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I.  INTRODUCTION 

 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The project site consists of two parcels at the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and 
Gayley Avenue.1  The approximately 23,951 square foot (0.55 acre) irregular-shaped project site 
is generally triangular in shape with the point of the triangle located on Wilshire Boulevard.2  
The project site is bounded by Wilshire Boulevard to the south, Gayley Avenue to the east, 
UCLA’s surface parking (Lot 36) and single-story UCLA building within the parking lot area to 
the west, and a public alley to the north.  The south parcel is located at 10951-10955 Wilshire 
Boulevard and the north parcel is located at 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue.   

Due to changing market forces, the Applicant is requesting review of two development 
options. Both options are described below and are fully evaluated in this EIR.  Option 1 has been 
refined since the circulation of the Draft EIR and is described below and is referred to as Refined 
Option 1.  A detailed analysis of Refined Option 1 is presented in Section IV, Corrections and 
Additions, of this Final EIR.  Refined Option 1 is referred to as the Hotel Project, and Option 2 is 
referred to as the Condominium Project.   

The building under Refined Option 1 or Option 2 would include a total of approximately 
314,325 gross square feet, with approximately 6,510 ground floor square feet of quality retail 
uses along Gayley Avenue and at the southernmost portion of the site fronting Wilshire 
Boulevard.  The building envelope and exterior treatment would be the same for Refined 
Option 1 and Option 2.  The building under Refined Option 1 or Option 2 would be 29 stories 
tall and approximately 427 feet high.  Under both options, parking would be provided in a four 
level, approximately 200-space, subterranean garage.  The parking would operate with a valet 
service under both options.   

                                                 
1 While the site consists of three parcels, for clarity the two northern parcels are referred to collectively as the 

“north parcel” and the southern parcel is referred to as the “south parcel”. 
2  Based on the ALTA survey of the property that was done in January 2007 by the Mollenhauer Group, prior to 

the alley relocation, the lot area of the project site was 20,855 square feet.  After the relocation of the alley from 
the middle of the site to the north side of the property, the site lot area was 21,442 square feet.  (When the alley 
ran through the middle of the site, the north parcel was 10,792 square feet and the south parcel was 10,063 
square feet for a total of 20,855 square feet.  The alley vacation added 3,037 square feet to the site for a total of 
23,892.  The new alley dedication was 2,450 square feet reducing the lot area to 21,442 square feet.)  The 
project would include a vacation of 10 feet in width along the Gayley Avenue frontage.  The area that would be 
vacated along the Gayley Avenue frontage would be 2,509 square feet.  Thus, the site area would be 23,951 
square feet (21,442 + 2,509 = 23,951).   
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Refined Option 1 – Hotel Project 

Under Refined Option 1, the site would be developed with a 250-room luxury business 
hotel that would include amenities such as a private restaurant, bar, coffee shop, business center 
with meeting rooms, library, swimming pool, spa, and fitness center.  These amenities would be 
for use by the hotel guests.  Refined Option 1 would also include approximately 6,510 square 
feet of ground floor quality retail uses.   

The hotel office and lobby (approximately 4,010 square feet) would be located to the 
north of the retail space at the ground level.  The second floor would have an approximately 
4,500 square foot fitness center for hotel guests, administration, laundry and service areas for the 
hotel use.  The third floor would contain back of house uses for the hotel, an approximately 
3,800 square foot coffee shop, an approximately 3,000 square foot day spa, mechanical rooms 
and pool equipment.  The third floor would cantilever over a motor court at the north end of the 
property creating a landscaped terrace and pool deck at the fourth floor level. The fourth floor 
would include an approximately 4,950 square foot restaurant and 1,735 square foot bar and 
lounge area for hotel guests.  The fourth floor would also contain approximately 880 square feet 
of library space and a business center.      

