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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MASTER APPEAL FORM \

a . |
APPEAL TO THE: (\""’7’ [ QN L‘\(_ ‘
rRegaRDING caseno: N T T — ]107% [ g”“c N - Q.,A

-—=This application is to be used for any authorized appeals of discretionary actions administered by the. -

Planning Department. Appeals must be delivered in person with the following information filled out and be
in accordance with the Municipal Code. A copy of the action being appealed must be included. If the
appellant is the original applicant, a copy of the receipt must also be included.

APPELLANT INFORMATION: PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY
Name R Q_X F‘YO\I\I KQ_,L
Mailing Address 6028 W 25 'l Sf /&7‘/

LA C i zip__ 10045
Work Phone: (310 ) 7} 28 A 86' Home Phone: ( __)

a) Are you or do you represent.is original applicant?
(Circle One) YES @

b) Are you filing to support the atiginal applicant's position?
(Circle One) YES _

c) Are you filing fo rself or on behalf of other parties, an organization or company?
(Circle One) ("SELF OTHER

d) If "other" please state the name of the person(s), organization or company (print clearly or type)
REPRESENTATIVE
Name N o rJ\Q
Mailing Address
Zip
Work Phone: ( ) Home Phone : ( )

APPEAL INFORMATION
A complete copy of the decision letter is necessary to determine the final date to appeal, under what
authorizing legislation, and what, if any, additional materials are needed to file the appeal.

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the City
(Area) Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the written determination of the
Commission.

Final Date to Appeal: @) C.?H) beﬂ/\ 2 [ ZDO 9
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REASONS FOR APPEALING

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it?

%Entire D Part

Indicate: 1) How you are aggrieved by the decision; and 2) Why do you believe the decision-maker erred
or abused their discretion? If you are not appealing the whole determination, please explain and
specifically identify which part of the determination you are appealing.

==Attach additional sheets if necessary.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

o Original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee from original applicants.
° Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt.
o Any additional information or materials required for filing an appeal must be provided in

accordance with the LAMC regulations as specified in the original determination letter. A copy of
the determination/decision letter is required.

° Acceptance of a complete and timely appeal is based upon successful completion and
examination of all the required information.

e Seven copies and the original appeal are required.

I certify that the tatementh appllcat@oe]ib;mg;/id true /Aw / \\ \
)
Appeliant \% q’

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Receipt No. = 57235 5 A ou/ <ﬁ/ y ‘;ZW Date / g—,z _d7

Application Received '

Application Deemed Complete / / W /} (ﬂ,Z»

Copies provided: /\Bf Determmatlon D Receipt (original
applicant only)

Determination Authority Notified (if necessary) f)]«/

CP-7769 (09/19/06)



APPEAL TO L.A. CITY COUNCIL, by Rex Frankel, October 2, 2009
HOWARD HUGHES CENTER MND FOR VTT-70318-CN-1A

Dear Honorable Members of the City Council,

We hereby appeal the approval of the Howard Hughes Center’s two high-rises, 7 and 18 stories, by the
City Planning Commission on August 13, 2009. Please reject the project and require a new EIR.

This project is a classic example of illegal piecemealing of a project which has incrementally increased
the significant adverse impacts of this project with no revisions to the original 1984 EIR.

This can best be explained by a timeline (all documents showing this are in our prior a

1984—EIR—project contained no 18 story tower on the proposed site. Project contained only a road and
open space on the site. Also, project contained an approximately 4 story building on the site now

proposed for a 7 story tower. The EIR found that high rises on the site would create significant adverse
visual impacts.

1986—Development agreement—relying upon the unchanged 1984 EIR—project contained no 18 story
tower on the currently-proposed site. Height of the 4 story, which was limited to 115 feet above sea
level, was raised to 135 feet above sea level. The EIR’s impact analysis was not changed to reflect this

added height.

1999—Planning department’s behind-the-scenes “Clarification” letter—converted the open space and
road site to a maximum height of 326 feet above sea level. There was no public review of this letter and
it was not revealed to the public until this current application in 2008. Approval of this huge increase in
building height on an open space parcel violates the development agreement’s section V.N.

2002—Development Agreement amendment—written to exempt a separate part of the Hughes Center
not at issue today from paying $5 million in City traffic impact fees. This amendment was done with a
“categorical exemption” from CEQA. On the other hand, the Hughes Center applicant now claims that
the 2002 amendment occurred with an EIR approved by the City Council September 4, 2002. However.
the City Clerk’s office has searched through their records and can find no record of any City Council
meeting on such an EIR, nor any meeting at all by the Council that week! .

This is the action by the City Council which the Hughes Center now claims was the approval of
the addition of the 326” foot maximum tower to the Hughes Center. But a review of the City Planning
department’s public notices and staff reports reveals no addition of a tall building to this parcel. In fact,
the Planning staff and the attorneys for the Hughes Center took great pains to argue in writing that
nothing substantive was happening at the 2002 amendment hearings. They repeatedly argued that the
action was merely “technical”. There was no new or changed EIR. The applicant is, simply, making this

up.

2009—mnow City Planning and the applicant claim that have had “rights” to build these towers on the site
for many years, and so no revisions to the EIR are needed. But the fact remains that these two towers
and their height are not in any EIR!!

THIS IS THE CLASSIC WAY THAT PIECEMEALING OCCURS: A SERIES OF
ALLEGEDLY NON-CONTROVERSIAL NON-IMPACTING ACTS OUT OF PUBLIC VIEW
COME TOGETHER TO CREAT A HUGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.
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LOs ANGELES CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

www.lacity. orglPLNlmdex htm

Determination Mailing Date: - SEP 2 2 2003

CASE NO.: VTT-70318-CN-1A ' Location: 6040 and 6055 Center Drlve

' ' o ' " " Council District: 11 -
Plan Area: Westchester - Playa Del Rey
CEQA: ENV-2008-3887-NMIND-REC?%
Zone: C2-1

Applicant: John M. Hartz - BRE/TZ HHL, LLC
Appellant: Rex Frankel

At its meeting on August 13, 2009, the following action was taken by the City Planning Commission:

1. Denied the appeal.

2. Sustained the decision by the Advisory Agency in approving Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN to
permit a two-lot subdivision for the construction of a 325-unit apariment building and 1,500 square feet of
restaurant space on Lot No. 1 (located at 6040 Center Drive) with 483 residential parking spaces on-site and 15
restaurant parking spaces off-site and a 225-unit residential condominium on Lot No. 2 (located at 6055 Center
Drive) with 688 parking spaces, including 138 off-site guest parking spaces, on a 117,655 net square foot site in
the C2-1 zone.

3. Adopted Advisory Agency's Conditions of Approval (attached).

4. Found that the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1} has
been reviewed and considered by City Planning Commission, found that the MND adequately describes the
potential impacts of the Project and no additional environmental clearance is necessary; and found that there is
no evidence in the record that any of the conditions in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 are met.

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through fees.
This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved: Kezios

Seconded: Woo

Ayes: Roschen, Freer, Burton, Hughes, Montafiez, Romero
Absent: Cardoso

Jame€ Willianls, Commission Executive Assistant |
City Planning Commission

Effective Date/Appeals: This action of the City Planning Commission will be final within 10 days from the
mailing date on this determination unless an appeal is filed within that time to the City Council. All appeals
shall be filed on forms provided at the Planning Department's public Counters at 201 North Figueroa Street,
Third Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 251, Van Nuys. Forms are also available
on-line at www.lacity.org/pin.

OCT 0 2 2009

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL.:

If you seek judicial review .of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5,
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be
other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review.

Attachment(s): Advisory Agency’s findings and conditions of approval
City Planning Associate: Sara Molina

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles,;California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 70318-CN-1A . | : - PAGE 2.

CONDITIONS. ; OF APPROVAL AND FINDINGS ‘BY THE CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION ON AUGUST 13,2009. - = - ¢ N

UNIT MAP

1.

That the tract be permitted to record with final map units in a number and
sequence satisfactory- to the Advisory Agency. The subdivider shall submit the

Unit--Map_ Fee; a Unit Map. showing the boundaries of all. units, the Unit

Number(s) of each Unit Map(s), and all apphcable tract conditions in a matrix for
each Unit Map(s). Should particular master tract condition(s) not apply to a Unit

- Map, the subdivider shall submit all evidences:or documentation to.prove so. All

above required items shall be submitted satisfactory to the Advisory Agency prior

to the clearance of all other conditions of approval. (Note: All conditions and

requirements of the City Engineer for each unit map and the approved tract as -
whole shall be satisfactory to the City Engmeer )

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

2.

That two copies of a parkmg area and driveway plan be submitted to the West
Los Angeles District Office’ of the Bureau of Englneerlng for review and approval
or that a Covenant and Agreement be recorded agreelng to do the same prior to
the issuance of a building permit.

That the final map be approved by the State Department of Transportation with
respect to the alignment of the San Diego Freeway. Four copies of the final map
shall be submitted to the City Engineer’s office for the State’s approval prior to
recordatron of the final map.

That necessary arrangements be made with the State Department of
Transportation prior to recordation of the final map for any necessary permits

- with respect to any construction and drarnage discharge within or adjacent to the
San Drego Freeway nght— f-way.

 That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded advrsmg all future owners and

builders that prior to issuance of a building permit, a Notice of Acknowledgment
of Easement must be recorded and an application to do work in any sanitary
sewer and drainage easements and to construct over the existing sanitary sewer
and drainage facilities must be submitted to the City Engineer for approval.

~

That a set of drawings be submitted to the City Engineer showing the followings:
a. Plan view at different elevations.

b. Section cuts at all locations where lot boundaries change.
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7.

10.

That the subdivider make a request to the West Los Angéles District Office’ of the
Bureau of Englneerlng to determine the capamty of the existihg: sewers in the -
area. , _

That any fee deficit under Work Order No. EXT00362 expedltmg this project be

( pald

'That a geotechnical report be submltted to the Geotechmcal Engmeenng Group
of the Bureau of Englneenng for thelr revnew The ‘following ltems shall be
- addressed:” ‘ :

a.  Provide geotechnical map that shows the limits of the engineering-ﬁll and
' a copy of the soils report by Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. In'addition,
also prowde areas of fill beyond the limits of the certified fill.

b. Prowde minimum of one bormg ,drllled at street_grade through the roadway
embankment on each side of the Center Drive and Howard Hughes
Parkway in order to verify:the quality of fill along the streets and the
contact with the underlying native soil.

C. Provide geologlc cross sections showmg the ex1st|ng storm drains and any
other utilities .in each of the streets affected by the proposed excavation.
Please note the locations of the shoring anchors must be shown on the
cross sections.

-d. Provide additional analyses and: r_ecommendations for shoring and

retaining walls surcharged by vehicular traffic.

The Geotechnical Engineering Group may issue additional review comments
subsequent to review of the report.

' DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION

'Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, or prior to recordation of the final

map, the subdivider shall make suitable ‘arrangements to assure compliance,
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, with all
the requirements and conditions contained in. Inter-Departmental Letter dated
September 29, 2008, Log No 64926 and attached to the case file for Tract No.
70318.

g

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION

11.

Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety,
Zoning Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on
the subject site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:
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a. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-02-0923485, AFF-06-0970094, AFF -06-
0970093, AFF 000346914, AFF 990503801, AFF 67054, AFF 67059,
AFF 59000 and. -AFF-58414. @ Show compliance with. all the
conditions/requirements of the above - affidavit(s) as applicable.
Termination of above affidavit(s) may be required after the Map has been
recorded. Obtain approval from the Department, on the termination form,

. prior to recording. :

b. Show all street dedication(s) as required 'by Buréau of Engineering and
provide net lot area after all dedication.. “Area” requirements shall be re-
checked as per net lot area after street dedication.

The emstmg or proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall - _
comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements. Any vested approvals for

- parking layouts, open space, required yards or building height, shall be “to the

satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety at the time of Plan Check.”

If fhe‘ proposed de\ielopmént does not comply with the current Zohing Code, all

.zoning violations shall be indicated on the Map.

An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the
Department of Building and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Del Reyes
at (213) 482-6882 to schedule an appointment.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

12.

Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfacto;y arrangements shall be made
with the Department of Transportation to assure:

a. A minimum of 60-foot and 40-foot reservoir space‘(s)‘ be provided between
any ingress security gate(s) and the property line when driveway is
serving more than 300 and 100 parking spaces respectively.

b. Parking stalls shall.be désigned so that a vehicle is not- required to back
into or out of any public street or sidewalk.

C. This determination does not include approval of the projects's driveways
and internal circulation or parking scheme. Adverse traffic impacts could
occur due to access and circulation issues. A parking area and driveway
plan be submitted to the Department of Transportation for-approval prior to
submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of
Building and Safety. Final DOT approval should be accomplished by
submitting detailed site/driveway plans at a scale of 1"=40' to DOT's West -
LA/Coastal Development Review Section located at 7166 W. Manchester
Ave., Los Angeles, 90045.
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FIRE DEPARTMENT‘

13,’.

PRE Y

Prior to the recordatlon of the f nal map, a suitable arrangement shall be made

a.

satisfactory to the Fire Department blndrng the subdrvrder and all successors to
‘the followrng (MM) : : R

Submit plot plans for Frre Department approval and review prior to
recordation of Tract Map Action.

Adequate publlc‘ and pnvate fire hydrants shall be required.

- The Fire Department may require additional vehlcular access where
< buildings exceed 28 feet in herght LIPS S

“No building or portion of‘a building shall be constructed m.ore than 300

feet from an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along
path of travel. Exception: Dwelling unit travel drstance shall be computed
to front door of unit.

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and
accepted by the Fire Department prior to any building construction.

No framing shall be aIIowed' until the roadway is installed to the
satisfaction of the Fire Department.

Private streets shall be recorded as Private Streets, AND Fire Lane. All
private street plans shall show the words "Private Street and Fire Lane”
within the private street easement.

All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to
any Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued.

Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, “FIRE LANE NO
PARKING" shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior
to building permit application sign-off.

Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire
Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of
Occupancy.

Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and
improvements necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by
the Los Angeles Fire Department.

All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red
and/or be posted “No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a
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Certificate of Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any
structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. B u

m. 'Building designs for multi ,residentiai b.uildih"gs shall incdfporate at least

one access stairwell off the main {obby of the building; but, in no case
greater then 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public
street, private street, or Fire Lane:

n. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the
building. - _
0. Any required Fire: Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located

within 50feet visual line of site of the ‘main entrance. stairwell or to the, .

satisfaction of the Fire Department.

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

14.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP’s Water System Rules
and requirements. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements,
LADWP’s Water Services Organization will forward the necessary clearances to
the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time
the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1.(c).)

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING

15.

If new street light(s) are required, then prior to the recordation of the final map or
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy (C of O), street lighting improvement
plans shall be submitted for review and the owner shall provide a good faith effort
via a ballot process for the formation or annexation of the property within the
boundary of the development into a Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment
District.

BUREAU OF SANITATION

16.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of: Sanitation,
Wastewater Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system
review and requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements,
the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward
the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be
deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).)
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY

17,

T SR
vy \(

That sat:sfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requnrements of
the Information Technology Adency to assure that cable telévision facilities will
be installed in the same manner as other required:improvements. Refer to the
LAMC  Section 17.05-N. - Written evidence of such' arrangements must be
submitted to the Information Technology Agency, 200 North Main Street 12
Floor Los Angeles, CA 90012, 213 922 8363.

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

18.

That the Quimby fee be based on the C2 Zone. (MM)

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS‘”

19.

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute

a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department blndmg the subdivider and all
successors to the following: :

a.

Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 325 dwelling units and
1,500 square feet of commercnal space on Lot No. 1 and 225. dwelhng
units on Lot No. 2. :

With approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the building on Lot No. 1 located at
6040 Center Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square feet, the building on
Lot No. 2 located at 6055 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square
feet, the office building located at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to
248,871 square feet and the office building located at 5901 Center Drive
shall be limited to 238,222 square feet.

Provide minimum off—street _parking for residential and retail..components
on Lot No. 1 per LAMC Section 12.21 with the retail spaces to be located
off-site pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.A.4(g) AND 2 covered off-street
parking spaces per dwelling unit on Lot No. 2, plus % guest parking
spaces per dwelling unit to be located off-site pursuant to LAMC Section
12.21.A.4(g). All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently
located, specifically reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. ~

If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice respohse system shall be
installed at the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly
posted. Tandem parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking.
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21.

22.

23.
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In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing

.- off-street . parking: spaces; as required; by the Advisory Agency, be
submitted for review and approval by the . Department of City Planning
(200 North Sprlng Street Room 750) ‘

c. The apphcant shaﬂ mstall an air fi Iters capab|e of achlevmg a Minimum
: Efficiency Rating Value (MERYV) of at least 11 or better for residential uses
and 12 or better. for commermal uses in order to reduce the effects of

. diminished air quellty on the occupants of the project. (MM)

'd.  That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the

Advisory Agency prior to obtainingv.a grading. permit.

e. = That the subdivider considers’ the use of natural gas and/or solar energy
and consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern
California Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation
measures.

. f “'Recychng bins shall be prowded at appropnate locations to promote

recycling of paper, metal .glass, and other recyclable material. (MM)

g. The applicant shall install shielded lighting to reduce any potential
illumination affecting adjacent properties.

Prior to the clearance of any tract map conditions, the applicant shall show proof
that all fees have been paid to the Department of Clty Planning, Expedited
Processing Section.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a
copy case no. ZA-2008-2700-VCU shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the
Advisory Agency. In the event that ZA-2008-2700-VCU is not approved, the
subdxvuder shall submlt a tract modtf cation.

Prior to the issuance of a bunqu permit, grading permit and the recordation of
the final tract map, the subdivider shall record and execute a Covenant and
Agreement to comply with the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor
Specific Plan.

Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the
City, its agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding
against the City or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or
annul this approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period.
The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding
and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly
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notify ‘the ‘applicant of any claim action or proceeding; or if the City fails to
~ cooperate fully in'the defense, thé applicant shall: not thareaﬁer be responsible to
defend indemnify; ‘or hold harmless the: Clty ' S

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

24.

25.

Pnor to recordatlon of the final map the subdlwder shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form- CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Départrient: requiring the. subdivider to
identify mitigation monitors who shall provide periodic status reports on the
implementation of mitigation items required by- Mitigation Condition Nos. 13, 18,
19c, 191, 20, and 26 of the Tract's approval satisfactory to the Advisory Agency

The mitigation monitors shall be identified as to their areas of responsibility, and - .

phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, - post-construction/
maintenance) to ensure continued lmplementa‘uon of the above mentloned
mitigation items. :

- Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute

a C'ov'enaht’_and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all
successors to the following:

MM-1. The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site
to ensure pedestrian and vehicle safety.

MM-2. Fences shall be constructed around 'the site to minimize
trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions and attractive
nuisances.

MM-3. Project applicants are required to implement stormwatef BMPs to

retain or treat the runoff from. a storm event producing 3/4 inch of
rainfall in a 24 hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be
in accordance with the Development Best Management Practices
Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a
. California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the
proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard is required.

MM-4. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not
exceed the estimated pre-development rate fer developments
where the increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in
increased potential for downstream erosion.

MM-5. Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from
the Bureau of Sanitation.
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. MM-6.

MM-7.

MM-8.

MM-9.

MM-10.

MM-11.

MM-12.
MM-13.

MM-14.

MM-15.

MM-16.

Install Roof runoff systems where site is: suitable for installation.
Runoff from rooftops is relatively clean, gan provide groundwater

. recharge and reduce excess runoff into storm drains.

| Paint ;meséages that,'prohi_bit:the dumping o'f:-jnlproper-‘materials into

the storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets. Prefabricated
stencils . can be obtained from the Dept. of Public Works,
Stormwater Management Division.

All storm drain mlets and catch basins within the project area must

~be stenciled: with prohibitive language .(such as “NO DUMPING -

DRAINS TO OCEAN”) and/or graphlcal icons to dlscourage illegal

... .dumping...

Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which
prohibit ‘illegal dumping, must be posted at public access points
along channels and creeks within the project area.

Légibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

“Materi_als with the. potential to contaminate stormwater must be: (1)
.placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed,

or similar stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by
secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

‘The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to

contain leaks and spills.

The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection
of stormwater within the secondary containment area.

-Design an efficient irrigation system to minimize runoff including:

drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; shutoff devices to
prevent irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow reducers.

The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant

- and agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770)

satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the owners to post
construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance

- with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per

manufacturer's instructions.

Concrete, not metal, shall be used for construction of parking
ramps.
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- MM-17.
MM-18.

MM-19.

MM-20.

MM-21.

MM-22.

The interior ramps shaII be textured to prevent tire squeal at turning
areas. ‘ i "

Parkmg lots located adjacent to resndentlal buildings shall have a

‘»’solld decoratlve wall adjacent to the residential.

Unless otherwise prohlblted, 'dual—ﬂush water closets (maximum
1.28 gpf) and no-flush or waterless urinals shall be utilized in all
restrooms as appropriate. In the case such installations are not
permitted, high-efficiency toilets’ (maximum' 1.28 gpf) and high-
efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf) may be utilized. Rebates may
be offered through the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power to offset portions of the costs of these installations.

The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water

- Management Ordinance), which imposes numerous water
conservation measures in landscape, installation, and maintenance

(e.g, use drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower
the amount of water lost to evaporation and overspray, set
automatic sprinkler systems to irrigate during the early morning or
evening-hours to minimize water loss due to évaporation, and water
less in the cooler months and during the rainy season).

If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may
postpone new water connections for this project until water supply
capacity is adequate.

Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the
Department of Building and Safety, the applicant shall install:

K:! High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-

flushwater closets, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5
gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms
“as appropriaté. Rebates may be offered through the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power to offset portions
of the costs of these installations.

" b. Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons

per minute. Single-pass cooling equipment-shall be strictly
prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment shall be
indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant
lease agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of
potable water to extract heat from process equipment, e.g.
vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the water through
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MM-ZS. »

MM-24.

a.

equipment and: discharging the heated water to the samtary
wastewater system ) Y

v Unless othervwse required, and to the satisfaction of the
- Department: of Buxldlng and Safety the applicant shall:

Install a demand (tankiess or instantaneous) water heater

system sufficient to serve the. anticipated needs of the
dwelling(s). L

Install no rnore than one 's"howe,lrhe"’ad"per shower stall,
having a flow rate no greater than 2.0 gallons per minute.

‘Install - and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water

factor of 6.0 or less) in the project, if proposed to be provided
in either individual units and/or in a common laundry

_room(s). If such appliance.is to be furnished by a tenant, this

requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement,
and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring
compliance. Rebates may be offered through the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power to offset portions
of the costs of these installations. '

Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated
dishwashers in the project, if proposed to be provided. If
such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this
requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement,
and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring
compliance.

In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the
landscape plan shall incorporate the following:

a.

b.

Weather~based wngatlon controller with rain shutoff;
Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads;

Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate;
Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75
percent;

Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of
native/drought tolerant plan materials; and
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26.

-t Use of Iandscape contounng to mmlmlze precipitation runoff
‘. B ‘ (
g. A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and

master valve shutoff shall-be installed for irrigated landscape
areas totaling 5,000 sf. and greater, to'the satisfaction of the
Department of Buﬂdmg and Safety.

Construction Mltlgatlon Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or
building permit, or the recordation of the final ‘map, the subdivider shall prepare

and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form
CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the

CM-1.

CM-2.

CM-3.

~subdivider and all successors to the followmg

That a sign be requlred on site clearly statlng a contactlcomplamt
telephone number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording
or voice mail, during all hours of construction, the construction site
address, and the tract map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST

" THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN.

a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the- subject site or

structure (if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The
sign must be sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be
freestanding.

b. 'Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of

the applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible,
“and remains in that condition throughout the entire construction
period.

c. If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on
each street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (56) acres in
size, a separate notice of posting will be required for each five (5)
‘acres, or portion thereof. Each sign must be posted in a prominent

" location.

All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least
twice daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust
covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD
District Rule 403. Wetting could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50
percent.

The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently
dampened to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.
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CM-4.

 CM-5.
. CM-6.
CM-7.

CM-8.

CM-9.
CM-10.
CM-11.

.CM-12.

CM-13,

CM-14.

All loads: shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate

means to prevent spillage and dust. o a

“All materials transporfed off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
- securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.

All cIearing,Aéarth'moving, or excavatidn acﬁvities shall be discontinued
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent
excessive amounts of dust. :

General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment
s0 as to minimize exhaust emissions.

The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance
Nos. 144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which
prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at
adjacent uses unless technically infeasible.

Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes
high noise levels.

The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices:

The project sponsor shall comply with the Noisé Insulation Standards of
Title 24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable

_interior noise environment.

Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather
periods. [f grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through
April 1), construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site. Line
channels with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.

Incorporate appropriate erosion control and drainage devices to the
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department shall-be incorporated,
such as interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet
structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code,
including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas
where construction is not immediately planned. . These will shield and
bind the soil.
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CM-15. Stockpiles and excavated sonl shal| be covered with secured tarps or

plastlcsheetmg o ERRC

CM-16. All waste shall be dlsposed of properly Use" approprlatety labeled

" recycling bins- to recycle construction -materials' -including: solvents,

water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood, '

and vegetation. Non recyclable materials/wastes must be taken to an

appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be dlscarded at a licensed
regulated disposal site. - SEEE

CM-17. Clean up leaks, drips and spills immediately to prevent contaminated soil
on paved surfaces that can be washed away mto the storm drains.

CM-18. Do not hose down pavement at matenal Spl"S Use dry oleanup'
' methods whenever possxble -

CM-19. Cover and mamtaln dumpsters. Place uncovered dumpsters under a
: roof or cover with tarps or plastic sheeting.

CM-20. Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to' reduce soil
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets.

CM-21. Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing away
from storm drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off-site. Use
drip pans or drop cloths to catch drips and spills.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD CONDOMINIUNM CONDITIONS

C-1.-

That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for
multiple residential use, no construction or use shall be ‘permitted until the final
map has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. 'If ‘models are
constructed under this tract approval, the following conditions shall apply:

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot
plan for approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of
City Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office
and off-street parking. The sales office must be within one of the model
buildings. - : -~

2. All- other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-
A,10 and 11 and Section 17.05-O of the LAMC shall be fully complied
with satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.
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‘Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the
.payment of a park and recreation fee based on the,latest fee rate schedule

applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in

- accordance with LAMC Section 17.12 and is to be paid and deposxted in the trust
‘accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund.

| Prior to obtaininq anvqradinq-or building permits before the recordation of the

final map, a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730.

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit’beforé the recordation
of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency

~.guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be

recorded.

In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building
permit for an apartment building. However, prior to issuance of a building permit
for apartments, the registered civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor
shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency that all applicable tract conditions
affecting the physical design of the building and/or site, have been included into
the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition, all
of the applicable fract conditions shall be stated in full on the building plans and a
copy of the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior
to submittal to the Department of Building and Safety for a building permit.

OR

If a building permit for apartments will not be requested, the project civil engineer,
architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency

-that the applicant will not request a permit for apartments and intends to acquire

a building. permit for a condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear
this condition.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS

S-1.

(a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of
the final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of
the LAMC.

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a

manner satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission
of complete field notes in support of the boundary survey.
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S-2.

©

(d)

(e)

(®

(@)

(h)

1)

(K)

()

That satisfactory arrangements: be made with-both the Water System
and the Power System of the Department of; Water and "Power with

‘respect to water mains; f re hydrants serwce connectlons and public

utlllty easements.

That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting
easements be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site
easements by separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-
Way and Land shall verify that such easements have been obtained.
The above requirements do not apply to easements of off—srce sewers to

"~ be prowded by the City.

That drainage matters be taken care of satlsfactory to the City Engmeer

That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as
required, together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary
topography of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer.

That any required slope easements be dedlcated by the fi nal map

That each lot in the tract comphes w:th the width and area reqmrements
of the Zoning Ordlnance

That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown -along the outside of
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications
abutting unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall
include a restriction against their use of access purposes until such time
as they are accepted for public'use. :

That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated
for public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be

transmltted to the Clty Councxl with the fi naI map.

That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

That the following provisions be accomplished in confermity with the
improvements constructed herein:

(@)

Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 70318-CN- 1A o PAGE 18 .

S-3.

(b)

(c)

(d)

... easements .shall be constrycted under permit in. conformity with plans

(e)

setting of boundary monuments requrres that other procedures be
followed. . - ¥

Make satisfectory arrangements‘with the »Department of Transportation
with respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs.

All grading done on private property outside the .tract. boundaries in .
connection with public improvements shall be performed within
dedicated slope easements or by grants of satlsfactory rights of entry by
the affected property owners.

All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and

and specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering.

Any requrred bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the
final map.

That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordatron of the
final map or that the constructron be suitably guaranteed:

(a)

(b)

(c)

Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City

Engineer.

Construct any necessary drainage facilities.

Install street lighting facilities to serve the tract as required by the Bureau
of Street Lighting.

IMPROVEMENT CONDITION: No street lighting improvements if
no street widening per BOE improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate
and upgrade street lights: seven (7) on Center Drive; three (3) Howard
Hughes Parkway; and one (1) on South 405 offramp.

NOTES: The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly
during the plan check process based on illumination calculations and
equipment selection.

o~

Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3)
by other legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering
conditions, requiring an improvement that will change the geometrics of
the public roadway or driveway apron may require additional or the
reconstruction of street lighting improvements as part of that condition.
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(@

(e)
(f)

(@
(h)

(i)

NOTES:

Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets
or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of
the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be
brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid

- for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor.shall notify the Street Tree

Division (213) 485-5675 upon completlon of constructlon to expedite tree
planting.

Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb gutter and sndewalk
satisfactory to the City Engineer.

Construct access ramps for the handlcapped as reqwred by the City
Engineer. : R . v

Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.

Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

That the following improvements be either constructed - prior to
recordation of the final map or that the construction be suitably
guaranteed:

a. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage
plans for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final
map, drainage facilities may be required.

b. Improve Howard Hughes Parkway adjoining the ftract by the
reconstruction of existing curb, gutter and concrete sidewalk to
complete a 10-foot concrete sidewalk adjacent to the property line
with tree -wells. The elimination of the right turn pocket shall be
based upon the Department of Transportation determination after
final review and approval of driveway access design/location.

The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the
tract action. However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this number of

units.

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street
trees in conjunction with the lmprovements in this tract map through Bureau of Street
Services Urban Forestry Division.
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Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water
and. Power, Power System, to pay for.temoval, relocation, replacement or adjustment of
power facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements. for
the underground rnstallatlon of all new u’ulrty hnes in conformance with LAMC Section

The final n1ap must record‘vvvith“in 36 monthe of thié--aoprovai; unless a time extenﬂsi‘on‘ is
granted before the end of such period.

The Advisory Agency. hereby f nds that this tract conforms to the Cahfornra Water Code
as required by the Subdivision Map Act. .

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power. to obtam energy
saving design features which can be incorporated. into the final building plans for the -
‘subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the
Department of Water and Power, this, no-cost consultation service will be provided to
the subdrvnder upon his request. :

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

The Department of City. Planning issued Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2008-
3887-MND(REC1) on February 27, 2009. The MND was prepared to properly analyze
any new potentially significant impacts that were not analyzed in the previous EIR’s.
The addition of a request for a Vesting Conditional Use permit and residential
condominiums resulted in new potentially significant impacts that were mitigated to a
less than significant level. The Department found that potential negative impact could
occur from the project’s implementation due to:

Air Quality (operational);

Biological Resources (tree removal);
Geology and Soils (haul route);

Hydrology and Water Quality (stormwater)ﬁ
Noise (operational);
Transportatlon/ClrcuIatlon (haul route) and
Utilities (solid waste, water supplies).

The Deputy Advisory Agency, certifies that Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-
2008-3887-MND(REC1) reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency and
determined that this project would.not have a significant effect upon-the environment
provided the potential impacts identified above are mitigated to a less than significant
level through implementation of Condition No(s). 13, 18, 19¢c, 19f, 20, and 26 of the
Tract's approval. Other identified potential impacts not mitigated by these conditions are
mandatorily subject to existing City ordinances, (Sewer Ordinance, Grading Ordinance,
Flood Plain Management Specific Plan, Xeriscape Ordinance, Stormwater Ordinance,
etc.) which are specifically intended to mitigate such potential impacts on all projects.
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The project site, as welI as the surroundlng area are presently developed wrth structures
and do not provrde a natural habltat for erther f sh or W|Idllfe i

ln accordance with Sectlon 21081 6 of the Publlc Resources Code (AB 3180) -the
Deputy Advisory Agency has assured that the above identified mitigation measures will
be implemented by requiring reportmg and monltonng as specrf ed in Condltlon No 24

The custodian of the documents or other matenal wh|ch constltute the record of
proceedings upon which the Advisory Agency’s decision is based are located with the
City of Los Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los
Angeles CA 90012.

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval ‘of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN, the
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60,
- .61 and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdlvrsron Map Act),
makes the prescribed findings as follows:

(@) THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE CONSlSTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL
AND SPECIFIC PLANS o

The adopted Westchester - Playa del Rey Community Plan desrgnates the
subject property for Regional Commercial land use with the corresponding zone
of C2. The property is located within the Los Angeles Coastal’ Transportation
Corridor Specific Plan. The property contains approximately 2.7 net acres
(117,654.8 net square feet after required dedication) and is presently zoned C2-
1. The proposed development of a 325-unit apartmenit building and 1,500 square
feet of commercial space on Lot No. 1 (located at 6040 Center Drive) and the
proposed development of a 225-unit residential condominium on Lot No. 2
(located at 6055 Center Drive) will be allowable‘pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22-
A,18(a) which permits RS density (200 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit)
on lots with Regional Commercial land use designations. The “Deputy Advisory
Agency” required the applicant to reduce their request to 225 residential
condominiums on Lot No. 2 to comply with the permitted density. The direction to
revise the number of units from 275 to 225 is without prejudice to the Applicant’s
ability to apply for the remaining 50 units authorized by the Second Amendment
to the Howard Hughes Development Agreement. Consequently, the. applicant
redesigned the building on Lot No. 2, decreasing the helght of the building from
326’ MSL to a uniform height of 268’ MSL

. The applicant -also requested approval for Floor ‘Area Ratio Averaging for the
properties located at 5900, 5901, 6040 and 6055 Center Drive will be allowable
with approval of a Vesting Conditional Use Permit (case no. ZA-2008-3887-
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VCU). With approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the building on Lot No. 1 located at
6040 Center Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square fegt, the building on Lot No.
2 located at 6055 Center Drive shall be limited to. 248,723 square feet, the office
building located .at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871 square feet and
the. office . buﬂdmg located at 5901 Center Dnve shall be limited to 238,222
square feet PO .

There are eleven elements of the General Plan. " Each of these Elements
establishes policies that provide for the regulatory environment in managing the
City and for addressing environmental concerns, and problems. The majority of
the pohmes derived from these Elements.are in the form of Code Requirements

- of Los+Angeles Municipal Code. Except for the entitlement described herein, the
prOJect does not propose to-deviate from any of the. requirements of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code. “The Land Use Elemeént of the City’s General Plan
divides the city into 35 Community Plans.

The General Plan Land Use Element Goal No. 3-F states that Regional Centers
should be developed as “mixed use centers that provide jobs, entertainment,

- culture, and serve the region.” The project advances this General Plan goal by
providing residential, commercial, and retail uses within close proximity to each
other. :

The Westchester - Playa del Rey Community Plan promotes‘projects with the
following objectives and policies:

Objective 1-1: Provide for the preservation of existing quality housing, and
for development of new housing to meet the diverse
economic and physical needs of the existing residents and
expected. new residents in the Westchester-Playa del Rey
Community Plan Area to the year 2025.

Policy 1-1.3: Provide for adequate Multiple Family residential
development: : . : L : : L

Policy 1-1.4: Provide for housing along mixed-use boulevards where
appropriate. :

Objective 1-2: Locate housing near commercial centers, public facilities,
and bus routes and other transit services, to reduce
vehicular trips and congestion and increase access to
services and facilities.

Policy 1-2.1: Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers,
public facilities, bus routes and other transit services.
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(b) -

~ The project will provide much needed new home ownership.opportunities for the

Plan area. - The proposed: project is also consistent with the Ho’using Element of
the - General -Plan. . Housing Element Objective 2-1 is to “promote housing
strategies which enhance nerghborhood safety and sustalnabrhty and provide for
adequate population, development, and ‘infrastructure and'service capacrty within
the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent service area.” The
project achieves this objective by providing up to 325 apartment units and 225
condominium units adjacent to jobs, retail, restaurants and entertainment. The

‘project also further Objective 1-1, which is to “encourage the production and .

preservation of an' adequate supply of rental and ownership housing”. As stated,
the project would provide 325 apartment units and 225 condominium units. This
represents ‘a significant increase in the number of housing ownership

.. opportunities in; the area, People at the hearing who worked in the Howard
Hughes Center testified’ that they would prefer fo I|ve closer to their jobs.

The project is located along a major corridor with transportation service, office,

- schools, and retail all of which are amenities in close proximity to the residents
“that will live in ‘these condominiums and apartments. Furthermore, the

Transportation Element of the General Plan further supports growth of housing in
close proximity to major corridors, such as Sepulveda Boulevard which contain
public transportation services. This allows future residents sufficient
opportunities to draw from the advantages of public transrt within walking
distance.

The site is not subject to the Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards
(floodways, floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related
erosion hazard areas)

- Therefore, as conditioned, and with approval of ZA—2008-2700—VCU, the

proposed tract map will be consistent with the intent and purpose of the

' apphcable General and Specn‘” c Plans

~THE DESIGN AND. IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE

CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

Center Drive is a Local Street with a variable 106-120 foot width. This project is
subject to the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan
requirements. The proposed project will provide 483 residential parking spaces
on-site and 15 restaurant parking spaces off-site on Lot No. 1 4located at 6040
Center Drive) with and 563 parking spaces Lot No. 2 (located at 6055 Center
Drive) in conformance with the LAMC and the Deputy Advisory Agency's parking
policy for condominium projects in parking congested areas, including 113 guest

- parking spaces located off-site. The building on Lot No. 1 located at 6040 Center

Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square feet, the building on Lot No. 2 located at
6055 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square feet, the office building
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located at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871 square feet and the
office building located at 5901 Center Drive shall be limited to 238,222 square

ot

As ‘conditioned and thh approval of ZA-2008 2700—VCU the de3|gn and

improvements: of the proposed pro;ect will be consustent thh the appllcable

General and Specific Plans. .

THE SITE IS. PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE-PROPOSED- TYPE OF
DEVELOPMENT oo _

The subject Slte is currently vacant. The develbpment of this tract is an infill of a

“master-planned mixed-use development known as:“Howard Hughes Center”
- (HHC). The development was approved. by the City of Los Angeles pursuant to a
‘Development Agreement as well. as other related approvals, including but not

limited to, Tentative Tract Map No. 35269, Variance Case No. ZA-85-0624 (YV),

' Conditional Use Permit Case Nos. ZA-85-0625(CUZ), CPC-85-329(CU), and

ZA-85-0623(CUB). The. City "Council: originally entered into ‘a Development
Agreement for Howard :Hughes Center dated November 3, 1986 (the - "Original
Development Agreement") after the City's certification of a full Environmental
Impact Report for Howard Hughes Center. The 1986 EIR studied potential
impacts such as traffic ‘and view obstruction. As part of the certification of the

- 1986 EIR, the City .Council also adopted mitigation measures as well as a

Statement of Overriding Considerations for environmental effects .of the HHC
Project Approvals' that were not reduced to a less than significant level. The
Original Development Agreement: was subsequently amended on September 4,
2002 (the "First Amendment"), and again on May 2, 2005 (the "Second
Amendment") (collectively, the "Development Agreement").

-All of the traffic and transportation measures required . by the Development

Agreement and the Howard Hughes Center EIR, including any necessary to
mitigate traffic impacts from the project's proposed office and residential uses,
have been implemented by Howard Hughes Center. The Howard Hughes Center
currently implements a Transportation Demand Management program, in place
since 1986, which includés rideshare and transit, carpools/vanpools, alternative
modes (pedestnan bike, etc), flex-time, mixed-use and health club incentives
during peak traffic hours.

The site is level and. is not located in a slope stability study area, high erosion
hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone.

s

s i k)
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(d)

()

THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR: THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF

- DEVELOPMENT.

The site is bounded by Howard Hughes Parkway 0 the south, Sepulveda
Boulevard to the west,-and Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway) to the northeast.
The site is approximately nine miles southwest of downtown Los Angeles and
approximately 1.35 miles north of the Los Angeles International Airport. Adjacent
land uses consist of Interstate 405 to the north in the PF-1XL zone and single-
family residential to the south in the R1-1 zone. Ceénter Drive is a Local Street
with a variable 106-120 foot width. The site is currently vacant, and the proposed
project would provide 325 apartments on Lot No. 1 and 225 residential
condominium units on'Lot No. 2. ' The proposed:project will comply with.&ll LAMC
requirements for parking, yards, and open space. As conditioned and with
approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the . proposed tract map WI|| be physncally
suitable for the proposed denstty of the development

THE DESIGN OF.THE:SUBDIVISIONAND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR

'SUBSTANTIALLY-AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR

HABITAT

A Mltlgated Nega’uve Declaratlon Case No. ENV—2008 -3887-MND-REC1, was
prepared for the proposed project. Prior to ENV-2008-3887- MND(REC1) two
EIR's were certified ‘addressing potential environmental impacts of the ‘Howard
Hughes project. On January 24, 1986, Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No.
23-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB) was certified for the Howard Hughes Center in
connection with the approval of the Howard Hughes Center Development
Agreement, including Tentative. Tract Map No. 35269 and other related
entitlements. On October 16, 1998, EIR No. 97-0182-SUB(CUB) was certified in
connection with the Promenade at Howard Hughes Center to analyze
components of the project that were not addressed in the previous EIR. In 2005,
an Addendum to both EIRs was certified in conjunction with the approval of the
Second Amendment to the Howard Hughes Center Development Agreemient. On

the basis of the :whole of the record before the lead agency including any

" commetits received, the lead agency finds that, with imposition of the mitigation

(f)

measures descrlbed in the MND, there is no substantial evidence that the
proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment. The project
site, as well.as the surrounding area are presently developed with structures and
do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. The MND and two EIR’s
reflect the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis.

P

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS.

There appear to be no potential public health problems caused by the design or
improvement of the proposed subdivision. The development is required to be
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(9)

(h)

- connected to.the City's sanitary sewer system, where the sewage will be directed

to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has been upgraded to meet Statewide
ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of Engrneerrng has reported that the
proposed subdivision does not violate the existing' ‘California, Water Code
because the subdivision will be connected to the public sewer system and will
have only a minor incremental impact on the quality of the effluent from the
Hyperion Treatment Plant. '

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT
LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION.

No such easements are known to exist. However, the Bureau of Engineering

-has conditioned that any existing public utility easements within the subdivision

be delineated on the final map. Furthermore, needed public .access. for roads
and utilities will be acquired by the Clty prror to recordation of the proposed tract.

THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE TO THE

'EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR

COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF SECTION 66473. 1)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooIrng opportunrtles
in the .proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the
parcel(s) to be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements.

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by
a building or structure under applicable planning and zonlng in effect at the time
the tentative map was filed.

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maxrmlzrng of
the north/south onentatron :

'I -The topography of the srte,harsu been co'ps‘i'd‘ered in the maximIéation ofb passive or

natural heating and cooling opportunities.

In addition, . prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider
building construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of
windows, insulation, exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the
height of the buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development.
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These fi ndings shall apply to both the tentatlve and fi nal maps for Vestmg Tentatlve
, Tract Map No. 70318 CN. .

s. Gail Goldberg, AICP <. R
Adv&soryAgenc‘:y. ’ S R G

MAYA ZAITZEVSKY
Deputy Advisory Agency

MZ:SM:jq

Not“e: '

If you wish ‘to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the
decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City
Planning Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning

' ~Department and appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 10-day time

limit. Such appeal must be submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at
the Department's Public Offices, located at:

Figueroa Plaza Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley
201 N. Figueroa St., 4™ Floor Constituent Service Center.

Los Angeles, CA 90012 6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251
213 482-7077 Van Nuys, CA 91401

818 374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at www.l'acity.orqlpln.

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code
of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to
that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which
the. City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to
seek judicial review.

