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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.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MASTER APPEAL FORM \.
,
l- .

..'~·~·)'~1~~

APPEAL TO THE: C·tt {~oJ,.J C\{ • •.
REGARDING CASE NO.: \l ( ,-'] a} 1 8-c tv --~A

'~':= ...c:-=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_Re...X ~' Y{J'NKe..J,-
Mailing Address ~ 0= \..,J J:;: ('tl S'f r-es:Lf

L ~ c.4: Zip: ----L9~O=_=()_'-iJ........2~_
Work Phone: (~) '] '$ B ()86', Home Phone: ( _) _

a) Are you or do you repres~ original applicant?
(Circle One) YES ~

Are you filing to support ~nal applicant's position?
(Circle One) YES ~ .

Are you filing~self or on behalf of other parties, an organization or company?
(Circle One) ~ OTHER

If "other" please state the name of the person(s), organization or company (print clearly or type)

b)

c)

d)

REPRESENT ATIVE

Name ~N_D_~ ___
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.
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REASONS FOR APPEALING

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it?

~Entire 0 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.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

• Original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee from original applicants.

• Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt.

• 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.

I certify that the

Application Received -----;>'--'-------f--f-7t""---------;r-------

r~~~~~---------Date--~~----~--

Application Deemed Complete ------+-h~~~~~==---b{_JL!:.~~------

~DeterminationCopies provided: o Receipt (original
applicant only)

Determination Authority Notified (if necessary)

CP-7769 (09/19/06)



APPEAL TO L.A. CITY COUNCIL, by Rex Frankel, October 2, 2009
HOWARD HUGHES CENTERMND FOR VTT-7031S-CN-IA

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 ofthis 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 appeal):

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 of326 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
~

2009-now 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!!

TillS 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.



Los ANGELES CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles,\Califor~if!, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300

www.lacity.org/PLN/inaex.htm

Determination Mailing Date: . SEP 2 2 2009

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 - BREITZ HHL, LLC
Appellant: Rex F.fanl<el

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 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, Montanez, Romero
Absent: Cardoso
Vote: 8-0

Jam
City

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/pln. .,-

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
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 70318-CN-1A

COND.ITIONS., OF .APPROVAL AND FINDINGS BY THE CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION ON AUGUST 13, 2009. \. \ I

UNIT.MAP
, : '

1. That the tract be permitted to record with final map units in a number and
sequence satisfactory. to the Advisory Age,ncy. The subdivider shallsubmit the
UnltMap Fee; .a Unit Map showing the boundaries of. all units, the Unit
Number(s) of each Unit Map(s), and all applicable tract conditions inamatrix for
each Unit Mapts), Should particular master tract condition(s) not apply to a Unit
Map, the subdivider shall submit all evldences.ordocurnentation 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 Offlce.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. ..

3. 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.ftnal map.

4. 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.

5. 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.

6. 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. Thatthe subdivider make a requestto the WestLos Angeles District Office of the
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of t~~existih9'.,sewers in the
area.

B. That any fee deficit under Work Order NO. EXT00362 expediting this project be
paid.

9.. 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 Ellgineering, Inc. In addition,
also provide areas.offlll beyond the ..limits ofthe 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 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, 200B, Log No. 64926 and attached to the case file for Tract No.
7031B.

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, AFF06-
0970093, AFF 000346914, AFF 99050:B~01,~FF 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 afterthe 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 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 beencheckedfor 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 .currentZoning 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.

b. Parking stalls shall be designed 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
LAlCoastal Development Review Section located at 7166 W. Manchester
Ave., Los Angeles, 90045.
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

PAGE 5

\ ~ \,4

13. Prior to the rec()rdation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made
satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the,subdivider and all successors to
the followirlg:(MM) . . .

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

b. Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required.

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

d. No building or portion ofa 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.

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

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

g. 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.

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

i. 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.

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

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

I. All public street and fire lane cui-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. i"" "\ t

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.

o. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located
within 50feet visual line of-site ot.themain entrancestairwe.11or 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 withLADWP'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 0), 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 Divislon 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

PAGE' '7,

\.. \(

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, 12th
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012,213922-8363.

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.

b. Provide rninirnum off-stre~tpC!rkingJor resldential C;lOQ,re,taRJ~Qmponents
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
12.2t.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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In addition, prior to issuance of a- building.permit, a parking plan showing
off-street, parking spaces, (3S required I ;by tht=l Advisory Agency, be
submitted for review and approval by the. Department of City Planning
(200 North Spring Street, Room 750).

t, ~

c. The applicant shall install an air filters capable of achieving a Minimum
Efficiency Ratingyalue (MERV) of at least 11 or better for residential uses
and 12 orbetterfor 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 Ag~ncy prior to obtaining a grading permit.

e. That the subdivider consldersthe use of natural gas and/or solar energy
and consults with the Department of V\(flter.and Power and, Southern
California Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation
measures.

I '.

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.

20. 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.

21. 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 subrnlta tract modification. .

22. 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 Corridor
Specific Plan.

----23. 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
cooperatefullyinthe defense, the appllcantshall-notthereafter be responsible to
defend, ihdemnify;~or hold hermleestheOity.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

24; 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 ensLire continued' implementation of the abovementioned
mitigation items.' , ,

2,5. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute
a Covenantand Agreement (Planning 'Department General FormCP-6770) in a
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all
successors to the following:

MM-1.

MM-2.

MM-3.

MM-4.

MM-5.

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

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

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 DevelopmentBest 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.

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.

Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from
the Bureau of Sanitation.



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO.7031S-CN-1A

MM-:-6.

MM-7.

MM-S.

~..,f- ". , . :!! •• ~ •. ,~. 4 ,~ ".; It.!"

MM-:f).

MM-10.

MM-11.

MM-12.

MM-13.

MM-14.

MM-15.

MM-16.

PAGE 10.

Install 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.

Paintmessaqesthat.prohiblt.the dumping oflrnpropermaterlals 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 QCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal

:.,du.lJlp.ing~.,;.;,'''.'"'. ,.,;, .' 'C". ,'., .- < .. 'I' , ' ..;, ,,',;

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.

Desigp an efficient irrigation system to minimize runoff including:
drip irrigation for shrubs tolirnit 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 BMP.s 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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The interior ramps shall be textured to prevent tire squeal at turning
areas. i \I

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
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equipment and dischargingthe heated water to the sanitary
wastewater system.) \' \ (

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

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

b. Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall,
having a flow rate no greater than 2~0gallons perminute.

" r- .' .... ,. ..- -. •• , : L~ ,:" '. _,; j ~ '. • • .". ~ ." .... ,' ", J; " '. • .

c. Install and utilize only hlqh-efflciency Clotheswashers (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

.roornis). If such appliance.isto 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.

d. 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-24. In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the
landscape plan shall incorporatethe following:

a. Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff;

b. Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads;

c. Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation wher.eappropriate;

d. Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75
percent;

e. Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of
native/drought tolerant plan materials; and
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.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, tothe satisfaction of the
Department of Building and Safety.

26. 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

-subdlvlder and all successors to the following: . .

CM..1. 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.

CM-2. 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.

CM-3. 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·A.AII loads shall be secured by trimming, waterinq or other appropriate
means to prevent spillage and dust. i· u

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

CM-6" All c1earing,earth moving, or excavation actlvities shall be discontinued
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent
excessive amounts of dust.

CM-7. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment
so as to minimize exhaust emissions.

CM-S. 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.

OM-9. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and S:OOam to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

CM-10. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes
high noise levels.

CM-11. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling.devices.

CM-12. 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.

CM-13. Excavation and grading actlvities 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.

CM-14. 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 soil shall be covered with secured tarps or
plastic sheeting. \: \ ( -

CM..16. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately, labeled
recycling bins- to recycle- constructibnrnaterials'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 ata licensed
regulated disposal site.

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

CM-1S. 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 ofsedimentinto 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. - 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 shallbepermitted until the final
map has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. -'f 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 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied
with satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.
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C-2.Prior to the recordation ofthe final map, the subdivider shall payor guarantee the
payment ofa park and. recreation fee based on tha.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,

C-3. 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 permitbefore 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. '

C-4. 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.
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(c) That satisfactory arrangements. be made with-both the Water System
and the Power System of the Department oft Water and-Power with
respect to watermains. 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 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.

(e) That drainage matters be.taken care of satisfactory to, the City Engineer.

(f) 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.

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

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

(i) That 1-footfuture 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 publicuse.

U) 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 m,ap.

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

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

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity 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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setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be
followed. \. \ (

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

(c) 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.

(d) All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and
, ,_ easements .shall PI;! constructed, under permit lnconformity vyith plans

and specfflcatlonsapproved by the Bureau of Engineering. .

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

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

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

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities.

(c) 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
durinq 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.
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(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets
or proposed dedicated streets as required by theStreetTree 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 StreetTree
Division (213) 485-5675 upon completion.of construction to expedite tree
planting. .

(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb; gutter and sidewalk
satisfactory to the City Engineer.

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City
Engineer.

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.

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

(i) 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 designllocation.

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.
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Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power, Power System, to payforremoval, relocatlon, replacement or adlustment of
power facilities due to this development, The! subdivlder must rnake arrangements for
the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section
17.05N'; -,

-:.

The final map must recordwithin.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 Californla Water Code,
as required by the SubdivisionMapAct. ,"- - '

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy
saving design features which can be incorporated! into the flnal bUIlding plans for the
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the
Department of Water and 'Power.jthis.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, 19c, 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 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:

(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 LAMe 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-200a-2700-VCU, the building on Lot No.1 located at
6040.Center Drive shall be limited to 315,423sq~are fe~~,the building on Lot No.
2 located at 6055 Center Drive shall be limited to.248,72~:square feet, the office
building located .at 5900 Center Drive shall be limited to 248,871·square feet and
the. office building .located at5901 Center, Drive. shall be llmited to 238,222
square feet.

There are eleven elements of the General Plan. Each ot.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 LosAnqeles MunicipalCode. 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 housinq, 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 serv-ices, 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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The project will provide much needed new home ownership opportunities 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 sustainabilityartd provide for
adequate population,>developrnent,andirlfrastructure andservicecapacity 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

, oppprtunities 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 condominiurnsand 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 intent and purpose of the
applicable General and Specific Plans.

(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OFTHEPROPOSED 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
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located af5900Center 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. r

"

As conditioned and with approval of ZA·2008-2700-VCU, the design and
improvements -of 'the proposed-project .\('IiII be consistent with .the applicable
General and Specific Plans. . '

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF
DEVELOPMENT.

The subject site is currentlyvacant. The development of this tract is an infill of a
'master-planned mixed-use development known as,,)'Howard Hughes Center"
(HHC). The development was approvedbythe 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(C,UZ),CPC:.85:.329(CU), and
ZA-85-0623(CU8). 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,
havebeenimplemented by Howard Hughes Center. The Howard Hughes Center
currently implements a TransportationDemand 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 ievel and is not located in a slope stability study area, high erosion
hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone.
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(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FORTHE PROPOSED DENSITY OF
DEVELOPMENT.

.. : - \', \ (

The site IS bounded by Howard Hughes Parkway to the south, Sepulveda
Boulevard to the west-and Interstate405 (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-1 XL zone and single-
family residentlal 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-200B-"2700-VCU" the 'proposed tract map will be physically
sultable'forthe-proposed density ofthedeveloprnentr ' . .

(e) THE DESIGN OFTHESUBDIVISION,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, inclLiding 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, theJead .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. /'

(f) 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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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 En,gineering has reported that the
proposed subdivision does not violate the existingUCalifornia;\I\Iater Code
because the subdivision will be connected to the public sewer system and will
have only a minor incremental impact of) the quality of the effluent from the
Hyperion Treatment Plant. .

(g) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ·ACQUIRED BYTHE 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.forroads
and utilities' will be acquired by the City prior to recordation of the proposed tract,

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

(h)

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 development.
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These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative
. Tract Map No. 70318-CN.

S. Gail Goidberg;A1CP
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 mustbe submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at
the Department's Public Offices, located at:

Figueroa Plaza
201 N,'FigueroaSt., 4tl;l Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
213482-7077

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley
Constituent Service' Center

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room251
Van Nuys, CA 91401
818374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at wwwJacity.org/pln.

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 (~13) 978-1362:..,-
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Los ANGELES CITY PLA~NIN~ COMMISSION
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles,(~aliforqifl, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300

www.lacity.orgIPLNlini:lex.htm

Determination Mailing Date: I SEP 2 2 2009

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 - BREffZ 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 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, Montanez, Romero
Absent: Cardoso
Vote: 8-0

Jam
City

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/pln..//.

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
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND FINDINGS \BY THE CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION ON AUGUST 13, 2009. (; \I

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.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. 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.

/';.
6. 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 uos Angeles District Office of the
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of t~f3 existing sewers in the
area.

B. That any fee deficit under Work Order Nq. EXT00362 expediting this project be
paid.

9. 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 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, 200B, Log No. 64926 and attached to the case file for Tract No.
7031B. '

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-02-09234e5, AFfi-06-0970094, AFF 06-
0970093, AFF 000346914, AFF 99050:B~01, ~fF 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 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 lito 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.

b. Parking stalls shall be designed 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~proval 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
LAlCoastal Development Review Section located at 7166 W. Manchester
Ave., Los Angeles, 90045.
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\', \I
13. Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made

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

b. Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required.

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

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

d. 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.

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

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

g. 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.

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

i. 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.

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

/",-
k. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and

improvements necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by
the Los Angeles Fire Department.

I. 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



.-"; .~.:. ;" ..... '.,'.,. '... ,.' . .':, '.:.. :" ..' ':': .. ':' '. -'.'. :'.. i·: ,,:,:..... ', .-.:.

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 70318-CN-1A PAGE 6

Certificate of Occupancy or Temporary dertificate of Occupancy for any
structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac, t \ \ (

m. Building designs for multi residential buildings shall incorporate at least
one access stairweil off the main Iobby 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.

o. 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 0), 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 Divig'j€>nwill 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
\; \l

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, 12th
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012,213922-8363.

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.

b. Provide minimum off-street parking for residential and retail components
on Lot No.1 per LAMe 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 buildingi permit, a parking plan showing
off-street parking spaces, as requiredr.by th~ 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 Corridor
Specific Plan.

",v'

Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and horcJharmless 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



.. :.:..... "." . • ,'w .' . .•.. , t·· .....•. ,... " , ..• '.. ,': _ :...•. :. .•.. ·.···i·· :.:-.::~ •• _. '~". " .

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 70318-CN-1A PAGE 9

notify the applicant of any claim action or proceeding: or if the City fails to
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall, not thereafter be responsible to
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

24. 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-constructionl
maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the above mentioned
mitigation items.

25. 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.

MM-2.

MM-3.

MM-4.

MM-5.

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

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

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.

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.

Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from
the Bureau of Sanitation.



•. ' '" ..•. : •• ', ~', ...•. " . :' .• , ...... ," •• '.' ,"; .• '-. .. ..• :'. ", •••• .•.. ••.•.•.• '.' ••.. : ••.••••.• " .~ •.. ':."1.' , •• ;. :~, ~.'. "

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 70318-CN-1A PAGE 10

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 wheresite ls. suitable for installation.
Runoff from rooftops is relatively ~Iean, Aan 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 fiNO 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;Jn 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.
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The interior ramps shall be textured to prevent tire squeal at turning
areas. I; \l

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. Singl~-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-23.

MM-24.

equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary
wastewater system.) \; \I

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).

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

c. 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.

d. 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. Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff;

b. Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads;

c. Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate;
/;..

d. Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75
percent;

e. Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of
native/drought tolerant plan materials; and
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f. Use of landscape contourinq'to minimize precipitation runoff.
\; \I

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.

26. 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. 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.

CM-2. 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 b}f'..asmuch as 50
percent.

CM-3. 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.



. -.•.. , .. :. .. .:.: .. ':. . -v .:'.. ': -'.: .,._. • • .: -", ,.. •• ':'.~ ~ •••• '1

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 7031B-CN-1A PAGE 14

CM-4. All loads shall be secured by trlmmlnqi, watering or other appropriate
means to prevent spillage and dust. \; \ I

CM-5. All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.

CM-6. All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued
during periods of high winds (l.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent
excessive amounts of dust.

CM-7. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment
so as to minimize exhaust emissions.

CM-B. 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.

CM-9. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and B:OOam to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

CM-10. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes
high noise levels.

CM-11. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

CM-12. 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.

CM-13. 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.

CM-14. Incorporate appropriate erosion control and drainage devices to the
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department shall-he 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 soil shall becovered with secured tarps or
plastic sheeting. Ii \(

CM-16. 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.

CM-17. Clean up leaks, 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. 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 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied
with satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.
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C-2. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall payor guarantee the
payment of a park and recreation fee based ~n 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 .ls to be paid and deposited in the trust
accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund,

C-3. 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.

C-4. 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.

.'. ',.
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(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with .both the Water System
and the Power System of the Department ofl 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 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.

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

(f) 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.

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

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

(i) 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.

0) That any t-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.

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

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

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conf$ity 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



.:,:.... • ••• ~.~ ••••••• ;:' ~ -•• '1'. . ....

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

setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be
followed. I; \I

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

(c) 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.

(d) 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.

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

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

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

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities.

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. .

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

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) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets
or proposed dedicated streets as required by tl;lt3Street 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.

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

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City
Engineer. .

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.

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.

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

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

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 righ~ 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 permft.Jhis 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, relocatlon, 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.

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, 19c, 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 well as the surrounding area are presently Reveloped 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:

(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-
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VCU). With approval of ZA-2008-2700-VCU, theibuildinQ(on Lot No.1 located at
6040 Center Drive shall be limited to 315,423 square fe~t, 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 resldents 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 servkys, 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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The project will provide much needed new home .ownership opportunities 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 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 intent and purpose of the
applicable General and Specific Plans.

(b) 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
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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
feet. . ( . \

I; \I

As conditioned and with approval of fA-2008-2700-VCU, the design and
improvements of the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable
General and Specific Plans. I

(c) 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 ievel and is not located ill a slope stability study area, high erosion
hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone.
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(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF
DEVELOPMENT.

The site is bounded by Howard Hughes Pa;kway t6 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 LAMe
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.

(e) 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. »:'.....

(f) 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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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,\9ineering has reported that the
proposed subdivision does not violate the eXistingUCalifornia 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. I

(g) 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.

(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. . .

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 IWrposes and the
height of the buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development,
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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

\', \I

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
201 N. Figueroa St., 4thFloor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
213482-7077

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley
Constituent Service Center

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251
Van Nuys, CA 91401
818374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at www.lacitv.org/pln.

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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Appellant: Rex Frankel

PROJECT 6040 and 6055 Center Drive
LOCATION:

PROPOSED Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70318-CN to permit a two-lot subdivision for the construction
PROJECT: 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.