The 250 hotel units would comprise approximately 169,191 square feet of floor area on 
floors five through 29.  The hotel rooms would range in size from approximately 540 to 6,770 
square feet of usable floor area.  Floors five to 11 would each contain 14 hotel rooms 
(approximately 540 square feet each), floors 12 through 22 would each contain 10 hotel rooms 
(approximately 650 square feet each), and floors 23 through 27 would contain seven or eight 
rooms (ranging in size from approximately 800 to 900 square feet).  Floors 28 and 29 would 
contain the remaining four rooms (three rooms approximately 2,260 square feet and one room 
approximately 6,770 square feet).   

Option 2 – Condominium Project 

Under Option 2, the site would be developed with 144 condominium units.  The building 
would include amenities such as a coffee shop, a swimming pool, a spa, and a fitness center.  In 
addition, Option 2 would include an approximately 9,975 square foot Class A public restaurant 
and bar.  Option 2 would also include approximately 6,510 square feet of ground floor quality 
retail uses.   

The lobby for the residential building would be located to the north of the retail space at 
the ground level.  Option 2 would contain similar amenities to those provided in Refined 
Option 1.  An approximately 4,500 square foot fitness center for use by residents would be 
located on the second floor in Option 2.  In addition, the second floor would contain 
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administration, laundry and service areas for use by the residents of the condominiums.  The 
third floor would contain back of house uses, an approximately 3,800 square foot coffee shop, an 
approximately 3,000 square foot day spa, mechanical rooms and pool equipment.  The third floor 
would cantilever over the motor court at the north end of the property creating a landscaped 
terrace and pool deck at the fourth floor level.  The fourth floor would include approximately 
9,975 square feet of floor area adjacent to the pool deck which would be devoted to a Class A 
public restaurant and bar. 

The 144 condominium units would be located on floors five through 29.  Floors five to 
10 would each contain nine condominium units, floors 11 through 20 would each contain eight 
condominium units, and the remaining 10 condominium units would be located on floors 
21 through 29.  The condominiums would comprise approximately 169,191 square feet of floor 
area. The condominiums would range in size from approximately 750 to 6,734 square feet of 
usable floor area.    

The project Applicant is requesting the following discretionary approvals as part of the 
proposed project:   

• General Plan Amendment to:  (1) amend footnote 3 of the Westwood Community 
Plan Land Use Map to allow an increase in the density and height on the south parcel; 
and (2) amend the land use designation on the north parcel in the Westwood 
Community Plan Land Use Map from Community Commercial to Regional Center 
Commercial;  

• Specific Plan Amendment to the Westwood Village Specific Plan and to the 
Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan to move the boundary 
north from the project site’s midpoint to Lindbrook Drive to exclude the entire site 
from the Specific Plan so that the entire site is governed by the Westwood 
Community Plan; 

• Zone change from C4-2D-O on the north parcel and [Q]C4-2-O on the south parcel to 
amend the D Development Limitation on the north parcel and amend the [Q] 
Condition on the south parcel; 

• Height District Change to change Height District 2 and 2D to Height District 4D on 
both parcels; 

• Zoning Administrator Adjustment to eliminate any required setback on the west side 
of the site; 

• Site Plan Review/Design Review; 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map; 
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• Compliance with the West Los Angeles TIMP Specific Plan; 

• Conditional Use Permit to allow the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption; 

• Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel in the C4 zone within 500 feet of an R zone 
(Refined Option 1 only);  

• Approval to permit 226 parking spaces off-site (Option 2 only); 

• Conditional Use Permit to allow a wireless transmitting facility; 

• Encroachment Permits for components including signs and awnings; 

• Subsurface vacation of the public right-of-way under the alley and vacation along 
Gayley Avenue to permit underground parking; and 

• Highway Dedications along Wilshire Boulevard and Gayley Avenue. 

• Demolition permits; 

• Grading, excavation, foundation, and associated building permits; 

• Haul Routes; and 

• Other permits and approvals as deemed necessary, including possible legislative 
approvals, such as a Development Agreement, as required by the City.3  

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The proposed project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Unit, which determined that the proposed project required the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  

Comments from identified responsible and trustee agencies, as well as from interested 
parties regarding the scope of the Draft EIR, were solicited through a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) process.  The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated for a 30-day review period starting on 
August 4, 2008 and ending on September 3, 2008.  Refer to Appendix A to the Draft EIR for a 
copy of the NOP and the written comments submitted to the Planning Department in response to 

                                                 
3 If the City requests a Development Agreement, the project covered by the Development Agreement would be the 

same as that proposed and analyzed in this EIR. 
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the NOP.  All NOP comments relating to the EIR were reviewed and the issues raised in those 
comments were addressed, to the extent feasible, in the Draft EIR.  