If you have any questions, please call Subdivision staff at (213) 978-1362....
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LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING CoMMISSION

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, (Cahforql@ 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300
www.lacity. orgIPLNlmdex htm

Determination Mailing Date: _- ' SEP 2 2 2003

CASE NO.: VTT-70318-CN-1A Location: 6040 and 6055 Center Drive
Council District: 11
Plan Area: Westchester — Playa Del Rey
CEQA: ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1
Zone: C2-1

Applicant: John M. Hartz - BRE/TZ HHL, LLC
Appellant: Rex Frankel

At its meeting on August 13, 2009, the following action was taken by the City Planning Commission:

1. Denied the appeal.

2. Sustained the decision by the Advisory Agency in approving Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN o
permit a iwo-lot subdivision for the construction of a 325-unit apartment building and 1,500 square feet of
restaurant space on Lot No. 1 (located at 6040 Center Drive) with 483 residential parking spaces on-site and 15
restaurant parking spaces off-site and a 225-unit residential condominium on Lot No. 2 (located at 6055 Center
Drive) with 688 parking spaces, including 138 off-site guest parking spaces, on a 117,655 net square foot site in
the C2-1 zone.

3. Adopted Advisory Agency’s Conditions of Approval (attached).

4. Found that the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1) has
been reviewed and considered by City Planning Commission, found that the MND adequately describes the
potential impacts of the Project and no additional environmental clearance is necessary; and found that there is
no evidence in the record that any of the conditions in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 are met.

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through fees.
This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved: Kezios

Seconded: Woo

Ayes: Roschen, Freer, Burton, Hughes, Montaiiez, Romero
Absent: Cardoso

Jamg#$ Willianfis, Commission Executive Assistant |
City Planning Commission

Effective Date/Appeals: This action of the City Planning Commission will be final within 10 days from the
mailing date on this determination unless an appeal is filed within that time to the City Council. All appeals

shall be filed on forms provided at the Planning Department's public Counters at 201 North Figueroa Street,
Third Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 251, Van Nuys. Forms are also available
on-line at www.lacity.org/pin. ~

OCT 0 2 2009

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL:

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5,
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be
aother time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review.

Attachment(s): Advisory Agency's findings and conditions of approval
City Planning Associate: Sara Molina
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND FINDINGS {BY THE CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION ON AUGUST 13, 2009. ( N

UNIT MAP

1.

/

That the tract be permitted to record with final map units in a number and
sequence satisfactory to the Advisory Agency. The subdivider shall submit the
Unit Map Fee, a Unit Map showing the boundaries of all units, the Unit
Number(s) of each Unit Map(s), and all applicable tract conditions in a matrix for
each Unit Map(s). Should particular master tract condition(s) not apply to a Unit
Map, the subdivider shall submit all evidences or documentation to prove so. All
above required items shall be submitted satisfactory to the Advisory Agency prior

to the clearance of all other conditions of approval. . (Note: All conditions and .

requirements of the City Engineer for each unit map and the approved tract as
whole shall be satisfactory to the City Engineer.)

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

2.

That two copies of a parking area and driveway plan be submitted to the West
Los Angeles District Office of the Bureau of Engineering for review and approval
or that a Covenant and Agreement be recorded agreeing to do the same prior to
the issuance of a building permit.

That the final map be approved by the State Department of Transportation with
respect to the alignment of the San Diego Freeway. Four copies of the final map
shall be submitted to the City Engineer's office for the State’s approval prior to
recordation of the final map.

That necessary arrangements be made with the State Department of
Transportation prior to recordation of the final map for any necessary permits
with respect to any construction and drainage discharge within or adjacent to the
San Diego Freeway right-of-way.

That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded advising all future owners and
builders that prior to issuance of a building permit, a Notice of Acknowledgment
of Easement must be recorded and an application to do work in any sanitary
sewer and drainage easements and to construct over the existing sanitary sewer
and drainage facilities must be submitted to the City Engineer for approval.

> )
That a set of drawings be submitted to the City Engineer showing the followings:

a. Plan view at different elevations.

b. Section cuts at all locations where lot boundaries change.
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7.

That the subdivider make a request to the West Lios Angeles District Office of the
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capaaity of the existing sewers in the
area.

That any fee deficit under Work Order No,:. EXT00362 expediting this project be
paid.

That a geotechnical report be submitted to the Geotechnical Engineering Group
of the Bureau of Engineering for their review. The following items shall be
addressed:

a. Provide geotechnical map that shows the limits of the engineering fill and
a copy of the soils report by Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. In addition,
also provide areas of fill beyond the limits of the certified fill.

b. Provide minimum of one boring drilled at street grade through the roadway
embankment on each side of the Center Drive and Howard Hughes
Parkway in order to verify the quality of fill along the streets and the
contact with the underlying native soil.

C. Provide geologic cross sections showing the existing storm drains and any
other utilities in each of the streets affected by the proposed excavation.
Please note the locations of the shoring anchors must be shown on the
cross sections.

d. Provide additional analyses and recommendatiéns for shoring and
retaining walls surcharged by vehicular traffic.

The Geotechnical Engineering Group may issue additional review comments
subsequent to review of the report.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION

10.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION
1.

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, or prior to recordation of the final
map, the subdivider shall make suitable arrangements to assure compliance,
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, with all
the requirements and conditions contained in Inter-Departmental Letter dated
September 29, 2008, Log No. 64926 and attached to the case file for Tract No.
70318. '

e

Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety,
Zoning Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on
the subject site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:
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a.

Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-02-0923485, AFF-06-0970094, AFF 06-
0970093, AFF 000346914, AFF 990503801, AFF 67054, AFF 67059,
AFF 59000 and AFF-58414. Show compliance with all the
conditions/requirements of the .above affidavit(s) as applicable.
Termination of above affidavit(s) may be required after the Map has been
recorded. Obtain approval from the Department, on the termination form,
prior to recording.

Show all street dedication(s) as required by Bureau of Engineering and
provide net lot area after all dedication. “Area” requirements shall be re-
checked as per net lot area after street dedication.

The existing or proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall
comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements. Any vested approvals for
parking layouts, open space, required yards or building height, shall be “to the
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety at the time of Plan Check.”

If the proposed development does not comply with the current Zoning Code, all
zoning violations shall be indicated on the Map.

An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the
Department of Building and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Del Reyes
at (213) 482-6882 to schedule an appointment.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

12.  Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be made

with the Department of Transportation to assure:

a.

A minimum of 60-foot and 40-foot reservoir spacé(é) be provided between
any ingress security gate(s) and the property line when driveway is
serving more than 300 and 100 parking spaces respectively.

Parking stalls shall be designed so that a vehicle is not required to back
into or out of any public street or sidewalk.

This determination does not include approval of the projects's driveways
and internal circulation or parking scheme. Adverse traffic impacts could
occur due to access and circulation issues. A parking area and driveway
plan be submitted to the Department of Transportation for-approval prior to
submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of
Building and Safety. Final DOT approval should be accomplished by
submitting detailed site/driveway plans at a scale of 1"=40' to DOT's West
LA/Coastal Development Review Section located at 7166 W. Manchester
Ave., Los Angeles, 90045.
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FIRE DEPARTMENT _ h Xi

13.

i \

Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitaiale arrangement shall be made

satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to
the following: (MM) /

a.

Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to
recordation of Tract Map Action.

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required.

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where
buildings exceed 28 feet in height.

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300
feet from an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along
path of travel. Exception: Dwelling unit travel distance shall be computed
to front door of unit.

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and
accepted by the Fire Department prior to any building construction.

No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the
satisfaction of the Fire Department.

Private streets shall be recorded as Private Streets, AND Fire Lane. All
private street plans shall show the words "Private Street and Fire Lane”
within the private street easement.

All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be postéd and/or painted prior to
any Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued.

Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, “FIRE LANE NO
PARKING" shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior
to building permit application sign-off.

Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire
Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of
Occupancy.

-~ -
Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and
improvements necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by
the Los Angeles Fire Department.

All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red
and/or be posted “No Parking at Any Time” prior to the issuance of a
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Certificate of Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any
structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. ( \

m. Building designs for multi residential buildings shall incorporate at least
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; but, in no case
greater then 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public
street, private street, or Fire Lane.

n. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the
building.
0. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located

within 50feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the
satisfaction of the Fire Department.

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

14.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP’s Water Sysiem Rules
and requirements. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements,
LADWP’'s Water Services Organization will forward the necessary clearances to
the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time
the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1.(c).)

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING

15.

If new street light(s) are required, then prior to the recordation of the final map or
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy (C of O), street lighting improvement
plans shall be submitted for review and the owner shall provide a good faith effort
via a ballot process for the formation or annexation of the property within the
boundary of the development into a Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment
District.

BUREAU OF SANITATION

16.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of: Sanitation,
Wastewater" Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system
review and requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements,
the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Divigien will forward
the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be
deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).)
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY h \

17.

{; \(

That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requirements of
the Information Technology Agency to assure that cable television facilities will
be installed in the same manner as other required improvements. Refer to the
LAMC Section 17.05-N. Written evidence of such arrangements must be
submitted to the Information Technology Agency, 200 North Main Street, 12'"
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 213 922-8363.

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

18.

That the Quimby fee be based on the C2 Zone. (MM)

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

19.

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute

a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all
successors to the following:

a.

Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 325 dwelling units and
1,500 square feet of commercial space on Lot No. 1 and 225 dwelling
units on Lot No. 2.

With approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the building on Lot No. 1 located at
6040 Center Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square feet, the building on
Lot No. 2 located at 6055 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square
feet, the office building located at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to
248,871 square feet and the office building located at 5901 Center Drive
shall be limited to 238,222 square feet.

Provide minimum off-street parking for residential and retail components
on Lot No. 1 per LAMC Section 12.21 with the retail spaces to be located
off-site pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.A.4(g) AND 2 covered off-street
parking spaces per dwelling unit on Lot No. 2, plus % guest parking
spaces per dwelling unit to be located off-site pursuant to LAMC Section
12.21.A.4(g). All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently
located, specifically reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. ~_

If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be
installed at the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly
posted. Tandem parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, @ parking plan showing
off-street parking spaces, as requiredi.by thg Advisory Agency, be
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning
(200 North Spring Street, Room 750)

C. The applicant shall install an air filters capable of achieving a Minimum
Efficiency Rating Value (MERV) of at least 11 or better for residential uses
and 12 or better for commercial uses in order to reduce the effects of
diminished air quality on the occupants of the project. (MM)

d. That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the
Advisory Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit.

e. That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy
and consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern
California Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation
measures.

f. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations fo promote
recycling of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable material. (MM)

g. The applicant shall install shielded lighting to reduce any potential
illumination affecting adjacent properties.

Prior to the clearance of any tract map conditions, the applicant shall show proof
that all fees have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited
Processing Section.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a
copy case no. ZA-2008-2700-VCU shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the
Advisory Agency. In the event that ZA-2008-2700-VCU is not approved, the
subdivider shall submit a tract modification.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, grading permit and the recordation of
the final tract map, the subdivider shall record and execute a Covenant and
Agreement to comply with the Los Angeles Coastal Transportatlon Corridor
Specific Plan.

Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and Hofd harmless the
City, its agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding
against the City or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or
annul this approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period.
The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding
and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly
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notify the applicant of any claim action or proceeding; or if the City fails to
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall,not thareafter be responsible to
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

24,

25.

Prior to recordation of the final map the subdivider shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring the subdivider to
identify mitigation monitors who shall provide periodic status reports on the
implementation of mitigation items required by Mitigation Condition Nos. 13, 18,
19c¢, 19f, 20, and 26 of the Tract’s approval satisfactory to the Advisory Agency.
The mitigation monitors shall be identified as to their areas of responsibility, and
phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post-construction/
maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the above mentioned
mitigation items.

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all
successors to the following:

MM-1. The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site
to ensure pedestrian and vehicle safety.

MM-2. Fences shall be constructed around the site to minimize
trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions and attractive
nuisances.

MM-3. Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to

retain or treat the runoff from a storm event producing 3/4 inch of
rainfall in a 24 hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be
in accordance with the Development Best Management Practices
Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a
California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the
proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard is required.

MM-4. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not
exceed the estimated pre-development rate fer. developments
where the increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in
increased potential for downstream erosion.

MM-5. Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from
the Bureau of Sanitation.
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MM-6.

MM-7.

MM-8.

MM-9.

MM-10.
MM-11.

MM-12.

MM-13.

MM-14.

MM-15.

MM-16.

Install Roof runoff systems wherei site is\ suitable for installation.
Runoff from rooftops is relatively glean, gan provide groundwater
recharge and reduce excess runoff into storm drains.

Paint messages that prohibit.the dumping of improper materials into
the storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets. Prefabricated
stencils can be obtained from the Dept. of Public Works,
Stormwater Management Division.

All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must
be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as "NO DUMPING -
DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which
prohibit illegal dumping, must be posted at public access points
along channels and creeks within the project area.

Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater must be: (1)
placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed,
or similar stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by
secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to
contain leaks and spills.

The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection
of stormwater within the secondary containment area.

Design an efficient irrigation system to minimize runoff including:
drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; shutoff devices to
prevent irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow reducers.

The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant

- and agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770)

satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the owners to post
construction maintenance on the structural BMPs_in accordance
with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per
manufacturer's instructions.

Concrete, not metal, shall be used for construction of parking
ramps.
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MM-17.
MM-18.

MM-19.

MM-20.

MM-21.

MM-22.

The interior ramps shall be textured to prevent tire squeal at turning
areas. b \

Parking lots located adjacent to residential buildings shall have a
solid decorative wall adjacent to the residential.

Unless otherwise prohibited, dual-flush water closets (maximum
1.28 gpf) and no-flush or waterless urinals shall be utilized in all
restrooms as appropriate. In the case such installations are not
permitted, high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf) and high-
efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf) may be utilized. Rebates may
be offered through the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power to offset portions of the costs of these installations.

The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water
Management Ordinance), which imposes numerous water
conservation measures in landscape, installation, and maintenance
(e.g, use drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower
the amount of water lost to evaporation and overspray, set
automatic sprinkler systems to irrigate during the early morning or
evening hours to minimize water loss due to evaporation, and water
less in the cooler months and during the rainy season).

If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may
postpone new water connections for this project until water supply
capacity is adequate.

- Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the

Department of Building and Safety, the applicant shall install:

a. High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-
flushwater closets, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5
gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms
as appropriate. Rebates may be offered through the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power to offset portions
of the costs of these installations. :

b. Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons
per minute. Single-pass cooling equipmentshall be strictly
prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment shall be
indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant
lease agreements, (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of
potable water to extract heat from process equipment, e.g.
vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the water through
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MM-23.

MM-24.

equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary
wastewater system.) (} \(

Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the
Department of Building and Safety, the applicant shall:

a.

Install a demand (tankless or instantaneous) water heater
system sufficient to serve the anticipated needs of the
dwelling(s). -

Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall,
having a flow rate no greater than 2.0 gallons per minute.

Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water
factor of 6.0 or less) in the project, if proposed to be provided
in either individual units and/or in a common laundry
room(s). If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this
requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement,
and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring
compliance. Rebates may be offered through the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power to offset portions
of the costs of these installations.

Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated
dishwashers in the project, if proposed to be provided. If
such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this
requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement,
and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring
compliance.

In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the
landscape plan shall incorporate the following:

a.

b.

Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff;
Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads;

Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where apprbpriate;

=

Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75
percent;

Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of
native/drought tolerant plan materials; and
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26.

f. Use of landscape contouring'to minimize precipitation runoff.
& Xi
g. A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and
master valve shutoff shall be installed for irrigated landscape
areas totaling 5,000 sf. and greater, to the satisfaction of the
Department of Building and Safety.

Construction Mitigation Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or
building permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare

and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form
CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the
subdivider and all successors to the following:

CM-1.

CM-2.

CM-3.

That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint
telephone number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording
or voice mail, during all hours of construction, the construction site
address, and the tract map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST
THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN.

a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or
structure (if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The
sign must be sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be
freestanding.

b. Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of
the applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible,
and remains in that condition throughout the entire construction
period. -

c. If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on
each street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in
size, a separate notice of posting will be required for each five (5)
acres, or portion thereof, Each sign must be posted in a prominent
location.

All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least
twice daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust
covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD
District Rule 403. Wetting could reduce fugitive dust by_as much as 50
percent.

The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently
dampened to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.
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CM-4.

CM-5.

CM-6.

CM-7.

CM-8.

CM-9.

CM-10.

CM-11.

CM-12.

CM-13.

CM-14.

All loads shall be secured by trimming}. watering or other appropriate
means to prevent spillage and dust. { \

All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.

All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent
excessive amounts of dust.

General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment
so as to minimize exhaust emissions.

The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance
Nos. 144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which
prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at
adjacent uses unless technically infeasible.

Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes
high noise levels.

The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

The project sponsor shall comply with the Noisé Insulation Standards of
Title 24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable
interior noise environment.

Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather
periods. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through
April 1), construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site. Line
channels with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.

Incorporate appropriate erosion control and drainage devices to the
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department shallbe incorporated,
such as interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet
structures, as specified by Section 81.7013 of the Building Code,
including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas
where construction is not immediately planned. These will shield and
bind the soil.
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CM-15.

CM-16.

CM-17.

CM-18.

CM-19.

CM-20.

CM-21.

Stockpiles and excavated soil shall beicovered with secured tarps or
plastic sheeting. ( N

All waste shall be disposed of: properly. Use appropriately labeled
recycling bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents,
water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood,
and vegetation. Non recyclable materials/wastes must be taken to an
appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be discarded at a licensed
regulated disposal site.

Clean up leaks, drips and spills immediately to prevent contaminated soil
on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains.

Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup
methods whenever possible.

Cover and maintain dumpsters. Place uncovered dumpsters under a
roof or cover with tarps or plastic sheeting.

Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets.

Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing awéy
from storm drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off-site. Use
drip pans or drop cloths to catch drips and spills.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD CONDOMINIUM CONDITIONS

C-1.

That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for
multiple residential use, no construction or use shall be permitted until the final
map has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. If models are
constructed under this tract approval, the following conditions shall apply:

1.

Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot
plan for approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of
City Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office
and off-street parking. The sales office must be within one of the model
buildings. ~

All other conditions applying' to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-
A,10 and 11 and Section 17.05-O of the LAMC shall be fully complied
with satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.
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C-2.

C-3.

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the
payment of a park and recreation fee based on the,|atest fee rate schedule
applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in
accordance with LAMC Section 17.12 and is to be paid and deposited in the trust
accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund.

Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the
final map, a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730.

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation
of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be
recorded.

In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building
permit for an apartment building. However, prior to issuance of a building permit
for apartments, the registered civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor
shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency that all applicable tract conditions
affecting the physical design of the building and/or site, have been included into
the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition, all
of the applicable fract conditions shall be stated in full on the building plans and a
copy of the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior
to submittal to the Department of Building and Safety for a building permit.

OR

If a building permit for apartments will not be requested, the project civil engineer,
architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency
that the applicant will not request a permit for apartments and intends to acquire
a building permit for a condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear
this condition.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS

S-1.

(a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of
the final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of
the LAMC.

//,
(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a

manner satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission
of complete field notes in support of the boundary survey.
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(©)

(d)

(e)
(f)

(9)

- (h)

(k)
()

That satisfactory arrangements be made with:both the Water System
and the Power System of the Department of( Water and Power with
respect to water mains, fire- hydrants, service connections and public
utility easements, :

That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting
easements be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site
easements by separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-
Way and Land shall verify that such easements have been obtained.
The above requirements do not apply to easements of off-site sewers to
be provided by the City.

That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer.

That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as
required, together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary
topography of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer.

That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map.

That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements
of the Zoning Ordinance.

That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications
abutting unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall
include a restriction against their use of access purposes until such time
as they are accepted for public use. :

That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated
for public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be
transmitted to the City Council with the final map.

That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

That the following provisions be accomplished in confetmity with the
improvements constructed herein:

(a)

Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the
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S-3.

(b)

()

(d)

(€)

sefting of boundary monuments requires that other procedurés be
followed. L \

Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation
with respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs.

All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in
connection with public improvements shall be performed within
dedicated slope easements or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by
the affected property owners.

All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and
easements shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans
and specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering.

Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the
final map.

That the following improvements be either constructed prior fo recordatlon of the
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

(a)

(b)

(c)

Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City
Engineer.

Construct any necessary drainage facilities.

Install street lighting facilities to serve the tract as required by the Bureau
of Street Lighting.

IMPROVEMENT CONDITION: No street lighting improvements if
no street widening per BOE improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate
and upgrade street lights: seven (7) on Center Drive; three (3) Howard
Hughes Parkway; and one (1) on South 405 offramp.

NOTES: The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly
during the plan check process based on illumination calculations and
equipment selection. '
»V/,

Conditions set; 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3)
by other legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering
conditions, requiring an improvement that will change the geometrics of
the public roadway or driveway apron may require additional or the
reconstruction of street lighting improvements as part of that condition.
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(d)

(f)

(9)
(h)

NOTES:

Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets
or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of
the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be
brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid
for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Street Tree
Division (213) 485-5675 upon completion of construction to expedite tree
planting.

Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk
satisfactory to the City Engineer.

Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City
Engineer. '

Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.

Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

That the following improvements be either constructed prior to
recordation of the final map or that the construction be suitably
guaranteed:

a. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage
plans for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final
map, drainage facilities may be required.

b. Improve Howard Hughes Parkway adjoining the tract by the
reconstruction of existing curb, gutter and concrete sidewalk to
complete a 10-foot concrete sidewalk adjacent to the property line
with tree wells. The elimination of the right turn pocket shall be
based upon the Department of Transportation determination after
final review and approval of driveway access design/location.

The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the
tract action. However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit_this number of

units.

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street
trees in conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street
Services Urban Forestry Division.
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Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los .Angeles Department of Water
and Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replgcement or adjustment of
power facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for
the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section
17.05N. /

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is
granted before the end of such period.

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code,
as required by the Subdivision Map Act.

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy
saving design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the
Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to
the subdivider upon his request.

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

The Department of City Planning issued Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2008-
3887-MND(REC1) on February 27, 2009. The MND was prepared to properly analyze
any new potentially significant impacts that were not analyzed in the previous EIR’s.
The addition of a request for a Vesting Conditional Use permit and residential
condominiums resulted in new potentially significant impacts that were mitigated to a
less than significant level. The Department found that potential negative impact could
occur from the project’s implementation due to:

'Air Quality (operational);

Biological Resources (tree removal);
Geology and Soils (haul route);

Hydrology and Water Quality (stormwater);
Noise (operational);
Transportation/Circulation (haul route); and
Utilities (solid waste, water supplies).

The Deputy Advisory Agency, certifies that Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-
2008-3887-MND(REC1) reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency and
determined that this project would not have a significant effect upon-the environment
provided the potential impacts identified above are mitigated to a less than significant
level through implementation of Condition No(s). 13, 18, 19¢c, 19f, 20, and 26 of the
Tract's approval. Other identified potential impacts not mitigated by these conditions are
mandatorily subject to existing City ordinances, (Sewer Ordinance, Grading Ordinance,
Flood Plain Management Specific Plan, Xeriscape Ordinance, Stormwater Ordinance,
etc.) which are specifically intended to mitigate such potential impacts on all projects.
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b \
The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with structures
and do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife.

In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB 3180), the
Deputy Advisory Agency has assured that the above identified mitigation measures will
be implemented by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in Condition No. 24.

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the Advisory Agency’s decision is based are located with the
City of Los Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los
Angeles, CA 90012,

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN, the
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60,
.61 and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act),
makes the prescribed findings as follows:

(@ THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL
AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

The adopted Westchester - Playa del Rey Community Plan designates the
subject property for Regional Commercial land use with the corresponding zone
of C2. The property is located within the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation
Corridor Specific Plan. The property contains approximately 2.7 net acres
(117,654.8 net square feet after required dedication) and is presently zoned C2-
1. The proposed development of a 325-unit apartment building and 1,500 square
feet of commercial space on Lot No. 1 (located at 6040 Center Drive) and the
proposed development of a 225-unit residential condominium on Lot No. 2
(located at 6055 Center Drive) will be allowable pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22-
A,18(a) which permits R5 density (200 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit)
on lots with Regional Commercial land use designations. The “Deputy Advisory
Agency” required the applicant to reduce their request to 225 residential
condominiums on Lot No. 2 to comply with the permitted density. The direction to
revise the number of units from 275 to 225 is without prejudice to the Applicant’s
ability to apply for the remaining 50 units authorized by the Second Amendment
to the Howard Hughes Development Agreement. Consequently, the applicant
redesigned the building on Lot No. 2, decreasing the height of the building from
326' MSL to a uniform height of 268’ MSL.

The applicant also requested approval for Floor Area Ratio Averaging for the
properties located at 5900, 5901, 6040 and 6055 Center Drive will be allowable
with approval of a Vesting Conditional Use Permit (case no. ZA-2008-3887-
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VCU). With approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, thebuilding.on Lot No. 1 located at
6040 Center Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square fegt, the building on Lot No.
2 located at 6055 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square feet, the office
building located at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871 square feet and
the office building located at 5901 Center Drive shall be limited to 238,222
square feet.

There are eleven elements of the General Plan. Each of these Elements
establishes policies that provide for the regulatory environment in managing the
City and for addressing environmental concerns and problems. The majority of
the policies derived from these Elements are in the form of Code Requirements
of Los Angeles Municipal Code. Except for the entitlement described herein, the
project does not propose to deviate from any of the requirements of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code. The Land Use Element of the City’'s General Plan
divides the city into 35 Community Plans.

The General Plan Land Use Element Goal No. 3-F states that Regional Centers
should be developed as “mixed use centers that provide jobs, entertainment,
culture, and serve the region." The project advances this General Plan goal by
providing residential, commercial, and retail uses within close proximity to each
other.

The Westchester - Playa del Rey Community Plan promotes projects with the
following objectives and policies:

Objective 1-1: Provide for the preservation of existing quality housing, and
for development of new housing to meet the diverse
economic and physical needs of the existing residents and
expected new residents in the Wesichester-Playa del Rey
Community Plan Area to the year 2025.

Policy 1-1.3: Provide for adequate Multiple Family residential
development.

Policy 1-1.4: Provide for housing along mixed-use boulevards where
appropriate. :

Objective 1-2: Locate housing near commercial centers, public facilities,
and bus routes and other ftransit services, to reduce
vehicular trips and congestion and increase access to
services and facilities.

Policy 1-2.1: Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers,
public facilities, bus routes and other transit services.
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(b)

The project will provide much needed new home ownership opportunities for the
Plan area. The proposed project is also consistent withy the Housing Element of
the General Plan. Housing Element Objective 2-1 is to “promote housing
strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and sustainability and provide for
adequate population, development, and infrastructure and service capacity within
the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent service area.” The
project achieves this objective by providing up to 325 apartment units and 225
condominium units adjacent to jobs, retail, restaurants and entertainment. The
project also further Objective 1-1, which is to “encourage the production and
preservation of an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing”. As stated,
the project would provide 325 apartment units and 225 condominium units. This
represents a significant increase in the number of housing ownership
opportunities in the area. People at the hearing who worked in the Howard
Hughes Center testified that they would prefer to live closer to their jobs.

The project is located along a major corridor with transportation service, office,
schools, and retail all of which are amenities in close proximity to the residents
that will live in these condominiums and apartments. Furthermore, the
Transportation Element of the General Plan further supports growth of housing in
close proximity to major corridors, such as Sepulveda Boulevard which contain
public transportation services. This allows future residents sufficient
opportunities to draw from the advantages of public transit within walking
distance.

The site is not subject to the Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards
(floodways, floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related
erosion hazard areas).

Therefore, as conditioned, and with approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the
proposed fract map will be consistent with the intent and purpose of the
applicable General and Specific Plans.

THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

Center Drive is a Local Street with a variable 106-120 foot width. This project is
subject to the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan
requirements. The proposed project will provide 483 residential parking spaces
on-site and 15 restaurant parking spaces off-site on Lot No. 1 4{located at 6040
Center Drive) with and 563 parking spaces Lot No. 2 (located at 6055 Center
Drive) in conformance with the LAMC and the Deputy Advisory Agency’s parking
policy for condominium projects in parking congested areas, including 113 guest
parking spaces located off-site. The building on Lot No. 1 located at 6040 Center
Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square feet, the building on Lot No. 2 located at
6055 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square feet, the office building
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(c)

located at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871 square feet and the

office building located at 5001 Center Drive shall be limited to 238,222 square

feet. . 0
H A

As conditioned and with approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the design and

improvements of the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable

General and Specific Plans.

THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF
DEVELOPMENT.

The subject site is currently vacant. The development of this tract is an infill of a
master-planned mixed-use development known as “Howard Hughes Center”
(HHC). The development was approved by the City of Los Angeles pursuant to a
Development Agreement as well as other related approvals, including but not
limited to, Tentative Tract Map No. 35269, Variance Case No. ZA-85-0624 (YV),
Conditional Use Permit Case Nos. ZA-85-0625(CUZ), CPC-85-329(CU), and
ZA-85-0623(CUB). The City Council originally entered into a Development
Agreement for Howard Hughes Center dated November 3, 1986 (the "Original
Development Agreement") after the City's certification of a full Environmental
Impact Report for Howard Hughes Center. The 1986 EIR studied potential
impacts such as traffic and view obstruction. As part of the certification of the
1986 EIR, the City Council also adopted mitigation measures as well as a
Statement of Overriding Considerations for environmental effects of the HHC
Project Approvals that were not reduced to a less than significant level. The
Original Development Agreement was subsequently amended on September 4,
2002 (the "First Amendment”), and again on May 2, 2005 (the "Second
Amendment") (collectively, the "Development Agreement").

All of the traffic and transportation measures required by the Development
Agreement and the Howard Hughes Center EIR, including any necessary to
mitigate traffic impacts from the project's proposed office and residential uses,
have been implemented by Howard Hughes Center. The Howard Hughes Center
currently implements a Transportation Demand Management program, in place
since 1986, which includes rideshare and transit, carpools/vanpools, alternative
modes (pedestrian, bike, etc), flex-time, mixed-use and health club incentives
during peak traffic hours.

The site is level and is not located in a slope stability study area, high erosion

hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone. "
-~
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THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF
DEVELOPMENT. { "

The site is bounded by Howard Hughes Par(kway {6 the south, Sepulveda
Boulevard to the west, and Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway) to the northeast.
The site is approximately nine miles southwest of downtown Los Angeles and
approximately 1.35 miles north of the Los Angeles International Airport. Adjacent
land uses consist of Interstate 405 to the north in the PF-1XL zone and single-
family residential to the south in the R1-1 zone, Center Drive is a Local Street
with a variable 106-120 foot width. The site is currently vacant, and the proposed
project would provide 325 apartments on Lot No. 1 and 225 residential
condominium units on Lot No. 2. The proposed project will comply with all LAMC
requirements for parking, yards, and open space. As conditioned and with
approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the proposed tract map will be physically
suitable for the proposed density of the development.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR
HABITAT.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1, was
prepared for the proposed project. Prior to ENV-2008-3887-MND(REC1), two
EIR's were certified addressing potential environmental impacts of the Howard
Hughes project. On January 24, 1986, Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No.
23-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB) was certified for the Howard Hughes Center in
connection with the approval of the Howard Hughes Center Development
Agreement, including Tentative. Tract Map No. 35269 and other related
entitlements. On October 16, 1998, EIR No. 97-0182-SUB(CUB) was certified in
connection with the Promenade at Howard Hughes Center to analyze
components of the project that were not addressed in the previous EIR. In 2005,
an Addendum to both EIRs was certified in conjunction with the approval of the
Second Amendment to the Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement. On
the basis of the whole of the record before the lead agency including any
comments received, the lead agency finds that, with imposition of the mitigation
measures described in the MND, there is no substantial evidence that the
proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment. The project
site, as well.as the surrounding area are presently developed with structures and
do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. The MND and two EIR’s
reflect the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. -

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS.

There appear to be no potential publib health problems caused by the design or
improvement of the proposed subdivision. The development is required to be
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connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, where the sewage will be directed
to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has been upgraded to meet Statewide
ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of E gmeerlng has reported that the
proposed subdivision does not violate the existing''California Water Code
because the subdivision will be connected to the public sewer system and will
have only a minor incremental impact on the quality of the effluent from the
Hyperion Treatment Plant.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT
LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION.

No such easements are known to exist. However, the Bureau of Engineering
has conditioned that any existing public utility easements within the subdivision
be delineated on the final map. Furthermore, needed public access for roads
and utilities will be acquired by the City prior to recordation of the proposed tract.

THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE
EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR
COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities
in the proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the
parcel(s) to be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements.

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by
a building or structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time
the tentative map was filed.

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of
the north/south orientation.

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or
natural heating and cooling opportunities.

In addition, . prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider
building construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, - location of
windows, insulation, exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the
height of the buildings on the site in relation to adjacent developmeént.
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These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative
Tract Map No. 70318-CN.

{
v e

S. Gail Goldberg, AICP b \
Advisory Agency

MAYA ZAITZEVSKY
Deputy Advisory Agency

MZ:SM:jq

Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the

decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City

Planning Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning
Department and appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 10-day time
limit. Such appeal must be submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at
the Department’s Public Offices, located at:

Figueroa Plaza Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley
201 N. Figueroa St., 4™ Floor Constituent Service Center

Los Angeles, CA 90012 6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251
213 482-7077 Van Nuys, CA 91401

818 374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at www.lacity.ora/pin.

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code
of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to
that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which
the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to
seek judicial review.

If y6u have any questions, please call Subdivision staff at (213) 978-1362.

s
-~




DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

NOTICE OF PuBLIC HEARING

AND APPEAL REPORT .

City Planning Commission
Date: Thursday, August 13, 2009

" Case No.:

CEQA No.:

Incidental Cases:

LOS ANGELES GITY

PLANNING

DEPARTMENT
SRR,

VTT-70318-CN-1A
ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1
None

Time: = 8:30 AM* Iéelate(_iI gases: ﬁ\-ZOO&Z?OO—VCU
Place:  City Hall, Room 1010 ouncil No.:
20%, N. Spring Street Plan Area: Westchester — Playa del
Los Angeles, CA 90012 _ Rey
: Specific Plan: Los Angeles Coastal
Public Hearing: Required Certified NC: Transportation Corridor
Appeal Status: Appealable to the City Council ertified NC: Wes.tchester i Playg del Rey
L GPLU: Regional Commercial
Expiration Date: August 13, 2009 Zone: C2-1
Applicant: John M. Hartz
BRE/TZ HHL, LLC
Representative:  Allan Abshez
Greenberg Traurig, LLP
(310) 586-3873
Appellant: Rex Frankel

PROJECT
LOCATION:

6040 and 6055 Center Drive

PROPOSED

PROJECT:

REQUESTED
ACTION:

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN to permit a two-lot subdivision for the construction
of a 325-unit apartment building and 1,500 square feet of restaurant space on Lot No. 1
(located at 6040 Center Drive) with 483 residential parking spaces on-site and 15 restaurant
parking spaces off-site and a 275-unit residential condominium on Lot No. 2 (located at 6055
Center Drive) with 688 parking spaces, including 138 off-site guest parking spaces, on a
117,655 net square foot site in the C2-1 zone. The tract approval includes Adoption of
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), Case No. ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1.

Appeal of the entire decision by the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative
Tract Map No. 70318-CN including the adoption of the MND stating that the proposed building
heights differ from the previously certified EIR, improper modification or deletion of view
mitigation measures from EIR, proposed project requires additional CEQA analysis and
circulation in the form of an EIR.
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Recommend that the City Planning Commission sustain the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN; and

2. Deny the appeal; and

3. Find that the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been reviewed and
considered by Deputy Advisory Agency, find that the Mitigated Negative Declaration adequately
describes the potential impacts of the Project and no additional environmental clearance is
necessary; and find that there is no evidence in the record that any of the conditions in CEQA.
Guidelines section 15162 are met.

S. GAIL GOLDBERG, AICP
Director of Planning

Yo L. £ i) zwsliy (Q\!MA»M\ —

Maya E. Zaitzevsky, Deputy Ativisory Agency Sarah Molina, City Planning Associate
(213) 473-9983 or Sarah.Molina@lacity.org

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other
items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, City Hall, 200 N. Spring
Sireel, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in
court, you may be limited fo raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written
correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Titie [l of the
Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to these programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive
listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please
make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978- .
1300.
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. v Vi
Project Summary

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN (Exhibit 2) comprised of a two-lot subdivision to
permit the construction of a 325-unit apartment building and 1,500 square feet of restaurant
space on Lot No. 1 (located at 6040 Center Drive) with 483 reSlden’ual parking spaces on-site
and 15 restaurant parking spaces off-site and a 275-unit residential condominium on Lot No. 2
(located at 6055 Center Drive) with 688 parking spaces, including 138 off-site guest parking
spaces, on a 117,654.8 net square foot site in the C2-1 zone.

Background

Howard Hughes Center is a master-planned mixed-use development, which was approved by
the City of Los Angeles pursuant to a Development Agreement as well as other related
approvals (including but not limited to Tentative Tract Map No. 35269; Variance No. ZA-85-0624
(YV); Conditional Use Permit Nos. ZA 85-0625 (CUZ), CPC 85-329 CU and ZA 85-0623 (CUB).
The City Council originally entered into a Development Agreement for Howard Hughes Center
dated November 3, 1986 after the City's certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for Howard Hughes Center. The 1986 EIR studied potential impacts such as traffic and view
obstruction. As part of the certification of the 1986 EIR, the City Council also adopted mitigation
measures as well as a Statement of Overriding Considerations for significant environmental
impacts of the HHC Project Approvals. ’ .

The original Development Agreement was amended on September 11, 2002 (the "First
Amendment"), and again on May 2, 2005 (the "Second Amendment").

The Development Agreement currently grants a vested right to complete the development of
Howard Hughes Center with the following uses:

A. A maximum of 1,950,000 square feet of commercial office and retail
development, including, as an option, a maximum 100,000 square feet of retail
and a maximum 100,000 square foot fitness center;

B. A 250,000 square foot entertainment/retail center;

C. A maximum of 600 hotel rooms; provided, however, that up to 900 additional
hotel rooms may be constructed, to a maximum of 1,500 total hotel rooms, by
exchanging 301 square feet of commercial office/retail space for each additional
hotel room; and

D. A maximum of 600 residential units; provided, however, each resndentlal unit
constructed shall reduce by one hotel room the number of hotel rooms that is
allowed to be constructed under paragraph (c) above.

The right to construct 600 residential units in-lieu of 600 hotel rooms was expressly authorized
by the Second Amendment. Prior to approving the Second Amendment in 2005, the City
Council approved an Addendum to the Howard Hughes Center EIR. The Addendum concluded
that developing 600 residential units in-lieu of 600 hotel rooms would not resuit in any new
significant environmental impacts not already considered, mitigated or overridden through the
City Council's adoption of Overriding Considerations in 1986, and that a Subsequent EIR would
not be required for such residential development.
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Howard Hughes Center is nearly built-out. The Project Applicant proposes to utilize the
remaining rights granted by the Development Agreement by developing the four remaining
undeveloped lots at Howard Hughes Center. 5900 Center Drive, 5901 Center Drive, 6040
Center Drive, and 6055 Center Drive. Specifically, the Applicant has proposed the construction
of an apartment building consisting of 325 units and a 1,500 sqg. ft. ground floor
retail/commercial use at 6040 Center Drive (Lot No. 1), the construction of a condominium
building consisting of 275 condominium units at 6055 Center Drive (Lot No. 2), the construction
of an office building comprised of 248,871 sq. ft. at 5900 Center Drive (not a part of VTT-70318-
CN approval), and an office building comprised of 238,222 sq. ft at 5901 Center Drive (not a
part of VTT-70318-CN approval).

The Applicant's original application for a Vesting Conditional Use (ZA-2008-2700-VCU) to allow
floor area averaging pertained to 5900, 5901 and 6040 Center Drive. The Applicant revised the
application in January, 2009, to add 6055 Center Drive to the floor area averaging request and
to reduce the proposed floor area of the building to be located at 6055 Center Drive from
271,275 sq. fi. to 248,723 sq. ft. The proposed unit count, square footages and features of the
buildings at 5900, 5901 and 6040 Center Drive remained the same. The Applicant also revised
its floor area averaging request to exclude lot area located below Center Drive.

Planning Staff subsequently deduced that the maximum number of units permitted at 6055
Center Drive (Lot No. 2) is 225 and directed the Applicant to revise its plans for this building
accordingly. The maximum unit count changed because the Applicant was no longer including
the area below Center Drive in the net lot square footage calculation. The Applicant also agreed
to voluntarily reduce the height of the building to be located at 6055 Center Drive from a
maximum height of 326" MSL to a uniform height of 268" MSL, which is the alternative uniform
maximum height for this parcel designated by the Advisory Agency's Letter of Clarification dated
November 4, 1999.

Pursuant to the Development Agreement, each lot at Howard Hughes Center is permitted a floor
area ratio (“FAR") of 3:1. The four proposed buildings will comprise a total of approximately
1,051,239 sq. ft. of floor area located on 350,413 sq. ft. of lot area, Wlth a resulting average FAR
of 3:1.

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN was approved by the Deputy Advisory Agency and
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1 was adopted on June 12,
2009. .

Relevant Cases:
ZA-2008-2700-VCU: Vesting Conditional Use to allow Floor Area Averaging for the properties

located at 5900, 5901, 6055, and 6040 Center Drive. This case is currently under advisement
pending additional information from the applicant as requested by the AZA.

ENV-2008-3887-MND: Mitigated Negative Declaration for a two-lot subdivision and a Vesting
Condition Use to allow Floor Area Averaging. The Environmental clearance date is November
11, 2008.

AA-2005-3599-PMEX: A lot line adjustment between 2-parcels owned by different entities.
Approved on October 5, 2005.

CPC-2004-1790-DA: Amendment to Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement to extend
time limit and fo permit residential in lieu of hotel. Approved on November 10, 2004.
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EIR No. 97-0182-(SUB)(CUB) and SCH No. 97061068: Howard Hughes Entertainment Center
. Environmental Impact Report certified on October 16, 1998.

EIR No. 282-83-(ZC)YCUZ)(ZV)(SUB) and SCH No. é3090705: Howard Hughes Center
Environmental Impact Report certified on January 24, 1986. ‘ '

TT-35269: Tentative tract map to permit a subdivision for the development of the H‘oward
Hughes Center. Approved on January 24, 1986.

CPC-1986-406-DA: Amendment to Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement to extend
time limit and to permit residential in lieu of hotel. Approved on July 2, 2002.

CPC-1986-457-ZC: Zone change to zones C2-1 and R1-1, incident to a subdivision. Ordinance
No. 161,751 effective on December 14, 1986.

Written Communications:

Prior to the public hearing numerous letters and e-mails from the public were received from both
supporters and opponents of the proposed subdivision. Letters in opposition included
objections to: the proposed building height; traffic; construction noise; poliution; density; and
lack of sufficient environmental review. The Department of City Planning received many letters
of support from community members in a package from the applicant's representative,
Consensus Planning Group.

Public Hearings:

On November 19, 2008 a joint public hearing was held by the Deputy Advisory Agency (DAA)
and Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA) on VTT-70318-CN, ZA-2008-2700-VCU for FAR
averaging, and ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1. Eight community members testified, as well as
the applicant's representatives and a representative from Council District 11. Testimony was
received in support and in opposition to the proposed requests. At the close of the public-
hearing the DAA took the tract map and ZA request under advisement so that the applicant
could provide more information regarding the use of Center Drive in the FAR calculation and to
adequately address any environmental concerns of the community. A second public joint DAA
and AZA hearing was held on March 4, 2009 after the project was revised. The applicant
revised the application to exclude Center Drive in the FAR calculation as well as other minor
changes. However, Center Drive was still used for the density calculation on Lot No. 2. The
DAA took the tract map under advisement pending the submittal of a revised tract map showing
compliance with the LAMC for the density on Lot No. 2. VTT-70318-CN was approved by the
DAA on June 12, 2009.