REQUESTED Appeal of the entire decision by the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative
ACTION: 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

'\{Y\ ""1"'-t z tW ~&Il.v\
Maya E. Zaitzevsky, DeputyVisory Agency Sar 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
Street, 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 to 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 Title II 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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PROJECT ANALYSIS

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 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 117,654.8 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 residential unit
constructed shall reduce by one hotel room the number 01hotel 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 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 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 Driv~\l 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 sq. 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 VlT-70318-
CN approval), and an office building comprised of 238,222 sq. ft at 5901 Center Drive (not a
part of VlT-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. ft. 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, with 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 subdivlslon 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 to 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)(CUZ)(Z\/)(SUB) and SCH No. ~3090705: 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 Howard
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-malls from the public were received from both
supporters and opponents of the proposed subdlvlslon. Letters in opposition included
objections to: the proposed building height; traffic; construction noise; pollution; 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 (DM)
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 DM 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 DM
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
DM 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
DM 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 DM erred or abused their judgment:

(1) The building heights in this proposal differ significantly from the 1984 EIR I 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 IT-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 5900 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 ofVIT-70318-CN):
5901 Center Drive (not a part of VIT-70318-CN:
6040 Center Drive (Lot No.1):
6055 Center Drive (Lot No.2):

139-feet, 9-inches MSL (5 stories)
139-feet MSL (5 stories)
135-feet MSL (6 stories)
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.

(2) Visual impacts are being increased

Staffs 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 existinq 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. ..

(3) Improper modification or deletion of view mitigation measures:

Staffs 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 masslnq. 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 slightl~ 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).

(4) The 1999 clarification letter has no legal force and cannot increase impacts without CEOA
review:

Staffs 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).

(5) A history of the deceptive process of the awarding of entitlements to the Hughes Center I
There has been repeated violation of CEQA's mandate of public notice

Staffs Response

The tract map approval process of VIT-70318-CN and the adoption of Case No. ENV-
2008-3887-MND-REC1 did not avoid CEOA, 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 VIT-70318-CN and the adoption of
ENV-2008-3887-MNO-REC1. Past approvals. are not before the City Planning
Commission. ./

(6) New project. new significant impacts, therefore an EIR is required

Staffs Response:

Prior to ENV-2008-3887-MND(REC1), two EIR's were certified addresslnq potential
environmental impacts of the Howard Hughes project. On January 24, 1986,
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 23-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SU8) 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. [n 2005\ an Addendum to both EIRs
was certified in conjunction with the approval of the Second Amendment to the Howard
Hughes Center DevelopmentAgreement.

City Council (a) 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; (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
C,!::QA 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.n (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 Depu!y 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 fortbe Project; and

d. Rejects the alternatives set forth in Section III.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 DM
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

APPEAL TO THE: (\+1 eLIAN,JI"'j (()III'\ItI\f.J)/'1\l

REGARDING CASE NO.: ~M -, 0) I~...CN
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

~:~~9Add~~~~r~ StffULf
LbS A ~)~U.> ~ Zip: .9.oo.MS-

Work Phone: (_ ) Home Phone: ( ~) ~ fa fit61
a) Are you or do you repres~e original applicant?

(Circle One) YES ~

Are you filing to support t~inal applicant's position?
(Circle One) YES ~

Are you filing~self or on behalf of other parties, an organization or company?
(Circle One)~ OTHER .

If "other" please state the name of the person(s), organization or company (print clearly or type)

b)

c)

d)

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 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: ---X'" ~~ :22., 2,00 ~ EX~3
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REASONS FOR APPEALING

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it?

~ Entire 0 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.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

• Original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee from original applicants.

• Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt

• 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.

I certify that the atements contained in t ls application are complete and true:

Appellant -----Ij~..::..ff--I:-I-.!~-6---=+---------------------

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Receipt No. "--_Amount Date ---'-_

Application Received ..,..-__ ---,,..-- _

Application Deemed Complete _

Copies provided: o Determination o Receipt (original
applicant only)

Determination Authority Notified (if necessary) 0

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, I dismissed an appeal which by its terms clearly was based upon a personal dispute
between two adjoining property owners and having nothing to 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 to ensure that the prospective
appel/ants 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 properly filled out, contact me directly. If I 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 to 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 meu. privete delivery service or other source not delivering the appeal
on time. As such, prospective appel/ants should be strongly urged to file the appeals personally.

RJ:lmc



ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON HOWARD HUGHES CENTER MND. March 18th 2009

From Rex Frankel, 6038 west 75th street, L.A. CA 90045
" \ (

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 4th, 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 sayan ElR was approved for this change on September 4,2002. In
fact, no such ElR 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 nowthe 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 ElR.

1. THE BUILDING HEIGHTS IN TillS 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 ElR. (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 .CouncU in 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 4th 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. However, this
view mitigation measure would be completely destroyed ifthe 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 4th 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
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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)

i d

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'vtie., 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-Iot 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 ~ 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 non-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 ErR consultant.

Thank you, Rex Frankel

ATTACHMENTS:
# 1---1111984 Draft EIR Height Limits and view corridors map
#2---January 24, 1986 CEQA Findings on view impacts as approved by the City Council
#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 ErR 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~; "wt\~chmay be
considered significant."
View:

Replace in entirety as follows:
The proposed high-rise st.ructures will obstruct
existing views over the project site from adjoining and
nearby private properties on the south and west. This
impact: will be partj.a.lly m£tigated by t;he s:i;,tipg and
placement of high-rise strUGtures and by
pr9J~gt.~impose(,i.,he:ight res tr t ctions wht·chwill. allow
vie'wi'lfg·:·ch'annebthbetween some tal.ler buildings and over
some 10~er build1ngs. This i~pact will be further
Mitigated by a clear project commitment to overall
project quality and distinguished project appearance as
evidenced by significant design e:forts and
expenditures in a major linear park/g~rden totaling
some 11.5 acres along the southern property line.
Therefore. while the project will obstruct views
~vailable over the site from adjoining residences, it
will also create views available from within the
project 2nd will create in itself Rn ~ttractive urban
viewscape as ~een from around the project. Neverthe-
less, the·obstruct fcn of views f'r om some nearby
residential properties may be considered significant as
me;:mt 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.
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Table 2
Comparison of Environmental Findings between the

Howard Hughes Center EIR (1986), the Howard Hughes Entertainment Center EIR (1998)
and the Addendum for the Second Amendment to the Howard Hughes Center Development Agreement

.. ' .'
HHCEIR HHC Entertainment 2004

Environmenta.~ Issue (1986) Center EIR (1998) Addendum..

Aesthetics (Views) Si[~liJictmt. Impact NOl Analyzed No Change

Air Quality Signi fica III Impact Significant Impact :"I() Change

Cultural/ Archaeological Resources us." 111;l11 Significant NO! A nalyzed No Change
Impact -

Earth (Grading) Less Than Significant Nor A nalyzed No Change! 0

Impact I

Hydrology I Water Quality L'::$~Than Signiflcant NO! Analyzed Less Than $igni fica III

Impact Impacr

I Land Use and Planning Less Than Significant Nor A na Iyzed Less Than Signi fica lit

Impact Impact

Noise Significant Impact Less Than Significant Less Thall Significan:
hnpact Impact • 1\0 Change

Population and Housing Less Than Significant ~ot Analyzed us, Than Significant
Impact -Beneficial Impact

Public Sen-ices- F'ire Protection Less Thall Slgnitlcant Nm Analyzed U!!(~ Than Significant
Impact lmpact

Public Services - Police Protection Less Than Significam Not A nalyzed Less Than Significant
Impact lmpact

Public Services - Schools Less Than Significanr Not Analyzed Less TI1<1Jl Sig ni fica lit

Impact I11 1pact

Public Services - Parks and Rec, L~~~ThanSignificant Not Analyzed Less Thall Sigui licam
I Impact Imp:II':1
!

Significaut Impact Less Than Significant Less Than Signilio,:,w[, Transportation and Traffic
Impact lmpaci

Utlllties • Energy Conservation Siguifiea I)( Impact Not Analyzed No Change

Ctililk'S -Sewer Signifkalll lmpact NO( Analyzed Less Than Sig nificam
/. .

Impact

Utilities> Solid Wasle Significant Impact N ()[ /\ lid lyzed Lc-.s Than Siguificam
lmpact

lJtilities - Water Availability Nor Analyzed NO! Analyzed Less Than Significanr
Impact

..

5C:('IIl/d AlIuo/ldllll?lII /0 (lie Howard Hughes Center

Dcvelopmau Ag/"('(lIwlU Addendum
Ill, ROf/lllillif! For Prepol7l1g All Addendum

Page tu.:
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• Development Agreement approved and EIR certified
November 3, 1986

• September 16, 1998 Modification to Tentative Tract
35269

• Development Agreement amended and second EIR
certified September 4, 2002

• Development Agreement amended again and EIR
Addendum approved May 2, 2005
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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-20~8-270d-vcu

FROM:
Rex Frankel, 6038 west 75th 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 ar;t 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, the 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 Hughes Center. Adding
more will cause even more significant view and privacy impacts. "

SEE EXHIBIT 2
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1. VISUAL IMPACTS ARE BEING INCREASED:
Development of two new 135 and 326-foot tall towers will have fiignific\Tt 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 AppAth 1491, pages 1508-1509; also see Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County, 91
Cal App 4th 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 1124/1986 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
CEQAREVIEW

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 planning
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:
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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 eentaining 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 ofland 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.

./

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 misconstruing of the municipal code and the original project approvals to attempt to
justify this massive exceedance of the allowable Floor Area Ratio, i. (

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 sought approval of massive development and to avoid
both CEQA and public review of the impacts and alternatives to a proposed increase ill 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
Ml 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 TillS 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 th~ 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.A.R. 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.



c ('

Before these two EIRS were released, the adopted 1974 WestchesterlPlaya del Rey District plan showed
this site that was zoned as Ml-1 was "planned" for Limited Industry. The planning department staffs
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 III-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 l-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 ofMl 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-designed 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. of3 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 Ml zone to allow all
C2 uses except sanitariums or hospitals. This change in the allowed uses in Ml zo:g..esreceived no
CEQA review because no specific properties were being rezoned. Instead, the definition of the zone
designation was changed. But because the Ml 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 which wrote in the January 24,
1986 Council hearing staff report that building at the existing industrial zohing 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 io", 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 4th1986, the Hughes
Center development agreement was signed by the Mayor on November 3rd

•

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
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EXHIBIT I-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

NO. 282-83-ZC (S U8)( CUZ)(ZV) Page F -xiii

.. - ----.------- -'---RECOMMENDED:---:::::O-=R--- ----.---.- -- ..

CODE REQUIRED
ADVERSE IMPACTS MITIGATED MEASURES
- ._-_.- -_ .._-- ._--------
!JTI!:-.I_I.I~S (Solid Waste) (Cont'd)

day. This solid waste
would be transported to
existing landfill sites
and will contribute to
the r-eduction in the
lifespan of the landfill.
(DEIR pg 162-165)

VIEW

The proposed high-rise
structures will obstruct
existing views over the
project sit.e from adjoini og
and nearby properties on
the south and west.
(DEIR pg. 166-171)

central collection
facilities and recycling
systems. (Recommended)

NET UNMITIGATED
ADVERSE IMPACT

---_._--

The'siting and pl~.c.~.m~fjt.•,
jof struetUte shor,tJd, alloW
for viewing channefs .
th rough the project deve-
rnent, (Recommended)

lifespan of existing
regiona! landfill.

Existing views will
be obstructed.

The project site is
located in an area of
high archaeological sensi-
tivity. Two recorded
archaeological s itas
(LAN 113, LAN 216) are
located on the project
site. Ex te ns iv e test
excavation of these two
sites revealed no
historical or archaeo-
logical evidence of any
significance.
( DE I R 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
Sunday, Octobei 6, 1985/W

HUGHES: 3 Hotels
COlltlnUcQ from Pap 1
like to see homes being developed
In t.h.Is area"

Marilyn' Cole, a spokesman for
the CoallUon of Concl\Tned COlO-

. munltles, a grqup' repre:senUng 1$
homeowner associationS, ask~
that no more development approv-
als be granted in the area until th~
city has solved problems at Hype .....
rion.

Gilbert Archuletta. an attorney
represenUngCuIvel' City, accused
Los Angeles officials of falling to
prepare an adequate ermronmen-
tal impact report on the project. In
an Interview later. he said Culver
City officials have asked for a 13%
reduction in the size of the project
and that they are likely to appeal
the eommi.s..slon act!on If Westchelt-
ter homeowners do nOt..
, PJa.nninlf ColIUllf!stoner Robert,
.AbenJathy :said he shared concern!
about traffic congestion in West-
chester. But Abernathy led support
for the project. describfng It as a,
sensitive ~pproach to development
that would r=Ut In importmt
highway projects In the area.
Tooley offJclals estimated they,
would spend perhaps $8 million to .

<lJi:OBQlil CUI:Y I Las ~ nm...
Planning Commission has ap-
proved building of up to three
hotels proposed for Howard
Hughes Center (wHite 8~pa).

$10 nilllioll (or new freeway ramps..
The .ramps will enable tzaveJers

on the Marina Freeway to go
BQuthbound on the San ~ego Free- .
'Way without exit,tng to aurfaC!e
streets, McGregor sa.lct

McGregor, who outllned the
project in an interview, said the
eomplXl:Y has t.aken several add!-
Uonal stepI to tr:Y to meet the
concerns of residents. He said the
company bas just completed work

on a $2-million park, two-th.i.rd!l or
a mile long and 160 feet wide. that
would help to shield the pro,je1:t
from adjoining neighborhoods, . )

In addition. he said, the company'" ')
bas agreed. to Ilmit building heights '. t
to 16 stcrtes, despite (OO!iting zan- .
jng laws that would allow COIl- :
structlon up to 26 stori!!!!..McGregor .
said the company stJ1I plans to erect
5CIIle type of unoccupied "theme"
structure-s- whh:h he described as a
spire or mcnument-cwbich could
reacll26 stories. ----.

McGreg(lr said the project; I1l
designed to create no impact on
traffic, wlrlL:h he called "an ener-
moua goal for a project or70 acres:'
However, he conceded that the
development of the Hughes Center
and surrounding major projects
could worsen traffic.
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EXHIBIT 5-COUNCIL APPROVAL LETTER

/
E'-I AS MARTtNa

C'rTV :LC.1f1\.

CITY OF Los ANGELES
CALIFORNIA

~U£h I.I ... ..;I .. C. I,"tQI..1tlitlr.5

FlG:. ... rwe ':'0 TN I. ".I!TTrA.

flcn;" TO "ILl:. ""'0 •
OrFICE: OF

CITY CLERK

AOC", 3QoS. C.n HALL

,t..OS ANG.ELES. CA ~OOI'

"05·5708

85-2313
TOM BRADLEY

,,"'fOR Latham & Watkins
555 S. Flower St.
Los Angeles, CA. 90071

Iw/copy of motion}
CD 6

January 24. 1986 Tooley and Companv
Attn: Wm. McGregor
6167 Bristol Parkway
Suite 324
Culver City, CA. 90230

(w/copy of motion)
City Attorney (w/copy of motion)
City Planning Commission (w/copy of motion)
Deputy Advisory Agency (w/copy of motion)
Board of Public Works (w/copy of motion)
Bureau of Engineering (w/cop¥ nf motionl
Department of Building & Safety

(w/copy of motion)
A Coalition of Concerned

Communities (w/copy of motio
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......................... X

.. motion 2A adopted (Finn-Russell).................. X
resolution " ( ) .•.••..•.•• _

Ordinance adopted .•••.•.•..•.•...•.•.•.•••...•.•••••.••..•• _. _
Motion adopted to approve. attached report •.•.••..•••....•.• __

.. n " W R communication .•••••.•.•.• __
To the Mayor for concurrence •••....•.•.••..•..•••.•...•••.• __
To the Mayor FORTHWITH •.•.••.•••••......•.••.••.•••••••.... _
Mayor concurred •...••••.•••••••••..•....•...•.•.•••.••..•.. _
Appointment confirmed •••••.•...•...••...•.••.••.••••..•.•.. __
Appointee has/has not taken the Oath of Office •.•.....•.•.. ~~ __
Findings adopted as amended.... .•. •.•.•• ••••.••.••.••.•.••. X
Negative Declaration adopted ....•.•••••••.••..•.•.••.••.••. __
Categori~ally exempt ....•••••..•..•••.•••.•.•••.•........•. __
GenE"rally exempt •••••••••..••.•••.•••.•.•.•••.•.•...••••.•. --:;-:--_
EIR and addendum to EIR certified.......................... X
Tract map approved for filing with the County Recorder .•••.
Parcel map approved for filing with the County Recorder ..•. __
Bond app roved .",-__
Rond is No •.••.••.•.•.•.•.•••.••.••.••
Resolution of acceptance of future stree~t-~t-o~b-e~k~n-ownas

adopted ••.•.•••...•.•..••. _
·A-=q:':r:-:p::":.e:::m=-e=-n=,1:t-=m:-:e:-::n::;ti:"l.:-o=n-=e-:ldr-:lt::-1h::-:e=-r=e-::-!'l-=n~i'-:s=-ITa::-r=f!No.
________________________ 0 f Can tract 5 •••••••••••••••••• __

Citv Clerk
rob .

c)
AN EQ'iiiL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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Utilities (Solid Waste):

dAdd 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. Thi,.$
impact will b~"p?;-t~a.lly mitigated by ~he $.itipg, and
pLacemenf of hi'gh.;.tise str,t,lctures,a'O.Q. 1)1.
P:rI?J~ct'-:,i'mpO,s~q"height, iE.l$;~,F'l,ction$'whi,qb will all'ow'
,viewlng~'ch\ill'itiei's:,obetwee'n some taller buildings and over
s'cme lower buildings. This impact will be further
Mitigated by a clear project commitment to overall
project quality and distinguished project appearance as
evidenced by significant design e:fortsand
expenditures in a major linear park/garden totaling
some 11.5 acres along the southern property line.
The~efore, while the project will obstruct views
~vailable over the site from adjoining residences? it
will also create views available from within the
project and will create in itself nn attractive urban
viewscape a~ ~een from around the project. Neverthe-
less, the i ol;)S1;r'llctionof v Lews Er om s ome naar by
res~dential properties may be considered ~ignificant as
menitt, by CEQA. the project's beneficial visual
charActeristics notwithstanding. Such adpitional
mitigation as may be ptovided 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.
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EXHIBIT 6

1/ __ J.f.-,95

Pat Russell
PI/.ESlDENT. 0iY COUNCIL

COUNQI-WOMAN. 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 credible 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 hand, and 1
belip.ve, 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 delTelopf!rs scrapped their plans to construct a heliport
on the site.

Most significantly, however, is the transportation 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 Diego Freeway, (north and south), will
been constructed, and plans have been finalized to complete the
(long dormant) Marina Freeway eastbound ramp to the southbound San
Diego Freeway, which will further reduce the tra'ffic cluttering
the Sp.pulveda/Centinela intersection. The project must also live
up to the terms Qf my ~oastal Transportation Corriaor 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. 'r The proiect's tallest structure is now under construction, ,
but what we are truly building is, in the long run, a planning ,
strategy that recognizes certain eoonomi c realities as well as
human 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.

s:;;;~
Pat Russell
Councilwoman, Sixth District

Cily lUll, Room 260 Los Angeles 90012 0185-3357 Oi.triel Office.: Weslchest~r: 641-4717 Crenshaw: 296-5'.1'l7
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EXHIBIT 8-FROM 6/1985 FINAL EIR

./No. 282-83-ZC(SUB) (CUZ) (ZV) Page 1C../'.... \\
/'

»"
Comment No.1. C. (March 6. 1985). The subject project does not propose any
permanent on-site housing. In calling for -a dd it ion al 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 respor.sibility for the development of new housing to local ju risdictions
in job- rich subregions. Nevertheless. an entity related in ownership to the
project applicant does presently have application before the City of Los
Angeles for the dev elcomen t of approximat.ely 105 residential units loca~ed in
the greater project locale. In addition, ownership of additional property is
retained by this entity for futu re residential development of an unspecified
amount of new hou s ing.