On June 4, 2009, the City released the Draft EIR for public comment. The comment 
period was 45 days, ending on July 20, 2009, as provided for by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  

Before approving a project, the CEQA requires the lead agency to prepare and certify a 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR).  The contents of a Final EIR are specified in 
Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, as follows:  

The Final EIR shall consist of:  

(a) The draft EIR or a revision of the draft EIR.  

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary.  

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft 
EIR.  

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 
the review and consultation process.  

(e) Any other information added by the lead agency.  

In accordance with CEQA Statute Section 21092.5(a) the lead agency must provide each 
agency that commented on the Draft EIR with a copy of the lead agency’s proposed response at 
least 10 days before certifying the Final EIR.   

FINAL EIR ORGANIZATION 

This document, together with the Draft EIR for the proposed project and the Technical 
Appendices to the Draft EIR, constitute the “Final EIR” for the proposed project. The Draft EIR 
consisted of the following: 

• The Draft EIR, which included the environmental analysis for the proposed project; 
and 

• Technical Appendices, which included: 
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o Appendix A:  NOP/Initial Study and NOP Comment Letters 

o Appendix B:  Air Quality Worksheets 

o Appendix C:  Hazardous Materials Technical Reports 

o Appendix D:  Noise Worksheets 

o Appendix E:  Traffic Impact Study 

o Appendix F:  Gauging Study 

This Final EIR is organized in the following sections: 

I.  Introduction 

This section is intended to provide a brief overview of the proposed project description, 
CEQA requirements and EIR history for the proposed project. 

II.  List of Commentors 

This section includes a list of public agencies and private individuals who submitted 
comments on the Draft EIR. 

III.  Responses to Comments 

This section includes detailed responses to the comment letters submitted to the City in 
response to the Draft EIR. Copies of the original comments letters are included in Appendix A to 
this Final EIR. 

IV.  Corrections and Additions 

This section provides a detailed analysis of the Refined Option 1 for each issue area 
analyzed in the Draft EIR as well as the corrections and additions that have been incorporated 
into the Draft EIR in response to the comments submitted during the public review period. 

V.  Mitigation Monitoring Program 

This section includes a list of the required mitigation measures and includes detailed 
information with respect to the City’s policies and procedures for implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures.  This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) identifies the 



I. Introduction 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page I-7 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress  

monitoring phase, the enforcement phase and the applicable department or agency responsible 
for ensuring that each recommended mitigation measure is implemented. 

Appendices to the Final EIR 

• Appendix A: Comment Letters 

• Appendix B: Off-Site Parking 

• Appendix C: LEED for New Construction Registered Project Checklist 

• Appendix D: Documentation Regarding Previous Uses on the Project Site 

• Appendix E: Settlement Agreement between the City of Los Angeles and 10921 
Wilshire Boulevard 

• Appendix F: Alley Relocation Staff Report and Resolution 

• Appendix G:  Technical Analyses for Refined Option 1 
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II.  LIST OF COMMENTORS 

 

The following organizations/persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning during the formal 45-day public review period from 
June 4, 2009 through July 20, 2009: 

State of California 

1. State Clearinghouse 
Scott Morgan 
1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

2. University of California, Los Angeles 
Glen S. Fichman 
Campus Counsel 
2241 Murphy Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1405 

Regional and County Agencies 

3. County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
Dennis Hunter 
Assistant Deputy Director, Land Development Division 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, California 91803-1331 

4. Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Susan Chapman 
Program Manager, Long Range Planning 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
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City of Los Angeles 

5. City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation 
Brent Lorscheider, Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
2714 Media Center Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 