Appeal: Rex Frankel. See Exhibit 3 for the full appeal.
The following comments are from the appellant’s letters dated March 18, 2009, March 4, 2009,
and November 14, 2008 (Exhibit 3). No new appeal information or letter was submitted with this

appeal stating how the DAA erred or abused their judgment:

) The building heights in this proposal differ significantly from the 1984 EIR / The added
heights of residential buildings is not authorized by the original project approvals:

Staff's Response:

Height limits for the Howard Hughes Center were established in the Deputy Advisory
Agency’s approval of TT-35269, Condition No. 19 on November 4, 1985. The final map
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was recorded in multiple map units which resulted in a realignment of Center Drive. A
consequence of the realignment was a reconfiguration of the lots of TT-35269. The
realignment of Center Drive was reflected on Final Tract Ma No. 51419. On November
4, 1999 the Deputy Advisory Agency issued a Letter of Clarification which established
height limitations for each lot that was reconfigured as a result of the realignment of
Center  Drive. The lots that were not affected are located at 6040 (Lot No. 1), 5900,
and 5901 Center Drive. The lot located at 6055 Center Drive (Lot No. 2) was adjusted
approximately 100 feet to the northeast, essentially switching places with the original
location of Center Drive. The maximum height established for each lot is as follows: 140-
feet MSL for 5901 Center Drive; 140-feet MSL for 5200 Center Drive; 135-feet MSL for
6040 Center Drive (Lot No. 1); and 326-feet MSL for 6055 Center Drive (Lot No. 2). The
proposed heights of the buildings are as follows:

- 5900 Center Drive (not a part of VTT-70318-CN):  139-feet, 9-inches MSL (5 stories)
5901 Center Drive (not a part of VTT-70318-CN:  139-feet MSL (5 stories)
6040 Center Drive (Lot No. 1): , 135-feet MSL (6 stories)
6055 Center Drive (Lot No. 2): 268-feet MSL, 18 stories

As proposed, the heights of the buildings are either equal to or less than the maximum
allowed height per lot.

Visual impacts are being increased

Staff's Response

The 1985 EIR discloses that the Howard Hughes Center would pose adverse effects on
views stating that,

“Implementation of the proposed project will alter existing views from adjacent
residential properties.”

The proposed structures would combine to obstruct private views to the north (towards
Hollywood and Baldwin Hills), northeast and east looking from south and west. The Final
EIR included figures depicting the blockage of these views. The project as revised will
not result in any new significant impacts to views as a Statement of Overriding
Considerations was already adopted for this loss of views. The maximum building height
has been reduced in response to discussions with community members.

Improper modification or deletion of view mitigation measures:

Staff's Response

The view mitigation measure stated in the EIR is as follows: _
“Opportunities to mitigate the project's view obstruction impacts are limited to
some set of modifications to the proposed structural massing. This could be
accomplished by limiting the building heights to a fixed level lower than
surrounding viewing locations or by opening wider or more viewing lanes through
the project, or both.”

The 1985 final EIR (certified in 1986) acknowledged that views over the Howard Hughes
site would be “largely obstructed”. The FEIR also stated that private view impacts could
not be avoided by reducing the height of anticipated high-rise buildings because allowing
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buildings that were “50 feet higher in elevation that these viewing locations would have the
same view obstruction impacts.” '

The project does contain viewing lanes that have been slightly modified or shifted from the
original project. View mitigation measures were adopted and amended by the Los Angeles
City Council on January 24, 1986 as well as findings to support the amendment and
certification of the EIR and addendum to the EIR (Exhibit 8).

The 1999 clarification letter has no legal force and cannot increase impacts without CEQA
review.

Staff's Response‘

Tentative Tract Map No. 35269 to permit a 63-lot subdivision was originally approved on
November 4, 1985. The Letter of Clarification dated November 4, 1999 (Exhibit 6) clarifies
several conditions of approval, including maximum building heights, of Tentative Tract
Map No. 35269 as well as final map no. 51419. A subsequent Letter of Clarification was
issued on December 27, 2002 (Exhibit 7) further clarifying the first Letter of Clarification.
The final map unit and the Letter of Clarification did not create further environmental
impacts and therefore did not require further CEQA review.

The Department of City Planning (DCP) issues Letters of Clarification after Letters of
Approval are issued to clarify conditions, usually when minor changes are made to the
project. The Letter of Clarification in question was issued approximately 10 years ago and
was incorporated in the Amendment to the Howard Hughes Center Development
Agreement which was adopted in September of 2002 (Exhibit 9).

A history of the deceptive process of the awarding of entitlements to the Hughes Center /
There has been repeated violation of CEQA’s mandate of public notice

Staff's Response

The tract map approval process of VTT-70318-CN and the adoption of Case No. ENV-
2008-3887-MND-REC1 did not avoid CEQA, public review, or a public hearing. The MND
had a 30-day public comment period from January 29, 2009 to February 27, 2009. During
that time, the MND was available to the public Monday through Friday at City Hall and
online through the DCP website. A 24-day notice for the March 4, 2009 hearing was
mailed to owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the project, as well as
approximately 30 community members who asked to be included. The hearing notice was
also published in the Daily Journal on February 6, 2009.

There were no violations regarding the approval of VTT-70318-CN and the adoption of
ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1. Past approvals .are not before the City Planning
Commission. -

New project, new significant impacts, therefore an EIR is required

Staff's Response:

Prior to ENV-2008-3887-MND(REC1), two EIR's were certified addressing potential
environmental impacts of the Howard Hughes project. On January 24, 1986,
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 23-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB) was certified for the
Howard Hughes Center in connection with the approval of the Howard Hughes Center
Development Agreement, including Tentative Tract Map No. 35269 and other related
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entitlements. On October 16, 1998, EIR No. 97-0182-SUB(CUB) was certified in
connection with the Promenade at Howard Hughes Center to analyze components of the
project that were not addressed in the previous EIR. In 2005 an Addendum to both EIRs
was certified in conjunction with the approval of the Second Amendment to the Howard
Hughes Center Development Agreement.

City Council (a) certified both Final Environmenital Impact Reports (Case Nos. EIR No. 97-
0182-(SUB)(CUB), SCH No. 97061068 on October 16, 1998 and EIR No. 282-83-
(ZC)(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB), SCH No. 83090705 on January 24, 1986; (b) adopted the California
Environmental Quality Act Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations; (c)
approved the mitigation measures as proposed in the Final Environmental Impact Report;
and (d) adopted the Mitigation Monitoring Program. No additional CEQA clearance is
required at this time because neither the Project nor the circumstances surrounding it have
changed such that the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines section 15162 would require
an additional environmental review.

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the State
CEQA Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify
significant impacts of the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each
of the significant impacts.

a. The first possible finding is that “changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.” (Guidelines Section 15091
(a)(1)); and

b. The second possible finding is that “such changes or alterations are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency
making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or
can and should be adopted by such other agency.” (Guidelines Section
15091(a)(2)); and

C. The third possible finding is that “specific economic, legal, social, technological,
or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for
highly trained workers, make infeasible, the mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (Guidelines, Section 15091(a)(3)).

The Department of City Planning served as the Lead Agency under CEQA with respect to
the Project. In approving the project and making these findings, the City Council and
Deputy Advisory Agency have considered all of the information in the administrative record
of proceedings, including but not limited to: the applications for the Project Approvals, City
staff reports, all public comments received both written and verbal, and the Final EIR. On
the basis of all the foregoing information, the City Council and Deputy Advisory Agency
find:

a. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1), that changes or
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which mitigate
or avoid the significant effects on the environment as identified in the Final EIR’s
and MND; and

b. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), that changes or
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the Final
EIR’s and MND; and
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c. The Final EIR’s and MND have been completed in compliance with CEQA and is
adequate under CEQA for approval of the Tract Map and all other City permits,
entitlements, and discretionary approvals for-the Project; and

d. Rejects the alternatives set forth in Section lIl.F of the DEIR’s, for the reasons set
Forth in that Section. !

The City Council, who certified both Final Environmental Impact Reports (Case Nos. EIR
No. 97-0182-(SUB)(CUB), SCH No. 97061068 on October 16, 1998 and EIR No. 282-83-
(ZC)(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB), SCH No. 83090705 on January 24, 1986 and the Deputy Advisory
Agency who adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1 on
June 12, 2009, find and declare that substantial evidence for each and every finding made
is contained in the Draft EIR’s, Final EIR’s, Traffic Study, MND and other related materials.
Moreover, the City Council and Deputy Advisory Agency find that where more than one
reason exists for any finding, that each reason independently supports such finding, and
that any reason in support of a given finding individually constitutes a sufficient basis for
that finding. ‘

The Deputy Advisory Agency finds that none of public comments to the Draft EIR’'s and
MND include substantial evidence that would require recirculation of the Final EIR's and
MND prior to its certification/adoption and that there is no substantial evidence elsewhere
in the record of proceedings that would require substantial revision of the Final EIR’s and
MND prior to certification/adoption, and that the Final EIR's and MND need not be re-
circulated prior to their certification/adoption.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency to adopt ENV-2008-3887-
MND-REC1 and approve Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN, to allow a maximum of
325-unit apartment building and 1,500 square feet of restaurant space on Lot No. 1 (located at
6040 Center Drive) and a 275-unit residential condominium on Lot No. 2 (located at 6055
Center Drive) be sustained and the appeal be denied.

In consideration of the foregoing, it is submitted the Deputy Advisory Agency acted reasonably
in adopting ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1 and approving VTT-70318-CN. Therefore, the DAA
recommends the appeals be denied and that the following be considered by the City Planning
Commission:

1. Recommend that the City Planning Commission sustain the Deputy Advisory Agency’s
approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN; and

2, Deny the appeal; and _

3. Find that the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been
reviewed and considered by the Deputy Advisory Agency, find that the Mitigated
Negative Declaration adequately describes the potential impacts of the Project and no
additional environmental clearance is necessary; and find that there is no evidence in
the record that any of the conditions in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 are met.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MASTER APPEAL FORM

3

APPEAL TO THE: C\‘{'?’ f[omld: ol | (u mmt})}%ﬂl
REGARDING CASENO: __ N TTM ) 03[ §-C N

This application is to be used for any authorized appeals of discretionary actions administered by the
Planning Department. Appeals must be delivered in person with the following information filled out and be
in accordance with the Municipal Code. A copy of the action being appealed must be included. If the
appellant is the original applicant, a copy of the receipt must also be included.

APPELLANT INFORMATION: PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY

Name RQX F‘YQ'JKQL

Mailing Address 6038 w ) g ﬂ\ S H"%{- : '
(oS A Ab%b:} CA‘ Zip: qOOU ?
Work Phone: ( ) Home Phone: (}E)

a) Are you or do you represeptthe original applicant?
(Circle One) YES (NO)

b) Are you filing to support the.ggiginal applicant's position?
(Circle One) YES ‘

c) Are you filing fg rself or on behalf of other parties, an organization or company?
(Circle One) OTHER '
d) If "other" please state the name of the person(s), erganization or company (print clearly or type)
REPRESENTATIVE
Name

Mailing Address

Zip
Work Phone: () Home Phone : ( )

APPEAL INFORMATION '
A complete copy of the decision letter is necessary to determine the final date to appeal, under what
authorizing legisiation, and what, if any, additional materials are needed to file the appeal.

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the City
(Area) Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the written determination of the
Commission.

Final Date to Appeat: \T J “’t
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page 2 of 3
REASONS FOR APPEALING '

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it?

%Entire U part .
t i A ‘

Indicate: 1) How you are aggrieved by the decision; and 2) Why do you believe the decision-maker erred
or abused their discretion? If you are not appealing the whole determination, please explain and
specifically identify which part of the determination you are appealing.

Attach additional sheets if necessary.

Plesse Seez Ld’k"S Darkd 3/l9/1009

n/td [2008 , u /1920 + 3 bo
Corsomally m?nm’e\./ pryeds Jjﬁ?% RITINIG W/}——‘wcwsl»ec\.
Vielphenr of PR (. Section 21080(d Y ? an MND | S ~ot
SolFiLienT, 05 IhT€ 1S evidedlr of New N analyzad

Visnl \mgreks, An EIR 1S Requived,

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

e Original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee from original applicants.
. Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt.
o Any additional information or materials required for filing an appeal must be provided in

accordance with the LAMC regulations as specified in the original determination letter. A copy of
the determination/decision letter is required.

- Acceptance of a complete and timely appeal is based upon successful completion and
examination of all the required information.

. Seven copies and the original appeal are required.

| certify that the gtatements contained!in t?‘s application are complete and true:
Appellant
pp ¥ .

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Receipt No. s Amount Date

Application Received

Application Deemed Complete

Copies provided: U Determination M| Receipt (original
applicant only)

Determination Authority Notified (if necessary) | U

CP-7769 (09/19/06)
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June 10, 1996

TO: Public Counters
Zoning Administrators
FROM: Robert Janovici

SUBJECT: REJECTION OF IMPROPER APPEALS

The Municipal Code provides that an appeal from a Zoning Administrator's action must "..set" forth
specifically the points at issue, the reasons for the appeal, and wherein the appellant believes there was
an error or abuse of discretion by the Zoning Administrator".

It has historically been the City’s policy to be liberal when viewing appeals and determining whether they
met the requisite minimum threshold. However, a review of the requirements seems appropriate at this
time. Recently, | dismissed an appeal which by its terms clearly was based upon a personal dispute
between two adjoining property owners and having nothing io do with the historic, current or prospective
use of the property which was the subject of the original application.

I am requesting that all appeals be reviewed upon submittal in_detail fo ensure that the prospective
appellants indicate clearly how they are personally aggrieved (impacted) by the underlying action and
wherein the Zoning Administrator erred or abused discretion. Staff should never write out language for an
individual nor give advice as to the possible outcome of an appeal or underlying action. If there is an
Issue in a particular case as to whether an appeal is properiy filled out, contact me directly. If | am
unavailable, contact the Administrator who is liaison to the counter. :

Persons asking questions about appeals should be advised not to wait until the last minute fo do so - in
the event they are unexpectedly late due to traffic or other reasons, no exceptions will be made. Likewise,
no leeway will be given due to the mail, private delivery service or other source not delivering the appeal
on time. As such, prospective appellants should be strongly urged fo file the appeals personally.

RJ:Imc
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON HOWARD HUGHES CENTER MND. March 18" 2009

From Rex Frankel, 6038 west 75% street, L.A. CA 90045

i
L

\
CASE NUMBER VTT-70318-CN, ENV-2008-3887-MND (REC 1), AND ZA-2008-2700-VCU

TO: Sarah Molina and Maya Zaitzevsky, L.A. City Planning Department

As we stated on March 4", at each step in the process of awarding entitlements to build this project, the
applicant and their predecessor owners have misled the public into believing that the crucial entitlements
were awarded at a prior hearing or public process, so the opportunity to complain about it has passed.
This is precisely the definition under CEQA of an illegal “piecemealing”, in which environmental
review of a project occurs in stages where the whole of an action is not taken into consideration.

As we stated before, the 1984 EIR did not contain a tower in this location. The 1999 “Clarification
Letter” authorized the tower but there was no public review nor any opportunity to appeal the decision.
The applicant now claims the 1999 private letter was approved in a public process in 2002, and goes so
far in several of their submissions to say an EIR was approved for this change on September 4, 2002. In
fact, no such EIR exists nor was approved as the only change to the Hughes Center in 2002 was for
different parcels in the project and those changes were called “merely technical” and were approved
with a “categorical exemption” from CEQA.

So what we are left with today is a project that relies upon non-public or non-existent environmental
review documents to site the tallest tower in the Hughes Center, in fact the tallest tower in the
Westchester-LAX area. It is implicit that now the law be followed, that an EIR consider in a
discretionary manner each permit that has been granted for this tower and the other three lots for any
impacts that differ from the 1984 EIR.

1. THE BUILDING HEIGHTS IN THIS PROPOSAL DIFFER SIGNIFICANTLY FROM THE
1984 EIR: '

Neither the adoption of a development agreement nor the 1999 “Clarification Letter” can justify added
height or greater visual impacts than were revealed in the 1984 EIR. (See attachment 1). The heights of
each of the 4 parcels in this application should be limited in this way, as was shown in the 1984 EIR
view impacts exhibit:

6040 Center Drive should be limited to 115 feet above sea level;
6055 Center Drive should be limited to 115 feet above sea level;
5900 Center Drive should be limited to 140 feet

5901 Center Drive should be limited to 115 and 140 feet

2. IMPROPER MODIFICATION OR DELETION OF VIEW MITIGATION MEASURES:

Whether you choose to find that the view mitigation measures in this project were changed without a
finding that they are infeasible, or merely changed with no public review in violation of the development



agreement’s section V.N., either way, the 268 or 326 foot condo tower cannot be approved using this
Mitigated Negative Declaration as the sole review of impacts.

The Hughes Center project could have been approved by the City Councilin 1986 with no view
mitigation measures, provided they were infeasible. But the Council instead chose to find that there were
feasible mitigation measures and so they must be enforced. Because the project design was stated to be
the view mitigation measure, by definition, changes to the:project design that altered this mitigation
measure needed to be reviewed by the public and not done through a private letter between the
landowner and the planning department. It is true that with the mitigation measures and the project
design as shown in the 1984 EIR, still, many views of the “horizon” will be blocked. That doesn’t mean
that new impacts to the remaining view corridors are insignificant. To the contrary, they are more
significant, much as the way a 1% increase of traffic to an “F” rated intersection is significant, while the
same impact to a “C” rated intersection might not be. If the baseline is already severely impacted, it
takes less additional impact to trigger the CEQA impact significance threshold.

The applicant at the hearing on March 4™ attempted to narrowly interpret what the views are from the
surrounding neighborhoods, stating that if a view of the “horizon” is blocked, then there is no problem
with blocking everything above this horizon, too.

This is the precise problem with applicant’s slide entitled “Responding to Concerns: Relocation of
Tower, View 3A and 3B” which is taken at the lowest possible elevation, around 40 feet above sea level,
and taken from within the Hughes Center’s property. The photo is not taken from our neighborhood, nor
is it representative of the true impacts from the EIR upon it, which showed 115 foot buildings, not 135
foot buildings. Since elevations in the immediate neighborhood range from 40 feet to 129 feet, it is
misleading to assume that a view of a significant vista that would have been blocked by a 115 foot
building (as shown in the EIR) from elevation 40 would also be completely blocked as seen from a
home at 100 feet elevation. As the photo which I submitted shows, views of the mountains are still
possible over a 115 foot building or even the more distant 135 foot parking structure. Howeyver, this
view mitigation measure would be completely destroyed if the building is 268 or 326 feet in elevation.

The only thing that is accurate in this exhibit “View 3A and 3B” is that the 326 foot tower has been
dramatically shifted to the east from a location that was behind a wall of three high-rises. So what the
public will actually see is 4 high-rise towers in a row, instead of three with another behind it. The point
of this is that the original 1984 EIR featured all the tallest towers in this part of the Hughes Center being
clustered together; the 1999 “clarification letter” spread them out, thus increasing the portion of the
skyline and mountains that would be blocked.

The applicant’s reliance on a map titled “figure 45” from the original draft EIR as a view corridor map
that shows virtually no view corridors is simply a false reading of this exhibit. This map is a summary of
view impacts from selected locations at the Hughes Center’s property line and does not show the wide
variance in elevations in the surrounding immediate neighborhood, which within the space of two streets
goes from 40 feet to 129 feet.

The applicant stated on March 4™ that “There were no view corridors designated”. While it would have
been helpful if the project’s conditions of approval also specified more details about the view mitigation
corridors, the CEQA findings adopted by the City Council on January 24, 1986 were explicit enough:

“The proposed high-rise structures will obstruct existing views over the project site from adjoining and
nearby private properties on the south and west. This impact will be partially mitigated by the siting



and placement of high-rise structures and by project-imposed height restrictions which will allow
viewing channels between some taller buildings and over some lower buildings.” (Emphasis added)
(see attachment 2)

v X

This establishes that the project design was a mitigation measure and as such, it is not something that
can be changed through a “ministerial” (behind the scenes/non-public process), because the original
mitigation measure was adopted through a “discretionary™ (ie., a public) process. Moreover, the
applicant has not shown any authority that allows them to have altered this mitigation measure in
private. They instead claim the mitigation measure is non-existent.

Finally, it is the applicant’s own CEQA consultant that has concluded that changes to the location of tall
view-impacting buildings can cause significant impacts. The June 20, 2008 letter from Christopher A.
Joseph & Associates to Maya Zaitzevsky (which is in the file for this project application) states several
revealing facts:

“The tract approval contained lot-by-lot height limitations to allow for view corridors through the
project development...(page 4)

“Because the proposed Projects and requested Implementing Permits would not alter building placement
or permitted height as otherwise permitted and analyzed under prior environmental reviews, the
Apartment Project and Condominium Project will not result in any new significant view obstructions...

(page 5)

They are in effect admitting that if they were considering changing the location of the 24 story condo
tower today, it would be considered a significant impact. As this would be a significant impact, an EIR
is required. The change in “building placement™ was instead performed in a rion-public process and is
now being relied upon to claim that no impact is really happening today. But if the change in building
placement was being sought today, along with all of the other permits, an EIR would be required. What
this shows is that the 1999 Clarification Letter accomplished an illegal “piecemealing” of the review of
the impacts of this relocated high-rise tower in a very sensitive view-impacting location. This
piecemealing has created the fiction that the change sought in 1999 had no impact, and that the permits
relying on that 1999 change sought today also have no impact. The reality is that the net effect of the
1999 action and today’s action do cause a significant impact based in the reasoning of Equity Office’s
own EIR consultant.

2

Thank you, Rex Frankel

ATTACHMENTS:

#1---11/1984 Draft EIR Height Limits and view corridors map

#2---January 24, 1986 CEQA F 1nd1ngs on view impacts as approved by the City Councﬂ
#3---Table of previous CEQA review of view impacts at the Hughes Center

#4---Elevation Map of Westport Heights neighborhood south of the Hughes Center

#5---Equity Office’s brochure claiming that an EIR was approved in 2002

#6---Equity Office’s brochure showing changed view impacts for Westport Heights neighborhood
#7---Photo of view impacts from 100 foot elevation with old and new tower locations shown
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Utilities (Solid Waste):

Add at the end of the last sentence: "which may be
considered significant."”

View: /
Replace in entirety as follows:

The proposed high-rise structures will obstruct
existing views over the project site from adjoining and
nearby private properties on the south and west. This
impact will be partially mitigated by the siting and
placement of high-rise structures and by
progectolmposed hemght restrxctxons wblch will allow
viewing' channéls " befween some taller buildings and over
some lower buildings. This impact will be further
mitigated by a clear project commitment to overall
project quality and distinguished projecc appearance as
evidenced by significanc design efforts and
expenditures in a major linear park/garden totaling
some 11.5 acres along the southern property line.
The*efore while the project will og<truct views
available over the site from adjoining residences, it
will also create views available from within the
project and will create in itself an attractive urban
viewscape as seen from around the project. Neverthe-
less, the obstruction of views from some nearby
residential properties may be considered significant as
maant by CEQA, the project's beneficial visual
characteristics notwithstanding. Such additional
mitigation as may be provided by placing the same
amount of building area in buildings that would be
lower than the surrounding viewing locations was found
to have undesirable effect on functional design and
visual character due to the resulting loss of exterior
circulation area for service and pedestrian access,
loss of open space, and excessively large interior
floors having disadvantageous leasing implications.
Moreover, mitigation as may be provided by reduced
building intensity would have unacceptable impacts on
the project objectives,



Chnistopher A. Joseph & Associates

April 20, 2004

Table 2

Comparison of Environmental Findings between the
Howard Hughes Center EIR (1986), the Howard Hughes Entertaimnent Center EIR (1998)
and the Addendum for the Second Amendment to the Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement

Environmental Issue

HHC EIR
(1986)

HHC Enteriainment
Center EIR (1998)

2004
Addendum

Aesthetics (Vicws)

S'.igx_lij_icilm‘_h’npacr ‘

Nut Amalyzed

No Change

Air Quality

Significant lnpact

Significant Impact

No Change

Cultural/Archacological Resources

Less Than Signoificant
Inipact

Not Amalyzed

No Clhange

Earth (Grading)

Less Than Significamt
Impact

Not Analyzed

No Change

Hydrology / Water Quality

Less Than Significam
Impact

Not Analyzed

Less Than Sipnificant
Tpact

- Land Use and Planning

Less Than Sigmticam
Tipact

Not Amalyzed

Less Than Significam
Impact

Noise

Significant Impace

Lesg Than Significamt
hnpact

Less Than Significant
lpact - No Clunge

Population and Housing

Less Than Significant
Impact

Not Analyzed

Lesy Than Significant
-Beneficial bt

Public Services- Fire Protection

Less Than Significant
Inipact

Not Analyzed

Less Than Significant
Tropact

Public Services - Police Protection

Less Than Significant
Impact

Not Analyzed

Less Than Significant
Impact

Public Services — Schools

Less Thao Significant
[mpact

Not Analyzed

Less Than Significam
Impavt

Pubbic Services - Parks and Rec.

Less Than Significamt
Inipact

Not Analyzed

Leess Than Significam
Impact

Transportation and TrafTic

Significam hupact

Less Than Signiticam
Impact

Less Than Significaun
Twipact

Unilities - Energy Conservation

Significant Impact

Not Analyzed

No Change

Significant hinpact

Not Analyzed

Lezss Than Significan

Utilities -Sewer -
Impact
Utilities - Solid Waste Significant Impact Not Analyzed Lens Than Significant
' ’ mpact

Utilities - Water Availability

Not Amalyzed

Not Analyzed

Less Than Significant
Impusct

e e e e e e e
Sevoud Amendment 1o the Howard Hughes Cenrer

Develupment Agreemens Addendum

1. Ranonale For Prepaning An Addendum

Page UI1-2
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» Development Agreement approved and EIR cértified '
November 3, 1986

. September 16, 1998 Modification to Tentative Tract
35269

e Development Agreement amended ahd second EIR
certified September 4, 2002 |

e Development Agreement amended again and EIR -
Addendum approved May 2, 2005
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Black Ou
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COMMENTS ON HOWARD HUGHES CENTER MITIGATED NEGATIVE DELARATION
NOTE: THIS LETTER CONTAINS TWO ATTACHED FILES OF EXHIBITS

CASE NUMBERS: VTT-70318, ENV-2008-3887-MND, ZA-2008-2700-VCU

FROM:
Rex Frankel, 6038 west 75 Street,
Los Angeles, CA 90045
310-738-0861

To: Sarah Molina, L.A. City Planning Department

The Hughes Center through the years has received numerous and excessive gifts from the City, from
zoning and plan changes that tripled the value of their land and the size of what they could build, to a
special 25 year exemption from voter attempts to undo these gifts. The community that has been
severely impacted by this massive wall of high-rises has received nothing in return.

Now they seek more high-rises at the expense of our neighborhood. It is time the City’s officials stood
up to them and said “Enough is Enough!” Hasn’t the Hughes Center developer profited enough at our
expense?

MY COMMENTS ON THE CEQA DOCUMENT:

An EIR is the appropriate CEQA document, not an MND, for this project

It is claimed that the current action doesn’t increase the entitlements and impacts and so no new EIR is
required. Not so.

The previous 1984 EIR did not analyze or authorize buildings taller than 115 feet on the two proposed
residential parcels. In fact, for the location of the proposed 326 foot condominium tower, thé Draft EIR
map shows a road and open space. Therefore this new project is an increase in entitlements. With the
increase in entitlements and building heights comes an increase in impacts, This increase in impacts
mandates an EIR.

SEE EXHIBIT 1

An entire neighborhood faces the wall of high-rises already constructed at the Hug}Les Center. Adding
more will cause even more significant view and privacy impacts.

SEE EXHIBIT 2



( (
1. VISUAL IMPACTS ARE BEING INCREASED:

Development of two new 135 and 326-foot tall towers will have §igniﬁca{1t visual impact as the
development of the other high-rises in the Hughes Center was found in 1985 by the City to have
significant and unmitigable adverse visual impacts. It can be easily shown that by the fair argument
standard in CEQA it is likely that the increased height wil] cause significant view and aesthetic impacts.

Calif. Public Resources code section 21080 (d) states: “ If there is substantial evidence, in light
of the whole record before the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment, an environmental impact report shall be prepared.”

View corridors were left as mitigation measures in the 1984 EIR and ratified in the City Council’s
approval of the tract map. Mitigation measures cannot now be eliminated without a finding that they are
infeasible. This finding must be supported by substantial evidence and not just because the land owner
wants to eliminate them for his own profit. (See Lincoln Place Tenants Association v. City of L.A. 130
Cal App.4‘h 1491, pages 1508-1509; also see Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County, 91
Cal App 4™ 342, page 345)

These mitigation measures were described this way in the Final EIR dated June 1985: “The siting and
placement of structure (sic) should allow for viewing channels through the project development”. (page
F-xiii). SEE EXHIBIT 3

The tract map approval letter dated 11/4/1985 stated “The tract approval limits the height of buildings to
allow for viewing channels through the project development.” The Council required on 1/24/1986 that
the project would include “project-imposed height restrictions” and “viewing channels”.

SEE EXHIBIT 5

The elimination of the view corridors by the addition of 2 new towers will also be cumulatively
significant, as the existing towers severely constrained the views and invaded the privacy of the
thousands of homes in the bowl-like neighborhood that is to the south and west of the Hughes Center;
this makes the added view impacts even more significant. Just because earlier phases of the Hughes
Center wiped out most views and invaded the privacy of residents doesn’t make this new impact less
significant. In fact, under CEQA, the impact is more significant because the community and therefore
the affected “environment” is more sensitive to the new impact.

While the applicant claims a right to build to 326 feet and the original 1984 EIR shows that the Airport
Hazard Elevation Limit puts a maximum height on these 4 parcels of 326 feet, the original EIR limited
the heights further to 115 and 140 feet. This limitation was put in by the applicant as mitigation for their
huge increase in zoning entitlement that was approved at the same time as the project. (SEE SECTION 4
OF THIS LETTER FOR MORE ON THIS SUBJECT)

When the 1984 EIR was certified and the development agreement was approved based on this EIR, the
applicant and City Councilwoman at the time told the City Council that there would be no occupied
floors taller than 16 stories.

SEE EXHIBIT’s 4 AND 6

All evidence clearly shows that the two proposed residential parcels are limits by all city approvals
to much less height than the applicant is currently seeking.



2. THE 1999 CLARIFICATION LETTER HAS NO LEGAL
FORCE AND CANNOT INCREASE IMPACTS WITHOUT
CEQA REVIEW

The applicant today relies upon a 1999 “clarification” letter written by a city planner to justify this
added height. Since the clarification letter added significant buildable height to the parcels at issue, there
should have been CEQA review of this added impact, since it was already found by the City that the
existing towers caused significant view impacts. There was in fact no CEQA review of this letter, and no
public hearings or action of the City Council to approve the height increases. Moreover, a mitigation
measure for a significant impact cannot be merely waived away by a private letter between city planmng
and a landowner.

Whether or not anyone challenged the 1999 clarification letter is irrelevant because no public notice was
sent out. Therefore, there is no statute of limitations on a challenge to the granting of increased
entitlements and impacts without CEQA review. When the public notice is defective, the statute of
limitations is waived.

The development agreement was approved in 1986. It can only authorize entitlements that were
analyzed in the EIR. Neither the Development Agreement nor a clarification letter can authorize more
impacts without additional CEQA review of the significance of the impact. The legal maximum height
that can be built on the two proposed residential lots is 115 feet or less.

As the Development agreement states on page 7 : “The maximum height of the project’s proposed
buildings is shown on the table attached as Exhibit E hereto and is subject to the limitations set forth in
the project approvals.” (emphasis added)

The project approvals and EIR show no tall buildings on the two proposed residential sites.

The applicant claims the Development Agreement gives them the right to this excessive height. In fact,
as page 18 of the Agreement states:

“Any subsequent discretionary Action initiated by Company which changes the density, phasing,
building heights or proportion of office, hotel and retail space shall be subject to the rules,
regulations and official policies of the city then in effect...”

This means that the Development Agreement acknowledges that any height increases are OUTSIDE the
scope of the original Agreement and may be rejected or modified by the City without breaking the
original agreement.

3. THE ADDED HEIGHT OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS IS
NOT AUTHORIZED BY THE ORIGINAL PROJECT
APPROVALS:




Floor-Area-Ratio averaging was originally allowed in the 1984-1966 project approvals, but was
invalidated by the Superior Court as the proper findings for the granting of the necessary zoning
variance could not be made. This averaging was approved originally in order to allow some of the
towers at the Hughes Center to reach 6 to 1 F.A.R. by claiming that lots containing parking structures
did not count as built area.

The Court’s invalidation of the height transfer variance means that the existing development agreement
does not authorize the averaging of F.A.R.’s between separate lots divided by a public street.

As the original approved project as modified by the court order does not allow buildings to exceed 3 to 1
F.A.R, the applicant’s requested averaging of F.A.R.’s for the purpose of transferring extra height to the
apartment tower to build to a 4.35 F.A.R. to the apartment parcel, which is a 40% increase in size and
height over the current limits, has not been previously reviewed nor analyzed nor mitigated. This F.A.R.
limit and height increase is going to cause additional significant view impacts, and so an EIR is required.

The conversion of 600 hotel rooms into 600 housing units is absolutely an increase in the size of the
buildings. The average size of hotel rooms is a fraction of the size of most apartment or condominium
units. Therefore, this conversion from hotel to residential is an increase in impacts.

This attempt to approve increased entitlements by claiming that they were granted long ago is very
similar to the recent court overturning of Playa Vista Phase 2, which was “sold” to the public as a
downzoning when in truth it was a huge upzoning, or increase in impacts compared to the actual zoning.
By understating the impacts of the actions required to authorize a development, namely a rezoning, the
true effects and political choices involved in the approval of the project are distorted. The public is
cheated of their right to know the true impacts of the development.

The actual zoning and entitlements on the 2 proposed residential parcels are for, at most, 115 foot tall
buildings, not for anything taller.

THE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT WOULD SEVERELY EXCEED THE 3 TO 1
F.A.R. MAXIMUM IN THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT:

The applicant seeks an F.A. R. on the condominium site of 8 to 1, much higher than the 3 to 1 limits
allow. The landowner seeks to accomplish this by counting their ownership of land underneath a city
street. Normally, a landowner can count land under a “future street” as part of their lot for the purposes
of determining the buildable area. However, this is not a future street, but an existing street for the past
ten years. Based on the actual buildable area of this lot, which is 34,807 square feet, minus fire lane and
drainage easements, the allowable building size should be 104,421 square feet instead of the proposed
273,030 square feet.

P
The applicant claims that they kept ownership of the street in front of their condo lot because they
always intended to keep ownership of “airspace” under or over the streets.

In fact, the 1984 Draft EIR shows the purpose of these airspace easements as for locating parking
structures below grade. This had the effect of putting some of the massive density of the Hughes Center
below grade, A LAUDABLE GOAL. However, after project approval, no other builders in the Hughes
Center constructed any below-street parking garages and neither does the current applicant intend Toto
do this. So instead, what the applicant now seeks to do is benefit from this unused airspace easement in
order to construct an even taller structure than was ever considered in any EIR for their property!



SEE EXHIBIT 7

It is a cynical rnisconstruing of the municipal code and the original project approvals to attempt to
justify this massive exceedance of the allowable Floor Area Ratio, "

It is telling that the applicant can point to nowhere in the Development Agreement that would allow this
mis-use of an airspace easement, precisely because these airspace easements are not mentioned in the
Agreement.

4. A HISTORY OF THE DECEPTIVE PROCESS OF THE
AWARDING OF ENTITLEMENTS TO THE HUGHES
CENTER:

This is the second time the Hughes Center has soﬁght approval of massive development and to avoid

both CEQA and public review of the impacts and alternatives to a proposed increase in entitlements that
are not currently allowed.

In authorizing a 3.1 million square foot high-rise project at the Hughes Center, the June 1985 Final EIR
found, “The project is proposed with less than 50 percent of the development intensity permissible in the
M1 zone designated by the District Plan.” (page 109) SEE EXHIBIT 8

In fact, a plan amendment was required as part of the tract map approval because the then-current
Westchester District Plan only allowed a maximum of 1.1 million square feet of limited industrial type
development on the site.

This huge upzoning was repeatedly denied by City officials and the Hughes Center’s spokesmen and
their deception served to prevent the public from knowing the true nature of the project.

HOW THIS DECEPTION OCCURRED:

In 1984 and 1985, the project entitlements for the Hughes Center were split into 2 EIR’s which were
reviewed during the same time span:

The 12/1984 Hughes Center EIR analyzed the subdivision of the land and required mitigation for the
impacts of the project that was described as being ¥ as dense as the zoning allowed. This EIR
authorized a project totaling 3.1 million square feet instead of the 6.2 million square feet that it was
claimed was allowed. This EIR did not consider nor authorize the Plan changes that increased the
allowable size of the Center. SEE EXHIBIT 9

The March 1985 EIR for the Coastal Transportation Specific Plan contained a Plan Amendment that
increased the zoning entitlements at the Hughes Center from 1.1 million square feet to 6.2 million square
feet, from 0.5 F.A.R. to 3 F.AR. Therefore, the earlier 12/84 EIR actually assumed that the later 3/85
EIR had already granted this huge increase in entitlements.

The CTCSP EIR never explained that this plan amendment, from Limited Industry to Community
Commercial, would actually increase the entitlements of the Hughes Center.



Before these two EIRS were released, the adopted 1974 Westchester/Playa del Rey District plan showed
this site that was zoned as M1-1 was “planned” for Limited Industry. The planning department staff’s
review of the Hughes Center EIR determined that any development greater than 1.1 million square feet
would have to ratified by the City Council and the Plan would have to be amended to allow this high
density. The staff insisted that this plan amendment be a condition of the City’s approval of the project.
So, why wasn’t this fact plugged into the Final EIR for the Hughes Center? Why wasn’t the Draft EIR
recirculated with this new project feature honestly described? SEE EXHIBIT 11

Instead, the planning department chose to put the plan amendment into the CTCSP EIR, which was a
project entirely about widening roads in this area and assessing developers for the cost of the road
widenings. A reader of the summary section of the CTCSP EIR would find no notice that there was a
Plan Amendment proposed for the Hughes Center. It took a search by readers into the middle of the EIR
to learn that, yes, a plan amendment was proposed for the Hughes Center. But the EIR text made it seem
that the amendment had no impact, therefore ‘No further environmental review of this action is needed.”
(page I11-29) SEE EXHIBIT 10

'The net effect of splitting the project approval and the necessary zoning increase into 2 separate EIR’s.
was to avoid alerting the public that the Hughes Center was not allowed by the present zoning.

The existing 1.1 million square feet entitlement was based on the fact that areas with a plan designation
of Limited Industry were supposed to be built with 1-story manufacturing and light office uses covering
half the land, with the rest being parking. This lead to the F.A.R. of 0.5 to 1, or a square footage
entitlement equal to half of the available 48 acres of M1 zoned land. This lower F.A.R. in district plan
designations as compared to the zoning F.A.R. of 3 to 1 was not unusual at the time, since for as much
as 15 years after creation of the district plans in the mid-1970’s much of the city was zoned for much
higher entitlements than the applicable district plan allowed. This confusion and non-enforcement of
community- demgned Plans led the state legislature to pass Assembly Bill 283 to require cities to
conform their zoning and general plans.

The Hughes Center’s attorneys argued that because their project was “zoned” in height district one, they
were entitled to an F.A.R. of 3 to 1. They argued that since they had always been allowed to build office
buildings in that zone, that the change from Limited Industry to Community Commercial would have no
impact. In fact, office uses were only allowed in the Limited Industry designation if they were incidental
to the manufacturing or other Limited Industrial use.

The Hughes Center and developers citywide were given a gift by the City Council in a poorly-publicized
ordinance, # 158939, approved May 10, 1984, which changed the definition of the M1 zone to allow all
C2 uses except sanitariums or hospitals. This change in the allowed uses in M1 zones received no
CEQA review because no specific properties were being rezoned. Instead, the definition of the zone
designation was changed. But because the M1 zone would now allow offices and retail uses, the
planning department used this as an excuse to say that changing the plan designation of industrially
zoned lands in the city to higher density commercial would now have no environmental impact.

SEE EXHIBIT 12 '

This action by the Council was actually counter to planning department policy. As staff wrote in the
June 1985 Hughes Center Final EIR, page F-ivx: “industrially zoned land acreages are being depleted



and utilized for office/commercial uses and not as recommended by the respective plans.” (emphasis
added). SEE EXHIBIT 13

Therefore, it took a tortured interpretation of the planning department whlch wrote in the January 24,
1986 Council hearing staff report that building at the existing industrial zorung was infeasible:

“Further, it would be unreasonable to deprive the applicant of the value of the commercial
development in light of the historic expectation of such development based upon existing zoning
and previous and current District Plan designations and the City’s inability to provide
compensation for such loss.”

It is laughable that staff described a right that had existed for a year and a half as “historic expectation™.
SEE EXHIBIT 15

Of course, the zoning entitlement was being increased at the Hughes Center, but officials kept denying
it. At the Council’s 1218/1985 Planning and Environment Committee hearing when the Hughes Center
plan designation was changed, Council President Pat Russell was quoted in the minutes:

“She stated that there would be no density changes through adoption of the plan amendments.”

SEE EXHIBIT 14

The action of the Council was legally described as a “clarification”, as opposed to what it really was, a
massive zoning increase and gift.

After the City Council approved the Hughes Center, neighborhoods around the city grew outraged at the
pace of commercial office and retail development replacing neighborhood commercial stores and small
industrial buildings.

Two members of the city council begin on February 26, 1986 to circulate an initiative measure to cut the
allowed density by half in all areas of the city located in height district one.
SEE EXHIBIT 16

This would affect the Hughes Center, and so on March 10" 1986, the Hughes Center’s attorneys
petitioned the City to give them a 20-year development agreement to lock-in their 3 to 1 zoning rights
despite any future downzoning action by voters or the city council.

SEE EXHIBIT 17

In fact, while voters approved Proposition U by a 2 to 1 margin on November 4" 1986, the Hughes
Center development agreement was signed by the Mayor on November 3",

Meanwhile, the City Council member representing this district ran for re-election in 1987. Her campaign
manager was the chief lobbyist for the Hughes Center. SEE EXHIBIT 18

Thank you for reviewing and responding to our neighborhood’s concerns.
Rex Frankel



EXHIBIT 1-FROM 11/1985 DRAFT EIR
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EXHIBIT 2-FROM 11/1984 DRAFT EIR,
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EXHIBIT 3-FROM 6/1985 FINAL EIR

Page F-xiii

RECOMMENDED OR
CODE REQUIRED

ADVERSE IMPACTS MITIGATED MEASU'RES

NET UNMITIGATED
ADVERSE IMPACT

UTILITIES (Solid Waste) (Cont'd)

central collection
facilities and recycling
systems. (Recommended)

day. This solid waste
would be transported to
existing landfill sites
and will contribute to
the reduction in the
lifespan of the landfill.
{DEIR pg 162-163)

lifespan of existing
regional landfill.

VIEW K
The'siting and placemernt.,

The proposed high-rise
structures will obstruet
existing views over the
project site from adjoining
and nearby properties on
the south and west.
(DEIR pg. 166-171)

for viewing channels

ment, {Recommended)

of structure should allow .

through the project deve-

Existing views will
be obstructed,

CULTURAL RESOURCES (Archaeological)

- The project site is
located in an area of
high archaeological sensi-
tivity. Two recorded
archaeological sites
(LAN 213, LAN 216) are
located on the project
site. Extensive test
excavation of these two
sites revealed no
historical or archaeo-
logical evidence of any
significance.

{(DEIR pg. 172-173)

In the event any arti-
facts are uncovered in
the course of the develop-
ment of the project, the
UCLA Archaeological
Survey -be contacted and
an assessment made to
assure recovery of any
significant resources,

None if property
mitigated. ~




EXHIBIT 4

58 Angeles Bmes

Sunday, October 6, 1985,/ W

HUGHES: 3 Hotels

Contluued from Page L
like to see homes being developed
in thiz area.”

Marilyn Cole, a spokesman for
the Coalition of Concerned Com-

. munities, 3 group representing 18
homeowner agsociations, asked
that no more development approv-
alg be granted in the area until the
city has solved problems at Hype-
rion.

Gilbert Archuletta, an attorney
repregenting Culver City, accused
Loa Angeles officials of failing lo
prepare an adequate environmen-
tal impact report on the project, In
an interview later, he zaid Culver
City officials have asked for a 13%
reduction in the size of the project
and that they are likely to appeal
the eommission action if Westches-
ter homeowners do not,

* Planning Commissioner Robert
Abernathy sald he shared concerns
about traffic congestion in West-

far the project, describing it ag a.

sensitive approach to development
that would result in important
highway projects in the area.

Tooley officials estimated they .
would spend perhaps $8 million to |
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Planning Commission has ap-
proved building of up ta three
hotels proposed for Howard
Hughes Center (white arpa).

$10 million for new freeway ramps.
The ramps will enable travalers
on the Marina Freeway to go

southbound on the San Diega Free- -

way without exiting to surface
streets, McGregor said.