Comment No.8: DEVlATION FROM THE WESTCHESTER- PLAYA DEL RE't'
DISTRICT PLAN (\V-DROP)

On page 1 of the \\f-DRDP it states: "Development may vary slightly from the
plan 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
altar-ad. Development should not be allowed which is not consistent with the
intent and purpose of the plan." Since tb e proposed project is bordered on
three sides by residential communities the project as p ropos ad is incompatible
with the \'-1- DROP. In addition. the proposed plan fu rther deviates from the
\Ii-DRDP r-equired policies, which gives preference to residential developments,
by development intensity well in excess of any nearb y r comparable
commer-ctal.Tn dus tr-Ial development; by blockage of long established views; and,
the elimination of a last open area on the east side of Westchester.

Response: The adopted \vestchester-Playa del Rey District Plan designates
approximately 75 percent of the project site for LImited Industrial purposes
With corresponding r-,-11. MR1 and P zoning cl as s ification s , The City of Los
Angeles has zoned the same 75 percent of the project site Ml, one of the
corresponding zones cited In the District Plan. The Ml Zone allows office and
retail uses. The project site was surrounded by virtually the same land use
pat::ern in 1974 when the District Plan was adopted as it is today. The
proposed project appears to. be consistent With the recommendations of the )

(

District Plan. I'H~if'a"d'8it¥6'11~~~t'~~~ei'pvr~jact:';'i~'j~proposed with Ies s th an 50 percen~
of the development intensity p,ermissible in the Ml Zone designated by the'* District Plan.

Comment No.9: RECOMME,'lDATIONS

The Coalition of Concerned Communities recommends the following:

Have the applicant include in the final EIR an easily followed schedule of
committed road improvements that is overlayed with the projects key
milestones sc hed ule .

Response: A summary schedule of traffic mitigation improvements is presentecJ
in Table 16 of the DEI R.

Comment No. 10: Have the applicant's traffic consultant re-calculate traffic
circulation predictions based only on committed improvements. Compa re
predicted performance with and without the TSM program; and, evaluate the
impact of 1-405 congestion on project road'.' ..ays as well as on Road 1 and Read
2 at Sepu Iveda.



EXHIBIT 9-PROJECT DESCRIPTION
FROM 6/1985 FINAL EIR

-- Los Angeles City Planning Department
Roo m 561 City Ha II

WESTCHESTER-PLAYA del REY 01STRI
COUNCIL DISTRICT 6

EIR 282-83-ZC(SUB)(CUZ)(ZV)
SCH. NO. 83090705

(HOWARD HUGHES CENTER)

The proposed final Envl r-onmental Impact Report (EIR) on this project
consists of this report. together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

The development of 69 acres with an office/commercial complex having a
range of 1.3 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 ap p ro x irnat el y 100,000 square feet
of retail, restaurant and ftnancial space and 100,000 square feet of
fitness center. Height of structures ranges from three to 26 stories.
Appr-oval is r-equas ted 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 va riance to permit buildings to exceed
floor area limitations of Height District 1.

APPLICANT: Howar-d Hughes Development Corporation and
Tooley and Company Investment Bu rlder s
6167 Bristol Parkway
Culver City, CA 90230

Prepared By:
Environmental Review Section

June 1985

Table of Contents--_._------

Summary l=" -i

Corrections and Additions to the Draft E IR

Comments from Persons and Organizations Consulted 6

Persons and Orgar,izations not responding to the Dr-aft E IR 148
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EXHIBIT 10
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March. 1985
-- -- -I-

Draft Environmental Impact Report

:01 t'-,r: City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation
Corridor Specific Plan and Related Community
and District Plan Amendments

P'eUd'':-; lor the CITY OF LOS ANGELES

i'r.rW;'\l Dy ENVICOM CORPORATION ,n lI:;socia~on""Ih

BOLT BERANEK & NEWMAN, INC•• W1LLlAMS-KUELBELBECK & ASSOCIATES
-ARCHIPLAN.PRC ENGINEERING, INC.



development of this property were addressed in the Howard .Htighes
Center ·EIR No. 282-83-ZC (GUZ)(ZV) (Sub); siqruficent adverse environ-
mental impacts identified in this EIR were air quality tl·~nsp(Jrtation/circ:.I-

Iatton , sewers r and visual resources. Because the prevlous EI R
addressed the environmental consequences of the Future uses of the Spicer

property, n;p,t.i!f\l:r.thei"·elivironmentat;:,reyiew:"of'·Ws;\:a~tion; Js;.,.r:..~H~t~:!?,~f.i;'·'r!1 e
Howard Hughes Center EIR is available from th e Pepartment of City

Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles and i~ hereby lncorporet ed
by reference.

The City of Los Angeles also proposes to amend the Westchester-
Playa del Rey District Plan land use designation of a group of parcels
located south of Century Boulevard and north ui J.v,;.!LU Si.L eeL, L":~'.,,~i.
Aviation and La Cienega Boulevards (see Figure 7.1. The existing land
use designation for this area Is currently Light Industr-y, which would be

changed to a Community Commercial use. Under the provisions of the
Community Commercial land use designation t the subject property poten-
tially could be developed with a range of uses including most cornrnercial
activities (e.g., office commercial, retail businesses . autornottve-r-cls i !?,j

operations) , residential, and institutional (e. g.. hospitals I schools ,
churches) uses t but not light manufacturing oper-ations. Under Ihr
former Light Industry land use designation, the site- could have supported

light manufacturing and most commercial uses t but not residential and
institutional land Uses. Given the site's fronr.age on c major arterial lined
with intensive commercial and hotel uses, it is expected that the subject
property would be developed with similar intensive commer-cial uses such
as office and professional commercial uses.

The proposed land use designation change to Community Cornmercial EuC"
the 23. 55-acre site is not expected to result: in new environmen tal impacts
that would not result under the extstinq Light Industry designation.
That is, under both the existing and proposed land use designations, the
most intensive land use (1. e., commercial ofiic:p uses) is permitted.
Consequently, the types of environmental impacts (i.e., worst case)
resultlnq from commercial office USe would result with both existinq and

III-29
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EXHIBIT 11

TENTATIVE TRACT 35269
CITY PLAN CASE NO. 84-052 (ze) PAGE 2

b. Reducina the amount of parking to below that which is usually
require for similar projects, essentially forcing all future owners
within the project to keep up their TOM systems by creating an
artificial scarcity.

d.

e. TDMenforcement plan. This altnernat1ve would require the applicant
to retain a consultant to deviSe a long range TDMenforcement plan.

In the final analysis. we see several alternative approaches to enforce
the proposed Transportation Demand Management (TOM) program after project
completion. Some more effective than others. We recommend concept "a"
which will reduce the traffic impacts. Concept "a" is also a project
variable requested by the appl icant. In addition, we reccnmend concept
"ell

..

,....

The issue as to whether the proposed intensity of development.
approximately 2.7 million square feet (including tile 400.000 square feet
approved by P.M. LA NO. 4070). constitutes a "center" as defined by 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 environment. However, the
proposed 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
kno~m as If 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
limited industrial development. corresponding to the MI. MRI and P zones.
If the subject site was developed for industrial use, t.I:!~'JiI!1X;i.lIlMm
allowable square footage would l>e t.l mil HOI:\. Th~~fore~. s:t~ff
recorginends that, ~evelQpmt;!u~beyon,d;~his epproxfnate l~v.¢l'be' tied to an
a~ndinent to the We!)tcli~s1;~r;,..Playa. P!!1 Rey District. Plan or Qthel' C:1'ty
Councjl action \'l~ereby it is' 'clear" :that the proposed project intensitY: is
appropri~te for the subjec~ site.

/'
The adopted Bicycle Plan identifies both Sepulveda and tentinela
Boulevards as part of the backbone system of the Bicycle Plan map.
A1though the app 1icant does not propose bi ke paths as a part of the
project, staff recommends inclusion of these bikeways.

6. The conceptual design for the project embodies an inward-looking project
with strong physical 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.

4.

~(
5.
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Ml ZONE TO ALLOW C2 USES
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EXHIBIT 13-FROM 6/1985 FINALEIR
./iJO. 282-83-ZC(SUB)(CUZ)(ZV)

".'
..'f"#

..v.,.
/'•.,1.

\( Page F-ivx

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS

{

The adopted 1974 Westchester- Playa del Rey District Plan designates the
project site for Limited Industrial (Ml, MRl and P) and Low Density Housing
(R 1, RS and RE9) land use. The Plan essentially acknowledges the existing
Ml-l and Rl-1 zoning pattern which has been in existence for many years. As

~~t~_w:~.~..;~r:~:;~~..~~Sr~~~.,\a~r~~r !ti1~!~i~I1~lil~1t;iit;~~~.,..;~~¢.r.~.~·~~~~~.~;'"it~.~j:'~r';)'
;i,?~f?;I'~~~t&~~·n.i91·i~,p.~~J[~edl;f.o·r.'.<?ff.lcelcqrr'lm~rclal 4se's i!ino not ~s re,90ml:nended. by' the
r~sp~c lve pailS ,.

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
proposed project continues the development in phases to a total 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, r-estau r-an t ,
financial and a lOO.OOO-square-foot health and fitness center. As proposed,
the full development of the project is committed to a program of traffic
reduction measures to achieve a 17 percent reduction during the peak hours
01' f,jiling 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 leve! of development.

l
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. indus . !""'C,r I
~.n_~..,. f~u'V~~;l.OI'1j·~~Ii'!!"'''';.:t;;R!;lt<t~i7~lJ,t:J.tn;!;'~f,;~-~i~~~~n,t...,:. 'to . ,.~;.~J."'r.eclse· ""T, ...f,r~ e;\~ues"'l"r IOD·'OI~" n-;,nr.onoseu.-pt.0J"'c." On:.....'11 ••• ,,-.1'" ~">I~" -":"~""'1.~-p ... ~ I \' ··':·lij"'~·.. l~'lr ....'···!·W ~it'i,,:.~·~··,~· ...i?-t .• ,.r,~. I' ~ ')IJ::'t~jll

Jntenstt . '~j land", u '. '·the'.deV'eIClHmeHi'fL.are' r:onsiclEke· '. :
'f'S=ril~~i1i. 1H'iW' ·i~~;:'.c:~., t'~'J-isiJ~alj'~;''-'l#atE;d'' whHH; ';.4~:"~f.:~i'tt~~f.An added
factor is the location of"th . project site, .ao)acent 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 a 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 futu re 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 public/p1'ivate
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
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Item 7 1
CF 83-1.94.11=51 "J

\ DeCember 18, 1 98 Sf ,
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This being the time set for the hearing relati~e to the approval
of a Resolution and re~ertification of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) amending the Westchester-Playa del aey District ?lan, the
Los Angeles International Airport Interim Plan, the Palms-Mar .
Vista-Del Rey District Plan, the Venice Community Plan and the
Highways and P~;~ways Plan, the matter was taken up.

The Clerk then presented the Planning and Environment Committee
Report, Resolution and E!R which are as follows'

(Insert P&E Rpt & Resolution)

Following presentation of the Committee report and resolution, the
President inquired if there were any persons present desiring to be
heard on the matter.

Whereupon the following persons addressed the Council in
opposition to the proposed amendments. Bryan Allen1 and Patrick
McCartney, President of the Coalition of Concerned Communities, /

It should be noted that the speakers in opposition expTru~~

~oncern about the preservation of industrially-zoned lard

.~.!l~i:;;;
"'~k"
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~ :~:R' andi~"'''' .... t,~:. we..,inconSbtenCi••. be_(tbe:')
~ner.a:l,Pl.an, and,th~ propope,O p+C1-n, ame'ndm~!lts~.;~e'~(peakers also
requested that Council delay voting on the plan amendments until the
Westchester community had sufficient opportunity to address the

/ .
Planning Commission on major changes in the Westchester Plan.

The public hearing was closed1 and thereafter a period of general
commentary by the members of the Council took place.

Mr. Cave Gay, Planning Department, was seated at the center table
to answer questions and provide information to Councilmembers.

)'1r. Gay explained the basic provisions of the,;.flil{6.~~~W
-- r ,•.•• .\r~'l..J~:-rrr-l(~~~1~#~~~i;.1 ir~!'~~~!!i~1i;il' .....

;~if:'=,;t,a~l:~:1:,c;a't::.:t~;"~ft, :p.:f;li~" responded to questions on the adequacy of
the EIR, and outlined the departmental review procedures involving the

(

Planning Commission and Mayor.

At this time, Councilmember Yaroslavsky assumed the Chair and
President Russell took a seat in the Council semi-circle.

~~. Finn was recognized and spoke in support of the Committee
recommendations. He stated that the proposed plan amendments were
structured in a flex~ble manner in order to meet the changing
conditions of developments as they may occur in the future.

') ( Y r
"..- 1. .
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At this time, Counci~ember Wachs entered the Council Chamber and

. \Itook his seat, and Councilmernber Bernardi was excused and left the
Chamber.

Mrs. Russell was recognized and spoke in favor of the proposed
plan amendments.

. ..She added that the entire
development of the t=ansportation 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 (ll-O).

The Chair then instructed the Clerk to proceed with the next order
of business.

l
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EXHIBIT IS-COUNCIL APPROVAL
FINDINGS 1/24/1986

4. Change in land use.

a) All industrial alternative. Add the following to
the end of this section~

Also, the economic implications of this
alternative with respect to employment and tax
base and private sector attractiveness would not
be expected to compare favorably with those of the
project. Further, it would be unreasonable to
de.lLille....~ge applicant of the value of commercial
....- -. ~.-. -.~ _W'" • • •. _ _

d~gpment .i.~~J;;igl;t;t;~9h~~b.~1;A;~,l::r~;rr.~~~~~taJ'~~iS-~QtL
..·,'t(:Pe~~~''1;;''''tI''·~:."·",,.,~·~ __""_;"~' ·,f r. ': •.. ' ~ ," 'fl'.t;i':--.· •.;"'rc . "

,.,..~.'. ".exis&i.ng~jzoi1!n$fii'and
.~' Il~l~!t:'::::.:/~~':=~7::"•.~·i:i'~~.1~:~, -, '~ ;'>$ ••

.~~~~'4~~q~~~~~~B~~J£~~l~"~~~~:~~41~'~~;~,lJI.~\;
an~J::;;the;~~C;"tlv,!;~~A!+.ia.b':i,i1jj!rE· ":Viili·tOi:;nrbvi A "';,~cOlllnensar,io,t'l,

1~~~")'@''''!~;':~ih:i.f.~f*''rn~~~ifJ:'~~~' ')~li·1 :...tt;,f&f;It'i·t....:···t;J:"'Ji1 ..!J: •. ~~ 'j" ~'i:5V\l:,.:l :.l!.'j - ~~·.~t:",t'.tt.!-q;;I;:r.;•.~f7'.11,11' ~'~~'~~'!~ .<l.~~_ ~ .. ~~.~~.~'L.\'., "w'~v.....~ ..:s!l~·.:..=.'.t "". ~'. 1f.1 ."'11. "">'u. ~f1~" Rl! .;t.

~$i~~~~~~bkr~:~~:~~~~~"lorthe foregoing reasons, this
alternative has been rejected.

b) Development per Existing Zoning. Add che
following language to the end of this section:

This alternative bas been rejected for the
same reasons as the "all industrial alternativell•

(
\
1
I
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L.A. 'Strangling';
Move Begun to Curb
Density of Building

By VICTOR MERINA, Time/! Staff Writer
Warning that unbridled devel- portions of the &111 Flil:m.anoo Val-

opments are "strangling" local ley where commercial d¢velopenl
neighborhoods, Los .Angeles City have clashed with local homeown-.
Councilmen MarvIn Braude and ers, agreed,
ZevYa:ros!avsky launched an miti- "Overbuilding and traffic con-
ative campaign Wednesday to gestion are strangling o~ City and
drastically reduce the density of our neighborhoods," jle said. "We
futureeommercial bUilding in most are faclng a real ctlsW beeaute our
parts of the city. streets can no lotigcrhatidle the'

The sweeping measure, if it ever-expanding volumes of traf,
qualifies for the November ballot, fie...." .
would reduce the developmenl po- In announcing th~ iniU&U:v:~Ya.
tential of roughly 75% of the city'S roolavsky said suppo...-t:ers were by.
commercial properties and ill ex- plLSsing the council t,o;~n:;uttlt:ha~
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EXHIBIT 17-HUGHES SEEKS EXEMPTION
FROM DOWNZONING INITIATIVE
I LATHAH & WATKINS
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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 in 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 purpose of requesting that pursuant to
Section 8 of the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan (Ordinance No. 160,394), the City afLas Angeles enter
into a Development Agreement with Hughes covering the
Project.

The Project consists of a maximum 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 planning by Hughes.
Tooley, the City and the Westchester community in which
private and public goals, qbjectives and inter!sts were
thoughtfully integrated and reso1-led in a fashl.on that
provides significant benefits to all parties. This Master
Plan has been endorsed in each of the numerous City
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STATEMENT BY REX FRANKEL AT 11/19/2009 HEARING
BY DEPUTY ADVISORY AGENCY

" d
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 NJ!MBE~t 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 IDGH-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.



( c
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 CEQ.A?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-l) "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 1st 2002, this clarification letter was described as causing "substantive changes" to the
project. According to the current MND, 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, 20.02 letter from the
applicant's attorney describe all actions as "technical changes" and declared that tnere 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 significant 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.

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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real igned 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

I

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 10t.4 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.s

The 5900 Center Drive Office Building will be 5 stories and will not exceed 140 feet M~L, 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.

II. 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 assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources

D •D D

./ City 0/Los Angeles, Letter of Clarification, re Tract No. 35269 Counsel District No.6, November 4, 1999.
5 Ibid

Howard Hughes Center nRAF=T Initial Study Checklist
Pno-p R
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LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RECOMMENDATION REPORT

ITEM 4

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
i d

CASE NO. CPC-86-0406-DA
CEOA: ENV-2002-1825-CE

DATE:
TIME:
PLACE:

May 9, 2002
after 9:30 a.m. .,
Los Angeles City Hall
200 N. Spring Street, 10th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Location: 6900 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Plan Area: Westchester-Playa Del Rey
Plan Land Use: .Cornmunity Commercial
Zone: C2-1, R1-1
District Map: 102B169, 102B165
Legal Oescription:Lot 1 of Tract 44629; Lots 1-8,

18 and 19 of Tract 49299; Lots 1-24 of
Tract 51419

PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED

REQUEST:

Pursuantto 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 11.0.1: 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 number 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 contained 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 II, reduce the square footage for officelretail in Phase II from 750,000 square feet
to 675,00 square feet and add a 250,000 square foot entertainment center in Phase II. Reduce the square
footage of office/retail in Phase 11/ from 1,090,000 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 IV.

','

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" on, and subject to review by

the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development Agreement
amendment.

3. Adopt Categorical Exemption No. ENV-2002-1825-CE.
4. Adopt the attached Findings.

(!~
Betsy W lisman, Principal Planner Ji Tokunaga, Hearin

13)978-1174
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May 1.2002

Citywide Planning Commission
c/o Commission Secretariat
City Hall, Room 5:32
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Case No. CPC.&6-0406-DA
Agenda Item No.4, May ~, 200i
Technical Amendment To
HOWBI'd 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 ("OrixlSnyder"), for the puxpose of respectfully
requesting, for the reasons set forth 'below, your favorable consideration of the proposed
technical Amendment to the Howard Hughes Center Development. t

As stated in the Notice of Public Hearing on this matter, the proposed technical
Amendment is necessary in order to maintain consistency between the Development Agreement
and the conditions of approval ofTrnct Map No. 35269 which were modified by the City
Council on October 16, 199&in connection with its unanimous approval of a Tract Modification \

(
that substituted the Entertainment Center for 750,000 sq. ft. of office space that was otherwise J

entitled to be developed a.t Howard Hughes Center.