Businesses 

6. Badrino Kochtane, Owner 
Badrino Universal Fitness 
1112 Gayley Avenue 
Westwood Village 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

7. Vicken Bamokian, Owner 
Campus Shoe Repair 
10936 Weyburn Avenue 
Westwood Village 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

8. Mark Perry, President 
Diddy Riese Cookies, Inc 
926 Broxton Avenue 
Los Angeles. CA 90024 

9. Steve Whipple, Market Operator and Manager 
Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Ste 110,  
Los Angeles. CA 90024 

10. Film Independent 
9911 Pico Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90035 

11. Jon Muller, Principal 
The Muller Company 
23521 Paseo de Valencia, Suite 200 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 
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12. Clinton Shudy, Owner 
Oakley's Barber Shop 
1061 Gayley Avenue 
Los Angeles. California 90024 

13. Dean Abell 
Sarah Leonard Fine Jeweler 
1055 Westwood Blvd. 
Westwood Village 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

14. Philip Gabriel, Owner 
Scrubs Unlimited 
10930 Weyburn Avenue, Suite A 
Westwood Village 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

15. Wendy Shane, Owner 
Shane's Jewelry 
1008 Broxton Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

16. George Torbay, Owner 
The Tanning Club 
1132 Westwood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

17. Steven D. Sann 
Tengu Restaurant 
10853 Lindbrook Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

18. John E. Anderson, Chairman of the Board 
Topa Management Company 
1800 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4216 
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Individuals 

19. Sandy Brown 
10350 Wilshire Boulevard, Apt. 1003 
Los Angeles, CA   90024 

20. Jessica Dabney 
North American Realty 
8447 Wilshire Boulevard Suite 200  
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

21. Joyce Foster  
joycelfost@aol.com 

22. Jack Jakosky 
Jakosky Properties 
503 32nd Street, Suite 200 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

23. Laura Lake, Ph.D., President 
Lake & Lake Consulting, Inc 
1557 Westwood Blvd. #235 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

24. Carole Magnuson 
11147 Ophir Drive 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

25. Michael S. Metcalf, Principal 
Metcalfe Associates 
1421 Pandora Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

26. Richard Raddon 
1914 11th Street #2 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 
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27. Mark Rogo 
Coldwell Banker International 
301 North Canon Drive, Suite E 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

28. Jason H. Somers 
Montana Regency 
390 S. Sepulveda #311 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

29. Roxane Stern 
North Village Residents Association 
11053 Strathmore Dr 
Los Angeles CA 90024 

30. Terry A. Tegnazian 
No Address Given 

31. Terri Tippit 
No Address Given 

32. Jon D. Vogel, O.D. 
Village Eyes Optometry 
1069 Broxton Ave. 
Los Angeles, Calif., 90024 

33. Daheding & Safety 
Address letter incomplete 
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III.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This section contains written responses to each of the comments on the Draft EIR received 
during the public review period. The responses to comments are arranged by:  (1) Responses to 
Public Agency Comments; and (2) Responses to Public Comments. All the comment letters are 
included in Appendix A to this document and are shown in alphabetical order. Each letter is 
identified by the last name of the commenter, and each comment is delineated and numbered.  The 
text of the individual comments is included below and is followed by a response to the comments. 
Corrections and additions resulting from comments on the Draft EIR are presented in Section IV, 
Corrections and Additions. 
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COMMENT LETTER:  STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

Terry Roberts 
Director, State Clearinghouse 
1400 l0th Street  
Sacramento, California 95812 

COMMENT SCH-1 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. 
The review period closed on July 17, 2009, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. 
This letter ac1mowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Response to Comment SCH-1 
The letter indicates that the Draft EIR was sent to various state agencies and that no 

comments were received by the State Clearinghouse from the state agencies.  In addition, the letter 
indicates that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse requirements.  The letter does not 
include a specific comment regarding the contents of the Draft EIR and, thus, no further response is 
necessary. 
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COMMENT LETTER:  UCLA 

Glen S. Fichman 
Senior Campus Counsel 
2241 Murphy Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1405 