McGregor, whe outlined the
project in an interview, sald the
tompinhy has teken several addi-
tional steps (0 try to meet the
concerns of residents. He sald the
company has just completed work

on a $2-million park, two-thirds of
a mile long and 180 feet wide, that
would help to shield the project
from adjoining neighborhoods,
In addition, he said, the company W\
has agreed to limit building heights
to 16 stories, despite exdsting zon-
ing laws that would allow con-
struction up Lo 26 stories. MeGregor
said the company gtill plans to erect
some type of unoccupied “theme”
structure—which he described as a
spire og monument--which- could
reach 26 stories. ——
MeGregor said the project is
designed to create no impact on
traffie, which he called “an enor-
maousg goal for a project of 70 acres.”
However, he conceded that the
development of the Hughes Center
and surrounding major projects
could worsen traffic. l

/




EXHIBIT 5-COUNCIL APPROVAL LETTER

City oF Los ANGELES

ELiAS MARTINEZ CALIFORNIA / OFFICE OF

ciTY Sroes CITY CLERK

Haom 395, Ciry HaLL
+O% ANGELES, CA 90012
485.5708
WHER MAKING LG RIS

AROLATIVE 70 THIR MATTIR,
REFER 10 FiLE MO

TOM BRADLEY
MavonR Latham & Watkins

555 §. Plower St.

CD 6 Los Angeles, CA. 90071

{w/copy of motion}

85-2313

January 24, 1986 Tooley and Companv
Attn: Wm. McGregor
6167 Bristol Parkway

City Attorney (w/copy of motion) Suite 324

Citv Planning Commission {w/copy of motion) Culver City, CA. 90230

Deputy Advisory Agency {w/copy of motion} (w/copy of motion}

Board of Public Works (w/copy of motion)

Bureau of Engineering (w/copy of motion) - A Coalition of Concerned

Department of Building & Safety Communities (w/copy of mOtLO
(w/copy of motion) ‘ 7927 Stewart Ave.

Los Angeles, CA, 90045

RE: HOWARD HUGHES CENTER - 6900 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

At the meeting of the Council held January 24, 1986, the following
action was taken:

Attached report adopted as amended...c.veainrrennninscncssn %
" motion 24 adopted (Finn~Russell}............. . X
" resolution " ( |
Ordinance adopted. . ...veueerrecnerrvnarenanns sacrscanaraenn
Motion adopted to approve attached faf=3=To ] o o . .s
» " communlcatlon.........-..
To the Mayor for ConcCurrenCe.....«.-... raeeeas Chaeetaaneen
To the Mavor FORTHWITH......vwee- cianme vesassrrenavr o uas
Mavor concurred........ Pramssasavasec e, tesreaannrasaaa
Appointment confirmed.........ccononn craeraraeaes eememan .
Appointee has/has not taken the Oath of Office............ .
Findings adopted as amended........... T A X
Negative Declaratlon adopted...... fhees s ceenae Cesasenes .
Cateqgorically exempt....c.ccuun.. Ceemer et seanen
Generally @Xempt...iuesteenenrraccnencnoanccnnnnanss e
EIR and addendum to EIR certified....covinieerecanacnsananns X

Tract map approved for filing with the County Recorder.....
Parcel map approved for filing wlth the County Recorder....

Bond approved............ ............................. e

Bond is NO ...ivivvecaaen- B -

Resolution of acceptance of future street to be known as
adopted.....cceiiiunnn .

Aqreement mentioned therein is/are No.

of Contracts.. ... enecnananes
r
i?ll*cvﬂr\ar-

Citv Clerk Ku/
mb . AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER




Chy (it CEQA ErnDivas —1 2y | 1984

Utilities (Solid Waste):

v A g
Add at the end of the last sentence: "which may be
considered significant."

View:
Replace in entirety as follows:

The proposed high-rise structures will obstruct
existing views over the project site from adjoining and
nearby private properties on the south and west. This
impact will be partially mitigated by the siting and
placement of high-rise structures and by

progect imposed: height restrmctlons which will allow.
viewing' cHanréel$ between some taller buildings and over
some lower buildings. This impact will be further
mitigated by a clear project commitment to overall
project quality and distinguished project appearance as
evidenced by sxganlcant design eZforts and
expenditures in a major linear park/garden totaling
some 11.5 acres along the southern property line.
Therefore, while the project will obstruct views »
available over the site from adjoining residences, it
will also create wviews available from within the
proyect end will creete in itself an attractive urban
viewscaepe as ceen from around the project. Neverche-
less, the:obstruction of views from some nearby
reswdentlal properties may be considered significant as
meant by CEQA, the project's beneficial visual
characteristics notwithstanding. Such additional
mitigation as may be provided by placing the same
amount of building area in buildings that would be
lower than the surrounding viewing locations was found
to have undesirable effect on functional design and
visual character due to the resulting loss of exterior
circulation area for service and pedestrian access,
loss of open space, and excessively large interior
floors having disadvantageous leasing implications.
Moreover, mitigation as may be provided by reduced
building intensity would have unacceptable impacts on
the project objectives,



EXHIBIT 6

Y -85

PRESIDENT, CITY COUNCIL
COUNCILWOMAN, SIXTH DISTRICT
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Dear Residents:

The Howard Hughes Center, bounded by Sepulveda Blvd.,
Centinela Ave., and the San Diego Freeway, is a 67 acre, 2.7
million square foot project with a floor area ratio of 1.5. By
legal right, the project could be developed at nearly twice that
size. But since that would have devoured the nearby
neighborhoods, I worked to scale the development down to a more
compatible size; still, property that is privately held cannot be
completely taken out of the hands of the holders--instead, it can
be effectively monitored and given to cradible requirements.

There is no way to ignore a particular development's impact
on existing conditions, for adding any variable changes the
equation., We can, however, keep these impacts in bhand, and I
believe, with respect to the Howard Hughes Center, we have.

While a park to protect the 74th Street residents was
landscaped as a buffer zone at the residents' request, by my
urging the developers scrapped their plans to construct a heliport
on the site.

Most significantly, however, is the transpartation network
that was devised over a three year period, and that will,
according to all projections, improve upon existing traffic
conditions at most of the surrounding intersections. Four new on
and off ramps to the San Dieqo Freeway, (north and south), will
been constructed, and plans have been finalized to complete the
(long dermant) Marina Freeway eastbound ramp to the southbound San
Diego Freeway, which will further reduce the traffic cluttering
the Sepulveda/Centinela intersection. The project must also live
up to the terms of my Cogstal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan, calling for the reduction of site traffic by 17 percent
before future phases can begin. Lf not, future phases will not
be built. )

The project's tallest structure is now under construction, ‘
but what we are truly building is, in the long run, a planning
strategy that recognizes certain economic realities as well as
buman ones, one that balances them admirably. By working together
to meet the needs of community life, the Howard Hughes Center has
become a good beginning.

Sincerely,

o tanl]

Pat PRussell
Councilwaman, Sixth District

City Hall, Room 260 Los Angeles 90012 483-3357 District Offices: Westichester: 6414717 Crenshaw : 296-5997



EXHIBIT 7—FROM 11/1984 DRAFT EIR

Free-standing parking structure
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FIGURE 7: THE DISTRIBUTION OF ON-SITE PARKING FACILITIES
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Comment No. 2.C. (March 6, 1985). The subject project does not propose any
permanent on-site housing. in calling for ‘additional housing, SCAG's
jobs/housing balance policy does not specify that new residential development
be provided as part of this project or that the responsibility to provids
housing lies with commercial and industrial developers. Instead, the policy
refers responsibility for the development of new housing to local jurisdictions
in job-rich subregions. Nevertheless, an entity related in ownership to ihe
project applicant does presently have application before the City of Los
Angeles for the development of approximately 205 residential units located in
the greater project locale. In addition, ownership of additional property is
retained by this entity for future residential development of an unspecified
amount of new housing.

Comment No. 8: DEVIATION FROM THE WESTCHESTER-PLAYA ODEL REY
DISTRICT PLAN (W-DRDP)

On page 1 of the W-DRDP it states: “Development may vary slightly from the
pian provided the total acreage of each type of land use, the land use
intensities and the physical relationships among the various land uses are not
alterad. Development should not be allowed which is not consistent with the
intent and purpose of the plan.” Since the proposed project is bordered on
three sides by residential communities the project as proposed is incompatible
with the W-DRDP. In addition, the proposad pilan further deviates from the
wW-DRDP required policies, which gives preference to residential developmants,
by development intensity well in excess of any nearby, comparable
commercial. industrial development; by blockage of long established views; and,
the elimination of a last open area on the east side of Wesichester,

Rasponse: The adopted Wastchester-Playa del Rey District Plan designates
approximately 75 percent of the project site for Limited Industrial purposes
with corresponding M1, MR1 and P zoning classifications. The City of Los
Angeles has zoned the same 75 percent of the project site M1, one of the
corresponding zones cited in the District Plan. The M1 Zone allows office and
retail uses. The project site was surrounded by virtually the same land use
pattern in 1974 when the District Plan was adopted as it is today. The
proposed project appea 5 {t be consistent with the recommendations of the
District Plan. hni® *ddﬁ:r'é’h“}’ﬁ""c'h‘ia“pr-mec‘c“‘:s:proposad with less than 50 percent
of the development intensity permissible in the M1 Zone designated by the

District Plah.
Comment No. 9: RECOMMENDATIONS
The Cealition of Concerned Communities recommends the following:

Have the applicant include in the final EIR an easily followed schedule of
committad road improvements that is overlayed with the projects kev
milestones schecule,
/
Response: A summary schedule of traffic mitigation improvements is presznted
in Table 15 of the DEIR.

Comment No. 10: Have the applicant's traffic consultant re-calculate traffic
circulation predictions based only on committed improvements. Comparse
predicted performance with and without the TSM program; and, evaluate the
impact of 1-405 congestion on project roadways as well as on Road 1 and Road
2 at Sepulveda.

>



EXHIBIT 9—PROJECT DESCRIPTION
FROM 6/1985 FINAL EIR

_— Los Angeles City Planning Department
Room 561 City Hall
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WESTCHESTER-PLAYA del REY DISTRI
COUNCIL DISTRICT 6

EIR 282-83-ZC(SUB)(CUZ)(2ZV)
SCH. NO. 83080705
(HOWARD HUGHES CENTER)

The proposed final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on this project
consists of this report, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

13 i
TR 4 -

The development of 69 acres with an office/commercial complex having a
range of 2.3 million square feet of office space and 600 hotel rooms or
1.8 million square feet of office space and 1,500 hotel rooms. Within
the office space potential includes approximately 100,000 square fect
of retail, restaurant and financial space and 100,000 square feet of
fitness center. Height of structures ranges from three to 26 stories.
Approval is requested for a tentative tract map with a zone change
incident to subdivision and commercial condominium; conditional use to
permit hotel use, a private park, sale and consumption of alcoholic
beverages in the restaurant; and variance to permit buildings to exceed
floor area limitations of Height District 1.

APPLICANT: Howard Hughes Development Corporation and
Tooley and Company inwvestment Builders
6167 Bristol Parkway
Culver City, CA 90230

Prepared By:
Environmental Rewiew Section
June 1985

Table of Contents

Page
Summary F i
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 1
Comments from Persons and Organizations Consulted ¢}

Persons and Organizations not responding 1o the Draft EIR 148
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March, 1 985

Draft Environmental Impact Report

o = City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation
Corridor Specific Plan and Related Community
and District Plan Amendments

Prapares tor me GITY OF LOS ANGELES

Preparsa oy ENVICOM CORPORATION 0 association with
BOLT BERANEK & NEWMAN, INC. s WILLIAMS- KUELBELBECK & ASSOCIATES
s ARCHIPLAN «PRC ENGINEERING, INC.



jevelopment of this property were addressed in the Howard.Hughes .
Center EIR No. 282-83-2C (CUZ)(2V) (Sub); signifizant adverse environ-
mental impacts {dentified in this EIR were air guality tr's;nspurtation,’circu-
lation, sewers, and visual resources. Because the prex"{ous EIR
addressed the environmental consequences of the future uses of the Spicer
property, nesfurtherenvironmentalirevieg-of-this:action is. rec uxred;; ‘e
Howard Hughes Center EIR is available from the Department of ity

Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles and is hereby incerporaied
by reference. '

The City of Los Angeles also proposes to amend the Westchester-
Playe del Rey District Plan land use designation of a group of parcels
located south of Century Boulevard and norinh uf tvene Siteet, Luinodd
Aviation and La Cienega Boulevards (see Figure 7). The existing land
use-designation for this area !s currently Light Tndus‘ry, which would be
changed to a Community Commercial use. Under the provisions of the
Community Commercial land use desighation, the subject property poten-
tially could be developed with a range of uses including most commercial
activities (e.g., office commercial, retail businesses, automotive-releisd
operations), residential, and institutional (e.g.. hospitals, schools,
churches) uses, but not light manufacturing operations. Under the
former Light Industry land use designation, the site could have supported
light manufacturing and most commercial uses, but not residential and
institutional land uses. Given the site's frontage on & major arterial lined
with intensive commercial and hotel uses, it is expecred that the subject
property would be developed with similar intensive commercial uses such
as office and professional commercial uses.

The proposed land use designation change to Community Commercial for
the 23.55-acre site is not expected to result in new environmental impacts
that would not result under the existing Light Industry designation.
That is, under both the existing and proposed land use designations, the
most intensive land use (l.e., commercial office uses) is permitted.
Consequently, the types of environmental impacts (i.e., worst case)
resulting from commercial office use would result with both existing and

111-29
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b. Reducing the amount of parking to below that which is wusually
required for similar projects, essentially forcing all future owners
within the project to keep up their TDM systems by creating an
artificial scarcity.

¢. Imposing & Fine and/or legal charge if maintenance of the 17 percent
0zl faitls, Monies could be depusited with a Coastal Transportation
%crridor Fund to advance construction transit lines. Code violations
are currently misdemeanors punishable by up to a $500 fine and/or 6
@onghs imprisooment. Failure to maintain the reduction could result
in fines.

d. Maximum square footage established whenever an intersection at Level
of Service [LOS) E or F increases hy 0.07 or more as a result of the

project.

e. TDM enforcement plan. This altnernative would requirve the applicant
to retain a consultant to devise a long range TDM enforcement plan.

In the final analysis, we see several alternative approaches to enforce
the proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program after project
completion, some more effective than others. We vecommend concept "a"
which will reduce the traffic impacts. Concept “"a" is also a project
Yariable requested by the applicant. In addition, we recommend concept
lell‘

The issue as to whether the proposed intensity of development,
approximately 2.7 million square feet (including the 400,000 square feet
approved by P.M. LA NO. 4070), constitutes a ®center" as defined hy the
Concept Plan has been debated. The project, on its own, does not fit the
strict interpretation of a center because, as proposed, it lacks housing
and would not function as a self-contained enviromment. However, the
propesed intensity and land use are considered as components of a center.
An added factor is the location of the project site adjacent to an area
known as “Fox Hills", a regional shopping center, which is emerging as a
significant regional commercial center. The Westchester-Playa Del Rey
District Plan, adopted March 20, 1974, designates the subject site for
Timited industrial development, corresponding to the M1, MRl and P zones.
1f the subject site was developed for {ndustrial use, the maximum
allowable square footage would be 1,1 million. Therefore, staff
recommends that development beyond' this approximate level beé tied to an
amendinent to the Westchiester-Playd Del Rey District Plan or other City
Council action whereby it is clear that the proposed project intensity is
appropriate for the subject site.

~
The adopted Bicycle Plan identifies both Sepulveda and Centinela
Boulevards as part of the backbone system of the Bicycle Plan map.
Although the applicant does not propose bike paths as a part of the
project, staff recommends inclusion of these bikeways.

The conceptual design for the project embodies an inward-looking project
with strong physjcal and visual edges on two sides (one to buffer the site
from the freeway and one to buffer the single family neighborhood from the
site) and a central gathering place for all who will work or stay there.
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MAJOR [MPLICATIONS

The adopted 1874 Westchester-Playa del Rey District Plan designates the
project site for Limited Industrial (M1, MR1 and P} and Low Density Housing
{R1, RS and RE3) land use. The Plan essentially acknowledges the existing
M1-1 and R1-1 zoning pattern which has been in existence for many years. As
with other proposed and/or planned developments in  the wcmuty of
LAX-Westchester-Marina _Area, *md*“"j;%‘l_fﬁ Zonediiland - sacreages 4are. bsing,

.depleted andt utilized: for office/commercial Uses and not as recommended by t '"F'ae i
rESpectwe plans.

The project site was initially approved under PMLA No. 4070 in 1970 as a three
lot parcel map with a limitation of 400,000 square feet of office use. The
propesed project continues the development in phases to a fotal development of
2.7 million square feet consisting of 2.3 million square feet of office space
plus 600-room hotel, including 100,000 square feet of retail, restaurant,
financial and a 100,000-square-foot health and fitness center. As proposed,
the full development of the project is committed to a3 program of traffic
reduction measures to achieve a 17 percent reduction during the peak hours
or failing that, an equivalent percentage reduction in project intensity.
This program of traffic reduction measures should be applied throughout the
phases of development and safeguarded by a measure of achievement for
compliance at each level of development.

The issue of the project intensity (2.7 million square feet), whether such a
development constitutes a "center” as defined by the intent and scope of the
Concept Plan has been frequently debated. The strict interpretation of a
"center” consist of high intensity development characterized with a mixture of
land uses, including residential, commercial, mdu'trlgl,“wwcr‘e;t;onal uses
and functions as _ seli contained enwronment skt sidd ’f’g”
& Hé’g«?é‘gs SEHBUBRS St ed pro;éct 4
I’idJ land., rguse of - N ient
camponerﬁi SEERAEY i “"éﬁak-ac@enstlcally ated ,
factor is the location of thé project sité, adjacent to the area known as "Fox
Hills", which is a regional commercial shopping center which is emerging as a
significant regional commercial center. This emergence of Fox Hills as a
center, which the Concept Plan designates as a2 Node, requires a reassessment
of the Concept Plan.

The accelerated development and growth within the environs of LAX,
Westchester and the Marina Area has caused residents concern about the
adequacy of local and regional transportation facilities and the potential
level of future development based on the land use provisions of the Community
Plans and the resultant quality of life. With this concern, the City Council
has initiated the preparation of the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan. Within the Specific Plan Area, the Plan will coordinate the phasing of
development with the expanding capacities of the supporting transportation
networks; implement transportation improvement projects and public transit
programs and collect impact assessment fees necessary to implement the
transportation systems. It will establish a mechanism by which publie/pFivate
agreements would be formed to link facilities improvements with phased
developments and cause the cost of transportation improvements to be borne by
the development generating the impact.



EXHIBIT 14-MINUTES OF COUNCIL
HEARING 12/18/1985

A

Item 7 ~
CF_83-1940-51 J 2 SpPe~ ( PEANIEEY Aea
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This being the time set for the hearing relative to the approval
0of a Resolution and recertification of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) amending the Westchester-Playa del Rey District Plan, the
Los Angeles International Alrport Interim Plan, the Palms-Mar
Vvista-Del Rey District Plan, the Venice Community Plan and the

» .
Highwavs and Pfeeways Plan, the matter was taken up.

The Clerk then presented the Planning and Environment Committee

Report, Resolution and EIR which are as follows-
(Insert P&E Rpt & Resolution)

Following presentation of the Committee report and resclution, the
President inquired if there were any persons present desiring to bhe

heard on the matter.

Whereupon the following persons addressed the Council in
opposition to the proposed amendments: Bryan Allen; and Patrick

McCartney, President of the Coalition of Concerned Communities,

It should be noted that the speakers in opposition exprru&Ja

soncern about the preservation of industrially-zoned lard




s

-2
of the EIR, and indicated that.there were inconsistencies. betweern the:
Generzl. Plan &nd- the préposed plan amendments; The gpeakers also
requested that Council delay voting on the plan amendments until the
Westchester community had sufficient op?ortunity tg address the
Planning Commission on major changes in the Westchester Plan.

The public hearing was closed; and thereafter a period of general

commentary by the members of the Council took place.

Mr. Dave Gay, Planning Department, was seated at the center table

to answer guestions and provide information to Councilmembers.

: b

Mr. Gay explzined the basic provisions of thespropogad
e e " ey
o oy SEE 5 %4 .
Lelarification fame “responded to questions aon the adequacy of

the EIR, and outlined the departmental review procedures involving the
f ! "

Planning Commigsion and Mayor.

At this time, Councilmember Yaroslawvsky assumed the Chair and

President Russell took a seat in the Council semi-circle.

Mr. Finn was recognized and spoke in support of the Committee
recommendations. He stated that the proposed plan amendments were
structured in & flexible manner in order tc meet the changing

conditione of developments as they may occur in the future.

2|y

o
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At this time, Councilmember Wachs entered the Council Chamber apqg

1
{-

. Vi
took his seat, and Councilmember Bernardi was excused and left the

Chamber.

Mrs. Russell was recognized and speke in favor of the proposed

plan amendments.

5k

(A NFan

oy oy T el S st e
ShEongEIOREE

development of the transportation ordinance had been processed openly
through meetings with City staff and members of the community, and
concluded her remarks by asking for Council's approval of the subject
amendments.

Thereafter, the Planning and Environment Committee report,

Resolution and EIR were adopted by the following vote: Roll (11-0}.

The Chair then instructed the Clerk to proceed with the next order

of business.



EXHIBIT 15-COUNCIL APPROVAL
FINDINGS 1/24/1986 s

Al

4, Change in land use.

a) All industrial alternative. Add the following to

the end of this éection;

Alsc, the economic implica£ions of this
alrternative with respect to employment and tax
base and private sector attractiveness would not
be expected to compare favorably with those of the

. project. Further, 1t would be unreasonable co

ggpgiygmgpgﬁgggllcant of the value of cowmercial

2h

fm:y sucm.s*kpé it

SRR

alternative has been rejected.

b) Development per Existing Zoning. Add the

following language to the end of this section:

This alternative has been rejected for the

same reasons as the "all industrial alternative'.



EXHIBIT 16—DOWNZONING INITIATIVE

UNVEILED

Al

Editorial Pages

IM\M CCi/Part 11

L A. ‘Strangling’;
Move Begun to Curb
Density of Building

By VICTOR MERINA, Times Staff Writer

Warning that unbridled devel-
opments are '‘strangling" local
neighborhoods, Los Angeles City
Councilmen Marvin Braude and
Zev Yarogiavsky launched an initi-
ative campaign Wednesday to
drastically reduce the deusily of
future commercial building in most
parts of the city.

The sweeping measure, if it
qualifies for the November ballot,
would reduce the development po-
tential of roughly 756% of the city’s
commercial properties and i ex-
pected to encounter fierce opposi-
tion from influential developars.

Although the proposal would
exemnpt “city centers” where in-
tense development {8 allowed—in-
cluding the downtown business
district, the Wilshire corridor and
céntral Hollywood—construction
in the remainder of the city would
be boumi 4 the voler- appmved

City Plannmg Commipsxm e5-
ident’ Daniel Garcla joirted Yaros-

lavg nndBraudem poain tﬁc v
ky PPN 1. W. Dobbyn, Jorthér &

ballot mitiattve.

“The reasons we are doing this is ‘

because we do not feel that the
existing zoning regulations ade-
quately protect the neighborhoods
of this city, adequately deal with
the traffie problems of this city and
that the current land-use regula-
tions are frankly not very sound,”
said Varoslavsky, who represents
the Westwood area.

Braude, whose district includes

portions of the San Ferpunde Val-
ley where commercial developers
have clashed with local homeown-.
ers, agreed.

“Overtuilding and traffic con-
gestion are strangling our ¢ity and
our neighbortiogds,” he said. “We
are facing a real crisis bedause our
streels can po longer handle the”
?.ver-ex?undmg volumes of fraf.
ie, ... T

In announcing the initiative, Ya-
roslavsky said supporters weve by
passing the council to ensupeg that
“no lobbyists, no compron"lises, no
backroom deals’ would jeopardize
the proposed change.: He Snd

* Braude promised to raige “seéd

money " for the campaign, although
neither would provxde any details.

Plans Cutlined

&
The two council’ memhw@uug
Lmed Lhen' Dlans at a d

"Institufe of Arcp

3

Supperters af the i
to collect 89,516 sighatures to qual-
ify the measure far the November
ballot in what looms as an expen-
sive and contentious political cam-

paign. .
“1would say we'd be very unified

against this,” said Richard Wirth,

executive director of the Govern-

Please sox BUILD]K E%gg%ﬁ%




EXHIBIT 17—HUGHES SEEKS EXEMPTION
FROM DOWNZONING INITIATIVE

] LATHAM & WATKINS

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
565 SOUTH FLOWER STREET
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The City Council of the
City of Los Angeles
c/o City Clerk
City Hall, Room 395
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Development Agreement For Howard
Hughes Center

- Dear Councilmembers:

This letter is written on behalf of our clients,
Howard Hughes Properties Limited Partnership ("Hughes"), the
owner of the 69-acre property located at 6900 Sepulveda ‘
Boulevard Iin Westchester, and Tooley & Company Investment
Builders ("Tooley"), the managing developer for Hughes of
the project commonly known as Howard Hughes Center (the
"Project"), for the pur{ose of requesting that pursuant to
Section 8 of rhe Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan (Ordinance No. 160,3%94), the City of Los Angeles enter
into a Development Agreement with Hughes covering the
Project.

The Project consists of a maximm of 2.7 million
square feet of commercial office space (including a maximum
of 100,000 square feet of retail space and a maximum 100,000
square feet of health fitness center) and 600 hotel rooms. _
The Master Plan for the Project is the result of over three
years of comprehensive and coordinated plamning by Hughes,
Tooley, the City and the Westchester community in which
private and public goals, objectives and interests were
thought fully integrated and resolved in a fashion that
provides significant benefits to all parties. This Master
Plan has been endorsed in each of the numerous City
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EXHIBIT 18—COUNCIL PRESIDENT HAS
CLOSE TIES TO HUGHES’ LOBBYIST
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STATEMENT BY REX FRANKEL AT 11/19/2009 HEARING
BY DEPUTY ADVISORY AGENCY

v Y
I hope you read our 25 page letter and the detailed history of how the Hughes Center was jammed down
our throats in violation of our Community Plan. 23 years ago, the owner of the Hughes Center and their
friends at City hall conspired together to deceive our community and triple the size of the Hughes
Center. All the while they were telling us they were cutting this project in half. The result is a wall of
skyscrapers that stare at us through our windows and yards and rob us of our privacy while the
developers made a ton of money.

You now describe your latest addition of two new taller than previously allowed residential towers as
the only way to bring housing to the Hughes Center. Those of us that were involved twenty three years
ago remember our cry “homes not highrises”. Even the planning department agreed that this area was
already severely jobs-rich and needed housing to balance this out and reduce traffic jams. But the
politicians cut a deal for their buddies. You can still build housing , if that’s what you really want, now. I
encourage you to do that—just stick within the limits that your predecessor promised us in 1985.

This project is being deceptively fast-tracked very similarly to the way Playa Vista Phase 2 was. That
project’s backers claimed they already had the rights to build a massive project, and so they were doing
us a favor by reducing it slightly. The Appeals court saw through this deception because, hidden in the
middle of their EIR, on only one page, the truth was that Playa Vista had used up their development
rights in Phase 1. So Phase 2 wasn’t a reduction, but a massive upzoning,.

You’'re doing the same thing here, mis-stating the environmental baseline, telling us don’t look behind
the curtain, nothing’s really going on here.

The fact is this project today is an addition of two buildings that go far, excessively far beyond the
heights and footprint of high-rises in the original project. You are seeking to wipe out the view corridors
that were originally designed to mitigate the horrific intrusion on our neighborhood by your towers. You
are seeking to impose more massive impacts on our community without the courtesy of even an
Environmental Impact Report.

My organization is the plaintiff that beat Playa Vista phase 2 and Latham and Watkins last year. They
are the most powerful developer in the city and the toughest developer law firm. And we wiped their
project out. Do not underestimate our community’s anger over what was done to us 23 years ago. And
do not underestimate our determination to stop your newest attack on Westchester.



PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS—3/4/2009

COMMENTS ON HOWARD HUGHES CENTER, CASE NUMBER VTT-70318-CN, ENV-2008-
3887-MND (REC 1), AND ZA-2008-2700-VCU---by Rex Frankel 3/3/2009

We hereby incorporate our previous 7 page comment letter and 18 exhibits that were submitted in
response to the original MND for this project.

1. NEW PROJECT, NEW SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: THEREFORE AN EIR IS REQUIRED.

The 24-story tower is new, in a location never before considered, on parcels originally planned as a
roadway and a view mitigation corridor and due to the new significant visual impacts, an EIR is
mandated. An MND is not the appropriate CEQA document for this action sought today. It can be easily
shown by the fair argument standard in CEQA that it is likely that the 7 and 24 story residential towers’
increased height will cause significant view and aesthetic impacts compared to the project analyzed in
the 1986 EIR.

Calif. Public Resources code section 21080 (d) states: “ If there is substantial evidence, in light
of the whole record before the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment, an environmental impact report shall be prepared.”

The applicant replies that this was all approved years ago—either in 1986, 1999, or 2002, and therefore,
the public missed its chance to protest. That would be true only if the public was honestly or even
actually notified.

2. YOU CAN'T ELIMINATE THE VISUAL IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES SIMPLY
BECAUSE THE DEVELOPER WANTS ANOTHER HIGH-RISE.

Whether you require a new EIR or rely upon older environmental documents, the 24 story tower
significantly harms and eliminates mitigation measures required in the 1986 project approval and they
can’t be removed without a finding that they are “infeasible”. As the January 24, 1986 City Council
project approval specified in the CEQA findings: the significant visual impact “will be mitigated by the
siting and placement of high-rise structures and by project-imposed height restrictions which will allow
viewing channels between some taller buildings and over some lower buildings.”

The project today seeks to rely upon a city council action from 2002 that allegedly ratified a secret 1999
planning department letter and all of it was done with no more than a “categorical exemption” from
CEQA. CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 limits use of categorical exemptions when “a project that is
ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be
significant....A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable
possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances.” The site of this 24 story tower is clearly both “sensitive’ and “unusual” because the
project design is a specific mitigation measure. Why is this? Because the Hughes Center has well-
documented and highly-controversial significant visual impacts, and so the City Council mandated
mitigation measures that specify that the project design is the main mitigation measure for the visual
impacts. Therefore this should have been the “red flag” that a new visual impact was going to happen.



This should have triggered CEQA review in 1999 over the siting of the 24 story tower in a location
where none was planned before. But no CEQA review occurred.

3. THERE HAS BEEN REPEATED VIOLATION OF CEQA’S MANDATE OF PUBLIC
NOTICE AND TRUTHFUL PROJECT DESCRIPTION WHEN MAJOR ENTITLEMENTS
WERE AWARDED TO THIS PROJECT IN THE PAST

’

An important question today is when was the 1986 project modified to locate a 24 story tower on this
site?

THE MOVING OF THE 24 STORY TOWER IS A MAJOR CHANGE AND COULD NOT BE DONE
WITH A “CLARIFICATION” LETTER:

The development agreement is very clear in section V.N. that major changes to the project require a
public notice and a public hearing. As city staff concluded (5/9/2002 staff report, page S-1) “Minor
amendments ...do not require a new notice or public hearing”. The development agreement specifies
exactly what changes to the project are major changes. Those include changes to “height or sizes of
buildings”. So here we have a location where no building was planned, or zero building height as -
proposed in the original EIR. At what public hearing was the public specifically told that a 326 foot
tower would now be sited here? Until today, none. But alas, the public is too late, the developer says.
The action of the city that allowed a 326 foot tower was a non-public “letter of clarification” from 1999
between the developer and the city planning department. In the Hughes Center attorney’s letter to the
city dated May 1% 2002, this clarification letter was described as causing “substantive changes” to the
project. According to the current MIND, it states on page 8 that the 1999 “Letter of Clarification was
incorporated in the First Amendment to the HHC Development Agreement in 2002, which was
approved by the City Council on June 9, 2002...”

(SEE ATTACHMENT #1)

But in the same Hughes Center attorney’s letter dated May 1, 2002, after saying that the 1999
clarification letter contained “substantive changes”, they said “No substantive changes in this regard of
any kind are before the Commission at this time.” So by their own admission, the “substantive” changes
to the project authorized by this secret 1999 letter were not reviewed nor approved by the City in 2002,
as all 2002 actions sought by the Hughes Center were “technical™ or minor.

The staff report and public notices for the 2002 DA amendment were very careful to claim that nothing
of any concern was happening in 2002. They do not mention the siting of this tower or allowing 326 foot
height on parcels originally planned as a roadway. The 4 items listed as the amendments do not mention
anything like this project. Both the May 9, 2002 staff report and the May 1, 2002 letter from the
applicant’s attorney describe all actions as “technical changes” and declared that tliere would be no
environmental impact using a “categorical exemption’ from CEQA. Now, a categorical exemption is
different from a negative declaration, a mitigated negative declaration, or an EIR. This type of CEQA
determination is a statement that absolutely no impact is happening. So nothing 31gn1ﬁcant happened in
2002, by the applicant’s own admission.

(SEE ATTACHMENTS 2, 3 AND 4)



Summing up, contrary to what is claimed in the current MND, if we believe the 2002 staff report and
the developer’s own words, then no “substantive change” occurred in the 2002 DA amendment and
therefore the substantive change which they are trying to rely upon today actually happened in secret in
1999 . . : o

So today, the owners of the Hughes Center are trying to have things whatever way prevents any impact
review from occurring. They say there is no need for an EIR today because the substantive change
happened in 2002. But in 2002, they said there was no need for CEQA review at all because the

. “substantive change” happened in 1999. In 1999 there was no CEQA review because the change was
called “minor”, even though it clearly fits the Development agreement’s definition of a “substantive™ or
major change. Each successive city action has passed the buck backwards in order to avoid the
necessary CEQA review of these added significant impacts. The public didn’t miss its chance to protest
because they were never told the truth about what was happening.

This project owners have a long historical pattern and practice of over-stating their development rights,
and misleading the public into thinking that major entitlements have already been awarded in order to
demoralize and minimize the opposition and short-circuit the CEQA review process. Beginning in 1986,
this project was claimed to be half of what the City’s rules allowed, while in fact it was three times what
the City’s rules allowed. This allowed the developer to claim they were giving the community a “gift”of
a reduction, while in reality it was the developer that got the huge increase.

Today, the proposal for the project’s tallest tower yet rests on the false assumption that the right to build
it happened either in 1986, 1999 or 2002. And yet the tower was not in the 1986 project, the 1999
clarification letter was done in secret with no public review, and the 2002 action did not mention this
tower and took great pains to call everything merely “technical” and categorically exempt from CEQA.

So when will CEQA actually be enforced? When will an honest public review of the new high-rises at
the Hughes Center occur?
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realigned portion of Center Drive through such site. Exhibit B also shows (in blue) the location area to which the
displaced 326' MSL building area was allocated as a result of Center Drive being realigned. The Letter of Clarification
was incorporated in the First Amendment to the HHC Development ;\greement in 2002, which was approved by the City
Council on July 9, 2002 after the City Council found that the intensity, building height and uses set forth in the
Amendment were permitted and consistent with Tract Map 35269 as modified by the City Council in 1998 and approved a
Categorical Exemption under CEQA.

In 2005, the City Council approved the Second Amendment to HHC Development Agreement after processing an
Addendum to the previous environmental review documents for Howard Hughes Center. The 2005 Addendum found that
that the proposed substitution of 600 residential dwelling units as an alternative to 600 hotel rooms would not affect
building placement and height limitations for building sites, and that the view obstruction impacts of such development had
already been disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated, with the residual unavoidable view impacts having been subjected to
overriding considerations. Accordingly, the Addendum concluded that no revisions to the prior environmental findings
with respect to views and aesthetics were required. In addition, the 2005 Addendum found that the exchange of residential
units in place of hotel rooms would not create any additional sources of light or glare than anticipated under the then-
existing entitlements. As such, light impacts on the surrounding environment were found to be less than significant and no
mitigation was deemed warranted.

The Project will comply with all height limits established within the HHC Development Agreement and other Project
Approvals. The 6040 Center Drive apartment building will be 7 stories and will comply with the 135' mean sea level
(MSL) height limitation for such lot.* The 6055 Center Drive condominium building will be 24 stories, and, as discussed
above, has a range of height limits varying from 125' to 326" MSL level consistent with the height limitations for such lot.?
The 5900 Center Drive Office Building will be 5 stories and will not exceed 140 feet MSL, which is the lower of the two
height limits that apply to such lot. The 5901 Center Drive Office Building be 5 stories and will comply with the 125' and
140" MSL height limitations for such lot. Because the proposed Project would not alter building placement or permitted
height as otherwise permitted and analyzed under prior environmental reviews, the Project is consistent with the HHC
Development Agreement and HHC Project approvals, as well as the prior environmental review, mitigation measures and
adopted Statement of Overriding Considerations. Therefore, no further review is necessary pursuant to CEQA.

IL AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in asses$ing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 0 0 N -]
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources

* City of Los Angeles, Letter of Clarification, re Tract No. 35269 Counsel District No. 6, November 4, 1999.
7 Ibid

Howard Hughes Center ' n R F T Initial Study CheckKlist
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- LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RECOMMENDATION REPORT

’ | . A4
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION CASE NQ. CPC-86-0406-DA
CEQA: ENV-2002-1825-CE

DATE:  May 9, 2002

TIME: after 9:30 a.m. * Location: 6900 South Sepulveda Boulevard
PLACE: Los Angeles City Hall Plan Area: Westchester-Playa Del Rey

200 N. Spring Street, 10* Floor Plan Land Use: Community Commercial

Los Angeles, CA 90012 Zone: C2-1, R1-1

District Map: 102B169, 102B165
Legal Description:Lot 1 of Tract 44629; Lots 1-8,
18 and 19 of Tract 49299; Lots 1-24 of

PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED
. Tract 51419

REQUEST:

Pursuant o Section 65868 of the State Government Code and City implementing procedures, a Development
Agreement Amendment to the following Sections of the Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement in
order to maintain consistency with the City Council's 1998 modification of Tract Map No. 35269:

1. Section I1.D.1: reduce the commercial office/retail development from 2,700,000 square feet to 1,950,000
square feet, and add a 250,000 square foot entertainment center which includes a maximum rnumber of
4,500 theater seats and supporting retail of up to 100,000 square feet.

2. Section IV.A.2: require that excess “In Lieu Credit” be contalned within the boundaries of Tentative Tract
Map No. 35269.

3. Section C of Exhibit C: modify the phasing plan for the Project by eliminating 600 hotel rooms from Phase
I and adding it to Phase ll, reduce the square footage for office/retail in Phase Il from 750,000 square feet
to 675,00 square feetand add a 250,000 square foot entertainment center in Phase ll. Reduce the square
footage of officefretail in Phase 1}l from 1,080,000 square feet to 425,000 square feet and require that
certain parcels be developed as an open area court of at least 66,211 combined square feet by Phase [V.

4. Section V.F: add language that requires the applicant to reimburse the City of Los Angeles for the costs
associated with the annual review.

PROJECT: No new project construction is proposed at this time.
APPLICANT: ARDEN REALTY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
RECOMMENDATION:

1. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt the requested amendment, attached as Exhibit" C”
2. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit " D", and subject to review by
the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Deveglopment Agreement

amendment.
3. Adopt Categorical Exemption No. ENV-2002-1825-CE.
Adopt the attached Findings.

éwﬂ'«v //JM%M

Betsy Wglisman, Principal Planner

A

Tokunaga, Hearing/ Officer
13)978-1174
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Citywide Planning Commission
c/o Commission Secretariat
City Hall, Room 532

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Case No. CPC-86-0406-DA
Agenda Item No, 4, May 9, 2002
Technical Amiendment To

Howeard Hughes Center Development Agreement

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is written on behalf of our clients, Arden Realty Limited Partnership
(“Arden™) and Orix Snyder LA Venture (“Orix/Snyder”), for the purpose of respectfully
requesting, for the reasons set forth below, your favorable consxderatlon of the proposed
technical Armendment to the Howard Hughes Center Developmem.

As stated in the Notice of Public Hearing on this matier, the propesed technical
Amendment is necessary in order to maintain consistency between the Development Agreement
and the conditions of appmval of Tract Map No. 35269 which were modified by the City
Council on October 16, 1998 in connection with its unanimous approval of a Tract Modification
that substituted the Entertainment Center for 750,000 sq. ft. of office spacc that was otherwise )
entitled to bc developed at Howard Hughes Center.

Specifically, the technical Amendment is proposed in order that the definition and
description of “Project” and “phasing plan” in the Development Agrccmcnt explicitly match the
definition and description of the “Project” and the “phasing plan” under Tract 35269. The
description of the changes in the “Project” and ‘phasmg plan” definitions that is set foﬂh in the
Notice of Public Hearing for this matter erroneously implics that the Commissi

' considering substantive changes in these definitions. This is not the case. To the contrary, the
Commission 1s memly Eemg E%Eed to recommend to the City Council approval of appropriate

technical amendments in order to ensure consistency between the Development Agreement and
the conditions of Tract 35269. The substantive changes in the Project description were

/
' Arden is the owner and develaper of the majority of the property within Howard Hughes Center, and Orix/Smyder
is the owner and developer of The Promenads At Howard Hughes Center, a fully completed 250,000 sq. .
entertainment and retail center {the “Entertainment Canter'), ‘

633 WesT Firme STREET, SUTE 4000 * LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNA 9007!—:007
TELERHONE. (213) 4B5234 * FAX: (213) 8%1-8703
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previously made by the City Council when it approved the Tract Modification for the
Bntertainment Center in 1998 and, consistent with the City Council’s intent in approving the
Tract Modification for the Enfertainment Center, substantive changes in the phasing plan were
previously made by the Advisory Agency in a Letter of Clarification dated November 4, 1959.
No substantive changes in this regard of any kind are before the Commission at this time.

In addition, the technical Amendment merely restates the last two sentences of
Section IV.A.2 of the Development Agreement sa that they clearly reflect their original intent
and purpose to allow excess In Lien Credit under the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan to be reserved and credited toward Transportation Fees otherwise attributable to any
development within Howard Hughes Center (i.e., within the boundaries of Tract 35269) and to
prohibit excess In Lieu Credit from being reserved and credited toward the Transportation Fee
payable by “related Developments™ outside of Howard Hughes Center (i.e., outside the
boundaries of Tract 35269).

Finally, the technical Amnendment merely adds language that requires the
applicant to reimburse the City of Los Angeles for the costs associated with the annual review of
compliatcs with the Development Agreement.

In summary, the proposed Development Agreement Amendment involves mere
technital amendments to conform certain provisions of the Development Agreementto
substanfive changes previously made by the City Council and the Advisory Agency to the
conditions of approval applicable to development at Howard Hughes Center. For this reason, the
Amendment deserves your favorable consideration which we hereby respectfully request.

Respectfully submitted, .
Dale K. Neal
of LATHAM & WATKINS
ce: Councilwoman Ruth Galanter
Con Howe
Larry Friedman
Jirn Tokubaga
Jerry Soyder —
Marsh Holtzman
David Swartz
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BY MESSENGER

The City Council
City of Los Angeles
c/o City Clerk

-3 -
200 No. Spring Street, Room 395

2 o=
’ \ o am
Los Angeles, California 90012 ‘1 S :31 ‘ \3
‘{ ,' on : ...‘ " “_
! Re:  Agenda Item No. 1 ,*“ ,\ = S;
Tuesday, July 2, 2002 <) —
D * Council File No. 02-0993 = —
CPC No. 86-0406 DA

Dear Honorable Councilmembers:

This letter is written on behalf of our clients, Arden Realty Limited Partnership
(“Arden”) and ORIX Snyder LA Venture (“ORIX/Snyder")l , for the purpose of respectfully

requesting, for the reasons set forth below, that you follow the unanimous recommendation of
your PLUM Committee and the City Planning Commission and approve the proposed technical
amendments to the Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement and adopt the Ordinance to
effect such amendments. '

The Proposed Technical Amendments Are Not Substantive But Rather Are Necessary To Ensure
Consistency Between The Development Agreement And Tract 35269

As the PLUM Committee and the City Planning Cominission recognized, the
proposed amendments are technical in nature, in that they are necessary in order to maintain
consistency between the Development Agreement and the conditions of approval of Tract Map
No. 35269 which were modified by the City Council on October 16, 1998 in connection with its
unanimous approval of a Tract Modification that substituted the Entertainunent Center for

-~
! Arden is the owner and developer of the majority of the property within Howard Hughes Center, and

ORIX/Snyder is the owner and developer of The Promenade At Howard Hughes Center, a fully completed 250,000
sq. ft. entertainment and retail center (the “Entertainment Center’™).