Spooifically. the technical Amendment is proposed in order that the definition IJl1.d
description ofuProject" and "phasing plan" in the Development Agreement explicitly match the
definition and description of the "Project" and the "phasing plan" WIder Tract 35269. The
description of the changes in the "Project" and "phasing plan" definitions that is set forth in the

(
Notice of Public Hearing for this matter erroneously implios that the Commission wiJ! be \

considering substantive Chan~in these definitions. This fanot the case. To the contrary. the
Conunission IS merely bemgoo. to recommend to the City Council approval of appropriate
technical amendments in order to ensure consistency between the Development Agreement and
the conCUtionsof Tract 35269. The substantive changes in the Project description were

,
I':,

./
I Ardell is the OWllCT IIIId developer of the IllJ1jority oithe property within HOWMd Hughes Center. and Ori-.dSnytler
is the owner and developer of The Promenade AI Howard Hughes Center. a fully completed 250,000 sq. ft.
entertainment and retail center (the "Entertainment Centet").

15:33 W£ST FIrlM STREET. :SUITE 4000 • LoS AoCJEU:ll. CW'ORM14 90071-.aOO7
TELEPHONE. (loI3) 4B!5~Z34 • FAX: IZI031 e\;lI-070::l .
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previously made by the City Council when it approved the Tract Modification for the
Bntenainment Center in 1998 and, consistent with the City Council' 5 intent in approving the
Tract Modification for the Entertainment Center, substantive changes in the phasing plan were )
PNfeviQbusty made by the Advisory Agency in ~::~etter of CfiiarifiClaC,tionda.[e~Novetnh,be:4, 1999. .

o s:u stantive I:lhangesin this regard of any kind are be ore the omnusSJQn at t II?time.

Inaddition, the technical Amendment merely restates the last two sentences of
Section N.A.2 of the Development Agreement so that they clearly reflect their original intent
and purpose to allow excess InLieu Credit under the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific
Plan to be reserved andcredited toward Transportation Fees otherwise attributable to any
deveiopment within Howard Hughes Center (i.e., within the bQundariesofTract 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 Amendment merely adds language that requires the
applicant to reimburse the City of Los Angeles fQr the CQ!;1~ associated with the annual.review of
compliance with the Development Agreement

In summary, the proposed Development Agreement Amendment involves mere
technjcttl arncndrtilo';rtts to conform certain provisicna of tho Development Agreement to
substantive chaDges 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 favor~bie consideration which we hereby respectfully request.

Respectfully submitted, .

jJ~K-/4/
Dale IC.. Neal
ofLAT.HAM & WATKINS

cc: Councilwoman Ruth Galanter
Con Howe
Larry Fri,edman
Jim Tokunaga
JCITYSnyder
Marsh Holtzman
David Swartz

LA_OOCS\81 Z040.J(wiOOOl
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June 28, 2002

BY MESSENGER

The City Council
City of Los Angeles
c/o City Clerk
200 No, Spring Street, Room 395
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Agenda Item No, 1
Tuesday, July 2,2002
Council File No. 02-0993
CPC No. 86-0406 DA
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Dear Honorable Councilmembers:

This letter is wri tten on behalf of our clients, Arden Realty Limited Partnership
("Arden") and ORTX Snyder LA Venture ('<ORIXISnyder")I ,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 TechnicaI 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 Commission 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 Entertainment Center for

/'

1 Arden is the owner and developer of the majority of the property within Howard Hughes Center, and
ORIXlSnyder 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").

5.33 waST FIF"rH STFlEET. SUIT£: 4000 • Los ANOEl.-ES. CAl.tFOFlUlA 90071-.2007
n:Uf'HONE:' (213> 4a5~234 • FAX' (213) 891-137'33
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750,000 sq. ft. of office space that was otherwise entitled to be developed at Howard Hughes
Center. .'

(

Specifically, 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 EntertaimnentCenter 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
Agency in a Letter of Clarification dated November 4, 1999.

In addition, the technical amendments merely restate the last two sentences of
Section IV.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 attributable to
any development within Howard Hughes Center (i.e., within tile boundaries of Tract 35269) and
to prohibit excess InLieu 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 language that requires tile 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 tile following erroneous
claims:

1. That the proposed amendments somehow violate a recent ruling by Judge
Janivs (the "Ja111vs' Ruling") regarding the transferability of excess In
Lieu Credit from Arden to ORIXlSnyder. Aside from the fact that the
Janivs' Ruling has been appealed by the City, Arden and ORIXISnyder
(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 Hughes Center.

3. That the amendments somehow constitute a "gift ofpublic 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 excess 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 Lieu 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,

dtl!v14(
DalcK. Neal
of LATHAM & WATKINS

cc: Each Councilmember
Perry Singerman, LA Business Team
Todd Borzi, LA Business Team
Larry Friedman, Planning Department
Jim Tokunaga, Planning Department
Allyn Rifkin, Department of Transportation
Patricia Tubert, Esq., City Attomey's Office
Jack Brown, Esq.. City Attorney's Office
Jerry Snyder
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Decision Date: June 12, 2009

Appeal Period Ends: June 22, 2009

John M. Hartz (A) (0) RE:
BREfTZ HHL, LLC
10880 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1010
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Thomas D, lacobellis (E)
lacobellis and Associates, Inc.
11145 Tampa Avenue, Suite 15-B
Northridge, CA 91326

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.: 70318-CN
Related Case: ZA-2008-2700-VCU
Address: 6040 and 6055 Center Drive
Community Plan: Westchester - Playa del

Rey
Zone: C2-1
Council District: 5
CEQA No.: ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC1

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 supportinq clearances and be prepared to present copies of the
clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the. time °EXR\B\T 4
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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.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. 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.

6. 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.

7. 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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8. That any fee deficit under Work Order No. EXT00362 expediting this project be
paid.

9. 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 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. 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
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.
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Obtain approval from the. Department, on the termination form, prior to
recording.

b. 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.

b. Parking stalls shall be designed 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 drivewaysand
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.-submittingdetailed
site/driveway plans at a scale of 1"=40' to DOT's West LAlCoastal
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 map, 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.

b. Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required.

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

d. 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.

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

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

g. 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.

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

i. 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.

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

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

I. 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. .

I

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.

o. 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 0), 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 .systern 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
I

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, 1z" Floor, Los Angeles, CA
90012,213922-8363.

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.

b. 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 Yz 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 parkinq spaces shall not be used for guest parking.
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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 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 affectihg adjacent properties.

20. 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.

21. 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.

22. Prior to the issuance of a building permit. grading permit and the recordation of the
final tract map, the subdtvider shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement
to comply with the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor SpecificPlan.

/"

23. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmlessthe 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 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. 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, postconstruction/maintenance) to ensure continued
implementation of the above mentioned mitigation items.

25. 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.

MM-2.

MM-3.

MM-4.

MM-5.

MM-6.

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

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

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.

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.

Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from
the Bureau of Sanitation.

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.

I. \ (

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 uNO 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.

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 10sUo 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-
f1ushwater 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.

'. \t
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).

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

c. 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.

d. 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. Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff;

b. Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads;

c. Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate;

d. Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent;
/'

e. 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 (orsubmeter), flow sensor, and master
valve shutoff shall be installed for irrigated landscape areas
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totaling 5,000 sf. and greater, to the satisfaction of the
Department of Buil9ing and Safety.

26. 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. 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 requiredfor each five (5) acres, or
portion thereof. Each sign must be posted in a prominent location.

CM-2. 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.

CM-3. 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 wioo.

CM-4. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate
means to prevent spillage and dust.

CM-5. 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. 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.

CM-7. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so
as to minimize exhaust emissions.

CM-B. 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.

CM-9. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and B:OO am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

CM-10. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high
noise levels.

CM-11. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-
of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

CM-12. 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.

CM-13. 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 orroughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.

CM-14. 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~hield and bind the
soil.

CM-15. Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic
sheeting.

CM-16. 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 leaks, drips and spills mrnedlately 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. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, inciuding a
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for
multiple residential use, no construction or use shan 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,1 0
and 11 and Section 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied with
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.

C-2. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall payor 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.

C-3. 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 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.

C-4. 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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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.

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

(f) 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.

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

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

(i) That t-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.

G) 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.

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

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

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity 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
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be followed.

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

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

(d) 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.

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

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

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

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities.

(c) 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- .

(d) 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 Enqineer,

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City
Engineer.

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.

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

(i) 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 ofthe right turn pocket shall be based
upon the Department of Transportation determination after final
review and approval of driveway access desiqrvlocatlon.

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 17.0SN.

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(REC 1) 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, 19c, 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 withSection 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.



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP No. 70318-CN PAGE 21

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 wJUbe 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 opportunities 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 intent and purpose of the applicable General
and Specific Plans. '

(b) 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 buildi~ 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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(c) 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.

(d) 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 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
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proposed tract map will be physically suitable for the proposed density of the
development.

(e) 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.

(f) 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 WcUer 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.

(g) 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 ofthe 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 pe-rcentage 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 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

~ ru._\C'- I[c~?f-"';\('V\
MAYA ZAITZEVSKY
Deputy Advisory Agency

MZ:SM:jq
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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
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
213482-7077

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley
Constituent Service Center

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251
Van Nuys,CA 91401
818374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at www.lacity.org/pln.

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 CfTY
PLANNINGDEPARTMENT

INITIAL STUDy/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
WESTCHESTER - PLAYA DEL BEy COMMUNITY PLAN AREA

Howard Hughes Center Residential
and Office Buildings

Case No. ENV-2008-3887-MND-REC 1
Council District No. 11
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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, 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 of600
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 of325
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 of248,871 sq. ft. at 5900 Center Drive, and an
office building comprised of238,222 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

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 SCH # 83090705 and
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 \. \. t

Project Title: Howard Hughes Center Residential and Office Buildings

Lead Agency: City of Los Angeles
Mailing Address: 200 N. Spring Street, Room 721
City: Los Angeles Zip: 90012-----

SCH #97061068

Contact Person: Sarah Molina
Phone: (213) 4:::73-==-9=-:9~8:::::-3--------

County: Los Angeles

Project Location: County:Los Angeles CiLyINearestCommuuity:Westchester area, Los Angeles-~~~~~~-=~----Cross Streets: Howard Hughes Center and Center Drive Zip Code: 90045------
Lat./Long.: __ o __ ' __ "N/ __ o __ , __ "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~-------------
Document Type:
CEQA: 0 NOPo BarlyConso NegDeco MitNegDec

Local Action Type:
D General Plan Update
D General Plan Amendmento General Plan Elemento Community Plan

Schools: N/A~~---------

D Draft ElR NEPA:
D Supplement/Subsequent EIR
(Prior SCH No.)83090705, 97061068
Other ----------------

o NOIo BA
D DraftEISo FONSI

Other: o Joint Document
D Final Documento Other ------

o Specific Plano Master Plano Planned Unit Developmento Site Plan

o Rezoneo Prezone
III Use Permit
III Land Division (Subdivision, etc.)

o Annexation
D Redevelopment
D Coastal Permito Other -----

Development Type:o Residential: Units ~ Acres___ o Water Facilities: Type MGD _o Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees___ D Transportation: Type -::- _o Commercial:Sq.ft.· 488593 Acres Employees 0Mining: Mineral -::-= _o Industrial: Sq.ft. Acres Employees___ 0 Power: Type MW _o Educational DWaste TreatrnentType MGD _o Recreational-------------------- 0Hazardous Waste: Type _
OOther. _

'----7---------------------------------------
Project Issues Discussed in Document:
oAestheticIVisualo Agricultural Lando Air Qualityo ArcheologicallHistoricalo Biological Resourceso Coastal Zoneo Drainage/ Absorptiono Economic/Jobso Other ---------------------------------------------------

o Fiscal 0 Recreation/Parks
DFlood Plain/Flooding 0 Schools/Universitieso Forest Land/Fire Hazard 0 Septic Systemso Geologic/Seismic 0 Sewer Capacityo Minerals D Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading
DNoise 0 Solid Wasteo Population/Housing Balance 0ToxiclHazardous
D Public Services/Facilities D TraffiC/Circulation

o Vegetationo Water Qualityo Water Supply/GroundwateroWetland/RiparianoWildlifeo Growth Inducing
OLand Useo Cumulative Effects

Present Land Use/ZoningfGeneral Plan Designation:
Undeveloped lotsfC2-1 Regional
'projectD;sc"iipUon: (pleaseuseaseparat;pageiinecessary)- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~
The Project conslsts of the development of lile 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 Agreement 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
(5900 Center Dr., 5901 Center Dr., 6040, and 6055 Center Dr.).
r·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. Ifa SCH number already exists for a
project (e.g, Notice of Preparation or previous draft document) please fill in. .

January 2008
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist
Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies belqw with and "X".
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an:"8". \

Air Resources Board
__ Boating & Waterways. Department of
__ California Highway Patrol
X Caltrans District # 7

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
Cal trans Planning (Headquarters)

__ Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy
Coastal Commission
Colorado River Board

__ Conservation, Department of
__ Corrections, Department of

Delta Protection Commission
__ Education, Department of

Energy Commission
__ Fish & Game Region # __

__ Food & Agriculture, Department of
__ Forestry & Fire Protection
__ General Services, Department of
__ Health Services, Department of
__ Housing & Community Development
__ Integrated Waste Management Board
~ Native American Heritage Commission
__ Office of Emergency Services

Office of Historic Preservation
__ I Office of Public School Construction

Parks & Recreation
__ Pesticide Regulation, Department of

Public Utilities Commission
Reclamation Board

__ "_ Regional WQCB # __
__ Resources Agency
__ S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission
__ San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers and Mtns Conservancy
__ San Joaquin River Conservancy
__ Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

State Lands Commission
SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

__ SWRCB: Water Quality
__ SWRCB: Water Rights
__ Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
__ Toxic Substances Control, Department of
__ Water Resources, Department of

Other ___
Other ___

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date January 29, 2009 Ending Date February 27, 2009

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: Christopher A. Joseph & Assoc.
Address: 27413 Tourney Rd, suite 120
City/State/Zip: Santa Clarita, CA 91355
Contact: Shane E. Parker, Principal
Phone: (661) 260-1411

Applicant: Mr. John Hartz! Equity Office Properties
Address: 10880 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1010
City/State/Zip: Los Angeles, CA 90024
Phone: (425)462-6795

/' Date: /-21-09
Authonly cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OFTHE CITY CLERK

ROOM 615, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QrlALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDYIMITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

LEAD CITY AGENCY
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning

COUNCIL DISTRICT
CD-6

DATE
January 15,2009

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES
City of Los Angeles Planning Department

tASENO.
'leNV-200B-3BB7-MND-REC 1
ZA 200B-2700-CU
VTT7031B

PROJECT TITLEINO.
Howard Hughes Center Residential and Office Buildings

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.
EIR No. 282-83-ZC(CUZ)(ZV)(SUB) and SCH No. 83090705
EIR No. 97-0182-SUB(CUB) and SCH No. 97061068

. DOES have significant changes from previous
actions.

II DOES NOT have significant changes from
previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project consists of the development of thefour 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 Agreementfor Howard Hughes Center. See Figure 1(attached). 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), andfloor area ratio averaging in a unified developm,ent pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal
Code Section 12.24. W 19for allfour lots (5900 Center Drive, 5901 Center Drive, 6040, and 6055 Center Drive)( ZA 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 northeast.

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS:
Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan PRELIMINARY PROPOSED
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan

II ADOPTED
EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING .. DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
C2-I, RI-1 N/A
PLANNED LAND USE MAX. DENSITY PLAN DOES N9T 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
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis ofthis initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

III I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
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:'

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.

I find the proposed project MA Y 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 to
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.

III I 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

SIGNATURE

1 See Footnote 2.
2 Based on this initial evaluation, Ifind that, with exception ofpotential 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, nothingfurther is required

Howard Hughes Center
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
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 N'civember3, 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;

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. 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 of325 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 of248,871 sq.
ft. at 5900 Center Drive, and an office building comprised of 238,222 sq. ft. at 5901 Center Drive.

CEQ A 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 Project 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 Ceriter
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
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 the.cumulative impact on local and regional
air quality; operational noise; traffic; the consumption of non-renewable energy 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 III.B.l, 1I1.B.2,and V.D.

Pursuant to the HHC Development Agreement, each lot at Howard Hughes Center is permitted a 3:1 floor
area ratio (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 FARis 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 for a
haul route permit at this time, although this MND considers potential haul route effects and proposes potential

Howard Hughes Center
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
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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 ofthe City's previous 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.

Howard Hughes Center
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affectediby this pr()ject, involving at least one impact
that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

o Aesthetics 0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 0 Public Services

o Agricultural Resources

o Air Quality

o Biological Resources

o Cultural Resources

III Geology/Soils

o Hydrology/Water Quality

OLand UselPlanning

o Mineral Resources

o Noise

o Population/Housing

o Recreation

III Transportation/Traffic

o Utilities/Service Systems

o Mandatory Findings of Significance

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency)
BACKGROUND

PHONE NUMBER
(310) 446-2211

PROPONENT NAME
Equity Office Properties

PROPONENTS ADDRESSES
Mr. John Hartz
Equity Office Properties
10880 Wilshire, Suite 1010
Los Angeles, 90024

Proponents Representative
Allan Abshez
Irell and Manella, LLP
1800 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 900
I--osAngeles, CA 90067-4276
(310) 277-1010

January 8, 2009

AGENCYREQUllUNGCHECKLffiT
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Maya Zaitzevsky, Chief, Advisory Agency Expediting Unit
(213) 978-1331

DATE SUBMITTED

PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable)

Howard Hughes Center Residential and Office Buildings

• ENVIfl.0NMENTAL IMPACTS
(Explanations of all potentially arid less than significant impacts are
required to be attached on separate sheets. See discussion below.)

Howard Hughes Center
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
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Potentially
Significant Unless

Potentiallt Mi~fI"tion Less Than
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant Impact No Impact

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? D. 0 III 0
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 0 0 III 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 0 0 III 0
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 0 0 III 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 ofthe 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 approximately 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/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
Page 7



( c
City of Los Angeles January 2009

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 Driveibeing 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.4 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 10t.5

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 .

.f City of Los Angeles, Letter of Clarification, re Tract No. 35269 Counsel District No.6, November 4, 1999.
s Ibid.

Howard Hughes Center
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agriculturak Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optionalmodel to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

Involve other changes in the existing environment
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.

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
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?

Conflict with the existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act Contract?

D D II

b.

c.

D

D IID D

u IID D

III. 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
SCAQMD or Congestion Management Plan?

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

D II D

b.

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the air basin is non-
attainment (ozone, carbon monoxide, & PM 10) under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

D

D D D

d.

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

D II DD

D D II D

D II DD

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 Pe~iod 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 trip 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/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
Page 10



( (

City of Los Angeles January 2009

hour trips regardless of the type ofland uses developed.
': '\ (

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 construction-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
of2006. 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 C02 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. ~e Applicant has
consented to the addition of the following standard mitigation measure for the Proposed Project.

MITIGATION MEASURE:

MM-l Air filtration systems 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/Mitigated Negative Declaration
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

D D IIa. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modification, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the
California Department of Fish and Game or u.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
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?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
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?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
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?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or
ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut
woodlands)?