COMMENT UCLA-1 

The Regents of the University of California, on behalf of its Los Angeles Campus ("UCLA" or 
"Campus") is hereby providing its comments on the above-referenced Project. UCLA submitted a 
response to the City's Notice of Preparation on September 2, 2008 requesting that the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) consider the potential for the Project to conflict with and 
possibly impair development of the adjacent UCLA property. While UCLA supports the 
development of the Property, it remains concerned that the impacts of the Project under either 
proposed development option will adversely impact the Campus' adjacent property rights and result 
in impacts that could otherwise be reduced or eliminated through Project revisions or mitigations. 
Accordingly, for the reasons set out below, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated. 

Response to Comment UCLA-1 
The comment is introductory in nature and does not include a specific comment regarding 

the contents of the Draft EIR.  Responses are provided to each of the comments raised in the letter.  
Please see Response to Comments UCLA-2 through UCLA-26 below. The comment expresses 
concern regarding how the proposed project will impact adjacent property rights.  The Draft EIR 
provides analyses of the potential impacts that could occur as a result of the project in 13 issues 
areas.  Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, provides an analysis of the project relative to the 
adjacent property with regard to shade and shadows as well as visual quality.  In addition, Section 
IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR considers the potential conflicts that could occur to the adjacent 
property to the west of the site relative to the design of the building and the proposed uses.  Section 
IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of potential 
traffic, circulation, and parking impacts.  The analyses in the Draft EIR conclude that the project 
would not result in significant impacts in any of the 13 issue areas addressed in the document, 
including potential impacts to the adjacent property and traffic and circulation.  Thus, and as 
indicated in the responses below, the project would not adversely impact the property rights’ of the 
adjacent property to the west of the site.   

In addition, the Draft EIR has been completed in accordance with the requirements of the 
CEQA Statute and Guidelines.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 addresses recirculation of an 
EIR prior to certification.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) states that: 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-4 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

“New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way 
that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a 
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.  “Significant 
new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implements. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.” 

Based on the responses below, no new information has been presented nor significant 
impacts identified that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR.   

COMMENT UCLA-2 

The Project 

The Project proposes demolition of an existing vacant retail store and construction of a 29-story 
(427 foot-high) building (approximately 303,709 gross square feet, 261,883 net square feet) with 
approximately 6,510 square feet of ground floor retail, a swimming pool, restaurant, and fitness 
center. The Project is proposed to include parking for 260 vehicles in 200 striped parking spaces and 
60 valet-assisted spaces in four subterranean levels, which would partially extend under the alley 
abutting the north side of the subject property and under Gayley Avenue, and either: 

1) 134 hotel rooms and amenities, including a business center with meeting rooms, and 10 
residential condominiums (option 1); or 

2) 144 residential condominiums (option 2). Additional off-site parking to serve the site would be 
provided by Covenant and Agreement under this development option. 

The Project site is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Gayley Avenue and 
crosses an alley that was recently vacated. The relocated portion of this alley has recently been 
constructed along the entire length of the northern property line. To the west of the Project site is 
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property owned by the Regents of the University of California and developed with buildings and a 
surface parking lot serving the campus of UCLA (the "UCLA Property"). The UCLA Property is 
considered by the Campus to be under-developed and has been identified for redevelopment in 
furtherance of UCLA's mission. It is critical that the potential development of the UCLA Property 
not be impaired as a result of activities on neighboring properties following City waivers of or 
modifications to otherwise applicable land use controls. 

The Project site is included in the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 
Program Specific Plan and the City of Los Angeles' Westwood Community Plan, and the northerly 
portion of the site is located within the Westwood Village Specific Plan. 