S22 WesT FIFH STREET, SUTE 2000 * Los ANGELES, CaLFoRNL, 200712007
TELLPHONE- {213: 4854234 * FAX: {2(3) 8818763
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750,000 sq. ft. of office space that was otherwise entitled',to be developed at Howard Hughes
Center. :

Specilically, the technical amendments are proposed in order that the definition
and description of “Project” and “phasing plan™ in the Development Agreement explicitly match
the definition and description of the “Project” and the “phasing plan™ under Tract 35269. No
substantive changes in these definitions are before the City Council at this time. To the contrary,
the Project description in the conditions of approval of Tract 35269 was changed by the City
Council when it approved the Tract Modification for the Entertainment Center in 1998 and,
consistent with the City Council’s intent in approving the Tract Modification for the
Entertainment Center, the changes in the phasing plan were previously made by the Advisory
Ageney in a Letter of Clarification dated November 4, 1999,

In addition, the technical amendments merely restate the last two sentences of
Section [V.A.2 of the Development Agreement so that they clearly reflect their original intent
and purpose to allow excess In Lieu Credit under the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan (“CTCSP”) to be reserved and credited toward Transportation Fees otherwise attributablc to
any development within Howard Hughes Center (i.e., within the boundaries of Tract 35269) and
to prohibit excess In Lieu Credit from being reserved and credited toward the Transportation Fee
payable by “related Developments” outside of Howard Hughes Center (i.e., outside the
boundaries of Tract 35269).

Finally, the technical amendments merely add langnage that requires the applicant
to reimburse the City of Los Angeles for the costs associated with the annual review of-
compliance with the Development Agreement.

Claims Made By Rex Frankel In Opposition To the Proposed Amendments Are Without Merit

At the PLUM Committee hearing, Mr. Rex Frankel made the following erroneous
claims:

1. That the proposed amendments somehow violate a recent ruling by Judge
Janivs (the “Janivs’ Ruling”) regarding the transferability of excess In
Lieu Credit from Arden to ORIX/Snyder. Aside from the fact that the
Janivs” Ruling has been appealed by the City, Arden and ORIX/Snyder
(and therefore, has no current binding legal effect), it is not true that the
proposed amendments violate the Janivs’ Ruling. To the contrary, the
proposed amendments conform with the Janivs® Ruling in that the Janivs’
Ruling does not affect the City’s ability to lawfully amend the
Development Agreement. -

2. That the amendments represent an attempt to add an additional 250,000
sq. ft. of office development at Howard Hughes Center. Nothing could be
further form the truth. As noted above, the proposed amendments are
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merely necessary in order to maintain consistency between the
Development Agreement and the conditions of approval of Tract Map No.
35269 which were modified by the City Council in 1998 in connection
with its unanimous approval of a Tract Modification that substituted the
250,000 sq. ft. Entertainment Center for 750,000 sq. ft. of office space that
was otherwise entitled to be developed at Howard Flughes Center.

That the amendments somehow constitute a “gift of public funds” with
respect to Transportation Fees that would otherwise be applicable to the
Entertainment Center but for the applicability of excess In Lieu Credits.
No such gift of public funds is effectuated by the proposed amendments to
the Development Agreement. To the contrary, as noted above, the
proposed amendments merely clarify certain provisions of the
Development Agreement relating to the transfer of excess In Lieu Credit
in accordance with their original intent and purpose to allow cxcess In
Lieu Credit under the CTCSP to be reserved and credited toward
Transportation Fees otherwise attributable to any development within
Howard Hughes Center and to prohibit excess In Lien Credit from being
reserved and credited toward the Transportation Fees payable by
development outside the boundaries of Howard Hughes Center.

In summary, the proposed Development Agreement amendments involve mere
technical amendments to conform certain provisions of the Development Agreement with the
changes previously made by the City Council and the Advisory Agency to the conditions of
approval applicable to development at Howard Hughes Center and to otherwise clarify in
accordance with their original intent and purpose certain provisions regarding the transfer of In
Lieu Credit under the CTCSP. For these reasons, the amendments deserve your favorable

consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Al lote s

Dale K. Neal
of LATHAM & WATKINS

ec: Each Councilmember
Perry Singerman, LA Rusiness Team
Todd Borzi, LA Business Team
Larry Friedman, Planning Department
Jim Tokunaga, Planning Department
Allyn Rifkin, Department of Transportation
Patricia Tubert, Esq., City Attorney’s Office
Jack Brown, Esq.. City Attomey’s Office

Jerry Snyder

LA_DOCS826809.3
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Decision Date: June 12, 2009

Appeal Period Ends: June 22, 2009

John M. Hartz (A) (O) ' RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.: 70318-CN

BRE/TZ HHL, LLC Related Case: ZA-2008-2700-VCU

10880 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1010 Address: 6040 and 6055 Center Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90024 Community Plan: Westchester — Playa del
Rey :

Thomas D. lacobellis (E) Zone: C2-1

lacobellis and Associates, Inc. Council District: 5

11145 Tampa Avenue, Suite 15-B CEQA No.: ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1

Northridge, CA 91326

Alan Abshez (R)

Greenberg Traurig, LLP

2450 Colorado Avenue, Suite 400 East
Santa Monica, CA 90404

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 17.03 of the,
the Advisory Agency approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN composed of
two-lots, located at 6040 and 6055 Center Drive for a new maximum 325- unit apartment
complex with 1,500 square feet of commercial space on Lot No.1 and a 225-unit
residential condominium on Lot No. 2 as shown on revised map stamp-dated May 28,
2009 in the Westchester — Playa del Rey Community Plan. This unit density is based on
the C2-1 Zone. (The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not permit this
maximum_approved density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from the
Department of Building and Safety, which will legally interpret the Zoning code as it applies
to this particular property.) For an appointment with the Subdivision Counter call (213)
978-1362. The Advisory Agency's approval is subject to the following conditions:

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider should follow
the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain record of all
conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present copies of the

clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review \B\T 4

EX
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UNIT MAP

1. That the tract be permitted to record with final map units in a number and sequence

satisfactory to the Advisory Agency. The subdivider shall submit the Unit Map Fee,
a Unit Map showing the boundaries of all units, the Unit Number(s) of each Unit
Map(s), and all applicable tract conditions in a matrix for each Unit Map(s). Should
particular master tract condition(s) not apply to a Unit Map, the subdivider shall
submit all evidences or documentation to prove so. All above required items shall
be submitted satisfactory to the Advisory Agency prior to the clearance of all other
conditions of approval. (Note: All conditions and requirements of the City Engineer
for each unit map and the approved tract as whole shall be satisfactory to the City
Engineer.)

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

2.

That two copies of a parking area and driveway plan be submitted to the West Los
Angeles District Office of the Bureau of Engineering for review and approval or that
a Covenant and Agreement be recorded agreeing to do the same prior to the
issuance of a building permit.

That the final map be approved by the State Department of Transportation with
respect to the alignment of the San Diego Freeway. Four copies of the final map
shall be submitted to the City Engineer’s office for the State's approval prior to
recordation of the final map.

That necessary arrangements be made with the State Department of Transportation
prior to recordation of the final map for any necessary permits with respect to any
construction and drainage discharge within or adjacent to the San Diego Freeway
right-of-way.

That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded advising all future owners and
builders that prior to issuance of a building permit, a Notice of Acknowledgment of
Easement must be recorded and an application to do work in any sanitary sewer

and drainage easements and to construct over the existing sanitary sewer and
drainage facilities must be submitted to the City Engineer for approval.

That a set of drawings be submitted to the City Engineer showing the followings:
a. Plan view at different elevations.
b. Section cuts at all locations where lot boundaries change.

That the subdivider make a request to the West Los Angeles District Office of the
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of the existing sewers in the area.
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That any fee deficit under Work Order No. EXT00362 expediting this project be
paid. :

That a geotechnical report be submitted to the Geotechnical Engineering Group of
the Bureau of Engineering for their review. The following items shall be addressed:

a. Provide geotechnical map that shows the limits of the engineering fill and a
copy of the soils report by Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. In addition, also
provide areas of fill beyond the limits of the certified fill.

b. Provide minimum of one boring drilled at street grade through the roadway
embankment on each side of the Center Drive and Howard Hughes Parkway
in order to verify the quality of fill along the streets and the contact with the

underlying native soil.

cC. Provide geologic cross sections showing the existing storm drains and any
other utilities in each of the streets. affected by the proposed excavation.
Please note the locations of the shoring anchors must be shown on the cross

sections.

d. Provide additional analyses and recommendations for shoring and retaining
walls surcharged by vehicular traffic.

The Geotechnical Engineering Group may issue additional review comments
subsequent to review of the report.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION

10.

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, or prior to recordation of the final
map, the subdivider shall make suitable arrangements to assure compliance,
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, with all the
requirements and conditions contained in Inter-Departmental Letter dated
September 29, 2008, Log No. 64926 and attached to the case file for Tract No.

70318.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION

11.

P
Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, Zoning
Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject
site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:

a. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-02-0923485, AFF-06-0970094, AFF 06-
0970093, AFF 000346914, AFF 990503801, AFF 67054, AFF 67059, AFF
58000 and AFF-58414, Show compliance with all the
conditions/requirements of the above affidavit(s) as applicable. Termination
of above affidavit(s) may be required after the Map has been recorded.
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Obtain approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to
recording.

!

Show all street dedication(s) as required by Bureau of Engineering and
provide net lot area after all dedication. “Area” requirements shall be re-
checked as per net lot area after street dedication.

The existing or proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall
comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements. Any vested approvals for
parking layouts, open space, required yards or building height, shall be “to the
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety at the time of Plan Check.”

If the proposed development does not comply with the current Zoning Code, all
zoning violations shall be indicated on the Map.

An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the
Department of Building and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Del Reyes at
(213) 482-6882 to schedule an appointment.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

12.  Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be made with

the Department of Transportation to assure:

a.

A minimum of 60-foot and 40-foot reservoir space(s) be provided between
any ingress security gate(s) and the property line when driveway is serving
more than 300 and 100 parking spaces respectively.

Parking stalls shall be designe‘d so that a vehicle is not required to back into
or out of any public street or sidewalk.

This determination does not include approval of the projects's driveways and
internal circulation or parking scheme. Adverse traffic impacts could occur
due to access and circulation issues. A parking area and driveway plan be
submitted to the Department of Transportation for approval prior to submittal
of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of Building and
Safety. Final DOT approval should be accomplished by submitting detailed
site/driveway plans at a scale of 1"=40' to DOT's West LA/Coastal
Development Review Section located at 7166 W. Manchester Ave., Los
Angeles, 90045.
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

13.

Prior to the recordation of the final mab, a suitable arrangement shall be made

satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the
following: (MM)

a.

Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to
recordation of Tract Map Action.

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required.

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where
buildings exceed 28 feet in height.

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet
from an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of
travel. Exception: Dwelling unit travel distance shall be computed to front
door of unit.

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and
accepted by the Fire Department prior to any building construction.

No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction
of the Fire Department.

Private streets shall be recorded as Private Streets, AND Fire Lane. All
private street plans shall show the words "Private Street and Fire Lane”
within the private street easement.

All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to
any Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued.

Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO
PARKING" shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to
building permit application sign-off.

Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall befested by the Fire
Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of Occupancy.

Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and
improvements necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by
the Los Angeles Fire Department.

All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red
and/or be posted "No Parking at Any Time” prior to the issuance of a
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Certificate of Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any
structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. '
m. Building designs for multi residential buildings shall incorporate at least one
access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; but, in no case greater
then 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street,
private street, or Fire Lane.

n. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the
building.
0. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located

within 50feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the
satisfaction of the Fire Department.

- DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

14.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP’s Water System Rules and
requirements. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, LADWP's
Water Services Organization will forward the necessary clearances to the Bureau of
Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer
clears Condition No. S-1.(c).)

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING

15.

If new street light(s) are required, then prior to the recordation of the final map or
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy (C of O), street lighting improvement plans
shall be submitted for review and the owner shall provide a good faith effort via a
ballot process for the formation or annexation of the property within the boundary of
the development into a Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District.

BUREAU OF SANITATION

16.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater
Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system review and
requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, the Bureau of
Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward the necessary
clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared
at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).)
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY

17.

That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requirements of the
Information Technology Agency to assure that cable television facilities will be
installed in the same manner as other required improvements. Refer to the LAMC
Section 17.05-N. Written evidence of such arrangements must be submitted to the
Information Technology Agency, 200 North Main Street, 1 2" Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90012, 213 922-8363.

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

18.

That the Quimby fee be based on the C2 Zone. (MM)

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

19.

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all
successors to the following:

a.

Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 325 dwelling units and
1,500 square feet of commercial space on Lot No. 1 and 225 dwelling units
on Lot No. 2.

With approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the building on Lot No. 1 located at
6040 Center Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square feet, the building on Lot
No. 2 located at 6055 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square feet,
the office building located at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871
square feet and the office building located at 5901 Center Drive shall be
limited to 238,222 square feet.

Provide minimum off-street parking for residential and retail components on
Lot No. 1 per LAMC Section 12.21 with the retail spaces to be located off-site
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.A.4(g) AND 2 covered off-street parking
spaces per dwelling unit on Lot No. 2, plus %2 guest parking spaces per
dwelling unit to be located off-site pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.A.4(g).
All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the
Department of Building and Safety.

If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed
at the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted.
Tandem parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking.
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20.

21.

22.

23,

4
Y l

In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-
street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, be submitted for
review and approval by the Department of City Planning (200 North Spring
Street, Room 750).

C. The applicant shall install an air filters capable of achieving a Minimum
Efficiency Rating Value (MERV) of at least 11 or better for residential uses
and 12 or better for commercial uses in order to reduce the effects of
diminished air quality on the occupants of the project. (MM)

d. That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the
Advisory Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit.

e. That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy and
consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern California
Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation measures.

f. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote
recycling of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable material. (MM)

g.  The applicant shall install shielded lighting to reduce any potential
illumination affecting adjacent properties.

Prior to the clearance of any tract map conditions, the applicant shall show proof
that all fees have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited
Processing Section.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a
copy case no. ZA-2008-2700-VCU shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the
Advisory Agency. In the event that ZA-2008-2700-VCU is not approved the
subdivider shall submit a tract modification.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, grading permit and the recordation of the
final tract map, the subdivider shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement
to comply with the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corri@r Specific Plan.

Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City,
its agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the
City or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annu! this
approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City
shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City
shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant
of any claim action or proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the
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defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or
hold harmless the City.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

24.

25.

Prior to recordation of the final map the subdivider shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring the subdivider to identify
mitigation monitors who shall provide periodic status reports on the implementation
of mitigation items required by Mitigation Condition Nos. 13, 18, 19¢, 19f, 20, and 26
of the Tract's approval satisfactory to the Advisory Agency. The mitigation monitors
shall be identified as to their areas of responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-
construction, construction, postconstruction/maintenance) to ensure continued
implementation of the above mentioned mitigation items.

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all
successors to the following:

MM-1. The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to
ensure pedestrian and vehicle safety.

MM-2. Fences shall be constructed around the site to minimize trespassing,
vandalism, short-cut attractions and attractive nuisances.

MM-3. Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to
retain or treat the runoff from a storm event producing 3/4 inch of
rainfall in a 24 hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in
accordance with the Development Best Management Practices
Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a
California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the
proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard is required.

MM-4. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not
exceed the estimated pre-development rate for developments where
the increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in increased
potential for downstream erosion.

MM-5. Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from
the Bureau of Sanitation.

MM-6. Install Roof runoff systems where site is suitable for installation.
Runoff from rooftops is relatively clean, can provide groundwater
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MM-7.

- MM-8.

MM-9.

MM-10.

MM-11.

MM-12.
MM-13.

MM-14.

MM-15.

MM-16.

MM-17.

F A

recharge and reduce excess runoff into storm drains.

Paint messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into
the storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets. Prefabricated
stencils can be obtained from the Dept. of Public Works, Stormwater
Management Division.

All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as “NO DUMPING - DRAINS
TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.

Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit
illegal dumping, must be posted at public access points along
channels and creeks within the project area.

Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater must be: (1)
placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or
similar stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary
containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to
contain leaks and spills. ,

The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

Design an efficient irrigation system to minimize runoff including: drip
irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; shutoff devices to prevent
irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow reducers.

The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and
agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory
to the Planning Department binding the owners to post construction
maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's
instructions.

Concrete, not metal, shall be used for construction of parking ramps.

The interior ramps shall be textured to prevent tire squeal at turning
areas. '
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MM-18.

MM-19.

MM-20.

MM-21.

MM-22.

5!

Parking lots located adjacent to residential buildings shall have a solid
decorative wall adjacent to the residential.

Unless otherwise prohibited, dual-flush water closets (maximum 1.28
gpf) and no-flush or waterless urinals shall be utilized in all restrooms
as appropriate. In the case such installations are not permitted, high-
efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf) and high-efficiency urinals
(maximum 0.5 gpf) may be utilized. Rebates may be offered through
the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to offset portions of
the costs of these installations.

The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water
Management Ordinance), which imposes numerous water
conservation measures in landscape, installation, and maintenance
(e.g, use drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower
the amount of water lost'to evaporation and overspray, set automatic
sprinkler systems to irrigate during the early morning or evening hours

~ to minimize water loss due to evaporation, and water less in the

cooler months and during the rainy season).

If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may
postpone new water connections for this project until water supply

. capacity is adequate.

Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the Department
of Building and Safety, the applicant shall install:

a. High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-
flushwater closets, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5
gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms as
appropriate. Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs
of these installations.

b. Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per
minute. Single-pass cooling equipment —shall be strictly
prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment shall be
indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant
lease agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of
potable water to extract heat from process equipment, e.g.
vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the water through
equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary
wastewater system.)
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MM-23.

MM-24.

L N

Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the Department
of Building and Safety, the applicant shall:

a.

Install a demand (tankless or instantaneous) water heater
system sufficient to serve the anticipated needs of the
dwelling(s).

Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having
a flow rate no greater than 2.0 gallons per minute.

Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water
factor of 6.0 or less) in the project, if proposed to be provided
in either individual units and/or in a common laundry room(s). If
such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement
shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the
applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance.
Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles Department
of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these
installations. |

Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated
dishwashers in the project, if proposed to be provided. If such
appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement shall
be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant
shall be responsible for ensuring compliance.

In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the
landscape plan shall incorporate the following:

a.

" b.

Weather-based irrigation confroller with rain shutoff;
Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads;
Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate;
Minimum irrigation system distribution unifgrmity of 75 percent;

Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of
native/drought tolerant plan materials; and

Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff.

A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master

valve shutoff shall be installed for irrigated landscape areas
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26.

i
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totaling 5,000 sf. and greater, to the satisfaction of the
Department of Building and Safety.

Construction Mitigation Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or building
permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute

a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all
successors to the following:

CM-1.

CM-2.

CM-3.

CM-4.

CM-5.

That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint
telephone number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording or
voice mail, during all hours of construction, the construction site address,
and the tract map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST THE SIGN 7
DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN.

a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or structure
(if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The sign must be
sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be freestanding.

b. Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of the
applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible, and
remains in that condition throughout the entire construction period.

c. If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on
each street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in size,
a separate notice of posting will be required for each five (5) acres, or
portion thereof. Each sign must be posted in a prominent location.

All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least
twice daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers
shall be used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule
403. Wetting could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent.

The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently
dampened to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.

All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate
means to prevent spillage and dust.

All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.
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CM-6.

CM-7.

CM-8.

CM-9.

CM-10.

CM-11.

CM-12.

CM-13.

CM-14.

CM-15.

CM-16.

| R A
All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent
excessive amounts of dust. ’

General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so
as to minimize exhaust emissions.

The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance
Nos. 144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit
the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses
unless technically infeasible.

Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high
noise levels.

The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-
of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

The project sponsor shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of
Title 24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable
interior noise environment.

Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather
periods. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through
April 1), construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site. Line
channels with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.

Incorporate appropriate erosion control and drainage devices to the
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department shall be incorporated,
such as interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet
structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code, including
planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where
construction is not immediately planned. These will shield and bind the
soil.

Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic
sheeting.

All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling
bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based
paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation.
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Non recyclable materials/wastes must be taken to an appropriate landfill.
Toxic wastes must be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site.

CM-17. Clean up leéks, drips and spills immediately to prevent contaminated soil
on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains.

CM-18. Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup methods
whenever possible.

CM-19. Cover and maintain dumpsters. Place uncovered dumpsters under a roof
or cover with tarps or plastic sheeting.

CM-20. Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets.

CM-21. Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing away
from storm drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off-site. Use drip
pans or drop cloths to catch drips and spills.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD CONDOMINIUM CONDITIONS

C-1.

C-2.

C-3.

That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for
multiple residential use, no construction or use shall be permitted until the final map
has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. If models are constructed
under this tract approval, the following conditions shall apply:

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot plan
for approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of City
Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office and off-
street parking. The sales office must be within one of the model buildings.

2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-A,10
and 11 and Section 17.05-O of the LAMC shall be fully complied with
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.

e

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the

payment of a park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule

applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in
accordance with LAMC Section 17.12 and is to be paid and deposited in the trust
accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund.

Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the final
map, a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be
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submitted to and approved by the Advisory Aéency in accordance with CP-6730.

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation of
the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be
recorded.

In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building permit.
for an apartment building. However, prior to issuance of a building permit for
apartments, the registered civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor shall
certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency that all applicable tract conditions affecting
the physical design of the building and/or site, have been included into the building
plans. Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition, all of the
applicable tract conditions shall be stated in full on the building plans and a copy of
the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior to submittal
to the Department of Building and Safety for a building permit.

OR

If a building permit for apartments will not be requested, the project civil engineer,
architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency
that the applicant will not request a permit for apartments and intends to acquire a
building permit for a condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear this
condition.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS -

S-1.

(a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of the
final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the

- LAMC. :
(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a manner

satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission of
complete field notes in support of the boundary survey.

(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and
the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to
water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public utility
easements.

(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting easements
be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site easements by
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(f)
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(h)

(i)

1)

(k)
0
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separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-Way and Land
shall verify that such easements have been obtained. The above
requirements do not apply to easements of off-site sewers to be provided
by the City.

That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer.

That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as required,
together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary topography
of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer.

That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map.

That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance.

That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications
abutting unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall
include a restriction against their use of access purposes until such time as
they are accepted for public use.

That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated
for public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be
transmitted to the City Council with the final map.

That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. '

That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements
constructed herein:

(@)

(b)

- Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the

satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be followed.

Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation with
respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs.

All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in
connection with public improvements shall be performed within dedicated
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S-3.

(d)

(e)

{ . A
slope easements or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by the affected
property owners.

/

All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and easements
shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans and
specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering.

Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the
final map.

That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City
Engineer.

Construct any necessary drainage facilities.

Install street lighting facilities to serve the tract as required by the Bureau of
Street Lighting.

IMPROVEMENT CONDITION: No street lighting improvements if no street
widening per BOE improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and
upgrade street lights: seven (7) on Center Drive; three (3) Howard Hughes
Parkway; and one (1) on South 405 offramp.

NOTES: The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly
during the plan check process based on illumination calculations and
equipment selection.

Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3)
by other legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering conditions,
requiring an improvement that will change the geometrics of the public
roadway or driveway apron may require additional or the reconstruction of
street lighting improvements as part of that condition~

Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or
proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of the
Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be brought up
to current standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree
planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Street Tree Division

(213) 485-5675 upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting.
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(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk
satisfactory to the City Engineer.

M Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City
Engineer.

(9) Close any unused driveways satisfactory o the City Engineer.

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

(1) That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation
of the final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

a. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage
plans for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final
map, drainage facilities may be required.

b. Improve Howard Hughes Parkway adjoining the tract by the
reconstruction of existing curb, gutter and concrete sidewalk to
complete a 10-foot concrete sidewalk adjacent to the property line
with tree wells. The elimination of the right turn pocket shall be based
upon the Department of Transportation determination after final
review and approval of driveway access design/location.

NOTES:

The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the tract
action. However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this number of units.

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street trees
in conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street Services

Urban Forestry Division.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power
facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the
underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 17.05N.

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is
granted before the end of such period.
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The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, as
required by the Subdivision Map Act.

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy saving
design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the subject
development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the Department of
Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to the subdivider upon
his request.

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

The Department of City Planning issued Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2008-
3887-MND(REC1) on February 27, 2009. The MND was prepared to properly analyze any
new potentially significant impacts that were not analyzed in the previous EIR's. The
addition of a request for a Vesting Conditional Use permit and residential condominiums
resulted in new potentially significant impacts that were mitigated to a less than significant
level. The Department found that potential negative impact could occur from the project's
implementation due to:

Air Quality (operational);

Biological Resources (tree removal);
Geology and Soils (haul route);

Hydrology and Water Quality (stormwater);
Noise (operational);
Transportation/Circulation (haul route); and
Utilities (solid waste, water supplies).

The Deputy Advisory Agency, certifies that Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2008-
3887-MND(REC1) reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency and determined
that this project would not have a significant effect upon the environment provided the
potential impacts identified above are mitigated to a less than significant level through
implementation of Condition No(s). 13, 18, 19¢, 19f, 20, and 26 of the Tract's approval.
Other identified potential impacts not mitigated by these conditions are mandatorily subject
to existing City ordinances, (Sewer Ordinance, Grading Ordinance, Flood Plain
Management Specific Plan, Xeriscape Ordinance, Stormwater Ordinance, etc.) which are
specifically intended to mitigate such potential impacts on all projects.

The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with structures
and do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife.

In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB 3180), the Deputy
Advisory Agency has assured that the above identified mitigation measures will be
implemented by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in Condition No. 24.
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The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the Advisory Agency's decision is based are located with the City
of Los Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles,
CA 90012.

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN, the
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61
and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes the
prescribed findings as follows:

(a)

THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL
AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

The adopted Westchester - Playa del Rey Community Plan designates the subject
property for Regional Commercial land use with the corresponding zone of C2. The
property is located within the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan. The property contains approximately 2.7 net acres (117,654.8 net square feet

- after required dedication) and is presently zoned C2-1. The proposed development

of a 325-unit apartment building and 1,500 square feet of commercial space on Lot
No. 1 (located at 6040 Center Drive) and the proposed development of a 225-unit
residential condominium on Lot No. 2 (located at 6055 Center Drive) will be
allowable pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22-A,18(a) which permits R5 density (200
square feet of lot area per dwelling unit) on lots with Regional Commercial land use
designations. The “Deputy Advisory Agency” required the applicant to reduce their
request to 225 residential condominiums on Lot No. 2 to comply with the permitted
density. The direction to revise the number of units from 275 to 225 is without
prejudice to the Applicant’s ability to apply for the remaining 50 units authorized by
the Second Amendment to the Howard Hughes Development Agreement.
Consequently, the applicant redesigned the building on Lot No. 2, decreasing the
height of the building from 326’ MSL to a uniform height of 268’ MSL.

The applicant also requested approval for Floor Area Ratio Averaging for the
properties located at 5900, 5901, 6040 and 6055 Center Drive will be allowable with
approval of a Vesting Conditional Use Permit (case no. ZA-2008-3887-VCU). With
approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the building on Lot No. 1 located at 6040 Center
Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square feet, the building on Lot No. 2 located at
6055 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square feet, the office building located
at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871 square feet and the office building
located at 5901 Center Drive shall be limited to 238,222 square feet.
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There are eleven elements of the General Plan. Each of these Elements
establishes policies that provide for the regulatory environment in managing the City
and for addressing environmental concerns and problems. The majority of the
policies derived from these Elements are in the form of Code Requirements of Los
Angeles Municipal Code. Except for the entitlement described herein, the project
does not propose to deviate from any of the requirements of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code. The Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan divides the city
into 35 Community Plans.

The General Plan Land Use Element Goal No. 3-F states that Regional Centers
should be developed as “mixed use centers that provide jobs, entertainment,
culture, and serve the region.” The project advances this General Plan goal by
providing residential, commercial, and retail uses within close proximity to each
other.

- The Westchester - Playa del Rey Community Plan promotes projects with the
following objectives and policies:

Objective 1-1: Provide for the preservation of existing quality housing, and for
development of new housing to meet the diverse economic
and physical needs of the existing residents and expected new
residents in the Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan
Area to the year 2025.

Policy 1-1.3: Provide for adequate Multiple Family residential development.

Policy 1-1.4: Provide for housing along mixed-use boulevards where
appropriate.

Objective 1-2: Locate housing near commercial centers, public facilities, and
bus routes and other transit services, to reduce vehicular trips
and congestion and increase access to services and facilities.

Policy 1-2.1: Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers,
public facilities, bus routes and other transit services.

The project will provide much needed new home ownership Gpportunities for the
Plan area. The proposed project is also consistent with the Housing Element of the
General Plan. Housing Element Objective 2-1 is to “promote housing strategies
which enhance neighborhood safety and sustainability and provide for adequate
population, development, and infrastructure and service capacity within the City and
each community plan area, or other pertinent service area.” The project achieves
this objective by providing up to 325 apartment units and 225 condominium units
adjacent to jobs, retail, restaurants and entertainment. The project also further
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Objective 1-1, which is to “"encourage the production and preservation of an
adequate supply of rental and ownership housing”. As stated, the project would
provide 325 apartment units and 225 condominium units. This represents a
significant increase in the number of housing ownership opportunities in the area.
People at the hearing who worked in the Howard Hughes Center testified that they
would prefer to live closer to their jobs.

The project is located along a major corridor with transportation service, office,
schools, and retail all of which are amenities in close proximity to the residents that
will live in these condominiums and apartments. Furthermore, the Transportation
Element of the General Plan further supports growth of housing in close proximity to
major corridors, such as Sepulveda Boulevard which contain public transportation
services. This allows future residents sufficient opportunities to draw from the
advantages of public transit within walking distance.

The site is not subject to the Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards
(floodways, floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related
erosion hazard areas).

Therefore, as conditioned, and with approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the proposed
tract map will be consistent with the mtent and purpose of the applicable General
and Specn" c Plans. .

THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

Center Drive is a Local Street with a variable 106-120 foot width. This project is
subject to the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan
requirements. The proposed project will provide 483 residential parking spaces on-
site and 15 restaurant parking spaces off-site on Lot No. 1 (located at 6040 Center
Drive) with and 563 parking spaces Lot No. 2 (located at 6055 Center Drive) in
conformance with the LAMC and the Deputy Advisory Agency's parking policy for
condominium projects in parking congested areas, including 113 guest parking
spaces located off-site. The building on Lot No. 1 located at 6040 Center Drive shall
be limited to 315,423 square feet, the building on Lot No. 2 located at 6055 Center
Drive shall be limited to 248,723 square feet, the office building located at 5900
Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871 square feet and the office building located
at 5901 Center Drive shall be limited to 238,222 square feet.

As conditioned and with approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the design and
improvements of the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General
and Specific Plans.
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THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF
DEVELOPMENT. ,
The subject site is currently vacant. The development of this tract is an infill of a
master-planned mixed-use development known as “Howard Hughes Center” (HHC).
The development was approved by the City of Los Angeles pursuant to a
Development Agreement as well as other related approvals, including but not limited
to, Tentative Tract Map No. 35269, Variance Case No. ZA-85-0624 (YV),
Conditional Use Permit Case Nos. ZA-85-0625(CUZ), CPC-85-329(CU), and ZA-
85-0623(CUB). The City Council originally entered into a Development Agreement
for Howard Hughes Center dated November 3, 1986 (the "Original Development
Agreement") after the City's certification of a full Environmental Impact Report for
Howard Hughes Center. The 1986 EIR studied potential impacts such as traffic and
view obstruction. As part of the certification of the 1986 EIR, the City Council also
adopted mitigation measures as well as a Statement of Overriding Considerations
for environmental effects of the HHC Project Approvals that were not reduced to a
less than significant level. The Original Development Agreement was subsequently
amended on September 4, 2002 (the "First Amendment"), and again on May 2,
2005 (the "Second Amendment") (collectively, the "Development Agreement").

All of the traffic and transportation measures required by the Development
Agreement and the Howard Hughes Center EIR, including any necessary to mitigate
traffic impacts from the project's proposed office and residential uses, have been
implemented by Howard Hughes Center. The Howard Hughes Center currently
implements a Transportation Demand Management program, in place since 1986,
which includes rideshare and transit, carpools/vanpools, alternative modes
(pedestrian, bike, etc), flex-time, mixed-use and health club incentives during peak
traffic hours.

The site is level and is not located in a slope stability study area, high erosion
hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone.

THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF
DEVELOPMENT.

The site is bounded by Howard Hughes Parkway to the south, Sepulveda Boulevard

- to the west, and Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway) to the nGrtheast. The site is

approximately nine miles southwest of downtown Los Angeles and approximately
1.35 miles north of the Los Angeles International Airport. Adjacent land uses consist
of Interstate 405 to the north in the PF-1XL zone and single-family residential to the
south in the R1-1 zone. Center Drive is a Local Street with a variable 106-120 foot
width. The site is currently vacant, and the proposed project would provide 325
apartments on Lot No. 1 and 225 residential condominium units on Lot No. 2. The
proposed project will comply with all LAMC requirements for parking, yards, and
open space. As conditioned and with approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, the
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proposed tract map will be physically suitable for the proposed d'ensity of the
development.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR
HABITAT.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1, was
prepared for the proposed project. Prior to ENV-2008-3887-MND(REC1), two EIR's
were certified addressing potential environmental impacts of the Howard Hughes
project. On January 24, 1986, Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 23-83-
ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB) was certified for the Howard Hughes Center in connection with
the approval of the Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement, including
Tentative Tract Map No. 35269 and other related entitlements. On October 16,
1998, EIR No. 97-0182-SUB(CUB) was certified in connection with the Promenade
at Howard Hughes Center to analyze components of the project that were not
addressed in the previous EIR. In 2005, an Addendum to both EIRs was certified in
conjunction with the approval of the Second Amendment to the Howard Hughes
Center Development Agreement. On the basis of the whole of the record before the
lead agency including any comments received, the lead agency finds that, with
imposition of the mitigation measures described in the MND, there is no substantial
evidence that the proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment.
The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with
structures and do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. The MND
and two EIR's reflect the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS.

There appear to be no potential public health problems caused by the design or
improvement of the proposed subdivision. The development is required to be
connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, where the sewage will be directed to
the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has been upgraded to meet Statewide
ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of Engineering has reported that the
proposed subdivision does not violate the existing California Water Code because
the subdivision will be connected to the public sewer system and will have only a
minor incremental impact on the quality of the effluent from the Hyperion Treatment
Plant.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT
LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION.
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No such easements are known to exist. However, the Bureau of Engineering has
conditioned that any existing public utility easements within the subdivision be
delineated on the final map. Furthermore, needed public access for roads and
utilities will be acquired by the City prior to recordation of the proposed tract.

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE
EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR
COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in
the proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the parcel(s) to
be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements.

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by a
building or structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time the
tentative map was filed. v

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of the
north/south orientation.

The topogréphy of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or
natural heating and cooling opportunities.

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider building
construction technigues, such as overhanging eaves, location of windows,
insulation, exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the height of the
buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development.

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 70318-CN.

S. Gail Goldberg, AICP

Advisory Agency

. ’ ~ -~
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MAYA ZAITZEVSKY

Deputy Advisory Agency
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Note: If you wish to file an appeal it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the
decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City Planning
Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning Department and
appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 10-day time limit. Such appeal
must be submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at the Department's Public
Offices, located at:

Figueroa Plaza Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley
201 N. Figueroa St., 4™ Floor Constituent Service Center

Los Angeles, CA 90012 6262 Van Nuys Bivd., Room 251
213 482-7077 Van Nuys, CA 91401

818 374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at www.lacity.org/pin.

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of
Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that
section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the
City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section
1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial
review.

If you have any questions, please call Subdivision staff at (213) 978-1362.
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INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
WESTCHESTER - PL.AYA DEL REY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA

Howard Hughes Center Residential
and Office Buildings

Case No. ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC 1
Council District No. 11

THIS DOCUMENT COMPRISES THE INITIAL STUDY ANALYSIS AS REQUIRED UNDER THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Project Address: 5900, 5901, 6040 and 6055 Center Drive - Los Angeles, California 90045

Project Description: Howard Hughes Center is a master-planned mixed-use development, whose development was approved by the
City of Los Angeles pursuant to a Development Agreement adopted on November 3, 1986 as well as other related approvals. The HHC
Development Agreement, as amended, currently grants a vested right to complete the development of Howard Hughes Center with the
following uses: (A) A maximum of 1,950,000 square feet of commercial office and retail development, including, as an option, 2 maximum
100,000 square feet of retail and a maximum 100,000 square foot fitness center; (B) A 250,000 square foot entertainment/retail center; (C) A
maximum of 600 hotel rooms; provided, however, that up to 900 additional hotel rooms may be constructed, to a maximum of 1,500 total
hotel rooms, by exchanging 301 square feet of commercial office/retail space for each additional hotel room; and (D) A maximum of 600
residential units; provided, however, each residential unit constructed shall reduce by one hotel room the number of hotel rooms that is
allowed to be constructed. The right to construct 600 residential units in-lieu of 600 hotel rooms was expressly authorized by the Second
Amendment. Howard Hughes Center is nearly built-out. The Applicant seeks approval of a vesting tentative tract map (VTT 70318) for
condominium purposes for two of the four lots (6040 Center Drive and 6055 Center Drive), and floor area ratio averaging in a unified
development pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19 for all four lots (5900 Center Drive, 5901 Center Drive, 6040,
and 6055 Center Drive)( ZA 2008-2700-CU). Specifically, the Project proposes the construction of an apartment building consisting of 325
units at 6040 Center Drive and a 1,500 sq. ft. ground floor restaurant, the construction of a condominium building consisting of 275
condominium units at 6055 Center Drive, the construction of an office building comprised of 248,871 sq. fi. at 5900 Center Drive, and an
office building comprised of 238,222 sq. ft. at 5901 Center Drive. The Project is consistent with all applicable authorizations, limitations,
conditions, and mitigation measures required by the HHC Project Approvals, including but not limited to the HHC Development Agreement.

APPLICANT:
Equity Office Properties
10880 Wilshire, Suite 1010
Los Angeles, 90024 P

PREPARED BY:
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates

January 15, 2009

EXHIBIT 5




Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P. O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 vt |SCH# 83090705 and
Project Title: Howard Hughes Center Residential and Office Buildings SCH #97061068
Lead Agency: City of Los Angeles . Contact Person: Sarah Mollna
Mailing Address: 200 N. Spring Sireet, Room 721 Phone: (213) 473-9083
City: Los Angeles Zip: 90012 County: Los Angeles
Project Location: County:Los Angeles City/Nearest Community:\Westchester area, Los Angeles
Cross Streets: Howard Hughes Center and Center Drive Zip Code: 90045
Lat. / Long.: ° ! "N/ ° ! "W Total Acres: 3.74
Assessor’s Parcel No.:* See below Section: Twp.: Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy # 405 Waterways: N/A
Airports: LAX Railways: N/A Schools: N/A
Document Type: . .
CEQA: [1 Nop [] Draft EIR NEPA: [] NoI Other: [] Joint Document
] Rarly Cons [1 Supplement/Subsequent EIR 1 ea {1 Pinal Document
1 Neg Dec (Prior SCH No.)83020705, 97061068 {1 Draft EIS [ Other
Mit Neg Dec Other "1 FONSI
Local Action Type:
[0 General Plan Update [1 Specific Plan '] Rezone {1 Annexation
[l General Plan Amendment [ | Master Plan [1 Prezone [ Redevelopment
1 General Plan Element [} Planned Unit Development Use Permit 3 Coastal Permit
[ Community Plan ] site Plan Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) [] Other
Development Type:
Residential: Units 600 Acres "1 Water Facilities; Type MGD
[] office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees________ [ | Transportation: Type
Commercial:Sq.ft.- 488593 Acres Employees "} Mining: Mineral
[} Industrial:  Sq.fi. Acres Employees ] Power: Type MW
{] Bducational ['] Waste Treatment:Type MGD
{1 Recreational "1 Hazardous Waste: Type
] Other:
Project Issues Discussed in Document:
[[1 Aesthetic/Visnal [ | Fiscal "] Recreation/Parks [ ] Vegetation
1 Agricultural Land |1 Flood Plain/Flooding ] Schools/Universities || Water Quality
(1 Air Quality [} Forest Land/Fire Hazard {1 Septic Systems ] Water Supply/Groundwater
[7] Archeological/Historical 7] Geologic/Seismic ] Sewer Capacity [ ] Wetland/Riparian
{1 Biological Resources || Minerals [ Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading  [_] Wildlife
] Coastal Zone [ | Noise [7] Solid Waste | Growth Inducing
1 Drainage/Absorption [_| Population/Housing Balance [_] Toxic/Hazardous [} Land Use
[] Beonomic/Jobs | Public Services/Facilities [T Traffic/Circulation || Cumulative Effects
] other

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
Undeveloped lots/C2-1 Regional

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)
The Project consists of the development of the four remaining undeveloped lots in the Howard Hughes Center (5900 Center Dr., 5901 Center Dr.,

6040 Center Dr., and 6055 Center Dr.), in accordance with the Development Agresment for Howard Hughes Center (prior SCH#'s 83090705 and
97061068). The Project includes approval of a tentative tract map for condominium purposes for two of the four lots (6040 Center Drive and 6055
Center Drive}, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12 24.W.19 for all four lots
{6800 Center Dr., 5901 Center Dr,, 6040, and 6055 Center Dr.).

[*APNS #4104-001-081, 4104-001-087, 4104-023-015, 4104-023-016, 4104-023-017]

Note: The state Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If2 SCH number already exists for a January 2008
project (e.g: Notice of Preparation or previous draft document) please fill in.



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and X",
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an™S".

Air Resources Board Office of Historic Preservation
Boating & Waterways, Department of : Office of Pablic School Construction
California Highway Patrol Parks & Recreation

Caltrans District#_7

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics

Caltrans Planning (Headquarters)
Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy
Coastal Commission

Colorado River Board

Conservation, Department of
Corrections, Department of

Delta Protection Commission

Pesticide Regulation, Department of

Public Utilities Commission

Reclamation Board

Regional WQCB#___

Resources Agency

S.E. Bay Conservation & Development Cormission

San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers and Mins Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Education, Department of State Lands Commission

Energy Cormmission SWRCRB: Clean Water Grants
Fish & Game Region# SWRCB: Water Quality

Food & Agriculture, Department of SWRCB: Water Rights

Forestry & Fire Protection Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

General Services, Department of
Health Services, Department of
Housing & Community Development
Integrated Waste Management Board Other
Native American Heritage Commission Other
Office of Emergency Services

Toxic Substances Control, Department of
Water Resources, Department of

SRERRRARRRARREANY

COLELELEELETTTE LT

|

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date January 29, 2008 Ending Date February 27, 2009

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: Christopher A. Joseph & Assoc. Applicant: Mr. John Hartz/ Equity Office Properties
Address: 27413 Tourney Rd, suite 120 : Address: 10880 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1010
City/State/Zip; Santa Clarita, CA 81355 City/State/Zip: Los Angeles, CA 80024

Contact: Shane E. Parker, Principal Phone: (425)462-6795

Phone: (661) 260-1411

Signature of Lead Agency Representative: CS\MM /% Z/ Ao " Date: / ”27 "’ 7

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.




CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 615, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICT DATE
City of Los Angeles CD-6 anuary 15, 2009
Department of City Planning
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES
City of Los Angeles Planning Department
PROJECT TITLE/NO. ICASE NO.
Howard Hughes Center Residential and Office Buildings ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC 1
ZA 2008-2700-CU
VIT 70318
PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. . DOES have significant changes from previous
EIR No. 282-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB) and SCH No. 83090705 | actions.

EIR No. 97-0182-SUB(CUB) and SCH No. 97061068
‘ B DOES NOT have significant changes from
previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project consists of the development of the four remaining undeveloped lots in the
Howard Hughes Center (5900 Center Drive, 5901 Center Drive, 6040 Center Drive, and 6055 Center Drive), in
accordance with the Development Agreement for Howard Hughes Center. See Figure I (attached). The Applicant secks
approval of a vesting tentative tract map (VIT 70318) for condominium purposes for two of the four lots (6040 Center
Drive and 6055 Center Drive), and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal
Code Section 12.24.W.19 for all four lots (5900 Center Drive, 5901 Center Drive, 6040, and 6055 Center Drive)( Z4 2008-
2700-CU). See detailed discussion beginning on page 3.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: The Howard Hughes Center is located at the corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Howard Hughes Parkway in Los Angeles, CA. The site is approximately nine miles southwest of downtown Los Angeles
and approximately 1.35 miles north of the Los Angeles International Airport. The Fox Hills area of Culver City and
Ladera Heights (an unincorporated portion of Los Angeles County) are located to the northeast of the Project Site. See
Figure 2 (attached).

PROJECT LOCATION: The Howard Hughes Center is a 69-acre development located in the Westchester Community of
the City of Los Angeles. Howard Hughes Center is generally triangular in shape and is bounded by Howard Hughes
Parkway to the south, Sepulveda Boulevard to the west, and Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway) to the northeas!.