Conflict with the provrsions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

D

D D Db.

c.

d.

e.

f.

D D IID

D D D

D D IID

D D D

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 ofthe United States," as defined by
Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act. No wildlife corridors are located on site. The Project Site does not contain oaktrees 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.

6 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
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MM-3 The plan shall contain measures recommended by the tree expert for the pre;frvation of as many trees as possible.
Mitigation measures such as replacement by a minimum of24-inch box trees in 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 the decision maker.

I

MM-4 The genus or genera of the tree(s) shall provide a minimum crown of30'- 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
historical resource as defined in State CEQA Section
15064.5?

o o • o

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA
Section 15064.5?

o o • o

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Disturbany human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

o o • o
d. o o • o
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 0 0 • 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
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ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 0 0 III 0
(

d\ .

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 0 0 III 0
iv. Landslides? 0 0 III 0

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 0 III 0 0
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 0 0 III 0

that would become unstable as a result ofthe 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 0 III 0
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 0 0 0 III
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

Response: The 1986 ErR 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 ErR 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/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Checklist
Page 14



( (

City of Los Angeles January 2009

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 imp~cts may'iesult 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. Create a significant 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
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment? .

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. As discussed in the 1986 ErR, 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
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

o o • o

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.

7 LAUSD, Los Angeles City Council Districts map with schools, website:
http://notebook.lausd.netlplslptlldocs/PAGE/CA LA USDlLA USDNETIDISCOVERIMAPSI2007 LACOUNCILDISTRICTS IN
DEXPDF, accessed September 3,2008. - --
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d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

III DD D
It

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,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
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?

D IIID D

Response: The 1986 EIR concluded that development at Howard Hughes Center would not result in a safety haz.ard 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.s 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 proposed buildings will comply with height
limits established by the HHC Development Agreement and Project Approvals. No further CEQA review is required.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
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.

f.

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

D D IIID

D III DD

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 Project is 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 ofthe 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
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

D IIID D

"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.

8 Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, Airport lrifluence Area Map for the Los Angeles International Airport, dated
5113103.

9 City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Map: Brush Fire Hazard Areas in
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
proposal result in: \ (

a. Violate any water quality ~tandards or waste discharge D D • D
requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or D D • D
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
land uses for which permits have been granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the D D • D
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 D D • D
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?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed D D • D
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? D D • D

g. Place housing within a lOO-year flood plain as mapped D D • D
on federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance
Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a lOO-year flood plain structures which D D • D
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, D D • D
injuiry or death involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? D D • D

the City of Los Angeles. September 1. ·1996.
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Response: To mitigate any potential adverse impacts associated with flooding and hydrology, the 1986 ErR required the
following drainage facilities be constructed as part of the planned 69-acre developmentc'a) 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 ofthe 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 ofthe
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 runoff 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.
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\(

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

MM-lllnstall Roofrunoffsystems 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. PhysicaUy divide an established community? o o II

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?

II
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c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?

II

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 IlI.B.l, 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 FARaveraging 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).
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Subsequently to 1986, the City adopted Section 12.24.W.19 ofthe Los Angeles Muni~ipal Code. Section 12.24.W.19 is a
City-wide ordinance, which permits floor area averaging through the conditional use ~rocess (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) a combination 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 ofthe lots proposed for FAR averaging is set forth below.

• 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.

• 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 590 1 Center Drive is 126,802 square feet. I I

• 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.

• 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.12

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.

J1 As part of the original subdivision processfor 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 originaljloor
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 of5901 Center Drive and 6055 Center Drive which extend under Center Drivefrom 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 Flohr Area Ratios

5900 Center Drive
126,802 sq.ft.
72,460 sq.ft.

380,406 sq. ft.

6055 Center Drive 45,195 sq.ft. 135,585 sq. ft.

238,222 sq. ft.

248,723 sq. ft

105,956 sq.ft. 317,868 sq. ft. 248,871 sq. ft.
5901 Center Drive
6040 Center Drive 217,380 sq. ft. 315,423 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 ofthe 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 contlict 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 condominiums 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
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

o
\I
o o •

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 0 0 0 •
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.l''
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 noise in level in 0 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 0 0 • 0
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c. A substantlal permanent increase in ambient noise levels 0 0 • 0
in the project vicinity above levels existing 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?

13 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.

J.I 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.

/5 Ibid
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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 drdinances) 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 weII 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 foIIowing 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,
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?

o o o

Response: The Project Site is just over 1.35 miles north of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).16 The Project Site is
located outside of the LAX 65 elBANoise 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 oft1tls issue is warranted.

16 ZJMAS (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,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Or
I.

u •
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
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

o o • o

Response: The 1986 ErR 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. Impacts would be less than significant and no further environmental review of this issue under CEQA is warranted.

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

o n o

Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the
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.

o o n •c.

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:

Fire protection? o o • ua.

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.
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The Project would not affect the number of residential dweJIing units nor the amount of office space that is currently entitled
under the HHC Development Agreement and previously analyzed through tf.e CEQA process, 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.

o o III o
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? o o III n
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 ofthe 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 ofthe California Education Code. Per section 65995.5-7 of the Government
Code, the Levell 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 dweJIing 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
environmental review ofthis issue under CEQA is warranted. /

d. Parks? o o III o
Response: See discussion under XIV. Recreation.

e. Other governmental services (including roads)? o o o
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Response: The Project Site is located in a developed urban area. No other fovemmental services are needed, and no further
discussion of the issue is warranted. , \ (

XIV. RECREATION.

a. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

o II o

b.

o

o II oo

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 ofthe 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
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)?

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

o II o

b.

o

o II oo

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 Center 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 ofa semiannual 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 ofthe
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 Sepulveda 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 the 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 i

MM-ll 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 I8-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 ofloose 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 Di~i'Sion imn\~diately 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 streets.
The forms for the bond will be issued by the Val\ey 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, 3rd 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,
4thFloor, San Pedro, CA 90731. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 310.732.4677.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?

Response: See Response to Section VILe. (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).

c. o o o II

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

o o o II

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? II

Response: The Project would ensure that al\ 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? II

Response: Codeparking 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
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

II
\'.

Response: The Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation
I

(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

o o II o
b.

c.

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resource, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

o II o

e.

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

o

.0 II o

g.

o

o o II o

o o II o

o o II o
o o II o

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 ~ 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 detenrtined 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 ofthe 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: \ (

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 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.

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. 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.

b. 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
ofthe dwelling(s) where feasible.

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

c. 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.

d. 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;
I. "

c. Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate;

d. Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of75 percent;

e. 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 ofthe 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 Elks 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 ofthe 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 ofth~roject'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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It
MM-20 To facilitate onsite separation and recycling of demolition and construction related wastes, the contractor(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.

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the
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?

Does the project have impacts which are individually
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).

Does the project have environmental effects which
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

o II o

b.

Co

o

o II oo

o II oo

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 offish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or ~imal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered species or eliminate important examples 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. All of the traffic, transportation, and other public service infrastructure measures required for the complete
build-out of Howard Hughes Center have already been completed. The 2005 Addendum concluded that the authorization
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 human beings, either directly or indirectly, that have not
previously been the subject of analysis, mitigation, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations. ,/

• DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Att~h addItIonalsheets if necessary)

TlT~~ "I

~h &., *-~l-.ft.A- TELEPHONE # DATE
~/'i ;11dV.3tJ9
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TO: DEPARTMENT OF CIT? PLANNING
DE~ARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SA!ETY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS .
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DATE:
·EDWARD c. DYGERT~ S~ior Af.s~sta~t city Attorney

. . ~~a:h'ZI(IQ.\i.~
NOVEMBER 1, 1990

":. FROM:

SUBJECT: HOWARD HUGHES CENTER DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

= ===============--=~.=x~==-=a========~==-=====-~~================
Development of the property commonly known as Howard

Hughes Center is covered by a Developm~nt Agreement between the
city and the-property owner, dated November 3, 1~6. The
Development Agreement wa.s unanimously approved by the city
council on Octobe~ 1, 1986 with the adoption of Ordinance No. 161
685. 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 seg., 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 +.G of the Development
Agreement) ·subject to the terms and conditions 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
~plementation of this Agreement and the development· by [the
owner]· of Howard Hugbes center in accordance with the terms of
this Aqreeaent, including, but not limited to, the processing and
checking of all fina·l 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 Ho~ard Hughes Center,
filed by [the owner] or its nominee.' (Section V.D, p.3~)

In order to avoid mi.sunderstandinqs about the
Development Agreement, this lil:).·norandu:mis intended to help city.
Staff better understand the rules that apply to Howard Hughes
Center and to identify and cl~~ify for city Staff issues that may
arise from time t9 time in the proce~sing of Final Maps and
building pe~its. .

"".
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A. YtRIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
, ItIn 'connection with the processing of Final Maps and-

building permits, verification of compliance with the conqitions
of the Development Agreement is the responsibility of the '
Department of city Planning, Development Agreement Unit.
B. PROJECT,APPROVALS

.'- The term "Project Approvals", as used in the
Development Agreement, refers to the following:
1. Tentative Tract Hap No. 35269

Verification Qf compliance with the conditions of the
Tentative Tract Map are the ~esponsibility 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 ~hould be processed diligently
so as no~ ~o prevent orderly development of the Project.
2. Variance No. ZA 85-0624(IVl - Height pistrict Variance

This approval and the conditions attached to it·
established density 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 liD" appears to
allo....certain par.cels.to exceed a floor area ratio. ("FARn) of
3.0, it is nQ 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 "Density" which
is now established by the Applicable Rules described in such
Paraqrap~.· .
3. Conditional Use Permit No. ZA B5-0625(CUZ) - Parks

This COnditional Use Permit allowed the establishment
of up to 1S'acres of private park on the site. It has been
uti~ized ~ith the construction of the approximatelY 7.5 - acre
linear park.' Conditions of this CUP are presented in Appendix
"An.

.'
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4. conditional Use-permit No. cpe 85-329 CO ~ Hotel
This conditional Use Permit has e~ired~( but it is no

longer necessary becau~e the M1-zoned porti~n of the Project was
rezone~ t~ C2 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 COP 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.
5. ' Conditional Use Permit No. ZA 85-0623.lCOBl - Liquor an~

Dancing
This conditional Use Permit was utilized with the

permitting o~ a cafe serving alcoholic beverages at 6701 Center
Drive West, suite 180. Conditions of the CUP are presented in

,Appendix liB".

C. APPLICABLE RULES

As defined in section I.A of the Development Agreement,
App1icabie Rules "means the rules, regulations and official'
policies of city in force as of June 18, 1986, governing
permitted 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]ny 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,
1.986, • • • which would conflict in any way with or be more '
restrictive than ~e 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 pr.event or delay development of the Project in accordance
with this Agreement." (Section III.B.l, p.17)---- 1. Phasing

"

:.!
,.'

,.
The Project is subject to phasing requirements as shown

on Appendix ·C·. A Final Map (Tract No. 44629) for Phase I of
the Project ~ recorded on october 27, 1986. ,Final Maps for
Phas'es II, III. 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 guaranteed.
Actual construction or occupancy of the enti~e density allowed in
each Phase is not required before the record,·~ion of Final Maps
for subsequent Phases. T~ere are different phasing requirements

3
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for the recordation of F.inalMap units than phasing requirelllents
for the issuance of building permits. Essen~ially~(the
prerequisites for the recordation of Final Hap units for each
Phase depend on the sati~fact~on of certain conditiJns regarding
transpc;>rtationilI1provelllents,as fully set forth in Appendix "C".
Additional and separate requirements have to be satisfied be~ore
the issuance of certain building permits, as set forth in the
conditions of approval under Tentative Tract Map No. 3S-269, CUP
No. ZA 8S-062S(CUZ) and CUP No. ZA BS-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 meeting rooms, and commercial
condominiums.

pensity
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 opt'ion a maximum"100,000
square feet of retail and a.maximu:m 100,000 square feet fitness
center, and (ii) 600 hotel rooms; provided, 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 frOD .the 100,000 square foot limit on retail. Square
footage shall be calculated in accordance with sections 12.21.1AS
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 voiding of Variance No. ZA 8S-0624(YV), the
portions of Exhibit "DO to the Development Agreement which appear
to authorize lots to exceed 3.0 FAR or to restrict lots to "0"
density, a~e 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, ete. shall
be considered as part of such lot in determining the buildable
.area of such lot. .
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.4. H.eight
The Project is subject to height i:i:mitat.10nsas shown

in Appendix "0".
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, 198'8, amends Chapter XII of the Los Angeles
Municipa1 Code, the Water Conservation Regulations of the city of
;LosAngeles. The Ordinance does two things:

A. Amends Article II of Chapter XII, commonly
referred to as Water Closet, Urina1 ana-Showerhead
Regul~tions; and

B. Adds an Article III' to Chapter XII, commonly'
referred to as Xeriscape.

.'
.'

The Water Closet, Urinal and Showerhead Regulations
~pply 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 ~o 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

'·1'

The'Project is not subject to Site P1an Review
(Ordinance ~o. 165951). A separate EIR was certified and'
conditions'established as part of the process in which all
Project.Approvals described above were approved.
9. Sewer Allocation

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 OrdinancEt--No.
166060.

..
:,~.

"

)
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10. Housing Linkage fee '.'

. d
The Project is not subject to the .so-called housing

linkage fee notice ordinance (ordinance No. 165530), nor will it
be subject to a subsequent ordinance or ordinances contemplated
.by such notice ordinance.
11. coastal Transportation Corridor specific Plan

.
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
Articl~ 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.

'...

-;':.."

'f':
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APPENDIX' "A'"
CO~1)ITIONS OF CUP NO. ZA 85-0625 (CUZ)

1. Ih:a~· '"the use' ;and oevelo;:>ment of "'the pro;>erty s~a!1 !:ie in s.ubs"tantia.l
coniorman::e with "the plo':. plan su!:>mm:et! with 'tne 4.!:?j:)li::2iion an'o Imlrke.rl
:Exhibit -" -_

:2. Thoat ;all c~her use, height ..and ;area 'I"e,Slulations or "the Municipal Cooe be
nri;:tly com?lie.d 'With in "the .develo.,ment JIInt! lJ:.;e of "the property ... -exce.;:>-:
'as such TeBul'Gtions ~re herein specifi::.ally 'varied Dr~qui'l"ec. •

• hat in no event "ShllU"there be any loudspe.aket Dt public adtires:s synem
insLaJled or opente.d on any open 'PortiDn of "the premi:.;t::.S, .and "'that'llny
'Phono"gr.aph, raciio or other recorded music .used in conne::tion with ISn)'
.a::tivity be :sufiiz:ien'tly mooul:ned so lIIS "'to net be cinurbing or
tie:~rimen-::al 'to 'Pen.:ons resi~in,9 in "the immedine .v!cinity.

i'h31 .aU, .I?:>en "T'CJlS cr! "the pro~ny. including .ny ;>ark...,IIIVX. no:
ciesiflnnec "for'.a :.;tH::;ifit: use under "this aoplit:a110n snail be .a-::tr.a::tively
lancsc:a:>cc. LencsC2;linS shall .consi:.;t of acieQuate surface cover sudi as
'lawn Dr ivy .aPOlropn:ately -in1.t:r.r.pence with 'X~ ~nd/OT s:h,-ubs.
further. '"these open .areas ~hall be 'ecuipped with a -ell-.tie-s:i.gn';C· -Water
~prinkling s)'nem which shall be innallec 'Prior l.O 'the i:uuanr:e of ..any
certifiol'te of occupancy for "the. use ot 'the pro;leny untier "the subjd
<a;lpJiction. All open .areas shan be 'I<e:lt 'fret: 0{ .....eecs. liner or wane
maner.r.· of .any "type $0 that '"the 'entire pr-emis:.'CSwill be main-:.:aineC in an .
.:anra::tive and :S::l!ie'condition .at all 'time.t.

.";':,.'

3.

..c.

5. ,hilt '"the illuJ1nori:r.ed us:e ~hatl be conductec .at .all "'tithes .....it-h cue r-eplllrD
;or 'the z:har.a:ter of "the surrounding diS'trict. .and 'the ,-i.9ht is reserved
"to 'the :Zonin.9 t..dmininr.ator "to imPDse additional t:DTTe-'"tive conditions, jf.
in his DPinion, '3ucn conditions ;;are-'Proven neceu.ary -for "the protection of
per.s:ons in 'the neiphbornood or o::::u;>anu Df .adjacent 'Property.

E. ,hilt ..any use of "the involved ;>MV1Ite t'C.t:1"e2ltiDnaJ-facility anc p2rk -for
commerz:ial purposes. includins. but not limned "t.O, "the rentins or 'e.uin.9
of ~ny part "Shall be stri::tly prtlhibite.d -exeept in .conjur:u:tion. with 'tne
proj:losed he..aJth fitness eemer,

7. That..all, "tenm .and conditions; of len':lltive Inc! No. "s")sg shall be
strictly complied with.

;:'

~. ".That "the .applicant s MIll execute .and rf:cz:>rd ~ t:Dvenant with "'the City of
Los Angeles on .;a ionn provided by "the P12lnnin9 Det>artment "that shall
'Prohibit .any use of "that 'Prt>1>erty indica'ted as a par-It Dn Exhibit -1::..-
ether "than .. ncn-c:omme.n::ial, private park.. Sueh eevenarrr shall be
..OlProved hy 'the Zoning Admininr.ltoT 'Prior "to 1"eCOrdztion and -followin9
re::oro;a1ion. co;:>ies shall be delivered 'to "the SU1>erintentient of BuiJciin,9
:ane Safety .mt! "the Office of LDnin.s -Atimininra'tiDh. ,/ .



APPENDIX "B"

CONDITIONS OF CUP NO. ZA 85-0623 (CUB)
ii

i.

"I, ,h::;;~ "'the use .;and rievelo;>men! of "'the pT'O?e:-ty ''Shall he in 'Sub:r:::antial
J:cnfcm-.ance IN'i"th·-the plot plan ::s:ubmined .....r::h "'the .;a??Ji::.ot.ion .me -rr~rke:
Ex hibi:. ..A- _

-, ·-rh:;~.all 'other use. heicht. -:ant! ~re2 regulOiticns Of "the Municipal [;POf:: be
stri::tly z:otnplied with i;; "the tievelD?ment iIInd IJse of "the "property. e.x::e:r::
as such -re,gulation.s; .are herein- or otherwise spe.::ificilly Voarie.d .0:-
required.

3. ,hat 'the 'es~blishment of ~ch .such use he 'Su!:>jes::t "'to "'toe plOin .apj)T'Oval
requircmenn of "'toe office r:rl ::ronin,; Aciminisn':at:ion •

..c. 'ThOll': ri.llncins be p.enniuec onl)' in ban .nc bon:;; fide ren..auranu on ~he
sru: Dr .....ithm nDtel1.

.5. "h~t C 'rl'Uximum of 500 of "the 1.s:r.J ~uts be lo::::ner::! in t:s-:..abiiihmen-u
"'l'.nzl':'rio no: h.,.ve iooc s er-vrce ,

it:
!
I

I·
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APPENDIX lie" .'