Due to the Project's size, intended use, and location, the EIR states that a variety of permits, City 
plan amendments, and variances/adjustments will be necessary in order to implement the Project as 
presently proposed. (See EI R, 11-19.) UCLA has determined that as of January 15, 2009, the 
Project proponent's representative requested the following entitlements (see case No. CPC-2009-
143-GPA-SP-ZC-HD-CUB-CU-ZV-ZAA-SPR-GB): 

1. General Plan amendments to change the land use designation from Community Commercial 
to Regional Center on the northerly portion of the Project site and eliminate the applicability of Plan 
Footnote NO.3 from the Westwood Community Plan, which limits the southerly portion of the 
Project site to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 6:1, so that the entire Project site can be developed at a 
11:1 FAR.1 

2. Specific Plan amendments to remove the northerly portion of the Project site from the 
Westwood Village Specific Plan, which would also eliminate applicability of the Westwood 
Community Design Review Board Ordinance.2 

3. A zone change request to remove applicability of Ordinance No. 170,504, which applies to 
the northerly portion of the southerly half of the Project site and limits height to 31 feet, gross floor 
area to 7,000 square feet, and prohibits access from Gayley Avenue, so that the property can be 
developed at a floor area ratio of 11:1. 

4. A modification to the applicable Height Districts to establish a Height District 4D over the 
entire Project site with an approximately 11:1 FAR in lieu of the Height District 2 that applies to the 
southerly portion of the Project site and limits FAR to 6:1, and Height District 2D on the northerly 
portion of the Project site, which limits development to 3:1 FAR. 

5. A zone variance to permit off-site parking at a distance of more than 750 feet for residences 
if development option 2 is pursued.3 

6. A Zoning Administrator Adjustment to eliminate the required side yard setback along the 
western side of the Project site.4 
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7. A Site Plan Review to determine Project compliance with Section 16.05 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code. 

8. Conditional Use Permits authorizing the on-site sale and consumption of alcoholic 
beverages in conjunction with proposed hotel and restaurant uses and authorizing a hotel in the C4 
Zone within 500 feet of a residential zone. 

Thereafter on January 20, 2009 the Project proponent's agent filed a request (Case No. VTT-
70935CN-GB) for one ground lot (in lieu of two), three air space lots, and a haul route. 

Based on these applications alone (and the Draft EIR states other entitlements may also be needed) 
the record demonstrates that Project implementation will require the City to relax or eliminate many 
land use regulations applicable to the site, which are intended to ensure continuity with the 
surrounding community and minimize impacts associated with conflicting uses. Although the 
Project is impressive in concept and design and would upgrade the current use of the site, as 
proposed (under either development option) it will significantly exacerbate traffic and circulation 
conditions in and around Westwood and Westwood Village, and impair or inhibit future 
development of abutting properties and mass transit uses under consideration for the area. 

Response to Comment UCLA-2 

The comment summaries the proposed project as well as the entitlements requested, which 
is information contained in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.  However, the 
Applicant has refined Option 1, which is referred to as Refined Option 1 and is similar to 
Alternative D in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.  Refined Option 1 would include 250 
hotel rooms and associated amenities.  Refined Option 1 would include a private bar/restaurant for 
use by hotel guests rather than the public bar/restaurant that was considered in Option 1.  In 
addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would include approximately 6,510 square feet of 
ground level retail space.  Refined Option 1 would not result in changes to the project’s exterior 
design or the entitlements requested and would not result in any changes to the conclusions reached 
in the Draft EIR with regard to potential impacts.  Please see Section IV, Corrections and Additions, 
of this Final EIR for a detailed analysis of Refined Option 1. 

While the project requires discretionary approvals, many of these are required due to 
inconsistent and varying zoning on the site, downzoning that occurred, and the approach suggested 
by City staff for processing of the application.  The project, as designed, would fit the triangular 
shape of the site, would create a structure at a prominent location that serves as the western 
entryway to Westwood Village, and would be compatible with the intensity of development along 
the Wilshire corridor and the pedestrian character of Westwood Village.   

As indicated in Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR (pages IV.D-6 through IV.D-11), 
the north parcel is zoned C4-2D-O and is designated Community Commercial in the General Plan 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-7 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

Framework and Westwood Community Plan.1  The north parcel is part of the Westwood Village 
Specific Plan area.   