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS:
Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan PRELIMINARY PROPOSED
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan

B ADOPTED
EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING & DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
C2-1, R1-1 N/A
PLANNED LAND USE MAX. DENSITY PLAN DOES NQT CONFORM TO
Community Commercial 3:1 FAR PLAN
SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY NO DISTRICT PLAN
Community Commercial 3:1 FAR

Howard Hughes Center

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
Page 1



City of Los Angeles January 2009

DETERMINATION (T'o be completed by Lead Agency)

/
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

# | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be 2
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared”!

1 find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required. ‘

I find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant (o
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
remain to be addressed.

H | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.2

Skt

SIGNATURE

1 See Footnote 2.
2 Based on this initial evaluation, 1 find that, with exception of potential haul route impacts, all potentially significant
. effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b} have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required

Howard Hughes Center . :  Initial Study Checklist
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 2
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BACKGROUND AND PROJECT PROPOSAL

Howard Hughes Center is a master-planned mixed-use development, whose development was approved by
the City of Los Angeles pursuant to a Development Agreement adopted on November 3, 1986 (the “Original
Development Agreement™) as well as other related approvals (including but not limited to Tentative Tract
Map No. 35269; Variance No. ZA 85-0624(YV); Conditional Use Permit Nos. ZA 85-0625(CUZ), CPC 85-
329 CU, and ZA 85-0623 (CUB)) (collectively, the “HHC Project Approvals™). The Original Development
Agreement was subsequently amended on September 4, 2002 (the “First Amendment”), and again on May 2,
2005 (the “Second Amendment”) (collectively, the “HHC Development Agreement™).

The HHC Development Agreement currently grants a vested right to complete the development of Howard
Hughes Center with the following uses:

A. A maximum of 1,950,000 square feet of commercial office and retail development,
including, as an option, a maximum 100,000 square feet of retail and a maximum 100,000
square foot fitness center;

A 250,000 square foot entertainment/retail center;

A maximum of 600 hotel rooms; provided, however, that up to 900 additional hotel rooms
may be constructed, to a maximum of 1,500 total hotel rooms, by exchanging 301 square feet
of commercial office/retail space for each additional hotel room; and

D. A maximum of 600 residential units; provided, however, each residential unit constructed
shall reduce by one hotel room the number of hotel rooms that is allowed to be constructed.
The right to construct 600 residential units in-lieu of 600 hotel rooms was expressly
authorized by the Second Amendment. See Second Amendment at § 1.

Howard Hughes Center is nearly built-out. The Applicant is proposing to utilize the remaining rights granted
by the HHC Development Agreement by developing the four remaining undeveloped lots at Howard Hughes
Center: 5900 Center Drive, 5901 Center Drive, 6040 Center Drive, and 6055 Center Drive. Specifically, the
Project proposes the construction of an apartment building consisting of 325 units and 1,500 sq. ft. of ground
floor retail/commercial uses at 6040 Center Drive, the construction of a condominium building consisting of
275 condominium units at 6055 Center Drive, the construction of an office building comprised 0f 248,871 sq.
ft. at 5900 Center Drive, and an office building comprised of 238,222 sq. ft. at 5901 Center Drive.

CEQA COMPLIANCE

The uses proposed by the applicant’s project have been the subject of repeated environmental review by the
City of Los Angeles and the applicant has a vested right to complete their development under the HHC
Development Agreement.

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared and certified in connection with the City of Los
Angeles’ 1986 approval of development of Howard Hughes Center and the HHC Projett Approvals.’ The
Howard Hughes Center Project Approvals established detailed development limitations and criteria to guide
the development of Howard Hughes Center. As part of the certification of the 1986 EIR, the City Council

3 Final Environmental Impact Report, Howard Hughes Center, prepared by the City of Los Angeles Planning
- Department, June 1985. Certified on January 24, 1986. City EIR No. 282-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB) and SCH No.
83090705.

Howard Hughes Center ‘ Initial Study Checklist
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 3
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also adopted mitigation measures as well as a Statement of Overriding Considerations for environmental
effects of the HHC Project Approvals that were not reduced to a less than significant level. Thus,
unavoidable adverse effects were acknowledged with respect to thé.cumulative impact on local and regional
air quality; operational noise; traffic; the consumption of non-renewable enérgy resources; interim sewer
treatment capacity; existing landfill capacity; and view obstruction. The City Council determined that other
potential environmental effects would be reduced to less than significant levels.

In 1998 the City prepared and certified a separate EIR to analyze the environmental effects of the Howard
Hughes Entertainment Center (currently referred to as the “Promenade at Howard Hughes Center™) which was
authorized by a modification to Tentative Tract Map 35269 and the First Amendment to the Development
Agreement.

In 2005, the Development Agreement was amended again (the “Second Amendment”) to extend the term of
the Development Agreement to 2011 and to authorize the development of 600 residential units as an
alternative to 600 hotel rooms. The Second Amendment was approved pursuant to an Addendum to the
Howard Hughes Center EIR (the “2005 Addendum™), which determined that developing 600 residential units
as an alternative to 600 hotel rooms would not result in any new significant environmental impacts not
already considered, mitigated or overridden through the City Council’s adoption of Overriding Considerations
in 1986, and that a Subsequent EIR was not required for such residential development. The 2005 Addendum
also addressed water service issues pertaining to Sections 10910 — 10915 of the State Water Code. A Notice
of Determination for the 2005 Addendum was filed with the County Recorder and posted April 1, 2005.

The applicant’s proposed project seeks to implement the development in compliance with the terms and
conditions of the HHC approvals, all of which were the subject of the previous certified EIRs, 2005
Addendum and Statement of Overriding Considerations. (See Appendix A, attached). No further CEQA
review of these uses is required.

The applicant has applied for discretionary approvals to implement the uses authorized by HHC Development
Agreement, including floor area ratio averaging for the four lots of the Project (5900 Center Drive, 5901
Center Drive, 6040 Center Drive and 6055 Center Drive), and a tentative: tract map for two residential
buildings.

The HHC Development Agreement expressly contemplated that future approvals, including discretionary
approvals and subdivision maps would be necessary in order to allow the beneficiaries of the HHC
Development Agreement to utilize their development rights under the Agreement. See HHC Development
Agreement, Sections II1.B.1, IILB.2, and V.D.

Pursuant to the HHC Development Agreement, each lot at Howard Hughes Center is permitted a 3:1 floor
arearatio (FAR). The HHC Development Agreement contemplated that the FAR of individual lots at Howard
Hughes Center might exceed 3:1 FAR through floor area averaging between lots with approval of the
variance. The applicant is implementing this concept through its application for floor area averaging pursuant
to L.A.M.C. 12.24.W.19, a city-wide conditional use procedure that allows floor area averaging in unified
developments where the underlying authorized FAR is not exceeded. The average FAR for the four buildings
proposed by the applicant will not exceed 3:1.

The vesting tentative tract map would clarify existing legal descriptions and also allow the applicant to sell
the 275 residential units proposed at 6055 Center Drive as condominiums. The applicant is not applying fora
haul route permit at this time, although this MIND considers potential haul route effects and proposes potential

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 4
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mitigation measures. The Applicant will obtain haul route approvals prior to the construction each parcel
through the Department Building and Safety.

This Initial Study summarizes the conclusions of the City’s previo‘)s envirorimental analysis, including the
2005 Addendum, evaluates whether the particular discretionary approvals now requested by the applicant to
implement its HHC Development Agreement rights may result in new potential impacts not previously
addressed by prior environmental review, and proposes mitigation measures for such new potential impacts.

Because prior environmental review of the uses proposed by the applicant has been completed, for purposes
of this Initial Study the conclusions of “Less Than Significant™ or “No Impact” signify that the potential
environmental impact was the subject of analysis, mitigation (as applicable), and (as applicable) a Statement
of Overriding Considerations in connection with the 1986 EIR and 2005 Addendum. The conclusions of
“Potentially Significant Impact” or “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” signify that the
potential environmental impact was not the subject of analysis, mitigation (as applicable), and (as applicable)
a Statement of Overriding Considerations in connection with the 1986 EIR and 2005 Addendum. Where the
potential environmental impact was not the subject of analysis, mitigation (as applicable), and (as applicable)
a Statement of Overriding Considerations in the 1986 EIR and 2005 Addendum, analysis is provided and
mitigation measures are recommended as necessary.

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project (dated September 25, 3008) was
circulated from October 16, 2008 to November 14, 2008. The Applicant subsequently made changes to
the project description for the proposed project. Accordingly, this Initial Study/Negative Declaration has
been revised to reflect the revised project description and will be recirculated in accordance with CEQA.

Pad
Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 5
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

1 Aesthetics [1 Hazards & Hazardous Materials [1 Public Services

O Agricultural Resources 0 Hydrology/Water Quality O Recreation

3 Air Quality O Land Use/Planning & Transportation/Traffic

[1 Biological Resources [1 Mineral Resources [ Utilities/Service Systems

[1 Cultural Resources [1 Noise [ Mandatory Findings of Signiﬁcance
B Geology/Soils : [ Population/Housing

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency)

BACKGROUND
PROPONENT NAME PHONE NUMBER
Equity Office Properties (310) 446-2211
PROPONENTS ADDRESSES IProponents Representative
Mr. John Hartz ) Allan Abshez
Equity Office Properties Irell and Manella, LLP
10880 Wilshire, Suite 1010 1800 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 900
Los Angeles, 90024 Los Angeles, CA 90067-4276
(310) 277-1010
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST DATE SUBMITTED
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 January 8, 2009
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Maya Zaitzevsky, Chief, Advisory Agency Expediting Unit
(213) 978-1331
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable)
Howard Hughes Center Residential and Office Buildings
(Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacts are
& ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS required to be attached on separate sheets. See discussion below.)
/
Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 6
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Potentially
Significant Unless
Potentially Miftjgation Less Than
Significant Impact  Incorporated Sigmificant Imy No Impact

I.  AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? - . | | il
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 0 | B 0

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic

buildings, or other locally recognized desirable aesthetic

natural feature within a city-designated scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or O M B |

quality of the site and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 0 0 B 0

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the

area?

Response: The HHC Project Approvals, including the HHC Development Agreement, grant vested rights to develop the
lots at Howard Hughes Center to specified maximum heights above sea level. Specifically, the tract approval (Tentative
Tract Map 35269) established lot-by-lot height limitations to allow for view corridors through the development approved
for Howard Hughes Center. These height limitations were set forth in Exhibit D to the approVal of Tentative Tract 35269
and were also incorporated into the HHC Development Agreement. The 1986 EIR analyzed the proposed height limits and
concluded that the various structures at Howard Hughes Center would obstruct the then existing views over the project site
from adjoining and nearby properties. View obstruction resulting from the City's approval of the height maximums was
recognized as an unavoidable impact of the Howard Hughes Center development. The 1986 Statement of Overriding

" Considerations adopted by the City Council found that the view obstruction impacts created by Howard Hughes Center
buildings were acceptable. '

In 1994, Final Map 51419 (a final map unit of Tentative Tract 35269) was recorded, which realigned Center Drive relative
to its original proposed position (so that it curved slightly south near the center of the development). Final Map 51419 also
reconfigured the lot lines of Tentative Tract No. 35269. As a result of the repositioning of Center Drive, some area that

. was previously expected to be roadway became developable lots and vice versa. On November 4, 1999, the Advisory
Agency issued a Letter of Clarification to clarify the height limits applicable to the reconfigured lots. The Letter of
Clarification (included as an appendix to this Initial Study) correlates the lot-by-lot height limitations established by
Tentative Tract 35269 and the HHC Development Agreement to the lotting plan of Tract 51419. The Letter of
Clarification also addressed the issue of height limitations for developable lots that had been previously shown as roadway
under Tentative Tract 35269, and thus had no underlying height limits.

The Advisory Agency's 1999 Letter of Clarification did not make any changes to heights allocated to the lots that comprise
6040, 5900, and 5901 Center Drive. Adjustments were made to the lot that now comprises 6055 Center Drive to reflect the
realignment of Center Drive. Specifically, as approved by the City Council in 1986, Howard Hughes Center authorized a
building up to 326' MSL in height on lots D-3, D-4 and D-5 of Tentative Tract 35269. With the repositioning of Center
Drive, the central portion of these lots became the Center Drive roadway. As a result, an area appr€ximately equivalent to
the displaced portion of the 326' MSL lots was shifted approximately 100 feet northeasterly across the realigned location of
Center Drive towards the 405 freeway (and away from residential areas to the south and west) to Lot 18 of Tract 51419,
where it was allocated to land that had previously been proposed as Center Drive. Therefore, as presently configured, Lot
18 of Tract 51419 includes area that is limited to 326' MSL, area that is limited to 135' MSL, and a small area limited to
125' MSL. Figure 3A to this Initial Study shows the original building site authorized for 326' MSL in yellow and the

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 7
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realigned portion of Center Drive through such site. Figure 3A also shows (in blue) the location area to which the
displaced 326' MSL building area was allocated as a result of Center Drive“being realigned. As illustrated by Figure 3A,
the portion of 6055 Center Drive that is currently designated with a 326' MSL height limitation (approximately 32,000 sq.
ft) is less than half the area that was originally designated for a 326' MSL height limitation in lots D-3, D-4 and D-5
(approximately 81,000 sq. ft) when Howard Hughes Center was approved by the City in 1986. Height limitations
applicable to 6040, 5900 and 5901 Center Drive are depicted in Figures 3B and 3 C, and in Appendix B.

The Letter of Clarification was incorporated in the First Amendment to the HHC Development Agreement in 2002, which
was approved by the City Council on July 9, 2002 after the City Council found that the intensity, building height and uses
set forth in the Amendment were permitted and consistent with Tract Map 35269 as modified by the City Council in 1998
and approved a Categorical Exemption under CEQA.

In 2005, the City Council approved the Second Amendment to HHC Development Agreement after processing an
Addendum to the previous environmental review documents for Howard Hughes Center. The 2005 Addendum found that
that the proposed substitution of 600 residential dwelling units as an alternative to 600 hotel rooms would not affect
building placement and height limitations for building sites, and that the view obstruction impacts of such development had
already been disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated, with the residual unavoidable view impacts having been subjected to
overriding considerations. Accordingly, the Addendum concluded that no revisions to the prior environmental findings
with respect to views and aesthetics were required. In addition, the 2005 Addendum found that the exchange of residential
units in place of hotel rooms would not create any additional sources of light or glare than anticipated under the then-
existing entitlements. As such, light impacts on the surrounding environment were found to be less than significant and no
mitigation was deemed warranted.

The Project will comply with all height limits established within the HHC Development Agreement and other Project
Approvals. The 6040 Center Drive apartment building will be 7 stories and will comply with the 135' mean sea level
(MSL) height limitation for such lot.* The 6055 Center Drive condominium building will be 24 stories, and, as discussed
above, has a range of height limits varying from 125' to 326' MSL level consistent with the height limitations for such lot.?
The 5900 Center Drive Office Building will be 5 stories and will not exceed 140 feet MSL, which is the lower of the two
height limits that apply to such lot. The 5901 Center Drive Office Building be 5 stories and will comply with the 125" and
140" MSL height limitations for such lot. Because the proposed Project would not alfe{ building placement or permitted
height as otherwise permitted and analyzed under prior environmental reviews, the Project is consistent with the HHC
Development Agreement and HHC Project approvals, as well as the prior environmental review, mitigation measures and
adopted Statement of Overriding Considerations. Therefore, no further review is necessary pursuant to CEQA.

; City of Los Angeles, Letter of Clarification, re Tract No. 35269 Counsel District No. 6, November 4, 1999.
Ibid,

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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City of Los Angeles January 2009

1. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land qulpatlon and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 0 0 N El
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict with the existing zoﬁing for agricultural use, or 0 0 N B
a Williamson Act Contract?

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment 0 O O B
which, due to their location or nature, could result in '
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Response: The Project site is not classified in any “Farmland” category designated by the State of California and neither
the Project Site, nor any of the nearby properties are zoned or currently utilized for agricultural activities. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would have no impact associated with the conversion of farmland.

1. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project result in:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the il 0 B O
SCAQMD or Congestion Management Plan? )

b. Violate amy air quality standard or contribute 0 O | 0
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c. Result in a camulatively considerable net increase of any M 0 B 0

criteria pollutant for which the air basin is non-
attainment (ozone, carbon monoxide, & PM ,p) under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

d. Expose sensitive receptors te substantial pollutant M 8| B O
concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial M O B 0

number of people?

Response: According to the air quality analysis from the 1986 EIR, operation of Howard Hughes Center was estimated to
generate an estimated 4.5 tons of mobile source air pollutants. The operational impacts were found not to exceed State or
Federal air quality standards. However, the cumulative impact on local and regional air quality was found to be a
significant and unavoidable impact. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the project’s construction
emissions and for Howard Hughes Center's contribution to cumulative and regional air quality impacts.

The 2005 Addendum found that the construction activities and duration of the active construction ﬁeﬁod associated with
either hotel or residential units would be substantially equivalent to one another with respect to addressing air quality
emissions and thus would not generate any new construction-related air quality impacts. The 2005 Addendum also found
that the substitution of 600 residential units as an alternative to 600 hotel units would not alter the frip cap or the TDM
requirements for the Howard Hughes Center project. Thus, the traffic related emissions would not be affected by allowing
an even exchange of hotel rooms for dwelling units because the associated traffic levels would not exceed 4,785 PM peak

Howard Hughes Center ' ' Initial Study Checklist
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 10



City of Los Angeles January 2009

hour trips regardless of the type of land uses developed. .
B U

Because the Project would not increase the number of residential dwelling units nor the amount of office as otherwise
permitted by the Second Amendment to the Development Agreement approved in 2005 and analyzed under prior
environmental reviews, the Project would not generate any new copstruction-related air quality impacts or any new traffic-
related air quality impacts and the unavoidable significant impacts on air quality identified in the previous EIR would not

be substantially more severe than previously analyzed.

In September 2006, subsequent to the City’s approval of the Second Amendment to the HHC Development Agreement and
2005 Addendum, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed in to law AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006. AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt regulations to require the reporting and
verification of statewide greenhouse gas emissions and to monitor and enforce compliance with that program. As part of
this effort, the CARB will adopt a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions levels in 1990, to be achieved by 2020. The City of Los Angeles has begun to address the issue of global
climate change by publishing Green LA, An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming (LA Green Plan).
This document outlines the goals and actions the City has established to reduce the generation and emission of GHGs from
both public and private activities. According to the LA Green Plan, the City of Los Angeles is committed to the goal of
reducing emissions of CO2 to 35 percent below 1990 levels. To achieve this, the City aims to:

. Increase the generation of renewable energy;
. Improve energy conservation and efficiency; and
. Change transportation and land use patterns to reduce dependence on automobiles.

To date, no air agency or municipality had yet established project-level significance thresholds for GHGs emissions. As
such, GHG emissions can be quantified, but should not be used to determine significance under CEQA.

As discussed earlier, the 2005 Addendum determined that Howard Hughes Center's emissions would not be affected by
allowing an even exchange of hotel rooms for dwelling units. As a mixed-use development with a comprehensive
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program, Howard Hughes Center presently has in place mitigation measures
and programs that reduce vehicle miles traveled and thereby reduce the level of GHG emissions that would be generated by
a project of similar size and scale in another locale. Howard Hughes Center has exceeded previous the TDM targets set by
the HHC Project Approvals. The addition of residential uses to Howard Hughes Center, which was authorized by the
Second Amendment to the HHC Development Agreement, will make Howard Hughes Center a fully mixed-use
development, where persons can live, work, shop, and recreate, thereby promoting the reduction of vehicle trips, miles
traveled, and attendant GHG. Furthermore, the Project would be built to current building standards, including Title 24
Requirements, which includes incorporating mandatory energy conservation features such as low flow plumbing fixtures,
and energy efficient appliances. As a result, the project’s operational impacts upon GHG emissions would be reduced.
Since the project would be consistent with the goals identified in the City’s LA Green Plan, the Project’s contribution to
global warming would be considered less than significant.

The Environmental Review Unit currently imposes standard air filtration requirements on industrial, commercial, and
residential projects to mitigate the effects of diminished ambient air quality with respect to PM. 'Ille Applicant has
consented to the addition of the following standard mitigation measure for the Proposed Project.

MITIGATION MEASURE:
MM-1  Air filtration systerns shall be installed and maintained on all occupied buildings with filters meeting or

exceeding the ASHRAE Standard 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction
of the Department of Building and Safety.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: o i

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or O O O B
through habitat modification, on any species identified .
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plams, policies, or regulations by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service ?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 0 O 0 B
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in the City or regional plans, policies, regulations by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 0 0 0 B
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) Through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native O M 0 2 ]
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 0 0 O B
bielogical resources, such as tree preservation policy or
ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut
woodlands)?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat M O 0 B
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Response: The Project Site is located in a developed urban setting. The Project Site is not located within a significant
ecological area®. No known candidate, sensitive or special status species, or riparian or other sensitive habitats are located on
the Project Site. The Project Site does not support riparian or wetland habitat, or “waters of the United States,” as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. No wildlife corridors are located on site. The Project Site does not contain oak trees or
any other protected tree species as designated by LAMC Ordinance No. 153,478. Therefore, impacts will be less than
significant and no further environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted. Nonetheless, the Applicant has
consented to the addition of the following standard mitigation measures for the Proposed Project.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

MM-2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit or building permit, a plot plan prepared by a reputable tree expert, indicating
the location, size, type, and condition of all existing trees on the site shall be submitted for approval by the decision
maker and the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services. All trees in the public right-of-way shall be
provided per the current Urban Forestry Division standards.

E4

¢ City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Map: Significant Ecological Areas
in the City of Los Angeles, September 1, 1996.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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MM-3 The plan shall contain measures recommended by the tree expert for the preserva’non of as many trees as possible.
Mitigation measures such as replacement by a minimum of 24-mch box trees m the parkway and on the site, on a 1:1
basis, shall be required for the unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the site, and to the satisfaction of the Urban
Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services and thg decision maker.

MM-4 The genus or genera of the tree(s) shall provide a minimum crown of 30'- 50'. Please refer to City of Los Angeles
Landscape Ordinance (Ord. No.170,978), Guidelines K - Vehicular Use Areas.

MM-5 Note: Removal of all trees in the public right-of-way shall require approval of the Board of Public Works. Contact:
Urban Forestry Division at: 213-847-3077.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a 0 O B 0
historical resource as defined in State CEQA Section
15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of N 0 [« | 0

an archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA
Section 15064.5?

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 0 A 0 ] 0
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred O 0 | 0
outside of formal cemeteries?

Response: The 1986 EIR disclosed the Howard Hughes Center site is in an area of high archaeological sensitivity. Two
recorded archaeological sites (LAN 213, LAN 216) are located on the project site, although extensive test excavation of
these two sites revealed no historical or archaeological evidence of any significance. The 1986 EIR requires the subdivider
to retain a qualified archaeologist to monitor subsurface operations and to order reasonable protective measures if any
significant archaeological resources are uncovered. As a result, the project’s impact was concluded to be reduced to a less
than significant impact.

The 2005 Addendum reiterated that the HHC Development Agreement was approved under the condition that the Project
Applicant retains a qualified archaeologist to monitor subsurface operations and to order reasonable protective measures if
resources are recovered. Therefore, the substitution of 600 residential units as an alternative to 600 hotel units would not
result in any impact different than that already assessed and mitigated by the HHC Development Agreement.

As the Project does not increase the development footprint and would involve construction and earthwork activities within
the building pad areas previously identified, the Project would not result in any new significant impacts upon cultural or
archaeological resources or result in a substantial increase in the severity of impacts previously identified. No further
environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted.

VI GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project result in the exposure of people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on O O | 0
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? O D B [
i %

fii.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 0 0 B 0

iv.  Landslides? ] 0 B 0

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? N B 0 |

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or O n| B i
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potential result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 0 N B 0
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating :
substantial risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of O 0 N B

septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers aré not available for the disposal of waste
water?

Response: The 1986 EIR analyzed grading and filling for the development of Howard Hughes Center. All grading was
required to be conducted in accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical reports by the consulting geologist and
the City’s existing grading ordinance. The Advisory Agency required various grading techniques recommended by the Los
Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) to maximize the safety of all graded areas. Slopes are to be
landscaped and maintained by a sprinkling irrigation system to minimize erosion. With implementation of the mitigation
measures, grading impacts were concluded to be less than significant.

The 2005 Addendum found that no new impacts would result from approval of the Second Amendment to the Development
Agreement, and the development at Howard Hughes Center would remain subject to the same conditions and mitigation
measures required by the HHC Project approvals. It also noted that, according to a recent Alquist-Priolo Special Study
Zones and Fault Rupture Study Areas, there are no active surface fault traces known to be present on the project site. The
2005 Addendum found that projects authorized by the Second Amendment would be required to comply with existing codes
which reduce seismic risks to an acceptable level and thus would have a less than significant impact with regard to seismic
ground shaking. :

The Project implements the vested rights under the HHC Development Agreement. The Project’s individual buildings would
require individual haul route approvals for the export of soil as anticipated within the 1985 EIR. Consistent with the findings
of the 1985 EIR and 2005 Addendum, the Project would not result in any new significant geotechnical or geologic
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified impacts associated with geology or
geotechnical hazards. No further environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted.

The Project Site is located in an area that is served by a City-operated wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment
system. No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems would be required nor are they included as part of the Project. No
impact would occur and no further analysis of this issue is warranted.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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The grading of the site will result in the loss of topsoil, however, this impact will be reduced to a less than significant level
by the incorporation of construction mitigation measures. Environmental 1mpacts may result from the grading of the site and
the hauling of the soil, however, these impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level by the incorporation of

construction mitigation measures.
/

MITIGATION MEASURES:
MM-6 The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure pedestrian and vehicle safety.

MM-7 Fences shall be constructed around the site to minimize trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions and attractive
nuisances.

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would

the project: A

a. Create a sigpificant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

O O = O

Response: The Project implements the vested rights under the HHC Development Agreement through the development of
authorized residential units, office square footage and retail square footage. The Project does not require the transport, use or
disposal of any hazardous materials, and will not create a significant hazard to the public. As discussed in the 1986 EIR, the
transport and storage of building materials and supplies, including potentially materials including but not limited to diesel, oil,
gasoline, solvents and architectural coatings, would be. conducted in accordance with all applicable rules and regulations.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 O B 0O
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Response: The Project implements the vested rights under the HHC Development Agreement through the development of
authorized residential units, office square footage and retail square footage. As discussed in the 1986 EIR, the transport and
storage of building materials and supplies, including potentially materials including but not limited to diesel, oil, gasoline,
solvents and architectural coatings, would be conducted in accordance with all applicable rules and regulations. Operation of
the Project would not involve the use of potentially hazardous materials. Impacts are considered less than significant.

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 0 0 | 1
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Response: The nearest school is about one-half mile from the Project Site.” Furthermore, the Project involves residential, office
and retail uses and will not involve hazardous emissions, materials, substances or waste. Therefore, impacts would remain less
than significant. P

7 LAUSD, Los Angeles City Council Districts map with schools, website:
hutp://notebook.lausd.net/pls/ptl/docs/PAGE/CA_LAUSD/LAUSDNET/DISCOVER/MAPS/2007_LACOUNCILDISTRICTS_IN
DEX.PDF, accessed September 3, 2008.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of O O | 0
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to v N
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

Response: The Project Site is not included on any lists of known hazardous materials site listings. As such, the proposed
project would not pose an environmental hazard to surrounding sensitive uses. Less than significant impacts would occur.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 0 | 0 B
where such a plan has not been adopted, within twe
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

Response: The 1986 EIR concluded that development at Howard Hughes Center would not result in a safety hazard with
respect to nearby public airports. The Project Site is just over 1.35 miles north of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and
is located outside of the Airport Influence Area Planning Boundary and Airport Land Use Plan Noise Contours for LAX.® The
Project proposes to implement the vested rights under the HHC Development A greement through the development of authorized
residential buildings and office buildings, as well as retail square footage. The proposed buildings will comply with height
limits established by the HHC Development Agreement and Project Approvals. No further CEQA. review is required.

f. For a projecf within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 0 - 0 0 B
would the project result in a safety hazard for the people
residing or working in the area?

Response: See previous response. The Project Site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip.

g Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an ! 0 B 0
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Response: The Project proposes to implement the vested rights under the HHC Development Agreement through the
development of authorized residential buildings and office buildings, as well as retail square footage. The Projectis consistent
with the prior environmental review, mitigation measures and adopted Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
development authorized by the HHC Development Agreement. As discussed within the Transportation Section of this Initial
Study, while there are four remaining undeveloped lots at Howard Hughes Center, the traffic and transportation improvements
and mitigation measures required to serve all of the development authorized by the HHC Development Agreement and HHC
Project approvals (including improvements and mitigation measures to provide adequate emergency access) have been
completed by the developers of Howard Hughes Center. No further CEQA review is required.

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 0 0 0 |
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

P
Response: The Project Site is not considered wildland and is not located within a Brush Fire Hazard Area.” Therefore, impacts
are considered less than significant.

# Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, Airport Influence Area Map for the Los Angeles International Airport, dated
5/13/03.
? City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Map: Brush Fire Hazard Areas in

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
proposal result in:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 0 0 | 0
requirements?
7
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or N | | 0

interfere with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned
Iand uses for which permits have been granted)?

€. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 0 0O B 0
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 0 N B 0
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off site?

€. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed O 0 [ 0
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O 0 ] 0
g Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped O 0 -] 0

on federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance
Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which ! ‘ 1 | 0
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 0 ! - | O
injuiry or death involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

i Inundation by seiche, tsunanii, or mudflow? 0 0 - | O

“the City of Los Angeles, September 1, 1996.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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Response: To mitigate any potential adverse impacts associated with flooding and hydrology, the 1986 EIR required the
following drainage facilities be constructed as part of the planned 69-acre de\/elopmen‘e: ta) an on site drainage system; b) a
storm drain system to convey the flow not controlled by the County’s Project #81 from Airport Boulevard to the culvert
under Sepulveda Boulevard; c) the re-grading of the existing drainage channel from Arizona Place downstream to the two
existing corrugated metal pipe inlets; and d) upon approval of Culver City and the Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works, the extension of the existing County drain to the boundary line between the City of Los Angeles and Culver City.
Completion'of the above requirements to the satisfaction of the City Engineer was concluded to have successfully reduced
any impacts to a less than significant impact. According to the latest annual review of the HHC Development Agreement,
these improvements were completed by November 1990 and have resulted in a greater improvement than originally
anticipated.

The 2005 Addendum found that no new impacts would result from approval of the Second Amendment to the Development
Agreement, and the development at Howard Hughes Center would remain subject to the same conditions and mitigation measures
required by the HHC Project approvals. Development of the remaining undeveloped parcels within Howard Hughes Center
would be subject to the current National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, which prescribe
mandatory best management practices (BMPs) to control surface water runoff during the construction process to mitigate
potential water quality impacts. Mandatory compliance with the NPDES is implemented through permit approval process of the
State Regional Water Quality Control Board (SWRCB), which is administered at the local level through local district offices.
Prior to approval of a grading permit, the project applicant would be required to submit a detailed storm water pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) for the construction process detailing the BMPs that will be implemented during construction and the
design of the project. The 2005 Addendum found that, with adherence to the NPDES permitting requirements, potential impacts
associated with water quality would be reduced to less than significant levels. Compliance with the applicable SWPPP BMPs are
further emphasized through the additional mitigation measures identified below.

The 2005 Addendum also found that the exchange of hotel rooms for an equal amount of residential dwelling units would not
induce any substantial changes to the development’s drainage plan for future build-out of Howard Hughes Center. Any future
build-out would be designed to connect to the existing storm water infrastructure in Howard Hughes Center, which has already
been designed to accommodate increased runoff from development of the current planned density. The exchange of hotel rooms
for an equal amount of residential dwelling units would not increase the overall density of the Howard Hughes Center
development and would not result in any increases to the capacity of the planned and developed storm water infrastructure
currently serving the site. Therefore, it was concluded that there would be no impact to the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems as a result of approval of the Second Amendment to the Howard Hughes Center Development
Agreement.

Because the Project would not increase the number of residential dwelling units nor the amount of office space that is currently
entitled under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through the CEQA process, such Project would not
result in any new significant hydrology or water quality effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects. No further environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM-8 Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to retain or treat the r;wff from a storm event
producing % inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the
Development Best Management Practices Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a California
licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard is required.

MM-9 Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre-development rate for
developments where the increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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4

Y (S
MM-10 Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from the Bureau of Sanitation.

MM-11Install Roof runoff systems where site is suitable for installation. Runoff from rooftops is relatively clean, can provide
groundwater recharge and reduce excess runoff into storm drains.

MM-12 Paint messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into the storm drain system adjacent to storm drain
inlets. Prefabricated stencils can be obtained from the Dept. of Public Works, Stormwater Management Division.

MM-13 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as “NO
DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN?) and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.

MM-14 Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal dumping, must be posted at public access
points along channels and creeks within the project area.

MM-15 Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

MM-16 Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a
cabinet, shed, or similar stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures such as
berms, dikes, or curbs.

MM-17 The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

MM-18 The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the secondary containment
area.

MM-19 Design an efficient irrigation system to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray;
shutoff devices to prevent irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow reducers.

MM-20 The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and agreement (Planning Department General form
CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the owners to post construction maintenance on the
structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer’s
instructions.

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? ] 0 B

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or - |
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan B
or natural community conservation plan? v e ‘

Response:

The uses proposed by the Project (600 residential units, approximately 487,093 square feet of office uses, and a 1,500 sq.
ft. restaurant) implement the remaining rights authorized by the HHC Development Agreement and HHC Project
approvals, as well as the prior environmental review, mitigation measures and adopted Statement of Overriding
Considerations. No further environmental review of such uses is required by CEQA.

The applicant has applied for discretionary approvals to implement the uses authorized by HHC Development Agreement,
including floor area ratio averaging for the four lots of the Project (5900 Center Drive, 5901 Center Drive, 6040 Center
Drive and 6055 Center Drive), and a tentative tract map for condominium use.

The HHC Development Agreement expressly contemplated that future approvals, including discretionary approvals and
subdivision maps would be necessary in order to allow the beneficiaries of the HHC Development Agreement to utilize
their rights under the Agreement. See HHC Development Agreement, Sections III.B.1, III.B.2, and V.D. The City is
obligated to cooperate in the issuance of such approvals provided they are consistent with the Project authorized by the
HHC Development Agreement.

Pursuant to the HHC Development Agreement, the applicant has a vested right to develop the uses proposed. This analysis
evaluates whether the particular discretionary approvals now requested by the applicant to implement its HHC
Development Agreement rights may result in new potential impacts not previously addressed by prior environmental
review, and proposes mitigation measures for such new potential impacts.

The applicant is proposing FAR averaging for the four lots to be developed. Permissible floor area is determined by
multiplying the buildable area of a lot by the authorized FAR ratio. Under the HHC Development Agreement, the
applicable per lot FAR limitation is 3:1.

In 1986, when the Original Development Agreement was approved by the City of Los Angeles, FAR averaging between
adjacent lots was not authorized by the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code. However, the City proposed that FAR
averaging be permitted as a feature of the Howard Hughes Center development plan, and included environmental review of
floor area averaging in the 1986 EIR. As part of the HHC Project Approvals, the City approved a variance permitting FAR
averaging within Howard Hughes Center (ZA 85-0624 (YV)). The FAR averaging variance was expressly included in the
Project Approvals encompassed by the Original Development Agreement. While the variance approved for floor area ratio
averaging (ZA 85-0624 (YV)) was later set aside by a court, FAR averaging was envisioned by the City as part of the
Project authorized for Howard Hughes Center.10

~
10 See Table 2, page 23 and Table 3, page 28 in EIR No. 282-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV})(SUB).
Howard Hughes Center ) Initial Study Checklist
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Subsequently to 1986, the City adopted Section 12.24.W.19 of the Los Angeles Mumc(:xpal Code. Section 12.24.W.19isa
City-wide ordinance, which permits floor area averaging through the conditional use process (i.e. without the need for a
variance) for unified commercial, industrial and mixed-use developments located in the C and other zones. Section
12.24.W.19 defines a unified development as:
/
(a) acombination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections;
(b) in conjunction with common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements
of the development;

(c) is composed of two or more contiguous parcels, or lots of record separated only by a street or alley;

(d) and when the development is viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole.
Section 12.24.W.19 allows a building on an individual lot to exceed the FAR limitation for that lot, provided that the
average floor area ratio of the unified development as a whole does not exceed the maximum permissible FAR.
As discussed earlier, from its inception Howard Hughes Center was envisioned and planned by the City as a mixed-use
unified development where floor area averaging would take place. The applicant's currently proposed office and
residential buildings implement the Howard Hughes Center mixed-use plan, were designed in conjunction with one
another, and feature complementary architecture, landscaping, and integrated pedestrian features.

The lot area for each of the lots proposed for FAR averaging is set forth below.

e 5900 Center Drive consists of Lot 24 of Final Map 51419. As confirmed by recent ALTA surveys, the buildable
area of 5900 Center Drive is 105,956 square feet.

o 5901 Center Drive consists of portions of Lots 22 and 23 of Final Map 51419 (other portions of Lot 23 were
dedicated for freeway ramp use and the extension of Howard Hughes Parkway). As confirmed by recent ALTA
surveys, the buildable area of 5901 Center Drive is 126,802 square feet."”

s 6040 Center Drive consists of Lots 11 and 12 of Final Map 51419 and a portion of Lot 10 of Final Map 51419
(added by Lot Line Adjustment Map No. 2001-4536). ‘As confirmed by recent ALTA surveys, the buildable area
of 6040 Center Drive is 72,460 square feet.

o 6055 Center Drive consists of Lot 18 of Final Map 51419, and portions of Lot 17 of Final Map 51419 (added by
Lot Line Adjustment 98-040 and Lot Line Adjustment 2005-3599). As confirmed by recent ALTA surveys, the
buildable area of 6055 Center Drive is 45,195 square feet.'?

Table 1 summarizes the buildable area of each lot , the 3:1 FAR for each such lot, and the floor area proposed for each
such lot.

! 4s part of the original subdivision process for lots at Howard Hughes Center, lots extending under and above Center
Drive were created. Specifically as shown on Final Map 51419, 5901 Center Drive and 6055 Center Drive each extend
under and above Center Drive to the other side of Center Drive. As indicated in the November 1, 1990 City Attorney
Memorandum summarizing development rights at Howard Hughes Center, portions of lots extending under Center Drive
“shall be considered as part of such lots in determining the buildable area of such lot." The applicant's original floor
area averaging application included such lot area for the purposes of calculating potential FAR for such lots.
Notwithstanding the rights granted by the HHC Development Agreement, the applicant has revised its application to
exclude the portions of 5901 Center Drive and 6055 Center Drive which extend under Center Drive from the calculation
of buildable area for FAR calculation purposes.

12 See footnote 11, above.
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Table 1 .
Summary of Buildable Lot Area and Floor Area Rdtios

5900 Center Drive 105,956 sq.ft. 317,868 sq. ft. 248,871 sq. ft.
5901 Center Drive 126,802 sq.ft. 380,406 sq. ft. 238,222 sq. ft.
6040 Center Drive 72,460 sq.ft. 217,380 sq. ft. 315,423 sq. ft.
6055 Center Drive 45,195 sq.ft. 135,585 sq. ft. ; 248,723 sq. ft
TOTAL 350,413 sq.ft. 1,051,239 sq. ft. 1,051,239 sq. ft.

As indicated by Table 1, above, the applicant is proposing to construct a total of 1,051,239 sq. ft. of floor area, which is the
total amount of square footage authorized for the four lots. Thus, with floor area averaging, the average per lot FAR of
these three lots would be 3:1.

Floor area averaging would permit the applicant to locate the proposed residential buildings at 6040 Center Drive and 6055
Center Drive. This would place the proposed residential buildings directly adjacent to the existing shopping center and
office buildings located at Howard Hughes Center, which would provide an overall project that is superior from a
walkability standpoint. Floor area averaging would not permit the applicant to construct more FAR for the subject lots
than authorized by the HHC Development Agreement. As discussed earlier, the 1986 FEIR included floor area averaging
as part of its CEQA analysis of the development of Howard Hughes Center. The applicant’s proposal will not result in
more than 3:1 FAR being developed on such lots on an overall basis. Finally, as discussed earlier, the buildings all fall
within the height limits approved for Howard Hughes Center.

The Proposed Project would be developed in accordance with all applicable terms, conditions and limitations of the HHC
Development Agreement, and FAR averaging would not increase the number of dwelling units or square footage
authorized to be constructed at Howard Hughes Center. Therefore, approval of FAR averaging pursuant to Section
12.24.W.19 would not conflict with the HHC Development Agreement and HHC Project approvals, as well as the prior
environmental review, mitigation measures and adopted Statement of Overriding Considerations. Therefore, no further
review is necessary pursuant to CEQA. '

The applicant has also requested a vesting tentative tract map encompassing 6040 Center Drive and 6055 Center Drive.
Subdivision approvals were expressly anticipated as potential future approvals necessary under the HHC Development
Agreement. The purpose of the vesting tentative map is to provide authorization for condominium use of the 275

. residential units proposed at 6055 Center Drive, and to provide consolidated legal descriptions for the lots which comprise
6040 Center Drive and 6055 Center Drive. The approval of a vesting tentative tract would enable condominjums to be sold
and would revise legal descriptions. However, its approval would not increase the number of dwelling units or square
footage authorized to be constructed at Howard Hughes Center.

_
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X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 0 ' 0 M |
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

/
Response: The Project Site is not located near any oil fields and no oil extraction activities have historically occurred or
are presently conducted on the Project Site."* The City of Los Angeles has not identified any mineral resources on the
Project Site that would be of value to the region and to the residents of the State.'* No locally important mineral resources
would be impacted by the removal of soil from the proposed Project Site. Impact that would occur would be less than
significant and therefore no further analysis of this issue is warranted.

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important N 0 O B
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Response: The Project Site is not in a Mineral Resource Zone and does not contain significant mineral resources.'”
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no further analysis of this issue is warranted.

XI. NOISE. Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of nioise in level in M 0 - ] 0
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive O N B 0
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 0 0 | 0
in the project vicinity above levels éxisting without the
project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 0 D [ ] 0
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

3 City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Map: Oil Field and Oil Drilling
Areas in the City of Los Angeles and Oil Drilling and Surface Mining Supplemental Use Districts in the City of
Los Angeles, September 1, 1996.

™ City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Map: Areas Containing
Significant Mineral Deposits in the City of Los Angeles, September 1, 1996.

" Ibid.
Howard Hughes Center  Initial Study Checklist
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Response: The 1986 EIR concluded that construction noise from the development of Howard Hughes Center would be
mitigated to a less than significant level by compliance with the City’s noise ordinances! ‘With respect to operational noise, the
1986 EIR found that significant increases to ambient noise levels from mobile noise sources would occur. Accordingly, a
Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for this unavoidable significant impact.

The 2005 Addendum found that approval of the Second Amendment to the Development Agreement (authorizing construction
of 600 residential units as an alternative to 600 hotel rooms) would not result in any changes to construction-related noise
impacts, as the types of construction activities associated with the construction of hotel uses are similar in nature to those
involved with constructing multi-family residential uses. Construction activities are also regulated under the applicable tract
map conditions and mitigation measures. Development of the remaining portions of Howard Hughes Center would be subject
to the same mitigation measures previously required.

With respect to operational noise, the 2005 Addendum highlighted that the approval of the Second Amendment would not
increase the potential for noise from operational uses. The Addendum noted that similar to hotel uses, the primary noise
generation factor for multi-family residential uses is traffic-related noise. The Addendum noted that the Second Amendment's
authorization of 600 residential units would not generate more trips that the 600 room hotel, and trips would remain within the
trip cap-for Howard Hughes Center (4,785 p.m. peak hour inbound and outbound project-related vehicle trips), as well as the
TDM conditions that require a reduction in vehicle trips by 17 percent.

The Project would not affect the number of residential dwelling units nor the amount of office space that is currently entitled
under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through the CEQA process, and thus would not result in any
new significant construction-related or operational noise impacts or result in a substantial increase in the anticipated noise levels
previously identified. As such, impacts would remain less than significant and no further environmental review of this issue
under CEQA is warranted.

The City currently implements new standard mitigation measures to reduce noise effects from parking structures and the
Applicant has consented to the addition of the following standard mitigation measures for the Proposed Project.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
MM-21 Concrete, not metal, shall be used for construction of parking ramps.
MM-22 The interior ramps shall be textured to prevent tire squeal at turning areas.