TRANSPOR7ATION IMPROVEMENTS

of Trans or~a~1on I~ ~ovemen~s and Phasin

A. Company sball -..
-.

1. Dedicat~-and improve (or Eui~ably guaran~ee) ~he
ney San Diego Freeyay cou~hbound r~p5.

2. Dedica~e and improve (or 6ui~ably guarante~) Road
~ (Hoyard Hughes Par~ay) from Sepulveda Boulevard

~o the ne~ southbound ramp~:
3. Dedicate and ioprove (or sui~ably guaran~ee) Road

11 from Sepulveda Boulevard ~o Road III~
4. Dedicate and improve (or ,uitably-guara~tee) Road

III fro~ Road.II to Road I.
s. Dedica~e and improve (or suitably guarantee) Road

IV from.Road II to the turning circle and. if
app;oved by Culver City, extending northerly to
Centinela Avenue. If unable to acquire the
necessary dedica~ion and approvals the Co~pany
shall demonstrate to the ,a~isfaction of the
Advisory Agency and the Department of Transpor-
tation ~hat an attempt has been made to ~cquire
the necessa~ right-of-yay and approvals for the
construction of ~he acce~s/egresl connection from
the Road IV turning circle north of Road II ~o
Centinela Avenue.

6. Dedicate and improve. (or suitably guar4nte.e)
Sepulv~da Boulevard adjoining the tract area and
provide a northbound bike lan~ on Sepulveda
Boulevard to the satisfaction of the Department of
Transportation andtbe City Engineer consistent
vith the right-of-yay requirementl reqUired by ~heCity Engineer uniesl an amendment to ~he Bicycle

.Flan ill approved by the City Council. __
7. Dedicate and improve (or luitably ~arant:ef!) the

inteTsectlon of Centinela Avenu~ and Sepulveda
Boulevard to·provide the following.

....
r::



~hree ~hrough lanes plus double lef~-~urnlaness and a right-turn lane southboundJ
~hree northbound and sou~hbound departure
lanes.

d. ~.~o~hrough lanes plus ~ojlble.:J.eft':"~T~l':.~e&
'.. .., ..' _ _:: :. -wesdiouru$i: '"_."';..:'.,:~_~..' :_ ; :'.'-:.-. . .

,,:. .. - #0 .:' .. : ", • e ":.: ,.-..... ':.:- - := I· .. l -;-. . .... _ ..

e. tyo through lanes plus lef~-tuTn lane and a
right-turn lane eastbounds

f. upgraded s1gnali%~10n.
B.~ed1cA~e end improve (or ~uit4bly guarantee) the

necessary portions of Road II from Road III ~o
Road I as determined by the City Engineer LO
provide access.to the lots being developed.

9. Dedicate and improve (or suitably guarantee) the
neces·sary portions of Road I from the southbound
free~ay rampa ~o Road II as determined by ~he CityEngineer to provide access to the lots beingdeveloped.
4·. Complete ~he dedica~ion And illlprovement:(or suitably guarantee) of Sepulveda

!oulevard from Centinela Avenue ~osoutherly. of 74th Street. Hovever. if Company is
unable to acquire ~he necessATY right-of-vayprior to app~9va1 of the final map, Company
sball exeeuze an a·greement'With t.he Cityvhereby Company agree. to pay City'. cost of
acquiring the necessary right-of-vay,
including all at~orney fees and.cost.1 and
complete the necessary tmprov~ment ••

1'... :

10.

~.'...

....
~.:

r '.
1....

..
-'

a. ~hree through lanes 'plUS double
left-turn lanes northbound.

b.

c.

"... .. ."

c ,

..j.:

:.

b. Subject to paragraph lOa above. dedicate
additional right-of-way lat.isfactory to ~eCity Engineer and the Department of
Transportation varying from 19·feet to
30-feet .adjoining thOetract and to a maximum
of lO-feet at 7~thStreet, along Sepulveda
Boulevard betveen Centinela Avenue an~
soutberly of 74th Street to provide for the
fo~lD1lingI :...:...

o 86-J507410'
,-
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(i) Three southbound lanes and four north-
·bound lanes vith a striped median
between Cent1nela Avenue and 74~
Streeta

-.

(1i) Double southbound left-turn lanes
at Centinela Avenue, at Road II, And at
Road II and a left-turn lane a~ 74th
Streets .

(1ii)· .·Aright tu:;:n.lane .at 74th St·reet. .
at !roadI, at Road II, and at Cend.nela
Avenue; The right turn lane a~ 74thStreet may be.deleted 1f a~dit1onalvidening is provided in Road I to
acc-or.:lodatea free right turn 2Dovement
fro~ northbound Sepulveda Boulevard to
Road I satisfactory· to the City Engineer
and Department of Transportation,

(iv) A northbound 5-foot bike lanel
(v) A minimum 7-foot full-vidthconcrete sidewalk adjacent to the

easterly curb betveen 50~therly of 74thStreet and Centinela Avenuel

.,
:',...:.

(vi) If reqUired by the Southern .
California Rapid Transit District, a bUB
turnout vith an enclosed lighted shelter
back of the sidevalk.

11. Dedicate and improve (or suitably tu~:rantee) the
intersection of Centinela·Avenue and Sepulveda
Boulevard to provide (in addition tD thOle
improvements specified in Item 7, above) the
follollingz
a. • northbound right turn lanel
h. • third eastbound through lane and a second

eastbound right-turn lanel
c. upgraded signal1%ation.
If the Ci~7 of Culver City har not accepted'
the dedicationa and has not realonably approved
the above-described improvements, Company shall
offer to 2Dake the dedication. and to Buitably

~:.

3 86-1507410
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guarantee same tlirough a bond or other assurance
satisfactory to the City Eng1neeer. Company shall
construct the improvements if and when Culver City
accepts the offer of dedication and gra~t' it5
reasonable approval for the improvement ••
Pro.vide evidence saris-factory to the Advisory
Agency lind the City :Engine~r 'that the dedication
has been reasonably assured lind improvement pl~s
for the ne\l San Die·go freeway northbound off-ra:mp
design hAve been submitted to Caltrans.
Complete the dedication and improvement: (or
suitably guarantee) of Road II. including the
bridge crossing the southbound San Diego Freeway
ramps. '
Complete the dedication and improvement (or
suitably guarantee) of Road I.

15. Provide ev~dence satisfactory to the Advisory
Agency and the City Engineer that the'dedication
has been reasonaply assured ~nd improvement plan
for the new San Diego Free~ay northbound on-ramp
design have been submitted to Caltrans.

:

12.

13.

14.

\ (

16. Demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Advisory
Ag~ncy and t~e Depar·tment of l'rllnsport:ation that

. an attempt has been made to negotiate II fair share
parti.c~pation in improvements of the £ol1o\ling
Culver City intersection.,
A. Bristol Parkvay/Centinela Avenue.. .

b. Centinela Avenue/Green Valley Circlel
:.:~

c • Jefferson Boulevar~/~epulveda Boulevardl f~··
.~~~

.. ,.
Jefferlon !oulevard/Slaulon Avenuesd. ..

..
e.. Sepulveda Boulevard/Slaulon Avenue.

17.

i..

Submit evidence satilfaetory to the Advisory
Agency and Department of Traniportation that
Company haa guaranteed participation on an equal
basis vith the subdivider of LAX-northside
(Tentative Tract ·No·.34~36) in the improvement of
the Sepulveda Boulevard and Manehester Avenue
intersection to include the fo~loYingl

86-1507410
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a. 'remove median i$landsl
b. restripe all approaches for,dual left-turn

lanes ~ith appropriate traffic signal
improvementl.

Execute and reco~d against the property a Covenant
and agreement in form and ~ubstance satisfactory
to t~e City Attorney pursuant to vhlcb Comp,any
s'hallagree that -prior to obtaining a bUilding·
permit for the first building in Phase IV (as set
forth ~elo~). ~he Department of Transportation
shall ~ake a determination ~hether or not to
require the construction of IAnyor all of the
traffic signal; at the locations described ~elo~:
a. .Sepulve'da'Boulevard and Road III

b. Road I and Road 111 I "

c. Road II and Road 1111
d. Road I. Road II and San Diego Free",ay

northbound rampss
e. Road I and the San Diego Free",ay southbound

ramps.
f. Sepulveda 'Boulevard and Road I

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for
Phase IV of the development. ensur~ satisfactory
to the Los Angeles Department of.TransportatioD,
the installation of the above traffic si~ala.
required by LADOT. If. seven years aft"er the
issuance of the building permit for the first
building in Phase lY of the development, these
traffic aignals have not been found to be
yarranted by !.ADOT, the funds ",111 be :releas.edto
Compan,..
A~ard and execute the contract for the construc-
tion of the northbound off rampl.

20. Complet~ construction and open for public use cr
open to the satisfaction of the Advilory Agency
the northbound off ramp. /

19.

r:
r-

-21. A",ard and execute the cont~act for the construc-"-"
tion of the northbound on r~.

5 86-1507410
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B.

22. Complete construction and open for public use or
open to the satisfac~1on of the Advisory Agency
the northbound on rzmp. .

The Transportation Improvements' described ~bove shall
be phased as follaw5&
1. Items 1 through 7. inclusive, an~ item 1Sf .shall

be assured prior to tbe.recordation of the first
final map unit for· Pbase I.

2. Item 8 iha11 be assured as. to each' particular
lot being developed ~rior to the recordation of

.the final map unit: for each such lot:.
r-

3. Items 9 through 12. inclusive, 6b~~ be assured.
.prior tp. the recordttion of the first final map
unit for Phase 11.

..'
.»

. .
~. Items 13 tprough 16. inclusive, shall be assured

prior to the recordation of the f-irst:fin·ai .map
unit for Phase Ill.

s. It:ems 17 atid 18 shall be assured prior t:o t:he
recordation of 'the fi-rst final map unit: for Phase
IV. .. .

6. Item"·19 shall be complete prior to issuance· of a
certificat:e of occupancy for more than 450,000
square feet: of Fha.e II.

7. Items 20 and 21 shall be co~ple'te prior t:o
issuance of any building permit:s for Phase III.

;....
'.'

It:em 22 shall be co~lete prior to i$,uan~e' of any
building permits in e'Xcess of 500,000 square feet
in Fhue III.

C. !be phasing. plan for the l'roject 18 as fo110'10\'1"
Phase 11 ~OO,ODO'.quare ~eet of building area,600 hotel rooms. and landscaped buffer. on

Lota 052 through OS6 as shown on Revised
Tentative Trtct No. 35269, stAmp-dated
July 26. 19~5. .

8. ..
',;'

\....

Phase III Deve!opmeln: ·.lP 1:0 a maximum of an addttional
7S0 f 0005t1'.ut"eftet of office/retail and .
commenCemeL!;. of construction of Parcel}" all
an open ':....-:and Farcel OS1 as a private

6 86-1507410
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park (officefreta1l space may be exchanged
for additional hotel rooms).

Phase ill: Development up to a maximum of an additional
1,090.000 square fee.rof off1ce/re rail
(office/retail space may be exchanged for
additional hotel rooms). If nor in Phase 11,
the completion of Parcel F as an open area
court shall occur in this Phase.

Phase IV: Ba~ance of the development of the Project
(office/retail space may be exchanged for
additional borel rooms). '

"

r:'
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APPENDIX "D"

0; \(

i!-~
.. .. . . · . . •• 0 .. . . . .. .:... - -- _ .... -- - .... 04- -- -- - - - -- 0.,.- - -- .... - - - ~J!!

'0 .., -0 oD '00 ..0 'I) '0 '0 '00 00 '10 00 \0 '10 .0 '0 .0 '0 -0 \U<C
!:~ ~ ..... NIN "" IN ..... 1'1 N IN N .... 1'lII INN N N .... ""IN ..,.-,.,. "" .... nn In .... .... n ~ .... ,.". nn ,." ,." "" .... '" wu
-<:f a:: 0.,.:r: ~~

~ ..
!\ . . .. . . .,; t-

o 0 . .. .. · . . . • . 5~'ii .... 0#- -- -- _ .... .... .... .... .... - ........ .. .... .... -1:>0-- -- -- - "'0 .,.::c
+, +,

~

..., +, ., +1. +, '6'
%0..a 0""

'CII 00 ......0 ""0 .... '10 0 0 ... .". ....0 !1 ... "" Ultl...... .... ....N N ..... ......... 0 0 ~;:J ........ ..... 1"'\0--. .... - ..... -N -f"l N -:z:. .~
%a:.. ...J..... 0. ~i'.. ... ...... ... .... ..... .. .. .. ...... ... '" ... ... .. WI ... .

ij
.. .. - . -. -. • .. .. -. • • • .- .,...- ..- e- .- D_ e- ."'0 ..
l- I. ~ L. ,. 1- :> I. 1- 15 15 :I- ... '> L h h ~t;t::;;; v0 0 00 ..0 .0 0 .. 0 "0 1-

;- -- - ..... - ..... .... .... .... - ..... -- .... - - ....- ::0... ... ... .. ... ... '" '" ... ... '" ... .. 0 0
>0 >0 >0 '0 ..:I ..... .... :z:. <Ill :-~.

"" '0 \0 0 N 0 0 ..... 0 N \0 '10 ao -v-
2 .... N N N N

0 .-.oJ •:;,
v=m .~J 4- .... - .... ..... .... - .... .... .... - ........ -- +- .... .... .... 1:>0 LilL. e ., It D 0", 0 .. .. '" .. 0 .. '" '" • • .. .-0

:0 -- 0 C III> '" ... '" '" .. .. ., .. CIJ .. o • .. .. .. .- U="- -- - - -..a$.5 u... :; 0 0 :;2 on .,." ~2 0 '" '" In ... ~R "" c 0 ...0... ... 00 .... N .. -e \0 r- t- ..... ,.....::c: -,,- ~li ..... ..... N N N ....
!lUI a":r: L

~~
..
C~- .

~~
......
u e

n-~

. . . ..: .- ..:...: . . - .. ..... - ....- .... .... ........ .... .... .... +- +- .... .... .... .... t... ~~S .... - - - - .--, u e
VI ... "'0 ..o-t +, ,H+, ..., +, ...,.... +, +t +t +'+1 +'+t ~' +, ~ +1+1 0

~

- .. II:) N 0'" (;) In o In 0 In In .00
In '"

... 00 U Ii
c l. .... - .., >n .., on .0 In >0 >n y 'O'i' \0 on >D \0 >0 >01'-u I I I I t I bJ. I 6 ."6 ::1;... 0 00 0 0 (:I .... In C co '"~ .... an ..... .... on ..... ...... .0 .... ""' >0 'ID ..... ... ,

t...-,
1- D '

L
>- CL.

• ft
,'.

ij. 1- -0. .\:
11:1 CI ... "'0 \.. .. 1- ::.c h... Clls ... 'C7>h ... .. D ::t

«- .. 0>" Do 0...01 ...DI "DI DlV- 01 ... 01 ... 01 .. te-c co. CCi C1:>O,.. II: VI ..K CDt co. I:. 0; I:.1:>0" 1:>0. UD_O_CD __ l:.a_Co_ - ....--c.-C.-.-_. __ c.cU_ Cl:. :}.uJrU.JIl-u.x-ux-vx-.x ... u.x-ux':"uxuexu.x-I:.--·.=~=~f=~~f=~f=~:~~o.=~~~=~f=~=~~=~~f~ft~ J:._c-~-~ ..-::cItl..,,-~c-~O~O"-X~D-o.l>_ItI.._:r:o.-X~I>lL.a.~ • -0o 0 LO LO 0.0 X U Q ~o 0.0 0 0 ~ L""~ )I-
e ..
> I>U• • _r:::.. t...::t., "'0 ..-~.: tj ~ D"< f. .t... "1:>0 ~~0. ::f "'e> • I:.

X • C "'0 -

!l ~m
u u iE:x: ""' w f~ ... ::t'V ..

<. o.u 0.0 W "- t:) ~ ... ~~ 'X. 0. ~tu=
.A.Dc::t
<"<-m
I • • I..,

I~
-< r- -NI""\"

-<,... • -
=< ~ ... ,... "".0 '" tr\ IJ

,... .... ,... '" .... \D ~ ~ \0 '"mm ulf ~1' u, e> :xx ., .... 0. •- I I . I I I I I • I I i • I .l.- -~ - ..... -.., -P"'\ _-..r - .., - 0
-c om UU 00 ~ lL. e> x:x: .." -. .- ::c .0. 0.10") %

.'



••••"
Iiz..
u
« --a: ~:t.. if
• :1~;I'.. .
it ::
• u.......::r;
a c ~
••:;
•It

;
i
!..

1Ir' I'if i I
• ,I i 'i

::~; i~ Ii J'J-
E; ..... ~J' .'.,i!l !•. , h·
! ! ..:. •. I' I': • J
:i:::'!. i' 11"~il
;0 •••• Jt jlor! w ,.1 ;- II".l.~~ :i'l J' it I
(-~lIi-r'r. 1'1.11 ,O~. • J1& I ,

-....

i
!

..."...

:: , .•• .>

"" "f;.......- ..- : ..

.j

i
i

I,
i.

• I '.
i ·f: I' I

!

,;
:
I " •
1 {I'II,
Ij~• •

..
~..
K~.::

:~



..::

APPENDIX "En

Use Parking Requirement
1. Office 3 spaces .per 1,'000 sq.•

ft. of Floor Area. Y

2. Retail 2 spaces per 1,000 sq.
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 excessof 60. ' .

a. Ancillary retail (including
restaurants)

b. Meeting rooms ( with no fixed
seats)

2 spaces per 1,000 sq. -
ft. of Floor Area
1 space for each 35 sq.
ft. of Floor Area
(exclusive of any stage).

4. Fitness center 1 space per 500 sq. ft.
of Floor Area.

"

:-":

)

1. Floor Area as calculated in accordance with sectio.J:l
12.21.1A5 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
housing mechanical equipment or ~achinery.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··.:forthin Condition No. lsi of Tentative Tract
Map No. 35269.

;.

\ .. ,

:.:



APPENDIXB:
Advisory Agency Letter of Clarification Re: Howard Hughes Center

Tract No. 35269, November 4, 1999
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NICHOLAS H. STONNINGTON

EXECUTIVE OFFlce:s
16TH FLOOR

CON HOWE
DIRECTOR
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Date: __ N_O_V_O_4_1_99_9_

INFORMATION
(213) 580-1172

Arden Realty limited Partnership
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1400
Los Angeles. CA 90045
Attn: Mike Russell

Latham & Watkins
633 W. 5th Street
Los Angeles. CA 90071
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 asa
commercial subdivision of 63 lots. commonly known as Howard Hughes Cer.ter"("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.1 9 that clearly shows how the height limits approved under Tract No. 35269
are intended to apply to the existing recorded parcels.

AdditionallYI Arden Realty limited Partnership, the current owners of the undeveloped
portion of HHC«proposes to increase the size of the "open court" or "open area court" (the
terminology used in Condition of Approval No. 15d of Tract No. 35269) or "Cent. Square"
(the terminology used in Exhibit 0 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 throsqhout the center
of HHC (l.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). 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
S.C,D,F and G of Tract No. 35269, with the final configuration thereof being determined
as buildings are constructed.

puaLlc COUNTER 6< CONSTRUCTION SERVICEs CENTER
201 NORTH FIGUEROA STRE:e:r. ROOM 300· (2131977-6083

VAN NUYS· 6251 VAN NUV$ 8LVO., I" FLOOR. VAN NUYS 91401· IBI617S6.BS9G

AN ~QUAL E:MPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFrRMATIV.E ACTrON EMPLOYER

EXHIBIT 2



TENTATlVE.TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) I( PAGE2

Therefore, consistent with the City Council's intent in approving the tract and subsequent
modification on 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 hotel rooms. Retail space an"cillary 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 commerdal 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 already
received approval), and landscaped buffers on Lots OS2 through OS6 as
shown on Revised Tentative Tract No. 35269, stamp-dated July 26, 1985.

