state also noted a recent U.S. Geological Survey report that found four parallel sections of
the Hollywood fault identified just east of the property and are believed to extend under the
development.
For years, state scientists have said there’s evidence an earthquake fault slices through a strip of
Hollywood. In 2014, state officials mapped out the Hollywood fault — capable of a magnitude 7
earthquake — shown running through the area.
But that hasn’t stopped a New York-based developer and Los Angeles city officials from
championing a $1-billion plan that would create Hollywood’s tallest and largest development.
Philip Aarons, a founder of Millennium Partners, this
week disputed the state’s conclusions, as he has in the
past.
“It is clear that the data relied upon by the state is
significantly inferior in quality to the data acquired
from the extensive trenching done on our site,”
Aarons said in a statement. “We will continue to work
diligently with the city to review any and all data with
the goal of assuring the construction of the most
seismically safe structure in the history of Los
Angeles.”
Aarons said a new geology report was prepared for
the draft environmental impact report, which was
published earlier this year. It again concludes there
have been no earthquake faults on the property that
have moved since the last Ice Age, “and therefore, the
site is safe to build on, according to state and city
requirements.”
(Lorena Elebee / Los Angeles Times)
Aarons said the Hollywood Center project site “has
been the subject of the most extensive geotechnical
testing of any property in Hollywood. From 2012 to 2019, seven fault investigations were
performed. In each and every case, those studies have come to the conclusion that there is no
active fault on the project site.”

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-07-22/evidence-mounts-earthquake-fault-underlies-gianthollywood-proposed-development

The California Geological Survey said there were limitations in the previous studies cited by the
developer as evidence of the absence of a fault. For instance, the state agency said a fault trench
excavated in 2014 was not dug long enough for the developer to disprove the state’s previous
conclusion that an active earthquake fault ran underneath the property.
Seismologist Lucy Jones said the California Geological Survey is the gold-standard scientific
authority for recognizing the locations of faults in California.
“That’s their job,” said Jones, a former chair of the California Seismic Safety Commission and
former science advisor for seismic safety for Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti. “And they say
the studies they have strongly support the presence of an active fault strand in the property.”
The mayor’s office did not comment publicly on the state’s letter.
The Hollywood Center project would place nearly 1.3 million square feet of developed space on
about 4½ acres of land, adding more than 1,000 residential housing units and more than 30,000
square feet of retail and restaurant space. An alternate plan would involve creating more than 880
housing units and a 220-room hotel.
California law generally prohibits the construction of buildings directly atop earthquake faults. A
building risks catastrophic collapse if it sits on land that splits apart during an earthquake, in
which one side of the fault lurches past the other.
In the magnitude 6.6 Sylmar earthquake of 1971, 80% of buildings on land where the fault
ruptured the surface suffered moderate to severe damage, while only 30% of buildings
constructed a little farther away suffered such damage.
The existing map of the Hollywood fault drawn by state officials in 2014 already places the path
of the Hollywood fault under the proposed 46-story East Building and under or very near the 11story east senior residence building.
In 2015, however, the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, then led by Raymond
Chan, rejected the state’s conclusion and sided with the developer’s geologist. City officials
agreed that an earthquake fault was probably located deep beneath the property but that it was
too old to be considered active.
Still, the development was halted by a Los Angeles County Superior Court judge in 2015, who
ruled that the project’s description listed in its environmental impact report was too vague to
permit a reasonable and meaningful review. The ruling tossed out the city’s previous approval
for the project. The judge’s ruling was upheld by a state appeals court last year.
Since 2014, there have been a number of scientific advances made by federal and state scientists
in mapping earthquake faults.
In May, the U.S. Geological Survey and California Geological Survey released a 48-page report
detailing the latest science of where the Hollywood fault sits, based on a new fault-finding

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-07-22/evidence-mounts-earthquake-fault-underlies-gianthollywood-proposed-development

technique called guided wave. It’s a technique in which scientists can shoot a sound wave down
a suspected surface of the fault, and instruments can verify whether it is indeed a fault.
The technique has proved to be very accurate in identifying the location of faults where they
meet the surface, said former state geologist John Parrish.
In the case of the Hollywood Center, test results not only verified the earthquake fault the state
mapped as going through the property in 2014, but identified three new, additional and parallel
fault strands — all just east of the proposed development, said Parrish, who was chief of the
California Geological Survey at the time the study was done.