MM-23 Parking lots located adjacent to residential buildings shall have a solid decorative wall adjacent to the residential.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 0O 0 0 B
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Response: The Project Site is just over 1.35 miles north of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).'® The Project Site is
located outside ofthe LAX 65 dBA Noise Contour Area and would not expose residents to excessive noise levels associated with
aircraft. Therefore, impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level. No further analysis of thiis issue is warranted.

16 ZIMAS (Zoning Information and Map Access System), website: http://zimas.lacity.org, September 2, 2008.
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f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 0. 0 0 ‘.
would the project expose people residing or working in Y A

the project area to excessive noise levels?

Response: The Project Site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact would occur and no further analysis of
/
this issue is warranted.

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area either N N ] [
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

Response: The 1986 EIR found that population and housing impacts of Howard Hughes Center would be less than significant.
The 2005 Addendum found that development of 600 multi-family dwelling units instead of 600 hotel rooms would generate
approximately 1,380 persons. The 2005 Addendum found that this would represent an increase of 0.03 percent to the total
resident population in the Westchester/Playa Del Rey Planning Area, which would not represent substantial population growth
within the area. Due to the strong demand for housing in the area, the minor increase in housing supply (600 units) was
considered a beneficial impact. Indeed, the 2005 Addendum found that the equal exchange of residential units for hotel rooms
would further promote regional planning goals to increase housing opportunities in the subregion.

The Project would not affect the number of residential dwelling units nor the amount of office space that is currently entitled
under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through the CEQA process, such will not result in any new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of impacts associated with population and housing
projections. [mpacts would be less than significant and no further environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted.

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 0 0 O H
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the 0 0 0 |

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Response: There are no residential uses on the existing Project Site and no housing would be displaced by the proposed
project. As such, no impact related to displacement would occur.

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

a.  Fire protection? O O | 0

Response: The 1986 EIR determined that impacts upon fire protection service were determined to be mitigated to a less than
significant level with incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2005 Addendum found that an in-kind exchange of hotel rooms
for an equal amount (600) of residential dwelling units would not increase impacts upon fire protection services beyond what was
already analyzed and anticipated.

Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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The Project would not affect the number of residential dwelling units nor the amount of office space that is currently entitled
under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through the CEQA ptocess, and will not result in any new
significant environmental effects upon fire protection services or result in a substantial increase in the severity of any previously
identified impacts. No further environmental review under CEQA is warranted.

0 U | N

b. Police protection?

Response: The 1986 EIR concluded that potential impacts upon police protection services would be mitigated to less than
significant impact levels with incorporation of mitigation measures. The 2005 Addendum found that the substitution of 600
residential dwelling units for 600 hotel rooms would not generate any more demands for police protection services. The
Addendum noted that, similar to hotel operations which operate on a 24-hour-a-day-basis, residential uses provide eyes-on-the-
street at all times of the day and night. The constant presence of people serves as an effective deterrent against crime and
vandalism, thus reducing demands for police services.

The Project would not affect the number of residential dwelling units nor the amount of office space that is currently entitled
under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through the CEQA process, and will not result in any
additional demands for police services or result a substantial increase in the demands previously anticipated.

c. Schools? | 0 0 B 0

Response: The 2005 Addendum found that the substitution of 600 residential units as an alternative to 600 hotel rooms
would generate minor permanent population growth, which, in turn, would increase student generation within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). The 2005 Addendum calculated that,
according to the LAUSD’s School Facilities Fee Plan student generation rates, 262 students would be generated by a 600-
unit residential development.

The 2005 Addendum explained that, while the introduction of residential units would not be expected to overcrowd
neighborhood schools, the California Education Code Section 17620(a)(1) states that the governing board of any school
district is authorized to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement against any construction within the boundaries of
the district, for the purpose of funding the construction or reconstruction of school facilities. As provided in Section 65996
of the California Government Code, the payment of such fees is deemed to fully mitigate the impacts of new development on
schools. The School Facilities Fee Plan (March 2, 2000), for the LAUSD, has been prepared to support the school district’s
levy of the fees authorized by Section 17620 of the California Education Code. Per section 65995.5-7 of the Government
Code, the Level 1 residential developer fees have been imposed at a rate of $3.73 per square foot on new residential
construction within the boundaries of the LAUSD. As the developer of the residential units would be required to pay all
applicable developer fees to the LAUSD pursuant to Government Code Section 65995-7, potential impacts upon school
facilities would be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Because the Project would not affect the number of residential dwelling units entitled under the HHC Development

Agreement and previously analyzed through the CEQA process, such projects, the Project would not result in any new

significant impacts upon school facilities or result in a substantial increase in the demands previously anticipated. No further
. . P . -~

environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted.

d. Parks? 0 O B 0

Response: See discussion under XIV. Recreation.

e. Other governmental services (including roads)? 0 O ] 0
Howard Hughes Center Initial Study Checklist
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Response: The Project Site is located in a developed urban area. No other @ovemmental services are needed, and no further
discussion of the issue is warranted. R \

A

XIV. RECREATION.

/
a. Would the project increase the use of existing O 0 [ | 0
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require O 0 | 0
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Response: From its inception Howard Hughes Center was planned to incorporates a number of passive parks, bikeway
paths and landscaped open space areas. Today, Howard Hughes Center includes passive parks, bikeway paths and
landscaped open space areas, along with a fitness center (the Spectrum Club). These uses, including the Spectrum Club,
would also be readily accessible for future residents and/or commercial tenants of the Project.

The 2005 Addendum found that while development of Howard Hughes Center with residential uses would generate a higher
demand for recreational services and facilities than commercial uses, the potential impact would be mitigated to a less than
significant level through the payment of a mandatory dwelling unit construction tax. Pursuant to Section 10.21.3 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the City of Los Angeles imposes a mandatory dwelling unit construction tax to mitigate
impacts upon park and recreational facilities. Funds generated by this tax are required to be placed in a “Park and
Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund,” to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and recreational
sites and facilities. Therefore, the 2005 Addendum found that potential impacts upon neighborhood or regional parks would -
be mitigated to a less than significant level. The 2005 Addendum also highlighted that if development were to include “for
sale” units, the applicable provisions of Section 17.12 of the LAMC would also apply, requiring the project applicant (or
merchant developer) to pay applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles. Such fees are used exclusively for the
acquisition and development of park and recreational sites and facilities.

The 325 apartment units proposed by the Project would be subject to the dwelling unit construction tax, and the 275
condominium units proposed by the Project would be subject to the payment of Quimby fees. Because the Project would not
affect the number of residential dwelling units under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through the
CEQA process, the Project would not result in any new significant impacts upon parks or recreational facilities or result a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified impacts.

XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the
project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in - ] ] O
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in -
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to ratio ‘
capacity on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 1 0 - | 0
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

Response: The 1986 EIR concluded that traffic generated by the project would cause significant impacts at critical
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intersections along Sepulveda Boulevard and Centinela Avenue in the project vicinity. The approval for Tentative Tract
Map 35269 included a trip cap which provides that development at Howard Hughes Ceriter may not generate, under any
circumstances, more than 4,785 p.m. peak hour inbound and outbound trips (reflecting the achievement of a 17 percent trip
reduction). The implementation of a comprehensive TDM Program, which includes goal setting (17 percent reduction),
overall coordination by independent company monitoring (submittal of a serniannual and subsequently annual reports on the
effectiveness of the program to the Department of Transportation and the Advisory Agency), and enforcement (contracting
with a consultant to devise an enforcement plan), was required to be wide in scope and may contain rideshare and public
transportation subsidies, preferential carpool/vanpool parking, other transportation modes, flexible work hours, variety of
land uses and health club incentives. The project was also required to provide an internal circulation system, which is
coordinated (including necessary traffic signals) with the existing system and is to be phased in order to sufficiently support
the traffic generated with each phase. Additionally, Howard Hughes Center was required to make a number of
improvements to the surrounding roadway system, including some improvements of a regional scale. While all of the
foregoing would lessen the impact, no feasible mitigation measures were found to mitigate all circulation impacts to levels of
insignificance. During the peak p.m. periods, the EIR concluded that the Howard Hughes Center Project would result in
significant impacts at critical intersections along Sepulvéda Boulevard and Centinela Avenue in the project vicinity. A
Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the project’s unavoidable significant operational traffic impacts.

The 2005 Addendum confirms that although all of the development authorized for Howard Hughes Center has not been
completed, all transportation mitigation measures required for built-out conditions have been completed at a cost of more
than $22,400,000. The City’s annual review of the HHC Development Agreement also confirms that Howard Hughes
Center continues to achieve its goal of a 17 percent reduction in trips pursuant to its TDM program.

The 2005 Addendum concluded that the authorization of development of 600 residential units as an alternative to 600 hotel
rooms would not result in a significant increase in peak hour trips generated by Howard Hughes Center. The 2005
Addendum also determined that to-date HHC trip generation was well below what had been anticipated by the 1986 EIR and
HHC Project Approvals, and that when all development was completed (including 600 residential units as an alternative to
600 hotel rooms) no change would be necessary to the trip cap of 4,785 PM peak-hour trips. Accordingly, the Addendum
concluded that the approval of the Second Amendment to the Development Agreement would not result in any significant
traffic impacts above and beyond those that have already been previously analyzed, mitigated to the extent feasible, and
subjected to a Statement of Overriding Considerations. '

Because the Project (including the applicant’s request for floor area averaging and a vesting tentative tract map for
condominium use) would not affect the number of residential dwelling units nor the amount of office space that is currently
entitled under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through the CEQA process, the Project would not
result in any new significant traffic impacts above and beyond those that have already been anticipated and, where feasible,
mitigated. No further environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted.

Construction of the Project will require haul route permits, which the applicant will be required to separately apply for prior
to the issuance of building permits for individual buildings. Approximately 235,500 cubic yards of export would be required
for all four buildings. It is anticipated that all soil material would be transported to the Puente Hills Landfill, approximately
30 miles from the Project Site. Haul trucks arriving to the site would arrive via the 405 Freeway Off-Ramp at Howard
Hughes Center and would immediately access the project site at Center Drive. Haul trucks leaving ;he site would depart
from Center Drive and enter the 405 Freeway from the on-ramp at Howard Hughes Parkway. To address potential impacts
from hauling activities, the Department of City Planning has started implementing standard mitigation measures and
conditions of approval to govern hauling activities during construction. These measures, which are listed below, are
automatically imposed as project conditions when applicants obtain haul route permits and would further reduce the
project’s potential impact upon traffic conditions during the construction process to less than significant levels.
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MITIGATION MEASURES " !
MM-11  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the subdivider shall record and execute a Covenant and agreement

(Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the subdivider to the following haul route conditions:

i  All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of
Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible.

ii. Hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

iii Days of the week shall be Monday through Friday. No hauling activities are permitted on Saturdays, Sundays or
Holidays.

iv Trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel dump trucks or smaller.

v The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the start of hauling
(213.485.3106).

vi Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day.
vii The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on the job site at all times.

viii The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control dust caused by
grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.

ix Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled as required by law.
X All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent spillage and dust.
Xi All trucks are to be watered at the job site to prevent excessive blowing dirt.

xii All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any material spilled on the public street
shall be removed by the contractor.

xiii The applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, Department of Transportation policy
regarding movements of reducible loads.

Xiv All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of
earth shall be complied with.

xv “Truck Crossing” warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in each direction.

xvi One flag person(s) shall be required at the job and dump sites to assist the trucks in and out of the project
area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of “Work Area
Traffic Control Handbook.” -

xvii The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours
prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route.

xviii  Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned governmental agencies by
contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place.
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Xix The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the
beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division imrﬁédiately upon completion of hauling
operations. '

XX A surety bond shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route sireets.
The forms for the bond will be issued by the Valley District Engineering Office, 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite
251, Van Nuys, CA 91401, Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 818.374.5090; or the
West Los Angeles District Engineering Office, 1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 3" Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90025.
Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 310.575.8388; or by the Central District
Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the
bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039; or by the Harbor District Engineering Office, 638 S. Beacon Street,
4" Floor, San Pedro, CA 9073 1. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 310.732.4677.

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either O 0 | B
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?

Response: See Response to Section Vil.e. (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., 0O 0 0 i |
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Response: The Project does not involve significant changes to the design features of roadways and would not include
incompatible uses on or near any public roadways. Minor changes to traffic patterns may occur during the construction
period of the project, but would be limited to internal circulation patterns and off-peak hours when possible. Impacts would
be less than significant and no further analysis of this issue is warranted.

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? B

Response: The Project would ensure that all access roads, driveways and parking areas would remain accessible to
emergency service vehicles during both construction and operation. Required traffic and transportation measures for all of
the development authorized at Howard Hughes Center (including the uses proposed as part of the Project) has already been
completed. The Proposed Project would not impede access to emergency roadways, driveways, and parking areas, nor
would it significantly impact the ability of emergency service vehicles to access the Project Site and adjacent properties.

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? B

Response: Code parking for the Office Building to be located at 5900 Center Drive will be provided within such building.
Code parking for residents of the apartments at 6040 Center Drive will be provided within the apartment building. Resident
parking consistent with the Advisory Agency’s condominium parking guidelines will be provided for the condominiums at
6055 Center Drive. Parking for the 1,500 sq. ft. retail/commercial space, as well as guest parking for the condominiums,
will be provided at the existing 6060, 6080, and 6100 Center Drive structures pursuant to standard gff-site parking covenants
as permitted by LAMC Section 12.21A.4.g. These structures are located within the 750 foot service radius permitted by
Section 12.21A.4.g. There are currently 403 more spaces in these structures than required to serve existing development
associated with such structures. Such spaces are more than sufficient to supply the spaces needed for the retail/commercial
space (15 spaces assuming restaurant use), and to comply with the Advisory Agency’s guest parking policies for the
condominium units.
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g Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs ] B
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus i
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Response: The Project would not conflict with adopted policies, p}ans, or programs supporting alternative transportation
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the O 0 B 0
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or 0 M B N
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater M 0 [ ] M
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the '
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the O ] ] 0
project from existing entitlements and resource, or are
pew or expanded entitlements needed?

e Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment N O || 0
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition te the provider’s existing
commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 0 N H N
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and il N B 0
regulations related to solid waste?

The 1986 EIR addressed the energy and fuel demands of development of Howard Hughes Center. Energy conservation
mitigation measures were imposed, as well as the requirement for TDM measures to reduce vehicle trips. The City
nevertheless determined that development of Howard Hughes Center would contribute to cumulative impacts of energy
consumption of non-renewable sources, which impacts were considered significant and unavoidable. Accordingly, a
Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts of energy
consumption of non-renewable sources.

The 2005 Addendum determined that approval of the Second Amendment to the HHC Development Agreement would not
substantially affect the energy demands of the Howard Hughes Center development. The 2005 Addendum also addressed
water supply availability. The Addendum found that the development of 600 residential units as ap alternative to the
previously authorized 600 hotel rooms would not result in significant new water demand, and would result in only a
marginal, and less than significant, increase in water usage for Howard Hughes Center. The Addendum also determiined that
the then current Urban Water Management Plan adopted by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to comply
with the long-term planning requirements of California Water Code Sections 10610 et seq. had already accounted for the
build-out of Howard Hughes Center. Since the approval of the Second Amendment to the Development Agreement, DWP
has also updated the Urban Water Management Plan by adopting the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. The applicant
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has also agreed to implement the following voluntary water conservation measures, and to accept them as conditions of

approval:

i

', i

MM-12 Unless otherwise prohibited, dual-flush water closets (maximum 1.28 gpf) and no-flush or waterless urinals
shall be utilized in all restrooms as appropriate. In the case such installations are not permitted, high-efficiency
toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf) and high-efficiency uﬁnals (maximum 0.5 gpf) may be utilized. Rebates may be
offered through the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these
installations.

MM-13 The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management Ordinance), which imposes
numerous water conservation measures in landscape, installation, and maintenance (e.g, use drip irrigation and
soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower the amount of water lost to evaporation and overspray, set automatic
sprinkler systems to irrigate during the early morning or evening hours to minimize water loss due to
evaporation, and water less in the cooler months and during the rainy season)

MM-14 Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, the applicant shall
install:

a.

b.

High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and high-efficiency
urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms as appropriate.
Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to offset portions ofthe
costs of these installations.

Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.

MM-15 Single-pass cooling equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment shall be
indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to
the use of potable water to extract heat from process equipment, e.g. vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing
the water through equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary wastewater system.)

'MM-16 Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, the applicant
shall: ’

a.

Install a demand (tankless or instantaneous) water heater system sufficient to serve the anticipated needs
of the dwelling(s) where feasible.

Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no greater than 2.0 gallons per
minute.

Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 6.0 or less) in the project, if
proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in a common laundry room(s). If such appliance
is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the
applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance. Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these installations.

Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwashers in the project, if proposed to be
provided. If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement shall be incorporated into the
lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance.

MM-17 In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the landscape plan shall incorporate the
following;

a.

Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff;
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b. Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler “heads; v

c. Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appr;)priate;

d. Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent;

€. Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization /and use of native/drought tolerant plan materials; and

f. Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff.

g. A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master valve shutoff shall be installed for
irrigated landscape areas totaling 5,000 sf. and greater, to the satisfaction of the Department of
Building and Safety.

The applicant’s request for FAR averaging, vesting tentative tract map for condominium purposes would not generate any
new impacts with respect to energy conservation or utilities. The number of residential units and amount of developed floor
area would be consistent with the amount of development authorized under the existing HHC Development Agreement.

The 1986 HHC EIR estimated that the Howard Hughes Center would generate approximately 699,000 gallons of wastewater
per day, which would affect the treatment capacity of the Hyperion Treatment Plant. The 1986 HHC EIR found that short-
term impacts could not be mitigated, but that with completion of the Hyperion Plant upgrade, long-term impacts would be
less than significant. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the short-term impacts. The 1998
Entertainment Center EIR did not specifically address sewer impacts, as the Initial Study determined that the impacts would
be less than significant. The wastewater generated by the project would be within the projections of the prior environmental
analyses. The project would include low flow faucets and toilets, which would further reduce wastewater generation.
Moreover, the project would comply with all applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. The project would not dispose of industrial wastes into the wastewater system. Therefore, the project would
not exceed the applicable wastewater treatment requirements. Since the time that the Howard Hughes Center project was
analyzed, the Hyperion Treatment Plant has upgraded the capacity of its existing secondary treatment system twice, opened
an additional primary treatment system, and built a new secondary treatment system, which is partially in operation. In
December 1998, the Hyperion Treatment Plant was upgraded to provide full treatment to all influent based on an average
dry weather flow of 450 million gallons per day. The plant currently process approximately 360 million gallons per day.
The amount of wastewater generated by the project would be within that analyzed in the prior EIRs and Addendum and as
such, the project would not require the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of
existing facilities. Furthermore, implementation of the water conservation measurers identified above would further reduce
the project water demands. Therefore, any potential impacts of the project on sewer facilities would be less than significant.

With respect to solid waste impacts, as part of the mitigation measures required pursuant to the 1985 EIR, the project is
required to implement a waste management program to include central collection facilities and recycling systems. In
addition, the applicant has consented to the addition of the following standard mitigation measures for the Proposed Project.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

MM-18 Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, and other
recyclable material. These bins shall be emptied and recycled accordingly as a part of the project's regular solid
waste disposal program.

MM-19 Prior to the issuance of any demolition or construction permit, the applicant shall provide a copy of the receipt or
contract from a waste disposal company providing services to the project, specifying recycled waste service(s), to
the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The demolition and construction contractor(s) shall only
contract for waste disposal services with a company that recycles demolition and/or construction-related wastes.
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:
' A

MM-20 To facilitate onsite separation and recycling of demolition and construction related wastes, the coniracior(s) shall
provide temporary waste separation bins onsite during demolition and construction. These bins shall be emptied
and recycled accordingly as a part of the project's regular solid waste disposal program. :

XVIL. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 0 | B 0
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually 0 0 B 0
limited, but cumulatively considerable?(?Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an
individual project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects).

c Does the project have environmental effects which {1 0 B 0
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Response: Potential cultural and historic effects were reduced to less than significant levels by mitigation measures
adopted in connection with the 1986 EIR. The Project Site contains no biological resources, the Proposed Project does not
have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered species or eliminate important exami)les of California history or
prehistory. The 1986 EIR considered the potential effects of Howard Hughes Center in connection with cumulative
development, for which the City of Los Angeles adopted mitigation measures and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. Al of the traffic, fransportation, and other public service infrastructure meesures required for the complete
build-out of Howard Hughes Center have already been completed. The 2005 Addendum concluded that the authdrization
of 600 residential units as an alternative to 600 hotel rooms would not result in significant new impacts., Due to the
project’s direct access to the 405 Freeway, the proposed haul route would not affect any neighboring residential streets or
local roadways in conjunction with other construction projects. Under the HHC Development Agreement, the applicant
has a vested right to develop the uses proposed, The applicant’s request for FAR averaging and vesting tentative tract map
for condominium purposes would not generate any new cumulative impacts. The Project will not result in any
environmental effects which cause substantial adverse effects on humnan beings, sither directly or indirectly, that have not
previously been the subject of analysis, mitigation, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations.

B DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)
P] ARED BY TELEPHONE # DATE

V amSising S e oy o | e 31309 | o209
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HEMORBRRDUM

TO: DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
- DEPARTMERT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS '
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FROM: "EDWARD C. DYGERT, Se ior Asststagt city Attorney
C Laeddoa
DATE: NOVEMBER 1, 1990

SUBJECT: HOWARD HUGHES CENRTER DEVEID?MENT AGREEMENT

Development of the property commonly known as Howard
Hughes Center is covered by a Development Agreement between the
City and the_property owner, dated November 3, 1986. The
Development Agreement was unanimously approved by the City
Council on October 1, 1986 with the adoption of Ordinance No. 161
$85. The Development Agreement became effective on November 4,
1986. The Development Agreement was prepared and approved
pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, CAL. GOV’T CODE
§ 65864 et seq., and Section 8 of the Coastal Transportation
Corridor Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 160 394).

In the Development Agreement the City has contractually
agreed that the owner will be permitted to carry out and complete
the entire Project (as defined in Section I.G of the Development
Agreement) “subject to the terms and tonditions of this
Agreement, the conditions established in the Project Approvals
and the Applicable Rules.” (Section III.B, p.16) The
Development Agreement is intended to provide for “the orderly
development of the Project” (Section II.B, p.4), and it also
provides that upon satisfactory completion by the owner of all
required preliminary actions and payment of appropriate
processing fees, the City “shall promptly commence and diligently
proceed to complete all required steps necessary for the
implementation of this Agreement and the development by [the
owner) of Howard Hughes Center in accordance with the terms of
this Agreement, including, but not limited to, the processing and
checking of all final subdivision maps, any and all agreements,
covenants and related matters required under the conditions of
Project Approvals, building plans and specifications and any
other plans necessary for development of Howard Hughes Center,
filed by [the owner] or its nominee.” (Section V.D, p.34)

In order to avoid misunderstandings about the
Development Agreement, this m=norandum is intended to help City. -
Staff better understand the rules that apply to Howard Hughes
Center and to identify and cla -ify for City Staff issues that may

arise from time to time in the proce651ng of Final Maps and
building permits.
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A. RIFICATIO 0 PMENT AGREE
‘;_ it
In connection with the processing of Final Maps and’
building permits, verification of compliance with the condltions
of the Development Agreement is the responsibility of the
Department of City Planning, Development Agreement Unit.

B. OJ APPROV

The term "Project Approvals", as used in the
Development Agreement, refers to the following:

1. Tentative Tract Map No, 35269

Verification of compliance with the conditions of the
Tentative Tract Map are the responsibility of the Advisory Agency
of the Department of City Planning. It is important to note
that, as provided in the above-quoted provisions of the
Development Agreement, Final Maps should be processed diligently
so as not to prevent orderly development of the Project.

2. Variance No. ZA 85-06 -~ Heigh strict Varianc

This approval and the conditions attached to it
established den51ty for individual lots and parcels within the
Project. It is null and void as a result of a Superior Court
decision and, therefore, is no longer applicable to the Project.

‘ Voiding of the Variance affects Exhibit "D" to the
Development Agreement. To the extent that Exhibit "D" appears to
allow certain parcels to exceed a floor area ratio ("FAR") of
3.0, it is no longer valid because the ability to exceed a FAR of
3.0 depended on the validity of the Variance. In addition, it
was a condition of the Variance that certain parcels be
restricted to "0" density. With the voiding of the Variance,
this restriction is eliminated. Thus, as a result of the voiding
of the Variance, all lots are now subject to a maximum total
floor area of- three times the buildable area of the lot (i.e., a
FAR-of 3.0). See Paragraph C.3 below regarding "Den51ty which

is now established by the Applicable Rules described in such
Paragraph.-

3. Co al Use it No. ZA B5-0625(CUZ) - Parks

This Conditional Use Permit allowed the establishment
of up to 15 acres of private park on the site. It has been
utilized with the construction of the approximately 7.5 - acre

linear park. Conditlons of this CUP are presented in Appendix
llA" -

~
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4. conditi ona Use Pe 0. C 85-3 CU ~ Hote

This Conditional Use Permit has explred but it is no
longer necessary because the Ml-zoned portisn of the Project was
rezoned to €2 in 1986. Hotel use is . allowed by right in the c2
zone. ’ ’

The Project is not subject to the requirement (added in
1987 by Ordinance No. 162394) for a CUP for hotels in a C2 Zone
where the hotel is located within 500 feet of any A or R Zone
because changes in the City's zoning regulations which conflict
with or are more restrictive than the Applicable Rules (as
defined in paragraph C below) are not applicable to the Project,
as more fully explained in paragraph C below.

e

5. - Co d tional Use Pe t No -0623. - o)
Dancing

This Conditional Use Permit was utilized with the
permitting of a cafe serving alcoholic beverages at 6701 Center
_Drive West, Suite 180. Conditions of the CUP are presented in
Appendix "B". :

C. APPLICABLE RULES

. As defined in Section I.A of the Development Agreement,
Applicable Rules "means the rules, regulations and official
policies of city in force as of June 18, 1986, governing .
permltted uses of Howard Hughes Center, governing density, and
governing design, improvement and construction. standards and
specifications applicable to the Project.™ The Development
Agreement further provides that "[a]lny change in the Applicable
Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any
applicable general or specific plan, zoning, subdivision, or
building regulation, adopted or becoming effective after June 18,
1386, . . . which would conflict in any way with or be more
restrictive than the Applicable Rules, shall not be applied by
City to the Project unless such changes (i) are found by City to
be necessary to the health and safety of the citizens of City,
(ii) are generally applicable to all property in City, and (iii)
do not prevent or delay development of the Project in accordance
with this Agreement."™ (Section III.B.1, p.17)

_’_____...—-.
e s

1. Phasing

The Project is subject to phasing requirements as shown
on Appendix ®"C®. A Pinal Map (Tract No. 44629) for Phase I of
the Project was recorded on October 27, 1986. . Final Maps for
Phases II, IXII and IV of the Project may be processed and
recorded once the specific requirements for such Maps, as shown -~
in Paragraph B on Appendix "C", are satisfied or quaranteed.
Actual construction or occupancy of the entire density allowed in
each Phase is not required before the record.-tion of Final Maps
for subsequent Phases. There are different phasing requirements



for the recordation of Final Map units than phasing regquirements
for the issuance of building permits. Essentially, the
prerequisites for the recordation of Final Map unlts for each
Phase depend on the satisfaction of certain conditions regarding
transportation improvements, as fully set forth in Appendix v“cw,
Additional and separate requirements have to be satisfied before
the issuance of certain building permits, as set forth in the
conditions of approval under Tentative Tract Map No. 35269, CUpP
No. ZA 85-0625(CUZ) and CUP No. 2A B5-0623(CUB), as applicable.

2. Land Use

The Project is zoned C2-1 and permitted land uses
within the Project are commercial office, any retail use
permitted in the C2 zone as of June 18, 1986, fitness center,

hotels with ancillary retail and meéting rooms, and commercial
condominiums.

:3. Density '

Total density of the Project may not exceed (i)
2,700,000 square feet of commercial office and retail
development including at the Owner's option a maximum 100,000 .
square feet of retail and a maximum 100,000 square feet fltness
center, and (ii) 600 hotel rooms; prov1ded however, that the
Owner may construct up to 900 additional hotel rooms, to a
maximum of 1,500 total hotel rooms, by exchanging 301 square feet
of commercial office-retail space for each additional hotel room.
Retail space ancillary to any hotel use (i.e., retail uses
typically located in a luxury, deluxe or first-class hotel and
clearly intended for the convenience of hotel patrons) shall be
excluded from the 100,000 square foot limit on retail. Square
footage shdll be calculated in accordance with Sections 12.21.1A5

and 12.21.1B4 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code in effect on
June 18, 1986.

The Project is not subject to Proposition "U" and,
therefore, the maximum total floor area contained in all the main

"buildings on a lot within the Project is three times the

buildable area of such lot. As explained in Paragraph B.2 above,
as a result of the volding of Variance No. ZA B85-0624(YV), the
portions of Exhibit “D" to the Development Agreement which appear
to authorize lots to exceed 3.0 FAR or to restrict lots to ®»on
density, are no longer valid.

Portions of any lot which are located under or over a
dedicated street but which are retained by the Owner for the
exclusive use of the Owner and its tenants, invitees, eté. shall

be considered as part of such lot in determlnlng the buildable
area of such lot. . T

ST T



4. Height

The Project is subject to height limitations as shown
in Appendix “D".
5. Parking . .

The Project is subject to the parking requirements set

forth on Appendix "E". Ordinance No. 165773 does not apply to
the Project. : :

6. Landscape

Ordinance No. 163532, which was approved by City
Council on April 26, 1988, amends Chapter XII of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, the Water Conservation Regulations of the city of
Los Angeles. The Ordinance does two things:

A. Amends Article II of Chapter XII, commonly
referred to as Water Closet, Urinal and Showerhead
Regulations; and

B. Adds an Article IIT to Chapter XII, commonly"
referred to as Xeriscape.

The Water Closet, Urinal and Showerhead Regulations
apply to the Project. Xeriscape, or any other landscaping
ordinance effective after June 18, 1986, does not apply to the
Project. -

7. Signs

The Project is subject to signage regulations set forth
as of June 18, 1986 in Division 62 of Article 1 of Chapter IX of
the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

8. Site Plan Review

The Project is not subject to Site Plan Review
(0ordinance No. 165951). A separate EIR was certified and’
conditions ‘established as part of the process in which all
Project Approvals described above were approved.

9. Seve ocatio

The Project is not subject to sewer allocation
processing that would prevent or delay orderly development of the

Project. Thus, the Project is not subject to Ordinance-No.
166060, ‘



10, ous inkage Fee

The Project is not subject to the so~called housing
linkage fee notice ordinance (Ordinance No. 165530), nor will it
be subject to a subsequént ordinance or ordinances contemplated
by such notice ordinance.

11. C ta ans ortat'o Corridox Speci

The Project is subject to the Coastal Transportation
Corridor Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 160394). The obligations
of the Project under such Specific Plan are set forth in
Article. IV of the Development Agreement. The Project will not be
subject"to amendments to the Specific Plan that conflict in any
way with or are more restrictive than the provisions of the ]
Specific Plan as set forth in Ordinance No. 160394.
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APPENDIX" “A"

CONDITIONS OF CUP NO. ZA BS5-0625 (cuz)

' ‘ il

“Thai-the unse- and development of the property shall b":_ in substantial
conformancze with the pio: plan submitted with the 2pplication and markegd
Zxhibit TAT. .

That 2]l other use, height and area repulations or the Municipal Code be
strictly complied -with in the develppment 2nd use of the property, except
2s suzh repulstions are herein zpecifizally varied or reguirec.

That in no event shall there be any lovdspeaker or public address system
installed or operated on any open portion of the premises, and that any
phonopraph, radio or other recorded music used in connection with sny
astivity be =ufficiently modulated so =35 <o not be disturbing or
Setrimental To persons residing in the immediate vicinity.

That all ooen arcas of the proverty, intluding any parkwsyr, no:
gesipnated for a xpeciic wse wnder this application shall be atiractively
landscaped. Llandscading xhall consist of adequate surface rover zuch as
lawn Or ivy approprialely interspersed with Trees and/or  shrubs.
Further, -these open areas shall be eouvipped with 2 well-gesioned water
sprinkling sysiem which shall be insialied prior 10 the isxsuahce of any
certificate of occupancy for the use of the proverty under the subject
avplication. All open areas shall be keot free of weeds, litter or waxyre
matters of any type 30 that the enlire premises will be maintained in an-
aniractive and z=zie condition at all times.

“That the authorized use xzhall be conduried at all times with due reparg
“or the tharazter of the surrounding district, and the Tight is reserved
10 ihe Zoning Adminisirator to impose additional corrective conditions, if,
in his opinion, such conditions are.proven necessary Jor the protection of
persons in the neighborhood or ozctupanis of adjacent property.

That any wuse of the involved private recreational facility and park 4or
commevrcial purposes, including, but not limited o, the renting or {easing
of any part xhall be xtrictly prohibited except in rconjunction with tne
proposed heaith fitness center.

That all .terms and x:onciitinn: of Tenuative Tract No. 25385 sxhall be
sirictly complied with, .

That the applicant shall execute and record @ covenant with the City of
1os Anpeles on 2 form proviced by ‘the Planning Department -that shall
prohibit any wvse of that property indicated 23 a perk on Exhibit &
other than 3 non-commercial, private park. Such covenant shall be
approved by the Zoning Administrator prior to recordsfion and following
rezordation, copies shall be delivered 1o the Superinmiendent of Building
and Safery and the Dffice of Zoning -Administration. -
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APPENDIX "B"

CONDITIONS OF CUP RO. ZA 85-0623 (CUB)

i .
. v e

Thst the use and Development of the property shall be in substantial
coniormance with -the plot plan submitied with the applicstion and markes

Zxhibit TAT. o

“That all -other wse, height and are: repulstions of the Municipal Code be
sxrictly complied with in the develppment and use of the property, excest
as suvch repulations are herein- or otherwise specificilly varied or

reouired.

That the estz bhshment of each svuch vse be subjert to the plan approval
reguirements of ‘the Df-m:e of Zoning Aommzsmtmn.

That canx:mr_; be permitied only in bars anc bons fide Testauranis on <he
zite or within hmclx

That z maximum of 500 of the 1.505 seats be lozated in estabiishments
tnat oo not have Tood service. . .
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APPENDIX “¢" ¢
TRANSPORTATIOR IMPROVEMENTS

‘Description of Transportation Improvements and FPhasing

Thereol

A. Company ghall -

1.

2.
I (Howard Hughes Parkway) from Sepulveda Boulevard

Dedicate "and iﬁﬁrove (or suitably guarantee) the
new San Diego Freeway southbound ramps.

Dedicate and Iimprove (6: suitably guarantee) Road
to the new southbound Tamps.

Dedicare and improve (or suitably guarantee) Road
I1 from Sepulveda Boulevard to Road III.

Dedicate aﬁd improve (or suitably'kuarantee) Road
111 from Road II to Road I. -

Dedicate and improve (or suitably guarantee) Road
IV from Road 11 to the turning circle and, if
approved by Culver City, extending northerly ro
Centinela Avenue. 1If unable to acquire the
necessary dedication and approvals the Company
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Advisory Agency and the Department of Transpor-
tation that an atrempt has been made to acquire
the necessary right-of-way and approvals for the
construction of the access/egress connection from
the Road IV turning circle north of Road II ro
Centinela Avenue.

Dedicate and improve (or suitably guarantee)
Sepulveda Boulevard adjoining the tract area and
Erovide a northbound bike lane on Sepulveda

oulevard to the satisfaction of the Department of
Transportation and the City Engineer consistent
with the right-of-way requirements required by the
City Engineer unless an amendment to the Bicycle
Plan i{s approved by the City Council.

Dedicate and improve (or suitably guarantee) the
intersection of Centinela Avenue and Sepulveda
Boulevard to provide the following:

—— -

-
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8.

9.

lo.

2oy -Wesrboundy: Lo

a. three through lanes /plus double
left-turn lanes northbound;

b. three through lanes plus double left-turn
lanes; snd a right-turn lane southbound;

c. three northbound and southbound departure
lanes; -

d. tyo through lanes plus pqﬁblen}éft;pprg,lqpep

- by - . - - - *a 3
L B I S IR

" e. two through laké; plus left-turn lane and a

right-turn lane eastbound;
£f. upgraded signalization.

Dedicarte end improve (or suitably guarantee) the
necessary portions of Road II from Road 1II to
Road I &s determined b{ the City Engineer to
provide access to the lots being developed.

Dedicate and improve (or suitably guarantee) the
necessary portions of Road I from the southbound
freeway ramps to Rcad II a5 determined by the City
Engineer to provide access to the lots being
developed. .

a. Complete the dedication and improvement
: (or suirably guarantee) of Sepulveda
Boulevard from Centinels Avenue to southexly
- of 74th Streer, Hovever, if Company is
unable to acquire the necessaxry right-of-way
prior to approval of the final mgﬁ, Company
shall execure an agreement with the City
whereby Comﬁnny agrees to pay City's cost of
acquiring the necessary right-of-way,
including all actorney fees and costs and
complete the necessary improvements.

b. Subject to paragraph 10a above, dedicate

additional right-of-way satisfactory to the
City Engineer and the Department of

- Transportation varying from 19-feet to
30-feet adjoining the tract and to a maximm

. of 10-feet atr 74th Street, along Sepulveda
Boulevard between Centinela Avenue an
southerly of 74th Street to provide for the
following:

L.
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11.

¢
v I

(£) Three southbound lanes and four north-
‘bound lanes vith a striped median
between Centinela Avenue and 74th
Streer;

{11) Double southbound left-turn lanes

at Centinela Avenue, at Road II, and at -
Road I; and & left-turn lane at 74th
Street; .

A right turn lane.at 74th Streer,
at Road I, at Road II, and at Centinela
. Avenue. The right turn lane at 74th

Street may be. deleted if additional
widening is provided in Road I to
accoroodate & free right turn movement

. . from northbound Sepulveda Boulevard to
Road I satisfactory to the City Engineer

and Departwent of Trensportation;

(111) .

(iv) A northbound 5-foot bike lane;
(v) A minimom 7-foot full-width
) concrete sidewalk adjacent to the
easterly curb between southerly of 74th
Street and Centinela Avenue; ’
I1f required by the Southern

(vi) .
. California Rapid Transit District, a bus

turnout with an enclosed lighted shelter
back of the sidewalk.

Dedicate and improve (or suitably guarantee) the
intersection of Centinela Avenue and Sepulveda
Boulevard to provide (in addition to those
émgrovements specified in Item 7, above) the

)

lowing:
a. & northbound right turn lane;

b. a third eastbound through lane and a second
eastbound right-turn lane;

c. upgraded signalization.
If the City of Culver City has not accepted”
the dedications and has not reasonably approved

the above-described {mprovements, Company shall
offer to make the dedications and to suitably

3 86-1507410
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

guarantee same through a bond or other assurance
satisfactory to the City Engineeer. Company shall
construct the improvements if and when Culver City
accepts the offer of dedication and grants its
Teasonable approval for the improvements.

Provide evidence sarisfactory to the Advisory
Agency and the City Engineer that the dedication
has teen reasonably assured and improvement plans
for the new San Diego freeway northbound off-ramp
design have been submitted to Caltrans.

Complete the dedication and improvement (or
suitably guarantee) of Road 1I, including the
bridge crossing the southbound San Diego Freeway
Tamps.

Complete the dedfcation and improvement (or
suitzbly guarantee) of Road I.

Provide evidence satisfactory to the Advisory
Agency and the City Engineer that the dedication
has been reasonably assured and imgrovement plan
for the new San Diego Freeway northbound on-ramp
design have been submitted to Caltrans.

Demonstrate to the satisfacrion of the Advisory
Agency and the Department of Tramsportation that

" an attempt has been made to negotiate a fair share

participation in improvements of the following
Culver City intersections:

&. Bristol Parkway/Centinela Ayenue{

b. Centinels Avenue/Green Valley Cir:le;

c. Jefferzon Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard;

d. Jefferson Boulevard/Slauson Avenue;

e. Sepulveds Boulevard/Slauson Avenue.

Submit evidence satisfactory to the Advisory
Agency and Department of Transportation that
Company has guaranteed participation on an equal
basis with tge subdivider of LAX-northside
(Tentative Tract No. 34836) in the iuwprovemert of

the Sepulveda Boulevard and Manchester Avenue
intersection to include the following:

4 86-1507410 N
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19.
zo.

21.
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~a. ' remove median islands;

b. restripe all npproacﬁes for dval lefr-rurn
lanes with appropriate traffic signal
improvements.

Execute and record against the property & covenant
and agreement in form and substance satisfactory
to the City Attorney pursvant to which Company
shall aE:ee that -prior to obtaining a building-
permit for the first building in Phase IV (as setr
forth below), the Department of Transportation
shall make a determination whether or not to
require the construction of any or all of the
traffic signals at the locations described below:

a. .Sepulveda Boulevard and Road 1I;
b. Road I and Road I1I; ‘
c. Road II and Road III;

d. Road I, Road 11 and San Diegb Freewvay
northbound ramps;

e. Road I and the San Diego Freeway southbound
ramps. '

f. Sepulveda Boulevard and Road I

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for
Phase IV of the developwent, ensure, satisfactory
to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation,
the installation of tge above traffic signals,
required by LADOT. If, seven years after the
issuance of the building permit for the first
building in Phase IV of the development, these
traffic signals have not been found to be
warranted by LADOT, the funds will be released to
Company.

Awerd and execute the contract for the construc-
tion of the northbound off ramps.

Complete construction and open for public use cr
open to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency
tge northbound off ramp. ~

Avard and execute the contract for the construc-""

tion of the nmorthbound on ramp.

- 5 86-1507410



22. Cowplete construction and opeﬁ for public use or
oEen to the satisfacrion of the Advisory Agency
the northbound on ramp. .

The Transportation Improvements described above shall
be phased as follows:

1. Items 1 through 7, inclusive, and item 1Bf shall
be assured prior to the recordation of the firsc
final map unit for Phase I.

2. Item 8 shall be assured as to each particular
lot being developed prior to the recordation of
_the final map unit for each such lor.

3. Items 9 through 12, inclusive, shall be assured.
prior to.the recordarion of the first final map
unit for Phase 1I1. ‘

4. TItems 13 through 16, inclusive, shall be'assured

prior to the recordation of the first final map
unit for Phase I1I.

5. Items 17 and 1B shall be assured prior ro the
recordation of the first final map unit for Phase
Iv. N < "

6. Item-19 shall be complete prior to issuance of a
certificare of occupancy for more than 450,000
square feet of Fhase II.

7. Items 20 and 21 shall be cowplere prior to
issuance of any building permits for Phase III.

8. Item 22 shall be complete prior to issuance of any
building permits in excess of 500,000 square feet
in Phase III. .

The phasing plan for the Project is as follows:

Phase I: 400,000°square feet of building area,
600 hotel rooms, and landscaped buffers on
Lotg 052 through 056 as shown on Reviged
Tentative Truct No. 35269, stamp-dated
July 26, 19R85. ;

Phase 11: Developmeuc ap To 2 maximm of an additional
750,000 syu:ce feet of office/retail and
* commenceme.:’. of construction of Parcel T as
an open 2~ . and Parcel 0Sl as a private

6 86-1507410



Phase II1I:

Phase 1V:

[
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patk (office/retail space may be exchahged
for edditional hotel rooms).

Development up to & maximum of an additional
1,090,000 square feer of office/retail
(office/retail space may be exchanged for
additional hotel rooms). I£ not in Phase 1I,
the completion of Parcel T as an open area
court :ﬁall occur in this Phase.

Balance of the development of the Project

(office/retail space may be exchanged for
additional hotel rooms).

© 86~150747
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APPENDIX “E" i v

Use Parking Reguirement
1. Office | '.’ 3 spaces per 1,000 sq.

ft. of Floor Area. V

R 2. Retail 2 spaces per 1,000 sg.
: ft. of Floor Area.

3. Hotel : 1 space for each hotel
, room or suite of rooms

for the first 30; 1
additional space for each
two rooms or suite of
rooms in excess of 30 but

. not exceeding 60; and 1
additional space for each
three guest rooms or
suite of rooms, in excess

_of 60.
a. Ancillary retail (including 2 spaces per 1;000 sqg. -
restaurants) ft. of Floor Area
b. Meeting rooms({ with no fixed 1‘sPace for each 35 sq.
seats) . ft. of Floor Area

(exclusive of any stage).