Phase II: Development shan be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 675,0001

square feet of office/retail, a 250,000 square feet entertainment center; 600
hotel rooms, and commencement of construction of Parcel as i as a private
park. "

Phase III: Development shall be permittee up to a maximum of an additional 415,0001

square feet of office/retail. If not in this Phase, construction of portions of
Parcels B. C, 0 E. F and G as an open area court of at least 66.211
combined total square feet shall occur in Phase IV.

No building permits shall be issued for Phase III unless and until:

(1) The subdivider's Transportation Coordinator has consulted with
LADOT to review the TDM Program with special consideration given

In Phases ll, lll, and IV, officc:lretail space may be exchanged for additional hotel rooms in accordance
with Condition No. ISb.
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TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) PAGE 3

to (2) below;

(2) The subdivider has, at his own expense, taken counts of inbound and
outbound p.m. peak-hour traffic (derived from Phases I and" based
upon actual or assumed occupancy of at .Ieast 66%) at intervals and
locations determined to be reasonable by the Department 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 OS) and outbound (OS) p.m. peak hour trips;

(b) Trip reduction of 10% IB and OB p.rn. peak hour trips has been
successfully achieved when compared to the number of trips
that would have been generated in Phases { and 1\ with no trip
reduction;

(c) In the 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
III and placed in Phase IV.

Phase IV: N.obuilding permits shall. be issued for Phase IV unless and until:

The subdivider has. at his own expense, taken counts of IB and OB p.rn. peak-hour traffic
(derived from a cumulative total of 1.148 million square feet occupied or assumed to be
occupied in Phases I-III) at intervals and locations determined to be reasonable by the
Department of Transportation and has demonstrated to the satisfaction of DOT the
following:

(a) If a TDM 'success rate of 17% or better for combined Phase I, II and IIIIB 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 I, II and III with no trip reduction;
then development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 460,000
sq uare feet.



. TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) PAGE 4
\ (

(b) In the event 115.000 square feet has been withheld from Phase III construction
under Condition No. 15d Phase III (2). then development up to a total of an
additional 575.000 square feet shall be permitted under the terms of (a) above;

(c) In the event the TOM 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 result in an 18and 08 p.m. peak hour trip generation
in excess of 4,7a5 trips for the entire project.

Ch?nge Condition No. 19 to read:

That the heights of buildings shall not exceed those shown on the chart attached hereto
as Exhibit 0, 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 "0", the intent of such category
was to be illustrative and descriptive and not to have any regulatory effect under Tract No .

. 35269.

Relative to Condition No. 21, it should be noted that since the revision 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
reg.arding necessary details to implement Condition No. 21.

All 'other conditions remain unchanged.

Sincerely,

Con Howe
Advisory Agency .-,

DARRYL l.F SHER
Deputy Advisory Agency

DLF:DK:oss

a:3SZ69c;13
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Demonstrate on the solar analysis bO~h~he win~er sols~ice (9 a.~.~ 3
p.1Il.) and sumner solstice (B i?.1t., Jj p.re.) shading of '"tr~s befng
plan~ed +rith reference ~D their ~YDe and antitipa~ed si2e ~t
~!Urity. ihe summer analysis shall only be applicable wnere shading
affectS adjacent properties and recrea~ional 8reas_ lndicate
existing adjacent buildings and Tecreation facilities showing efie~s
of proposed landscape shading. Jndicate prevailing .br:eezes .when
high-rise s~ru~es ~re involved (six s~ories or. more).

Tne names; addresses t phone nU'lllber~.of the 1andscape architet::t and
applicant shall be snDWnon,~he pians. Plans ~hall be~sigried by ~ne
'landscape archhert with li cense number. The 1ancscape archi"'te::t
.will certify. on "the" Iandscane 'Plan tnat she/he nas revii!Wed "tne
approved "Solar Access l<eportH before preparing the landscape plan •

. 1\ maintenance and irrioation p'lan, with special eens+cerat-ien Tor the
barrier wall along the-southerly propert:y line. .

t the suhdivider -f!xecute a covenant .ami ayre5Dent "that each property
will become a member, of Eo property owneris assDci"a'tion Tonned for

purpose of 1Jlaintcining 'the TDM piDgram and ·all landscaped areas and
1 .other tmmIDn areas particularly tne open space areas as :shown on

'V,;sed len-&.iitive Tract Ho. 35269 s-~mp dated July 25. 19B5. In rrhe event .
ta'ltrans penni'tS constror:ti on Df ~ water Teii'tUre il.t t.he .point of

:_ ss and -egress of the ~outhbounrl freeway ramps t it shall be the
, ponsibi1i'ty of ""the association ~ nmin'ti\in 'the 'rela'Led elemen'tS as we11
.,otper wa~er-re1a~ed ei emerrts w:ithin the project she.

, L- "the heigtrr..s of buildings shall not exceed those shown in t.he chart
P.acnedhere~D as txhibit. D.

;"

~or to recordation of the first. final map for the. llroje:::t., the
, diviner shall execirre and record against. the property·a covenant and
eemerrt; in fom and substance sat.isnnory "'to the Ci'ty Ati:;orney,

rsuarrt to which the subdivider shaTl agref 1:hat the- owner(s) or
c sorts) in interest of "the property involved in "this "J:ra::t will

'~·'Cipiite in ,any benefit assessment district or any -:trust fund based
::ii' fDl1ZIUlaor criteria whit:h is . applicable "to -all new development

in -the l:oan:al 'Iransportation Corricor Sper:ifir::: Pian Area if and :';0'
extent such .benefi't assessnerrt diSI:ri r:::t or Qn:ji nance -e51:ahl ishi n9 sLu:::h

'Tunrl ;s otherwise applicable on ;"tS efff.!C'tive da'tel:D buildings in
.'PT1lject and "if and 'tl) the exte.nt"the project nr 'Porti ens thereof are
o'therwi:se excluded or exempt. 'frD1ll the applicntion of su-ch, benefit

essment oi:rtri::t or ordi nance,

I I'
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I
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Date: __ N_O_V_O_4._1_99_9_

INFORMATION
\2131 S50-1172

Arden Realty Limited Partnership
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1400
Los Angeles, CA 90045
Attn: Mike Russell

Latham & Watkins
633 W. 51h Street
Los Angeles, CA 90071
Attn: Dale Neal

Re: .Tract No. 35269
Council. District No.6

LEDER OF CLARIFICATION

On January 24·, 1986, in accordance with provlslons 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 Cer.ter "("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 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" or "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)
previouslyproposed 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 (Le., 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). In Tract No. 35269, Parcel F is 66,211
square feet. There will be at least that much open spate area on portions of Parcels
B,C,D,F and G of Tract No. 35269, with the final configuration thereof~me'm~
as buildings are constructed. E:.AnI01 I 6
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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
modification on 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 hotel roams. Retail space andllary 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

I
1\

1\

Construction shall proceed according to the following phasing plan:

Phase .1: '400,000 square feet of building area (for which the applicant has already
received approval), and landscaped buffers on Lots OS2 through OS6 as
shown on Revised Tentative Tract No. 35269, stamp-dated July 26, 1985.

I
Phase 1I~ Development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 675,0001

square feet of office/retail, a 2501000 square feet entertainment center: 600
hotel rooms, and commencement of construction of Parcel OS1 as a private
park. .

I
I

Phase III: Development shall be.permittee up to a maximum of an additional 415,0001

square feet of officeJretaiL If not in this Phase, construction of portions of
Parcels B. C, 0 E. F and G as an open area court of at least 66,211
combined total square feet shall occur in Phase IV.

No building permits shall be issued for Phase III unless and until:. /'

II.
I

(1) The subdivider's Transportation Coordinator has consulted with
LADOT. to review the TDM Program with special consideration given

Ii
I
I

In Phases 1I. IU, and IV, office/retail space may be exchanged for additional hotel rooms in accordance
with Condition No. I Sb.
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TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) PAGE 3

to (2) below;

(2) The subdivider has, at his own expense, taken counts of inbound and
outbound p.m. peak-hour traffic (derived from Phases I and" based
upon actual or assumed occupancy of at )east"66%) at intervals and
locations determined to be reasonable by the Department 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 (IS) and outbound (08) p.m. peak hour trips;

(b) Trip reduction of 10% IB and OB p.rn. peak hour trips has been
successfully achieved when compared to the number of trips
that would have been generated in Phases {and II with no trip
reduction;

I
I
I
I
I-
I

(c) In the 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
III and placed in Phase IV. .

Phase IV: N.obuilding permits. shall be issued for Phase IV unless and until:

The subdivider has, at his own expense, taken counts of 18and 08 p.m. peak-hour traffic
(derived from a cumulative total of 1.148 million square feet occupied or assumed to be
occupied in Phases l-Ill) at intervals and locations determined to be reasonable by the
Department of Transportation and has demonstrated to the satisfaction of DOT the
following: ' /

I-
"""

(a) ~fa TDM success rate of 17% or better for combined Phase I, II and 11118 and 08
p.m. peak hour trips has been successfully achieved when compared to the number
of trips that would have been generated by Phases I, II and 111with no trip reduction;
then development shall be permitted up to a maximum of an additional 460,000
sq uare feet. .
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TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35269(Clarification) PAGE 4

(b) In the event 115,000 square feet has been withheld from Phase 11\ construction
under Condition No. 15d Phase III (2), then development up to a total of an
additional 575,000 square feet shall be permitted under the terms of (a) above;

(c) In the event the TOM 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 LAOOT and the
Advisory Agency, would not result in an IB and OB p.m. peak hour trip generation
in excess of 4,7~5 trips for the entire project

Ch~nqe Condition No. 19 to read:

That the heights of buildings shall not exceed those shown on the chart attached hereto
as Exhibit 0, 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 "0", the intent of such category
was to be illustrative and descriptive and not to have any regulatory effect under Tract No.
35269.

RelatiVE;to Condition No. 21, it should be noted that since the revision to the current design
plans may affect the intent of the requirement to provide an on-site transit center, the
developer shall meet and conferwith the City oftos-Angeles Department of Transportation
reqardinq necessary details to implement Condition No. 21.

All 'other conditions remain unchanged.

Sincerely,

Con Howe
Advisory Ag'ency ,-,

DARRYL L F SHER
Deputy Advisory Agency

OLF:OK:oss

a:35269d3
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Demons!Ta~e on the solar analysis bo~h Lne ~in~er sDls~;ce (g E_r._, 3
P_lll.) and sunrner snl st+ce CB .c..tt.., .Jj p.n.) shading of "trees being
p'iarrted ~th reference "to their "tyoe and anti:::ipo-r.ed size at
1J1awri'ty. "The sunmer ana lysi 5 sna 11 on i'y be app 1i cable wnere shad; n9
afte~ adjacent properties and recTea~iona1 Zlreas_ lndica~e
exisrino adjacent buildinos and recreation facilities snowinG efiect5
of proposed 'landscape shading. )m:li.ca~e preva i ling br:eezes WIlen
hioh-rise StTUCLUTe5 are involved (six 5"tories or. more).- .
"The names... addr'eases , phone number-.of the landscape arcrri tect and
applicant shal1 be snosn on..;:tne prans , Fl ans sha'l l be-signed by"tne
'landscape crchhe:::t with license runnaer , Tne lanosc:..ape ercrrrrect
-will certify on "the" lands cane 'Plan -tnat she/he nas reviewed "tne
approved "Solar AcceSS Report" before preparing the "landscape 'Plan •

. P. maintenance and irri£lation plan. wi"t.h special cnns'i derrrt'icn for "the
barrier wall along the southerly prcper'ry line.

t "the 5uhrlivi der -execirre a covenant and a!lre£ment tha1. e:ach property
er will become i3 memner of :a propen:yowner1s assocta:l:ion formed -for

purpose of ~intain;n£ "the iBM pr~gram and -all landscaped are~s and
1 rrrher crmmnn :areas particularly tne open space areas as shown on

: V,ised Terrtatrive Tract 140_ 35269 !)UiTnp dated July 25, 1985. in The event·
Cal~rans per-nrrts consrrucrt on trf c water feawre at the :poirrt trf

._ <:05 and -egress of tne -southbound freeway ramps , i1. .sna'Tl be "the
. ponsibiliT..Y· of the association "to mairrza'in the 'n:(la"ted e'l emerrts zs well
c ,ntjler wa-r:er-rela't.ed e'iemerrrs v0thin thE: project she.

t "the heigtrr...s of buildings shall not exceed "those .shown in -the chart
:Ulcned neret;o ?5 "Exhibit D.

'or to recordation of the first final map Tor th~. 1lroje~, the
divir:ier sha11 execute and record against "the propeny·a covenant and

, eemerrt , in form and .substance .satisfac-r.oT.Y "to 'the Ci-r.y A:i:i:orne)"
irsuant, to which the subciivider sna'Tl agree that the- owneds) Dr

D sorf s) in "interest of "the property involved in -this "1:ra::t will
rncipnT.e in .any benefit assessment district or any trust -fund based

:iI' formula or criteria which is _appli cable i:.D "ill) new development
in "the CoE..S"i:Bl'Iransportation Com rinr Specific Pian Are:a if and "1:0'
extent .such .benefiT. zssassmerrt district or ordinance -es.:ablishino .such

fund is otherwise :a:pplicable on "i'1:S effective d:a:l:e I.O !;I.llilci.ings in
.project and "if and 1:0 the exterrt -me projEct rrr porti nns "thereof zr'e

otherwi:se excl uried Dr exempt. from the .appli em on of such benefi1.
eS5T!!£!nttii:tiri::t or ordi nance,



- I"·

J
tt u

e-,
~

~- ---f: rl.
1\.Il

0- r-....

d~~ ~ ¢l~ ¢l¢l ~¢l ¢l ¢l ¢l ~¢l ~¢l d <t:! ¢l c~ g~f:::

[ '0 '" "'..., '" '" '" "" "" "" '" "' .... "'''' '" '" '" ""'"-~ III e- t"- NN ...... 1'11'1 N 1'1 N NM NN N N M NN

~
M .... ..... ..... ........ ......... ... M M ...... ...... M .... .., ....M IIlg

~rIl
rJ)~

!Z;.:g
~.- ~~

...l::E
d d ¢l": dd CC C d 0::: ~d co::: <t:! c 0::: Cll4

::;'0

~~
tIlC/)-

'" '" .... "" ~~I ~;j;1 ;!;I +1 ;;1 .... +1 ~;!;l ;;1;1 ;;\ :!! ",::2 :z;ll.
t"- t"- N ..... c:> N .... ... "" 0.., ... - .... -~ - .... <XI c:> C -M - .... :::. !::: -.,; u... N N ....

I z 0
i?:
~-e
cC

~ Ii
..

~
... .. .:! tI· ft ..

~ - n -=:1 .. .. .. .. ~ .... 111'\ .- Wu - u - u oS ~] u u u~i~
~

u_ ~1i t§ ~ l!1j -r:; "i: U> ...
~E ..0 .9 ~ 0 0

~~-4!~
I>:!.. -;; ..2-;: - .. .. ~. ..2-;; -;; -;; ::>

'" '" ""0 "'!:;! "'0 0 M 5! "'~ "'", '" co ........z 0
"" .... 1'1 N .... '"

I til
0
i?:0
.J

.. ~
Ii - UU uu - - Ii Ii ~ ~- -- ;:: -.:: n~'eo:5 _c u " " u u u U u ..

~

:Cji: e ~ ~~ t!!~ ~e ~ e ~ ~~ e~ ~ ~ ~ e:2

~~ :i~ 0 <:> on ." '" ." .,,0 CI v:I .,., "' .... ""0 .,., ~ 0 .... .r:>.... -e- '" .... '" t"-
va ee ~ -e- -e- "'~ '00\ r- '" "'0::Us ..... M M Z

u!i: -e
ta!2
:cW

~
~ 0:C
"-- ::J::E

;:1:::>
.§~

~.~ ~·Ic C dd o::!d ":¢l c:: d 2 ":0::: 2": 0::: .: o::! ..:..:
+1 +1 ;;1.1:;1 ;!;I ;hI ;!;I;hl ;;1 +1 +1 +I;!;I +1+1 +1 +1 +1 ;!;I;!;I~! co .... .,.,

~
.... .,., 0 ..., v-.

~

'7 ,. "''? "" .... 'I,Q"';'. '? .,., g,? ~'? '? ~ '? "'''?:Cfil ii:O 0 '" 0 c!, 0 "" VI "" c'" 0 0 0 ...
M M ..... .., on '" ""' ..., '0 -e- '" '" '" '0

CI:I ..
0 eD..
~ U

tJ
jl. E

I ~
~ ... .5

;:
JoQl~.:g ... .:g = ...... .:g.:g.rd ...... .rd u

oSE~ !fOllo.rd~"" ~ ....rd~oQl~ar:;:(o ::0'" ~ .. ~oolg~O.:g~OII .. ""B"v e :::l.

I ,;,. ..:: -:;<. ft :;:(~ 8!!:g ~ 3 ~ ~ 3 3l -.; :g ...I J! 8 1i :;;z ~ 8:g~. B ~ 8 11:;c. 8 :!!~~. ~ ~"E ~ "Sa::!:!. E:aE:a~Eo E Sao fi Eoa:aE E EolaEo u'" <> EIII oll.Oll.ll.o:Cll.ll.OD..D..oll.~ll.u.rdO:Cll.D..Oll.jl.OLO:C.O:Cll.ll.ii:jl.~~ Eli
~]-
~c.

~

.",:1
"'0
C :::leo:-u

i~~ -e 0 c '"jl.
~

ll.... ;s-;;:..: - ....:
~ III ~(J ~o iE:c 00 ~ .~~-< 0 ..... :..: }:ll.P:! ttl I.t. ll..... ll. jl.Z

D U • c

I ";]S.a
~06 ... bD~~~:a

-e- ..8..8~~-e t"-- -< -«..5m

I ]~~ ~ -e- e-- r)'" 1'1 ..... m t;; ~ !?~ l:;! ~ ~ '" J~O:t:It 00 ,..,,,, c... D..:
~ -~ .. . 77 .- '" -.., - .... i;2 ...--c Pi it: 0 :r::c -"" }: i5p:!CQ .uu 00 ........ jl. jl.tr.I ;z:

I \.-

I.. -- ....~ ,•••.. '1'-'" ._ ..,..••"~'-' •• "'~" .. ",



CITY OF Los ANGELES
CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF
CITY PLANNING

200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525
Los ANGELES, CA 90012·4801

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
5TH FLOOR

CON HOWE
DIRECTOR

(213) 978·1271

FRANKLIN P. EBERHARD
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213) 978-1273

GORDON B. HAMILTON
DepUTY DIRECTOR
(213) 976-1272

ROBERT H. SUnON
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213) 978-1274

FAX: (213) 978-1275

INFORMATION
(213) 978-1270

MITCHELL B. MENZER
PRESIDENT

JOSEPH KLEIN
VICE-PRESIDENT

RICHARD 8ROWN
. MABEl CHANG

DORENE DOMINGUEZ
JAVIER O. LOPEZ

PASTOR GERARD MCCALLUM II
TOM SCHIFF

I(

AROr::.\RE!\ L..,-,j \\\10
JAMES K. HA N ! (.\'Il.\;''\ II, 'nv.