“Those will go all the way through” and continue west into the Hollywood Center project parcel,
Parrish said. “They just didn’t run up to the curb and stop. Unfortunately, they’re going to go
through that piece of property.”
The proposed 35-story west building also has a nearby fault. Because of the way it is angled into
the ground at the surface, it’s possible the tower’s foundation could be built astride two sides of
the fault, Parrish said. In such a scenario, the foundation could suddenly snap as one side of the
fault moves past the other in a major quake, setting the stage for a catastrophic collapse.
The new data also suggest a fault line runs beneath a luxury apartment complex built at the site
of the former KFWB-AM radio studios, at 6230 Yucca St., which is also known as 1755 Argyle
Ave., Parrish said.
The site, just east of the Capitol Records Tower, is home to an 18-story complex called the
Argyle House, developed by the Related Cos. and opened in 2018.
In 2014, state officials removed from a map a fault line that was suggested to run under the
former KFWB studios after tests showed the fault was inactive. But Parrish said evidence
uncovered recently identifies how a fault near the Hollywood courthouse — about two-fifths of a
mile to the east of the Argyle House — is active.
“If it’s active in one area on a fault, the whole fault is considered active,” Parrish said. “It is
unlikely that this string of faults — the Raymond, Hollywood and Santa Monica, which have all
been shown to be active for a 110-mile-long stretch — that the ... acres that they want to build a
Millennium property on is not active.”
In a statement, the Related Cos. disputed the recent government studies as “not as accurate at
finding if a fault is active, and therefore, are not the recommended method for determining the
activity of faults.”

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-07-22/evidence-mounts-earthquake-fault-underlies-gianthollywood-proposed-development

Parrish said the California Geological Survey has traditionally contacted local governments to
alert them if a large development may be sitting on geologically unstable land.
“It’s for the public health, public health and safety. The public’s already paid for it, so they might
as well have access to it,” said Parrish, who was chief of the California Geological Survey from
2005 to 2018. “We don’t have a stake in whether it’s built or not, but we certainly want the
decision to be made [by leaders] fully aware of what geologic hazards might be for the area.”
The California Geological Survey declined interview requests.
One California project that didn’t receive the attention of the state agency before it was built was
also developed by Millennium Partners: the 58-story Millennium Tower in San Francisco, a
$350-million luxury residential project that opened in 2009 but has since started to lean and sink.
It will require a costly retrofit to upgrade the foundation — which originally stretched only to a
layer of sand, just above a layer of clay — and extend it to bedrock.
“They built it on liquefiable lands ... but they never called us,” Parrish said. “So we didn’t
comment.”
The residents of Millennium Tower have blamed Millennium Partners for the design problems;
the developer, in turn, blamed a neighboring construction project for sucking water out of the
soil beneath the tower, causing the noticeable sinking.
Millennium Partners’ experience with the leaning skyscraper is more reason to be skeptical of
the developer’s claims, said Robert P. Silverstein, a Pasadena lawyer who represents
neighborhood groups opposed to the development who successfully sued to halt the previous
version of the Hollywood project.
Silverstein also expressed a lack of confidence in how the city has handled the project in the past,
noting that key officials who championed the development have since been embroiled in
corruption investigations.
“These independent governmental studies are bombshells that prove the Millennium skyscrapers
cannot be allowed,” Silverstein said.
The city is currently working on a final version of the Hollywood Center’s environmental impact
report. Following its completion, the project will face public hearings before the City Council,
the planning commission and the council’s planning and land use management committee.