4. Fitness Center o space per 500 sq. ft.
of Floor Area.

1. Floor Area as calculated in accordance with Section
12.21.31A5 and Section 12.21.1B4 of the Municipal Code in effect
as of June 18, 1986, which Sections exclude from floor area any
space devoted to stairways, elevator shafts, light courts, rooms -
hausing mechanical equipment or machinery-incidental to the
operation of buildings, basement storage, parking with necessary
interior driveways and ramps thereto, and the landing and storage
of helicopters., Parking requirements for office uses may be
reduced to 2.75 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. under certain

circumstances set~forth in Condition No. 15i of Tentative Tract
Map No. 35269. :

LN



APPENDIX B:
Advisory Agency Letter of Clarification Re: Howard Hughes Center
Tract No. 35269, November 4, 1999



v owr LOUD ANGELET
f MEPARTRENT OF CALIFORNIA
CITY PLANNING S
22\ N FIGUERDA STREET
Los ANGELES. CA S0012-260F

_ CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION

PETER M. WEIL.
PRESIDENT

JORCE JACKSON FHICHARD J. RIORDAN
VICE-PRESIDENT ’ MAYOR
MARNA SCHNABEL. K
ROBERT L. SCOTT
NICHOLAS H. STONNINGTON
GABRIELE WILLIAMS

COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
{2131 580-5234

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
16TH FLOOR

CON HOWE
DIRECTAR
(213} 58O-1160

FRANKLIN P ESBERHARD
DEPUTY DINECTOR
{2131 580-1163

GOROGN 8. HAMILTON
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
[2131 580-1165

ROBERT H. SUTTON
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213) 580-1167

FAx: (213) SBO-1176

INFORMATION
(213) 580- 1172

Date: NOV 04 1993

Arden Realty Limited Partnership Latham & Watkins
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1400 £33 W. 5" Street

Los Angeles, CA 90045 Los Angeles, CA 80071
Attn: Mike Russell Attn: Dale Neal

Re: Tract No. 35269
Council District No. 6

LETTER OF CLARIFICATION

On January 24, 1986, in accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, the City Council conditionally approved Tentative Tract No. 35269 as a
commercial subdivision of 63 lots, commonly known as Howard Hughes Center (“*HHC")
and located at 6900 Sepulveda Boulevard.

The recent realignment of Center Drive, as reflected on Tract No. 51419 (a final map unit
of Tract No. 35269), resulted in a reconfiguration of parcels with areas (previously street)
with no height designation. That has created a need for a new height limit exhibit under
Condition No. 19 that clearly shows how the height limits approved under Tract No. 35269
are intended to apply o the existing recorded parcels.

Additionally, Arden Realty Limited Partnership, the current owners of the undeveloped
portion of HHC, proposes to increase the size of the “open court” ar “open area court” (the
terminology used in Condition of Approval No. 15d of Tract No. 35269) or “Cent. Square”
(the terminology used in Exhibit D to the Conditions of Approval of Tract No. 35269)
previously proposed by Howard Hughes Properties, Limited Partnership on Parcel F of
Tract No. 35268 and to spread the open space represented thereby throughout the center
of HHC (i.e., on portions of Parcels B,C,D,E,F and G of Tract No. 35269) rather than
concentrating it in one location (i.e., Parcel F), n Tract No. 35269, Parcel F is 66,211
square feet. There will be at least that much open space area on portions of Parcels

B,C.D,F and G of Tract No. 35268, with the final configuration thereof being determined
as buildings are constructed.

PUBLIC COUNTER & CONSTRUCTION SERVICES CENTER
201 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET, ROOM 300 - (213} 577-6083
VAN NUYS - g251 VAN NUYS BLVD,, (™ FLODR, VAN NUYS 91401 - (B16) 756-8596

AN EQUAL EMPLDYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER Facyciatls and racy o Acyded wipe, @

EXHIBIT 2



TENTATIVETRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) i Ny PAGE 2

Therefore, consistent with the City Council's intent in approving the tract and subsequent
modification an October 16, 1998, the following conditions of Tract No. 35269 should be
clarified and corrected to read as follows:

Condition 15a

Total construction may not exceed 1,950,000 square feet of office and retail (including a
maximum 100,000 square feet of retail and a maximum 100,000 square-foot fitness
center), a 250,000 square feet entertainment center with supporting retail plus a minimum
of 600 hatel rooms. Retail space ancillary to any hotel use, typically located in a luxury,
deluxe or first-class hotel and clearly intended for the convenience of hotel patrons, shall
be excluded from the 100,000 square foot limit on retail. This total shall include the
400,000 square feet of commercial office which has already been approved by the City
under P.M. LA No. 4070.

Condition 15d
Construction shall proceed according to the following phasing plan:

Phase I: 400,000 square feet of building area (for which the applicant has afready
received approval), and landscaped buffers on Lats OS2 through QS8 as
shown on Revised Tentative Tract No. 35269, stamp-dated July 26, 1985,

Phase li: Development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 675,000"
square feet of office/retail, a 250,000 square feet entertainment center, 600
hotel rooms, and commencement of construction of Parcel 081 as a private
park.

Phase lll:  Development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 415,000°
square feet of office/retail. {f not in this Phase, construction of portions of

Parcels B, C, D E, F and G as an open area court of at least 66,211
combined total square feet shall occur in Phase V.

No building permits shall be issued for Phase |1l unless and until:

(1)  The subdivider's Transportation Coordinator has consulted with
LADOT to review the TDM Program with special consideration given

! In Phases [f, 11{, and 1V, office/retail space may be exchanged for additional hotel rooms in accordance

with Condition No. [5b.



TENTATIVE TRACT NQ. 35269(Clarification) P Ny PAGE 3

to (2) below;
and

(2)  The subdivider has, at his own expense, taken counts of inbound and
outbound p.m. peak-hour traffic (derived from Phases | and Il based
upon actual or assumed occupancy of at least 66%) at intervals and
locations determined to be reasonable by the Department of
Transportation and has demonstrated to the satisfaction of DOT the
following:

(8)  Trip generation has not exceeded the overall project maximum
of 4,785 inbound (I1B) and outbound (OB) p.m. peak hour trips;

and

(b)  Trip reduction of 10% IB and OB p.m. peak hour trips has been
successfully achieved when compared to the number of trips
that would have been generated in Phases [ and [t with no trip
reduction;

ar

()  Inthe event that a 10% reduction in (b) above has not been
achieved, DOT shall determine that all reasonable attempts
were made to achieve such reduction; and 115,000 square
feet of commercial office space shall be excluded from Phase
il and placed in Phase V.

Pﬁase IV: No building permits shall be issued for Phase [V unless and until:

The subdivider has, at his own expense, taken counts of IB and OB p.m. peak-hour traffic
(derived from a cumulative total of 1.148 million square feet occupied or assumed to be
occupied in Phases [-ll) at intervals and locations determined to be reasonable by the
Department of Transportation and has demonstrated to the satisfaction of DOT the
following:
-~
(a) Ifa TDM success rate of 17% or better for combined Phase [, [l and lil B and OB
p.m. peak hour trips has been successfully achieved when compared to the number
of trips that would have been generated by Phases |, [ and il with no trip reduction;
then development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 460,000
square fest.



TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) PAGE 4

ar .

(b)  In the event 115,000 square feet has been withheld from Phase Hif construction -
under Condition No. 15d Phase Il (2), then development up to a total of an
additional 575,000 square feet shall be permitted under the terms of (a) above;

and

(c) In the event the TDM success rate is less than 17% in (a) above, then the
subdivider may construct an increment of 460,000 square feet or 575,000 square
feet as noted in (a) and (b) above, which, in the judgment of LADOT and the
Advisory Agency, would not resuit in an IB and OB p.m. peak hour trip generation
in excess of 4,785 trips for the entire project.

Change Condition No. 19 to read:

That the heights of buildings shall not exceed those shown on the chart attached hereto
as Exhibit D, as clarified by the Composite Height Diagram for Howard Hughes Center
dated November 2, 1999 attached hereto. In the event of any conflict between the chart
and the diagram, the diagram shall determine the specific height permitted.

With respect to the “Bldg. Function" category on Exhibit “D", the intent of such category
was to be illustrative and descriptive and not to have any regulatory effect under Tract No.
< 35269.

Lt

Relative to Condition No. 21 , it should be noted that since the revfsion to the current design
plans may affect the intent of the requirement to provide an on-site transit center, the
developer shall meet and confer with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
regarding necessary details to implement Condition No. 21.

All'other conditions remain unchanged.

Sincerely,

Con Howe
Advisory Agency )

DARRYL L. F|SHER w

Deputy Advisary Agency

DLF:DK:oss

a:35269c13
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Demonstrate on the splar analysis both the winzer soistice (8 am |, 3
p.m.) and summer soistice (B 2.w., 4 p.m.) shading of Trees being
pianted with reference <To their <Type and anticipated size 2t
maturTity. T1he summer analysis shall oniy be applicable wnere shading
afferrs adjecent properties and Tecreztional arees. Indicate
existing adjacent buildings and recreation facilities showing efiecrs
of proposed landscape shading. lndicate prevailing breeres when
high~rise sTructures are involved (six sToTies on more).

p—

The names, addresses, phone number.of the landscape architect and
applicant shall be snown on.the plans. Plans shall be Sigred by <ne
Jandscape archiTert with Ticense nuomber. The Tlanoscape architerct
will cerzify on tne” landscape plan tnat she/he has Tteviewed tne
approved "Solar Access Report® before preparing the landscape plan.

<A maintenance and irrigation plan, with special consideration for the
barrier wall along the southerly property line.

Lz will become 2 member .of 2 property owner's associetion formed for

&tne purpase of maintzining the TDM program and .21l landscaped areas and
7 opther common areas particularly tne open space areas 2s shown on

; at the subdivider €xecyte 2 covemamt and agreement that each property
A

Calzrans permits constructipn of & water femture at the point of
wress ang egress of the southbound freeway ramps, it shell be the
ponsibility oT the asspriation to meintain the relzted elements as well
other water-related elements within the project site. .

t the heiphrts of buildings shall not exceed those shown jn the chart

Ttached hereto 2s Exhibit D.

ior tp recordation of the Tirst Tinal wmap for the project, the
hdivider shall execyte and record zgainst the property -a covenant and
eemeri, in Torm and substance Satistactoty o the City Attorney,
rsuant to which the subdivider shall =mpgree that the owner(s) or
essor(s) in nterest of the property <invbived in this Tract will
reicipste in any benefit assessment districi or any Trust fimd based

in the Coaszal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Area i and To
extent such benetit acsessment district or ordinance -establishing such
Tund is otherwise mpplicable on §4ts effective date o buildings in
yie.project and ¥ and To the extent the project or portions thereof are
otherwise excluded or exempt from the applicstion of spch- beneTit
essment district or ordinance.

pyised Tentative Tract No. 35269 stamp dated July 25, 1BBS. in the event:

spon 2 Formula or criteriz which 95 applicable v 271 new development
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v o LU ANGELET
* BEPARTRENT OF . CALIFORNIA

CITY PLANNING

221 N FiGUEROA STREET
LOS ANGELES. CA 800122601

CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION

PETER M. WEIL
PRESIDENT

JORCE IACKSON RICHARD J. RIORDAN
VICE-PRESIDENT A MAYOR

MARNA SCHNABEL s
ROBERT L. SCOTT
NICHOLAS H. STONNINGTON

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
167TH FLOOR

CON HOWE.
OIRECTOR
(213} 580-1160

FRANKUIN P EBERHARD
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
{2131 580-1163

 CORGGN B. HAMILTON

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
1213) 580-1165

ROBERT H. SUTTON
DEPUTY DIRECTOA
(213) 580-N167

Fax: (213) 580-1176
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GABRIELE WILUZIAMS
COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT

(213 I80-5234

Date: OV 04 1999

Arden Realty Limited Partnership Latham & Watkins
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1400 633 W. 5" Street

Los Angeles, CA 90045 ~ Los Angeles, CA 90071
Attn: Mike Russell Attn: Dale Neal

Re: -Tract No. 35269
Council District No. 6

LETTER OF CLARIFICATION

On January 24, 1986, in accardance with provisions of Section 17.03 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, the City Council conditionally approved Tentative Tract No. 35269 as a
commercial subdivision of 63 lots, commonly known as Howard Hughes Center (“HHC")
and located at 6800 Sepulveda Boulevard.

The recent realignment of Center Drive, as reflected on Tract No. 51419 (a final map unit
of Tract No. 35269), resulted in a reconfiguration of parcels with areas (previously street)
with no height designation. That has created a need for a new height limit exhibit under
Condition No. 19 that clearly shows how the height limits approved under Tract No. 35269
are intended to apply to the existing recorded parcels.

Additionally, Arden Realty Limited Partnership, the current owners of the undeveloped
portion of HHC, proposes to increase the size of the "open court” ar “open area coust” {the
terminology used in Condition of Approval No. 15d of Tract No. 35269) or “Cent. Square”
(the terminology used in Exhibit D to the Conditions of Approval of Tract No. 35269)
previously proposed by Howard Hughes Properties, Limited Partnership.on Parcel F of
Tract No. 35269 and to spread the open space represented thereby throughout the center
of HHC (i.e., on portions of Parcels B,C,D,E,F and G of Tract No. 35269) rather thar
concentrating it in ane location (i.e., Parcel F). In Tract No. 35269, Parcel F is 66,211
square feet. There will be at least that much open space area on portions of Parcels
B,C,D.F and G of Tract No. 352869, with the final configuration thereofzhei
as buildings are constructed.

PUSLIC COUNTER & CONSTRUCTION SERVICES CENTER
201 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET. ROOM 300 - (2.t 3} 977-6083
VAN NUYS - 251 VAN NUYS 8LVD,, | FLOOR, VAN NUYS 91401 - {B16) 756-8596

AN EQUAL EMPLDYMENT DFPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER Facychabi and mads Yo recyciad wane, @

EXHIBIT 2.

INFGRMATION
1213) 580-U72
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TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) PAGE 2

Therefore, consistent with the City Council's intent in approving the tract and subsequent
moadification an October 16, 1998, the following conditions of Tract Na. 35269 should be
clarified and corrected to read as follows:

Condition 15a

Tatal construction may not exceed 1,950,000 square feet of office and retail (including a
maximum 100,000 square feet of retail and a maximum 100,000 square-foot fitness
center), a 250,000 square feet entertainment center with supporting retail plus a minimum
of 600 hotel rooms. Retail space ancillary to any hotel use, typically located in a luxury,
deluxe or first-class hotel and clearly intended for the convenience of hotel patrons, shall
be excluded from the 100,000 square foot limit on retail. This total shall include the
400,000 square feet of commercial office which has already been approved by the City
under P.M. LA No. 4070.

" Condition 15d

Construction shall proceed éccording to the following phasing plan:

Phasel: 400,000 square feet of building area (for which the applicant has already
received appraval), and landscaped buffers on Lots OS2 through OS6 as
shown on Revised Tentative Tract No. 35269, stamp-dated July 26, 1985.

Phase I Development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 675,000"
square feet of officefretail, a 250,000 square feet entertainment center, 600
hotel rooms, and commencement of construction of Parcel OS1 as a private
park.

Phase lll:  Development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 415,000"
square feet of office/retail. If not in this Phase, construction of portions of
Parcels B, C, D E, F and G as an open area court of at least 66,211
combined total square feet shall occur in Phase V.

No building permits shall be issued for Phase Il unless and unti:

(1)  The subdivider's Transporiation Coordinator has consulted with
LADOT to review the TDM Program with special consideration given

In Phases L1, 111, and 1V, office/retail space may be exchanged for additional hotel rooms in accordance
with Condition No. 15b. ‘ ’



TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) ' ' PAGE 3

to (2) below;
and

(2)  The subdivider has, at his own expense, taken counts of inbound and
outbound p.m. peak-hour traffic (derived from Phases | and Il based
upon actual or assumed occupancy of at least 66%) at intervals and -
locations determined to be reasonable by the Depariment of
Transportation and has demonstrated to the satisfaction of DOT the
following:

(a)  Trip generation has not exceeded the overall project maximum
of 4,785 inbound (1B) and outbound (OB) p.m. peak hour trips;

and

(b)  Tripreductionof 10% IB and OB p.m. peak hour trips has been

‘ successfully achieved when compared to the number of trips
that would have been generated in Phases | and [t with no trip
reduction; _ :

ar

g

()  Inthe event that a 10% reduction in (b) above has not been
achieved, DOT shall determine that all reasonable attempts
were made to achieve such reduction; and 115,000 square
feet of commercial office space shall be excluded from Phase
Il and placed in Phase IV.

f

Phase IV: No building perfnits shall be issued for Phase IV unless and until:

The subdivider has, at his own expense, taken counts of IB and OB p.m. peak-hour traffic
(derived from a cumuilative total of 1.148 million square feet occupied or assumed to be
occupied in Phases I-ll) at intervals and locations determined to be reasonable by the
Department of Transportation and has demonstrated to the satisfaction of DOT the
following: - ~

| ,

(@) K aTDM success rate of 17% or better for combined Phase I, [l and IIf IB and OB
p.m. peak hour trips has been successfully achieved when compared to the number
of trips that would have been generated by Phases |, |l and 1t with no trip reduction;
then development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 460,000
square feet. '

I
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TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) \ PAGE 4

ar

(b) In the event 115,000 square feet has been withheld from Phase Hli construction -
under Condition No. 15d Phase Il (2), then development up to a total of an
additional 575,000 square feet shall be permitted under the terms of (a) above;

and

{c) In the event the TDM success rate is less than 17% in (a) above, then the
subdivider may construct an increment of 460,000 square feet or 575,000 square
feet as noted in (a) and (b) above, which, in the judgment of LADQOT and the
Advisory Agency, would not resuit in an 1B and OB p.m. peak hour trip generation
in excess of 4,785 trips for the entire project.

Change Condition No. 19 to read:

That the heights of buildings shall not exceed those shown on the chart attached hereto
as Exhibit D, as clarified by the Composite Height Diagram for Howard Hughes Center
dated November 2, 1999 attached hereto. In the event of any conflict between the chart
and the diagram, the diagram shall determine the specific height permitted.

With respect to the “Bldg. Function” category on Exhibit “D", the intent of such category
was to be illustrative and descriptive and notto have any regulatory effect under Tract No.
35269. ‘

Relative to Cand iiion No. 21, it should be noted that since the revision to the current design
plans may affect the intent of the requirement fo provide an on-site transit center, the
developer shall meet and conferwith the City of -os’Angeles Department of Transporation
regarding necessary details to implement Condition No. 21. '

All other conditions remain unchanged.

Sincerely,

Con Howe P
Advisory Agency ~

DARRYL L. FISHER ' QfW

Deputy Advisory Agency
DLF:DK:oss

a;35269cl3
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Demonstrate on the solar anelysis both the winter so’ts*-n ce (Bem., 3
p.m.) and summer soistice {B Z.w., 4 p.r.) shading of Trees bgmg
pianted aith reference <o their Type and anticipated size 2t
maturity. The summer analysis shall oniy be applicable wnere shading
atfects adjacent properties and recrveational arezs. Indiczte
exisTing adjecent buildings and recreation facilities showino effecrs
of proposed landscape shading. Indicate prevailing breezes wnen
high-rise sTructures are involved (six stories or more).

The names, addresses, phone number.of the landscape architect and
zpplicant shall be snown on.the pians. Plans shall be Signes by <tne
landscape architect with Jicense number. The lanoscape archizect
i1l cerziTy on the landscape plan tnat she/he nzs reviewed tne
approved “Solar Access keport" hefore preparing the landscape plan.

- A maintenance and irri gation plan, with special consideration for the
barmier wall along the southerly property Tine.

Jhat +he subdivider execute z covenami and anreemen’t thet each property
u,mer will become » member of 2 property owner's associztion formed for
fiie purpose of maintzining the TDM program and -al1 landscaped arezs angd
71 other commpn =zrTeas particularly tne open Space BTEES 2S5 shown Dn

E¥nat Caltrans permits construction of 2 water femtute at the point of
moress and epress of the southbound freeway ramps, it shall be the
esponsibility of the asspciation o maintain the Telated elements 25 well
g offier water-related eiements within the projeci site. )

et the heiphrts ot buildings shall not exceed those shown in the chatt
gpeacned heretp 2s Ixhibit D.

ioT to recorgation pf the Tirst Tinal map Tor <the. project, ‘the
gidivider shall execute and record agadinst the property -2 covenant and
fagreemens, in form and Substance satisiectory To the City Atzormey,
Moirsuant tp which the subfivider shall agree that the owner(s) or
T sur(s) in dnterest of the property invoived +in this <Tract will
JArcicipaze in any benefit assessment district or any Trusi fund based

in the Cozstal “Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Area if and To
e extent such benevit essessmernt district or ordinance -establishing such
fund s otherwise applicable on 91s eFffective date To buildings in
w2&.Pproject and ¥ and To the extent The project or portions therepf are
Wl Dtherwise excluded or exempt from the applicstion of such benefit
2Ssment gixirict or ordinance.

Teyised Tentative Tract No. 35269 stamp dated July 25, 1DBE.  1in the evermt -

fpon @ Tormila or criteriz whnich s .applicable Io 311 new development
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DEPARTMENT OF C lTY OF‘ LOS ANG ELES EXECUTIVE OFFICES

CITY PLANNING 5™ FLOOR
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 CALIFORNIA
L.Os ANGELES, CA 90012-4801

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION i

CON HOWE
t DIRECTOR
(213) 878-1271

FRANKLIN P. EBERHARD
. DEPUTY DIRECTOR
‘. wl {213) 978-1273

MITCHELL B. MENZER
PRESIDENT

JOSEPH KLEIN

VICE-PRESIDENT GORDON B. HAMILTON
RICHARD BROWN : ‘(’;’ ;’;g';g“fz’?“;
- MABEL CHANG . Ca P AL Ea\z.ﬁ )
DORENE DOMINGUEZ JAMES K. HAKN ARB iy ,\E;'-‘;E_f | AN 1ELVR ROBERT H. SUTTON
JAVIER O. LOPEZ MAYOR DEPUTY DIRECTOR
PASTOR GERARD MCCALLUM i ' (213) 978-1274
TOM SCHIFF 2002 FAX: (213) 978-1275
. GABRIELE WILLIAMS DEC 31 INFORMATION
COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT (213} 978-1270
(213) 978-1247

December 27, 2002

Arden Realty Limited Partnership Latham & Watkins
6080 Center Drive/ 633 W. 5 Street, Suite 4000
Suite 200 Los Angeles, CA 90071-2007
Los Angeles, CA 90045 Attn: Dale K. Neal

- Atin: Paﬁ)( Loch
Re: Tract No. 35269
Council District No. 11

LETTER OF CLARIFICATION

By Letter of Clarification dated November 4, 1999 (the “1999 Clarification”), the Advisory
Agency confirmed that heights of buildings at Howard Hughes Center, originally
established by the chart referenced in Condition of Approval No. 19 of Tentative Tract Map
No. 35269 (“TTM 35269") as Exhibit D, would henceforth be governed by that certain

. Composite Height Diagram attached to such Letter of Clarification. The Composite Height
Diagram overlaid the height limits set forth in Exhibit D onto the recorded parcels at
Howard Hughes Center with rational and reasonable adjustments of such height limits
being made where necessary to reflect the realignment of Center Drive that occurred with
the approval and recordation of Tract No. 51419 (a final map unit under. TTM 35269) and
to avoid multiple, irregular height limits on any given recorded parcel. A good example of
the latter is Lot 18 of Tract No. 51419 on which three irregular height limits resulted from
such overlaying of the Exhibit D height limits. This will confirm that one effect of the 1989
Clarification is to permit Lot 18 of Tract no. 51419 to be developed, even after Lot Line
Adjustments, at a uniform maximum height of 268 feet MSL.

Sincerely, ’
Con Howe
Adyisory Agency EXH i : lT 7

Deputy Advisory Agency
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* 4TY oF Los ANGELE. < T
ELIAS MARTINEZ CAL'FORN‘A OFFICE OF
CrrY CLERK CITY CLERK

™ RooM 395, Crry HALL

. ) LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

{ 4B%5-5705
WHEN MAKING YTHOUIRIES A
RELATIVE TO THIS MATTER,
REFER TO FILE NO. 2 g

TOM BRADLEY
85-2313 MAYOR Latham- & Watkins
555 5. Flower St.

cD 6 Los Angeles, CA. 80071

{(w/copy of motion)

; January 24, 1986 Tooley and Company

Attn: Wm. McGregor
6167 Bristol Parkwav

City Attorney (w/copy of motion) Suite 324

City Planning Commission (w/copy of motion) Culver City, CA.- 90230

Deputy Advisory Agency {w/copy of motion) {(w/copy of motion)

Board of Public Works (w/copy of motion)

Bureau of Engineering (w/copy of motion) 2A Coalition of Concerned

Department of Building & Safety Communities (w/copy of motic
(w/copy of motion]) 7527 -8tewart Ave.

Los Angeles, Ca. 850045

RE:. HOWARD HUGHES CENTER -~ 6900 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

-,

the meeting of the Council held Januarv 24, 13886, the following

-daction was taken:

Attached report adopted as amended.....c.ccnccr e nnns X.
" motion 2A adopted (Finn~Russell).................. X
" resolution " | |
Ordinance adopted. . ...ttt nneecovoesrcnoronmeonnnsnvnons
Motlon adopted to approve attached report.... ... v veenenen.
" communlcatlon .............
To the Mayor fOr CONCUTITENCE. ....vvwrernrnoeeroeeeraooences
To the Mayor FORTHWITH. ...t it et rerecsvcnnorooannoasns .o
Mayor concurred......oue i o ieesnoonncoennnnns et r e
Appointment confirmed.............. ettt e
Appointee has/has not taken the ODath of Office.............
Findings adopted as amended.......cvcuetreecenmencnennanns . X
Negative Declaration adopted.......cvveirrvnmecnneonencenees '
Categorically eXempl....ccceuerecrerensnnencnssnenenneennnn
Generally @XemMPtlt.. ..o ieeereemecesnoaneoesenocnsoansnosseenn-~
EIR and addendum to EIR certified........ccveirrinmennnennn. X
Tract map approved for filing with the County Recorder.....
Parcel map approved for filing with the County Recorder..-.,
Bond approved .......................... et e e .
Bond 158 NO . iivierrevcncenreeenecoacnns
Resolution of acceptance of future street to be known as
adopted. .. ..cveevnrnnnnn

“~ Aqrpement mentioned therein is/are No.

of Contracts.. v ce oo nanes

ep L o EXHIBIT 8
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File No. 85-2313

TO THE CODNCIL OF THE .
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

At
o,
Your PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT Committee

reports as follows:

RECOMMENDATION

1. That the request dated January 21, 1986 from Weiser, Kane,
Ballmer & Berkman, representing the City of Culver City and
the Culver City Redevelopment Agency, WITHDRAWING their
appeal from the entire action of the City Planning CommissSion
in sustaining the decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency
approving Tentative Tract No. 35269 located at 6900 Sepulveda
Blvd., for condominium purposes and subdivision, BE GRANTED
AND THE MATTER FILED.

2. That the appeal +to the City Council by A Coalition of
Concerned Communities, Inc., aggrieved party, from the entire
-action of the City Planning Commission in sustaining the
decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency approving Tentative
Tract No. 35268 located at 6300 Sepulveda Blvd. adjacent to
the San Diego Freeway (I-405), for condominium purposes and
subdivision divided into 63 lots including a maximum of
2,700,000 sguare feet of commercial office space and a
600-room hotel BE DENIED, and that said Tract BE APPROVED
subject to 28 Conditions as modified by the City Planning
Commission.

Subdivider: Tooley and Co. Inc.

3. That the FINDINGS of the Advisory Agency as described in his
report dated November 4, 1985, BE AMENDED by substituting
paragraphs (a) and (b) and modifying paragraphs {(d) and ()
as shown in Attachment A attached to this report, amd by
adding "The previous District Plan permitted more office use

. than the current Plan" to the third paragraph of (a) and (b)
(i}; and that the amended FINDINGS BE ADOPTED as the
Council's FINDINGS.

4. That the FINDINGS made pursuant to and in accordance with
Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code by +the Advisory
Agency BE AMENDED as shown in Attachment B attached to this
report and that the Statement of Overriding Conrsiderations
prepared by the Advisory Agency BE AMENDED by adding "The
project provides a proper aesthetic and functional landmark
at one of the major gateways to the Los Angeles community of
Westchester"; and that the amended Findings and Statement of
Overriding Considerations BE ADOPTED. *See Motion 22 for ‘further

.‘)g - ) CcEpa amendments.
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File No. 85-2313

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE -
CITY OF LOS ANGELES L W

-2
Your PLANNING AND ENVIRONEENT Committee
reports as follows:

5. That the Council incorporate an Addendum to EIR (Exhibit 4
submitted by Latham & Watkins with a letter dated January 17,
1986) and portions of a letter from Howard Hughes Center
dated January 20, 1986 (excluding Attachment 2), as addenda
to the Environmental Impact Report and CERTIFIES that, for
the above project, it has reviewed and. considered the
information contained ~in the Final Environmental Impact
Report and addenda and the EIR has been completed in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of
1870 and the State and City's Guidelines.

SUMMARY |

On Japuary 21, 1986, +the Planning and Environment Committee
conducted a public hearing concerning the appeal of an action by
the City Planning Commission approving Tentative Tract 35269
which  would allow the commercial condominium and hotel
development known as the Howard Hughes Center. At the <time of
the Committee meeting, a letter was received from legal counsel
for the City of Culver City and the Culver City - Redevelopment
Agency withdrawing their appeal. The Committee recommended that
the withdrawal be accepted.

The Deputy Advisory Agency explained the case to .the Committee
members and discussed each point in the outstanding appeal of A
Coalition of Concerned Communities, Inc. He stated . that
Tentative Tract No. 35269 was filed with the Planning Department
on February 9, 1985 for a maximum 2.7 million sguare foot

- commercial condominium and between 600 and 1500 hotel rooms on.63

lots. The project site, located at 6900 Sepulveda Eoulévard, is
zoned Ml-1 and R1-1 on a sloping site of 69 acres.

Patrick McCartney, representing A Coalition of Concerned
Communities, spoke in opposition to the approval of the. Tract:
He expressed concerns about the intensity of development, the
‘height of buildings allowed, and the balance between Jobs and
housing in the area. -

Six speakers including several neighbors spoke in favor of the
development. Several commented favorably about the cooperative
attitude of the developer and its responsiveness to concerns of
the neighbors.

el
.



. Urilities (Solid Waste):

Add at the end of the last sentence: 'which may be
considered significant.

View:
Replace in entirety as-follows:

The proposed high-rise structures will obstruct
existing views over the project site from adjoining and
nearby private properties on the south and west. This
impact will be partially mitigated by the siring and
placement of high-rise structures and by
project-imposed height restrictions which will allow
viewing channels between some taller buildings and over
some lower buildings. This impact will be further
mitigated by a clear project commitment to overall
project quality and distinguished project appearance as
evidenced by 51gn1flcant design efforts and

- expenditures in a major linear park/garden totraling

) some 11.5 acres along the southern property line..

o Therefore, while the project will obstruct views
available over the site from adjoining residences, it
will also create views available from within the
project and will create in itself an attractive urban
viewscape as seen from around the project. Neverthe-
less, the obstruction of views from some nearby
res*dentlal properties may be considered significant as
meant by CEQA, the project's beneficial visual
characteristics notwithstanding. Such additional
mitigation as may be provided by placing the same
amount of building area in buildings that would be
lower than the surrounding viewing locations was found
to have undesirable effect on functional design and
visual character due to the resulting loss of exterior
circulation area for service and pedestrian access,
loss of open space, and excessively large interior
floors having disadvantageous leasing implicatioms.
Moreover, mitigation as may be provided by reduced
building intensity would have unacceptable impacts on
the project objectives.

.. .
S
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY -
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIJL TO:

‘Latham & Watkins : A i At
633 W. 5™ Street, Suite 4000 - |
Los Angeles, California 90071-2007

- Attn: Dale K. Neal - ’

Space Above This Line For Recorder’s Use

AMENDMENT TO
HOWARD HUGHES CENTER
DEVELOPMENT AGRBEMEﬁT '

~ This Amendment To Howard Hughes Centcr Development Apgreement (the |
“Ameridment”) is entered info as of the 1i® day of September 2002 by and between the CITY .
. OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal corporation (“City”), and ARDEN REALTY LIMITED ~ .
* PARTNERSHIP, a Maryland limited partnership (“Company”).

RECITALS

A.  -The City and Howard Hughes Properties, Limited Partnership, a Delaware limited
partnership (“HHP”) entered into that certain Howard Hughes Center Development
Agreement dated November 3, 1986 and recorded on November 4, 1986 in the Official
Records of Los Angeles County, California as Instrument No. 86—1507410 (the

“Dcvelopmf:nt Agreement”).
B. Company is the successor-in-interest to HHP under the j?evelopmeu_t Agreement.

C. City and Company wish to amend the 'Developme}lt Agreement, pursuant to -
Section V.N. thereof, (i) to conform the description of the “Project” in the Development
Agreement to the description of the “Project” in the conditions of approval of Tentative
. Tract Map No. 35269 (“Tract 35269”) as the parties modifigd those conditions on

October 16, 1998 (the “Tract Modificatior’ "), (ii) to conform.the phasing plan for the
Project described in Exhibit C to the Development Agreement to the phasing plan for the
Project in the conditions of Tract 35269 after the Tract Modification, as described in the
Deputy Advisory Agency’s Letter of Clarification dated November 4, 1999, (iii) to allow
excess In Lieu Credit to be resérved by the Company and credited toward Transportation

_ Fees otherwise aftributable'to: a subisequent phase of the Project o1 to a related
Development (as defined in Section 6D4 of the Transportation-SpecificPlan) located
withini the boundaries ofFract'35269, (iv) fo.prohibit excess In Lieu Credit from being
reserved and credited toward the Transportation Fee payable by related Developments
located outside the boundagm of Fract 35269 and (v) to provide for reimbursement of
costs incurred by the City for their periodic review of the Dcvelopment Agreement.

EXHIBIT?
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"NOW, THEREFORE, City and Company hereby agrea to amend the

Development Agreement as follows:

1. Section ILD.1 is hereby amended by deleting the existing Section ILD.1 in
its entirety and by substituting the following as Section IID.1:

*1. Description of the Major Coggo:{ents of the Project. Company seeks to
develop Howard Hughes Center as a mixed-use complex comprised of the

followmg maj or components:

(@) A maximum of 1,950,000 square feet of commercial office and retail

_development, including at Company’s option 2 maximum 100,000 square feet of

retail and a maximum 100,000 square feet of health fitness center, constructed in
the phases and subject to the conditions set forth in the Project Approvals;

(b)- A 250,000 square foot entertainment/center (mcludmg a maximum of 4,500

‘theater seats) with supporting retail which shall be in addition to the 100,000

square feet of retail space. allowed in paragraph (a) above;

(c) A maximum of 600 hotel rooms; provided, however, that Company may
construct up to 900 additional hotel rooms, to a mizxdimum of 1,500 total hotel -
rooms, by exchangmg 301 square feet 6f commercial office/retail space for each
additional hotel room;

(d) Pubhc and pnvate improvements, partially conmstmg of major road .
imiprovements and other mﬁastructure within the Project area as descn"bed in -

paragraph D.2.”

2. The last two sentences of Section IV.A.2 of the Dcvclopment Agrecmcnt
are hereby amended by deleting those two sentcnces in their entirety and by

~ substttuhng'

“In Lien Credif, in excess of that which is credited toward the
Transportation Feg otherwise payable because of the issuance of a
building permit for any specific building in the Project (including
the first building in the Project), may be reserved by the Company
and credited toward the portion of the Project’s Transportation Fee
otherwise attribntable to a subsequent phase of the Project, orto a
related Development (as defined in Section 6D4 of the
Transportation Specific Plan) located within the houndaries of
Tentative Tract Map No. 35269. However, as additional
consideration for ‘this Agreemcnt, Company agrees _that,
notwithstanding .the provisions of Section 6D4 of the
Transportation Spetific Plan to the contrary, such excess In Lien
Credit may not be resexrved and credited toward the Transportation
Fee otherwise payable by related Developments located outside the
boundaries of Tcntahve Tract Map No. 35269 but w1thm the same

lo center.”
sploymen et 02 2213916
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3. Section C of Exhibit C to the Development Agreement is hereby amended
by deleting the existing Section C of Exhibit C in its entirety and by substituting
the following as Section C of Exhibit C;

‘\
3

“C.  The phasing plan for the Projett is as follows

Phasel: 400,000 square feet of building area, and landscaped buffers on
Lots OS2 through OS6 as shown on Revised Tentative Tract No. 35269,
stamp-dated July 26, 1985.

Phase II: Dcvelopment up to a maximum-of an addmonal 675,000 square
feet of office/retail, a 250,000 square feet entertainment center, 600 hotel
rooms, and commencement of construction of Parcel PSI as a private park
(office/retail space may be exchanged for addmonal hotel rooms).

Phase III:  Development up toa maxlmum of an additional 415,000 square
feet of office/retail (office/retail space may be exchanged for additional hotel
fooins). Ifnot in this Phase, constmction of portions of Parcels B, C, D, E, F
and G as an opén area court of at Jeast 66,211 combined total square feet shall
‘occur in Phase IV . : _

‘PhaseIV: Balance of the development of the Proj ect (office/retail space
may be exchanged for additional hotel rooms).”

4, Section V.F of the Deve.lopme:nt Agreement is hereby amended by adding’
the following sentence at the cnd of the first paragraph:

“Company shall rannburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably and necessanly
incurred, to accomplish the required anninal review.”

The parties agree that the foregoing supercedes that certain First Amendment to Howard Hughes
Center Develepment executed by the Mayor on February 29, 2000 and recorded in the Los
Angeles County Recorder’s Office on March 7, 2000 as Instrumeht No. 00-0344412 (the “First
Amendment”),.and that upon the effective date hereof, the First Amendment shall become null
and void and have no further force or eﬁ'ect.

It is the intent of the partl&c that the foregoing amendments be effective as of October 16, 1998
the date on which the Tract Modificationi was approved by the City Council, If any provzsxon of
this Amendment should be determined by a court to be invalid or unenforceable, the remaining
provisions of this Amendment shall remain in full force and effect and continue to be binding oh

both parties. Except as amended herein, the Development Agreeinent ins in full force and-
effect. Attached hereto is a copy of Ordmance No. 174713 pursua:nt to which this Amendment
‘was approved by the City. X ’
02 2213916
' s
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have each executed this Amendment as of
the date first above written.

. Approved as to Form and Legality: CITY OF LOS ANGELES
September 19, 2002 By: ) SCQQ@@
. ;| Jamgs K. Hahn, Mayor
_ Rockard melg o, Cny Attorney :
By:
Akglstant City Attorney

Attest: -J. Michael Carey, Clty Clerk

Jts: / DavidA. Swarz !
General Counsed and Secretary

02 221391,



STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) ,
) ) 55, . 4

COUNTYOF _lns BaceELES )
On . SEPTEMAER b, DO ,before me, . Désoran T, WALRER No’&%tﬂ@uﬁ,____,.

(NameAnd'mie OfOfﬁcer)

} ed ' ) ,
‘personalyappear Vyerar. T, Co ) 3 Danb A, Swaerz. '

ﬂ o personally known to me
. »or-
[0  proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidenca to be the persgf{s)whose
e@) iegare)subscribed to the within lnstmment and acknowledged to me that
fepexecuted the same in bis/hegiheiPauthorized capacityfes), and that
signaturefDon the. !nstrument the perso@ or the ontity upon

WlTNESS my hand and ofﬁcxal seal.

WW@%M; Watr

STATE OF CAUFbRNiA )
) ) i ' ) ss.
COUNTY OF £#s Anfeles - )
On S?ermé% /S 32~ , before me, ”WE’“ D €O, A/r)ﬁvvzl v@é‘(’e, ,

. . - (Name And Title Of Officer)
personally appeared l o (' M W, ) : ’
[Z/' personally known to me '

-or- :
1 proved to me on the basis of sahsfactory evidence io be the person(ﬁ) whose
name{§) is/arersubscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
" helshetiey~executed the same in hisfket/8veisauthorized capacityis), and that
by his/karthelr signature) on the instrument the person(), or the entity upon
behalf of which the person(§) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official séa! ~

ol bore =
NELLIE M. DEOM (
Q, G mmissien® 1368735 . - ﬂ Q :

Nuwry Public - Cabfernia &

4 ":'-'. Los Angakes County T . e O N
i = w.mmmn,m[ Slgna oiary

03 2213916
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ORDINANCE NO. 174713
An ordinence mshorizing the execution of
an pmendment to hal developmenl
agreamsn! by and between the Cly of Los
Angsles and Arden Realty Limited
Parinarship, relating lo real property In the
Westchaslor-Playa de! Rey Community
Plan (he “Developmeni Agreemenl”), bnd
adjscent bnlge Inlersecon ol tha San Dtago
Freeway and Sepulveda Boulevard.- .
W&S he Commlaslm

oved and’-
'rawmanﬂedhalwmtﬂ?mmdl

) Bmoﬁdumt-(hn-hmondmmg le ho e

" Deval menl eambnl a od "l
Council-~FligetHes +85-2313; ~whichi—-
lncorpota\es by relerence odglnal
Development Agreemen! Inlo
of this ordinance; and
WHEREAS,- slier dua nol%:a CJ
Planning Commission nncﬂlg
ct:mdﬂd uc!ed pub&: this mat!ar
WHEREAS, puisuanl =~ Iid Calilomia
Govemment Code Secions 65864, el seq.,

. e Clty Planning Comunission tmnsminad
iis findings and recommendabions; hd

WHEREAS, the Amendimont inﬂmpubsc

Inlerest and s conssiend with thg Cliy's

Playa del Commamnily Ptan and the
g‘oaasla,l‘dTmR:syporhlbn Coiridor  Spedfic
n; @

WHEREAS, ha Cliy Coundl has reviewed
snd* considered tha Amsndmenl and’ the
findings and recommendations of the Cly
Planning Comi

NOW, THEREFORE,

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS
ANGELES DD ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Saction 1. The Coundl finds and
delerminps, thel,
categorically axemp! fom the Calfornia
Environmenial- Odiality Act, pursusnl lo
Artcle W,- 21 of tha City's CEQA Guidslines
and adopls the Nobce of Exemption lasued

Son April 2, 2002, .
"Sectlon 2. The Clly Council finds, with
respect 1o the Ams that

{a} i Is consislenl with the objectives,
policies and ms specliied in the
General Pian the Weslchesler-
Playa del Rey Conmmlty Plan and the
. Coastal Tranrportation Conidor Spedfic
Planandiswmpﬂblowimnwms
suthorized in, and the regulalions
prescribed for, he zone In which e real
property Is localed;
{b) The !nlansily buikding height and uses
sel lorth in the Amendmanl are permilled by
and consislent with Tracl Map 35269, 8s
maodised by the City Coundl in 1998; -
ic) The Amendmon! will nol be detiments!
o Ihe public heslth, salely snd general
wolare sincs i encour ha conslructon
of a project that ks dasirable and bensfida! Io
the public. Futherimore, the Amendment
does nol modify hose pfowsions of the
Development Agreement which specificatly
‘perpiil applicaon lo the pm}ac! of rulas and
fegulations under Los
Code Sectons D1.030% lhmugh
relating lo public hesith and safely;
(¢} The Amendmenl complies wilh o8
applicabla Cily and Stale re is!ions
goveming dov enl agroemon .
{6) The Amendment. ne:assary
strengthen the public planning process snd
bredu:ahpublicandpmalewsisot
development unceitainty.

- Amendment is .

WAL

Section 3. The City Coundll. hereby

approves The Amendmend and and suthorizes

and directs the Mayor lo enler inlo the

Amendmamhmenamaoimci!youos
Angeles, and, further, dapcts tha City Glark
‘o record the Amendmenl end this

‘ordinanca with the County Recorder within

1en days of ils effective dale,

Sec. Tbec:tycze:kshauoemywm
passagao!hisordmanqen have H
published in sccordanca with Coundl! policy,
merhadaﬂynewsmpardr tedhlhe
Cily of Los posling lor

days In hree placeslnmmty
Angeles; onhe. on the bulstin bon
located in the Slmellobbybmﬂry
Hall; one copy on tha bulletin board located
almegfmmdtevelal\mal_os stes Streat
enlrence o the Llos Angs Polke
Depanment.andonacopyonhebwelln

board localed al the Templa.Slieel entance

10 the Los Angeles Counly of Records,
I here conify that tha foregoing ordinance
was Introduced el the meeling of lha
Council of he Clty of Los Angeles

20028ndwaspassadallbmhg Juty

2002,
J. hchAEL CAREY. Clty Clark
By Kornrad Cariar, Depuly
Am July 17 2002
ES K. HAH

Appmvad as o me and I_Bgaﬁty
Juna 3, 2002
Rockard J. Delgadilio, City Al\omay
By Jack L Brown
Assistant City Alomey
C.F. 02-099
0BN2/02

: DJ- 4208748
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