MAYOR

DEC 3 1 2002. GABRiElE WIlliAMS
COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT

(213) 978-1247

December 27, 2002

Latham & Watkins
633 W. 5th Street, Suite 4000
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2007
Attn: Dale K. Neal

Arden Realty Limited Partnership
6080 Center Drive
Suite 200 ./
Los Angeles, CA 90045
Attn: Pa~ 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 ("TIM 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 1999
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
Advisory A~ency EXHIBIT 7

mily Gabe Lu dy ,
Deputy Adv sory Agency

AN EQUAL E.MPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - A'FFIRMATrVE. ACTION E.MPLOYER'~'--~"",';,;,;~,"",~""". ~



·~TY OF Los ANGE:L.E,
CALIFORNIA

ELIAS ....ARTINEZ
CITY CL.EPlK

~

Wt-4EN .-t ....K.NG ,HOUIRIr;s
RE!..jl.TIVI: TO THIS MATTER.
REFER TO f'JLE' NO.

85-2313
TOM BRADLEY

MAYOR

CD 6

January 24, 1986

City Attorney (w/copy of motion)
City Planning Commission (w/copy of motion)
Deputy Advisory Agency (w/copy of motion)
Board of Public Works (w/copy of motion)
Bureau of Engineering (w/copy of motion)
Department of Building & Safety

(w/copy of motion)

OFFICE OF

CITY CJ.....E.RK

ROOM 3!i1'~. CrTY HALL

LOS ANGEI-ES, CA 90012

<\-85-5705

Latham, & Watkins
555 S. Flower St.
Los Angeles, CA. 90071

(w/copy of motion)

~Tooley and Company
Attn: Wm. McGregor
6167 Bristol Parkway
Suite 324
Culver City, CA.' 90230

(w/copy o£ motion)

A Coalition of Concerned
Communities (w/copy of motic

7927 'Stewart Ave.
Los Angeles, CA. 90045

RE: HOWARD HUGHES CENTER - 6900 SEPULVED~ BOULEVARD

"'-")t -:::hemeeting of the Council held Januarv 24, 1986, the following
'-c1ct~onwas taken:

Attached report adopted as amended r...... X,---='----" motion 2A adopted (Finn-Russell).................. X
.. resolution " ( ) -------

Ordinance adopted ...........•.................••........... -------Motion adopted ,to approve attached report .... ,............•.. .,..-
" " " " "communication .. '" ' .

To the Mayor for concurrence ~ ----------
To the Mayor FORTHWITH ..•.........•..............•.....•••. _
Mayor concurred ...................•...........• : .........•. _
Appointment confirmed ......•........•.............•........ __ --,. _
ApP9intee has/has not taken the Oath of Office .•......•.... ---=----Findings adopted as amended _ ...........•. __ ~X~ __
Negative Declaration adopted .............................•. ~---
Categorically exempt ..~ .........•...•.......... _ _
Generall y exempt .........•... _ _ _...•...•. _ .---~---EIR and addendum to EIR certified _....•.......... __ ....;;X..;..... __

Tract map approved for filing with the County Recorder •.... __
Parcel map approved for filing with the County Recorder .._./~ __
Bond approved ......................•....•. _ ..•............•
Borid is No ,..•.•.. _.............•..... -----------
Resolution of acceptance of future street to be known as
-,;;-::=='"=::-=-::-:;:--=-=-:;::"":'-=-=:-:::-:~-;-;:- ---'-__r-adopte-d _

",Aqr"';ement ment~oned there~n is! are No.
) , of Contracts · _

r~~~< . ..:~ 'EXHIBITS
City Clerk
rob

c)
AN EOUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY '- AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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File No. 85-2313

9 TO THE COUNCIL OF THE
.;;::J CITY OF LOS ANGELES

-1-

Your PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT Committee
reports as fo11ows:
RECOMMENDATION
1. ~hat 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 Comm.issLon
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. 35269 located at 6900 Sepulveda Blvd. adjacent to
the San Diego Freeway {I-40Sl, for condominium purposes and
subdivision divided into 63 lots including a maximum of
2,700,000 square feet of commercial office space and a
60o-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 (h)
as shown in Attachment A attached to this report, and by
adding. "Th~ previous District Plan permitted more office use
than :thecurrent Plan" to the third paragraph of (a) and (b)
(i); and that the amended FINDINGS BE ADOPTED as the
Coun~il's 'FINDINGS.

4. That the FI~DINGS 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 t,his
report and that the Statement of Overridtng CORSiderations
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 Conside~ations BE ADOPTED·*See ,Motion 2A for 'further

CEQA amendments.
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File No. 85-2313
TO THE COUNCIL OF THE

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Your
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PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 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 ElK has been completed in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of
1970 and the State and City's Guidelines.

SUMMARY
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On January 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
Tent~tive Tract No. 35269 was filed with the Planning Department
on Febr~ary 9, 1985 for a maximum 2.7 million square foot
commercial condominium and between 600 and 1500 hotel rooms on.63
lots. The project site, located at 6900 Sepulveda Boulevard, is
zoned M1-1 and Rl-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 bal~nce between job~ and
~ousing 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 o£
the neighbors.
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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 011 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 b~ildings. This impact will be further
mitigated by a clear project commitment to overall
projeet quality and distinguished project appearance as
ev~denced by significant design efforts 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 views available from within the
project 2nd 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
me arrt by CEQA, the project's beneficial visual
characteristics -notwithstanding. Such additional
mitigation ~s may be provided by placing the same
amount of building area in buildings that would be
lower ..than the sur roundfrig 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 I mitigation as may be provided by rpduced
building intensity would have unacceptable impacts on
the project objectives.
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED MAlL TO:

'Latham & Watkins
6.33W. 5th Street, Suite 4000
Los Angeles, Califumia 90071-2007

.Attn: Dale K.Neal .

\ . .d

Space Above ThIs LIne For Ret:onl~s Use .
.' .

AMENDMENT TO

HOW AIID Hl)GHES.CENTER

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

This Amendment To Howard Hughes CenterDevelopment Agreement (~e .
"Amendment") is entered 000. as of the 1fib day ofSepteinhti 2002 by and between the.CITY

. OF LOS ANGELES~ a municipal corporation r'City',~ and ARDEN REALTY LTh1lTED
... 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 How.ard Hughes Center Development
Agree~mmt dated November .3, 1986 and recorded on Novemberd, 198~ ~ the Official
Records of Los Angeles County; California as Instrument No,' 86-1:50.74'10(the
"Development Agreement"). .

B. Company is 'the successor-In-interest to HHP under the Development Agreement,

C. City and Company wish to ainend the'Developmept Agreement, pursuant to .
Section V.N. thereof (i) to conform the description ofthe :'Projecr~inthe Development
Agreement to the description of the "Project" inthe conditions .61approvalof Tentative

. Tract Map No. 35269 ("Tract 3526~') as the parties modififd those conditions on
October 16, 1998 (the "Tract Modification"), -(ii) to conform-the phasing plan for the
Project described jn 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 InLieu Credit to be reserved by the Company and credited toward Transportation t-

Fees otherwise attribntableltoi a StiJjsequentphase of the Project o~ to a related
Development (as defined inSection 6D4 ~fthe Transportation-Specific-Plan) located
within the boundaries ofOC~~~269, (Iv.) tO~probiQitexcess InLieu Credit from being
reserved and credited toward the Transportation Fee payable by related Developments
located outside the boun~~ of Tract 35~69 and (v) to provide for reimbursement of
costs incurred by the City rcfi tllclr periodic review of-the Development Agreement

EXHIBIT'
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.NOW, THEREFORE; City and Company hereby agree to amend the
Development Agreement as follows:

1. Section RD. 1 is hereby amended by deleting !the existing Section lI.D.l in
its entirety and by substituting the following as Section lI\D.l:

! .

.
'~1.Description of the Major Components of the Project Company.seeks to
develop Howard Hughes Center as a mixed-use complex comprised of the
following majo! components: .

(a) A maximum of 1.950,000 square feee of commercial office and retail
development, including at Company's option a 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 (Including amaximum 0{4,SOO
'theater seats) with supporting retail which shall be in. addition to the 100.000
square.feet of retail·space.all~wed inparagrap~ (~)above;

(c) A maximum of 600 hotel rooms; provided, however, that Company 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; . .

(d) Public and private improvements, partially consisting of major road .
improvements and other in.frastrUcture .within the Project area as described in .
paragraph p.2.~ .. ~ . .
2. The.1asttwo sentences of Section N.A.2 of the Development Agreement
are hereby amended by deleting those two sentences in their entirety and by
substituting:

.r

"In Lieu Credit, in excess of that which is credited toward the
Transportation F~ 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 attributable t.9a.subsequent phase of the Project, or to a
related Development (as defined in Section 6D4 of the
Transportation Specific Plan) located within the boundaries ~f
Tentative Tract Map No. 35269. However, as additional
consideratioa for "this Agreement, Company agrees ,...that.
notwithstanding .the provlsi~ns of 'Sectioa 6])4 of the
Transportation Specific Plan ·to the contrary, such excess In Lieu
Credit may not be reserved and Credited toward the Transportation
Fee otherwise payable by related Developments located outside the
boundaries of Tentative Tract Map No. 35269 but within the same
employment center," '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'Bxhibit C in its entirety and by substituting
the following as Section C of Exhibit C;

i
\ ,

~'C. The phasing plan for the Project is as follows:

Phase 1: 400,000 square feet of building area, and landscaped buffers on
Lots 082 through 08~ as shown on Revised Tentative Tract No. 35269t

stamp-dated July 26, 1985. '

Phase IT: Development up to amaximum-of an additiona1675,OOOsquare
feet of office/retail, a 250,000 square feet entertainment center; 600 hotel
rOOIDStand commencement of construction of Parcel ps1as a private park
(office/retail space may be exchanged for additional hotel rooms).

Phase ill: Development up to' a maximum of an additiona1415,OOOSquare
feet of officelretail (office/retail space may be exchanged for additional hotel
rooms), Ifnot in this Phase, constmctlon of'portlons 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 inPhase N:'
Phase IV: Balance of the development of the Project (office/retail space
may be exchanged for additional hotel rooms):" ,

4. Section V.F of the Development Agreement is hereby amended by adding'
the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph:

"Company shalf reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably and necessarily
incurred, to accomplish the required. annual review," '

The parties agree that the foregoing supercedes that 'certain First Amendment to Howard Hughes
Center Development executed by the Mayor on February 29, 2000 and recorded in the Los
Angeles County Recorder's Office on March 7,2000 as Instrumeat No. 00-0344412 (the "First
Amendmenfj"and that upon the effective date hereof theFirst Amendment ,shall become null
and void and have no further force or effect.

, , .
It is the intent of the parties that the foregoing amendments be effective as of October 16, 1998~
the date on which the Tract Modification: was approved by the City Council, If~y provision 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 on
"both parties, Except as amended herein, the Development Agreement remains in :full force and-
effect. Attached hereto is a copy of Ordinance No. 11.471.3pursuant to whi9t'this Amendment
was approved by the City. "
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF~ the' parties have each executed this Amendment as of

the date first above written..

. Approved as to FOIm and Legality:

September ~ 2002

) .' .:

Attest: .J: ~chael Carey, City ~ei:k

By: \j~
Deputy

'" -C\." \-q ~07-
; .

~ .

. /.

. ARDEN RE.AI.:TY LlMITBD
PARTNERSHlP. .
a Maryl "Ii:mited partnership.

- By: .lJ.l'..LJllL

Its:

B~ b
Its: . David A. Swartz:

Ge~ Counsel8lld SeaetBry .

02 22i8916
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STATE OF CAlIl=ORNIA

COUNTY OF. Ltts· h.DIpJ~,....E.__LE_~ _

)
) 55.
)

\ (

• before me. ~ .::r:WA~, ~Oft.A'I'-P~_-.:I"--""'-, __
(NarneAnd "I:iIIe.Of Officer) -~ .

_pe_rs_o_n_a_lly_ap_p_e_ar_ed_~'GL:,~=:r:=;a=@,:o..='J:eo~ ~D8t'P Ie. .:S'uJAgrz.
'...P personally known to me

-or-
.0 proved t9 me on the basis of satisfactory evidenCe to be the pers~hose

nainE(i) ~subscribed to U1ewitliin instrument and acknowledged to me that
~=~elillx~ecuted the same (n~uthorized capacit@.andthat
by : ef fgnatun(§l):tn the .Instrument the ~rso@ or the entity upon
behaif of. ICh the ·PerS~adtad. executed the ·instrument· " ,

.O'. ..
...WITNESS my hand and official seal.

...........

STATE OF-CAUFORNIA

CQUNTYOF hS' !ln3e,Le.'s .'
On' S~enJ;yt.:, /q~2-- , before me,

)
) ss.
)

pfiZl/e/K.~b~, #tJ~y 1U4~,
(Name And TlUe Of Officer) I

personally appearedke:s 1(. ~,.J

, , ;;(7,' personally known to me
-or- ,
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person~ whose
name~) JsI~subscribed to the within'instrument and acknowledged.to me that

, he~xecuted the same in h~autho~ed capacl~. and that
by h~ signaiure(J) on the instrument the person~r or the entity upon
behalf of which the persGmet)·acted. executed the instrument. '

r;." -to "- .........-.. • ~ f WITNESS my hand and official sJaJ. ./
.. 'r"" NEuJE-".DECIM ~- /4 '
- ::~ c "IW'I'IlHlen"3U73I, ' . 0" '-~I ~~~.::-"'uwlJ~Ic-CaBrwiUa ~ ~~J ·~·r LoaAllglaIM County I ~="""",,"",",~--':':::;""";;~~~--------i------
J."u ~w .!"~~.~1:~[

02 ~21~916

o

. 5



'.

------

.,

ciRotHANCE 00.174713
AffJ Ol'dinal'lCB aUlhorizing Iho ~eC:UUOn 01
am ~Ji)eodmenl 10 thai development
agroomenl by and 00tween !he CBy of los
Angsles and AId&n RealI)' Umlted
Paiirwtshlp, relalim b real property In ·the
Wesk:"hesler-Pfaya del Roy Communlly
'PIan (!he "OeveklpmenI }.greemenr). and
adjac:Ml to the JnIeI$fdon Dr !he San DIego
Ft"~ and Seputveda~.,; •
WHEREAS !he CIty ~ ComrnlsaIoo
on ....ay. 9, 2002.' approved and '.

· recolTll'Ill.mdedthai 'tie C1t;' CouhdI. appfQV8
ml amelldJnent. (1l)It-.~~I&.Iha--

· DeVslopmarlt '!qeemltnl: alf:iChD<t· to· .....
Gouncil·.,··~.~.~ ..-e5·23t3·"'-whfcfi-'
Illcorporaies by fel8lence ~ orlglrUil
Development Agreement Into !he provisions
Df this ordhal1ca: and· .' •. "
WHEREAS,- aller due '1lO1~ !he Oty
Planning Commlsskln BnCt thQ.cIty CouncIl
condUCkw:l public hearings. on !his matter;
and . .' . '.
WHEREAS; putr;uanl' It:i CaIHomia

. Govemment Code SecIions 658&4, 01 &&q..

'- .-::~~~~.:~
WHEREAS, lhe AnlI;IndmenI ~ in !he.pubIIc.
Inlerest and Is wnsislenl -Mit! ~ atrs
GeIlOliJI Plan IrclJdIng !he ~BSlche&lor.,
P~iI d6I Rey CclnvnuniIy nan and !he
'CoBslal Tmn;por1alIon ConIdor Sped&:
Ptar), and .
WHEREAS, be c;Ity ~ has J9Viewed
end" CO"ISIdered Ihe Amendmenl ard'!he
lil"ld~ And recommendations of the o!y
P\anrnn Cornmls$loi1. ,
NOW, tJHEREFORE.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CJTY OF LOS
~GEI:.E~ DO OBbAlN AS FOLLOWS:

Sa<:Uon 1. The CIIv Council linda and
delenninps. lhDt. !he' Amendment Is
c-al~Uy exempt froin ffie CaIIfOlTila
Envircmmenial· 0iJar1ly Act. pursUB~I' 10
Article 111,.2I Qf IIle City's CECA GuIdelines
and adopts.1hD Notico of Exemption Issued

: on April 2, 2002. '.
· s.d\on :z.. The CHy Counol finds, with
reswe' b Itle AIOOndment, !halt
tal n is consIstenl wiIh !he obleclfvss,
po~lcles and =. Ill!> ~d In \he
G8neraf Plan !he Westchesler-
Playa del Ray CormnuriIIy Plan and !he

· Coast~ Tra~pottaI!on Corridor Spedfic
Plan and.ls c:ompa»ble with the ll$&11
authorized' In, !IniI the regulallons
prescribed p, the :woo In whlch the IDSI
propeny is b:aled; "
(b) The Inl8nsily, .buildlng h91ght and uses
selforth In !he Mlendmenl are perinilled by
and consistent INiDl .TOO Map 35269, 85
modi~ed by IIle CiJy O:lundlln 1998: .
tel The ~ will not be delrim&nlal
to \he public health, salety and garmral
woHare since If tlIlIXlUfllg9S !he' alOsllUdlon0' a proJecflhalls desirable and t>enelidallo
the public. FUI1tleJmore. \he Amendmenl
.dOO$ no! modify. tIose .pr~~ or IIle
.Develppment Agreemeot which specllically
pe1plil applfca~ 10!he projecf of Nios and
~~lions under t.os AngeleS MunkipaI
Code Sedioos 91.0101 1hmugh.98.D606
relaliJ)g 10public: heallh Sod safely: . .
(d) The Amendment compiles willl all
appl"lcable Cily and Stale regulations
govemlng devebpmenl agreements: _
.(&) The Amendment. Is n~ary to
slrenglhen Jtle public: pIann~ process 8Ild
10 reduce !he public and pnvels c.osts of
devebpmenlllllC8ltalnly.

.. j

".
S.dlon 3. The CItY Council .. hereby
approves lhe Amendmenl and authoriies
and Iflrids. \he Mayor to enter 1010 Ihe
ArrieOdfuanlln Ih8 nama of Itle O~ of los
Angeles. a~. further. df~ !he City ~
\0 record !he Arneh'dment end ltis
.ordinance willl the County Recorder within
tan days of lis eftedive dalBo .
Sec. .t. The City Oerlt shan cent{ 10 the
paSsage of ItlIs ~ and have It
published In ~ with CoundI poIq.
eilher In a daily oewspaper dr(1llaled In the
Ciiy of Los I\ngoles or by. POSIiI29. ror.1an
days In \hree public places In !he City 01los
Angeles: one· copy 00 the bu!sUn board
localed In the' Main Slr&el lobby b ~ City
Hall; one ropy on \he bulleUn boan:f Iocalsd
Blthe ground .levelat the los AnQaIes Slreet
enlroncB 10 Itle los Angeles Police
Department; and one ropy on !he bu!lelln
board Iocaled allhe TempJo.Sliaet enllB/'109
10 aha Los Angeles Col.nty Halt of R&cDnh.
, hera certify IIlal IhB k:li'egllng ordinance
WBS Introduced aI tho mee\lng of Ills
CouncIl of Ule City of Los Mgelea JuIt D2.
2002 and was passed at \ls meetilg of Jdj
'09' 2002 .. ..... ."
J. MJeHAEl. O;REY. CIt)' ~rit
By.Konrad Car1er, Deputy
Approved: JuJy 1T, 2002
JAMES. K. HAHN, May?f .
APproved as lo Form nOd legality
June 3, 2002 •. .
Rodtard J. Delgadillo. Oty Al\omey
By Jack L Brown .
AssIstant City Momey
C.F.02-009l
081'2102
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