The south parcel of the site is zoned [Q]C4-2-O.  The [Q] portion of this designation 
indicates that a Permanent Qualified Classification condition (referred to as a Qualifying or [Q] 
condition) applies to the project site and restricts the maximum FAR and height by imposing a 31-
foot height and 7,000-square-foot floor area restriction on a 7,000-square-foot segment of the south 
parcel.  This segment is located in the north portion of the south parcel and comprises 
approximately 63 percent of the south parcel’s land area.  The southern portion of the parcel’s 3,000 
square feet is limited to a 6:1 FAR with no absolute height limitation. The south parcel of the site is 
designated as Regional Center Commercial in the General Plan Framework and the Westwood 
Community Plan.  This parcel is not located within the Westwood Village Specific Plan area 
boundary.   

Thus, the site has different General Plan designations and is located in two different zoning 
districts.  In addition, the Q condition on the south parcel of the site is more restrictive than the 
Westwood Specific Plan.  If development were implemented in accordance with the Q condition, 
the structure and use would not be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial General Plan 
and Community Plan designation on the site.  Therefore, some of the requests are made (i.e. General 
Plan amendment and zone change request) in order to have the same land use designation and 
zoning on the entire parcel.  

In addition, as indicated in Section IV.D, the project site’s north parcel is located at the 
south edge of the southwest corner of the Westwood Village Specific Plan.  With the exception of 
the north parcel, the Westwood Village Specific Plan area is generally located to the north of 
Lindbrook Drive in this area.  The extension of the Specific Plan boundary to encompass the north 
parcel forms a peninsula in which the north parcel is isolated from the body of the Westwood 
Village Specific Plan and from the Regional Center designation ascribed to the south parcel.  The 
Specific Plan designation also isolates the north parcel from the parcels directly to the east (across 
Gayley Avenue) and to the west, which are not located within the Specific Plan boundary.  In 
addition, an alley or street has typically formed the boundary for the Specific Plan area.  An alley 
used to run between the north and south parcel.  However, the alley was relocated to the north side 
of the north parcel. See Figure III-A on page III-8 for the previous location of the alley and the 
existing location of the alley. (The alley relocation occurred in accordance with the City approved 
Resolution to Vacate No. 08-1400978 approved in February 2008.  See Appendix F of this Final 
EIR for documentation regarding the alley relocation.  The alley remains a public alley.)  

                                                 
1 While the site consists of three parcels, for clarity the two northern parcels are referred to collectively as the “north 

parcel” and the southern parcel is referred to as the “south parcel”. 



 



��������		
�������

�
�

�
�

�
�

		
�


�

�
�

�

�������		�����

�
�

�
�

�
�

		
�


�

�
�

�

�������		��� ����

�
��
��
��
	

���
	�
�
��
��
�

�
��
��
�
�	
�
���
�	
�
���
��
��
�

�
��
��
��
�	
�
���
�	
�
���
��
��
�

�
��
��
	�
���
�	
��
��
��
���
�	
��
�
��
��
	��
	�
��
��
��
��
�

�
���
	��
�	
�
���
	�
��
��
��
�	
 
��
��
�
��
�	
��
	!
��
��
�	
�
�"

#$
%&
'#
#(
)$
"		
*
��
	�
���
�	
��
�
��
��
	�
	�
+
���
	�
���
�"



�
��
��
		�
��
��
��
�	
�
��
��
��
��
�,
	-�
�"
,	.
##
(/
	�
�
 
	

��
��
��
�	
�
��
��
��
���
�,
	.
#&
#"

#
&#
#	
0
��
�

1#

��
��

��
�		

	

�

��
��

��
�	


�
�


�
��

	�
��

�

�

���
�


�
���

��
��

�

2
���
��
��
	3
��
��
�	
4
��
��
��
�
��
�	�
��
��
��

�

�
��

��
�

�
	


�
���



�

���
�

�
��

�

��

��
�

�
�


�
�

�

�

��
��

�
��
��
��
�



��
�
�
��

�
���
�

����
�

2���
���� ��

����
��

3
��
��
�	
��
��
�

�
�

�
�

�
�

		
�


�

�
�

�

�
��

	�
��

�

�

���



�
���

�
�

��
�


��

�

�
�


�
�

��
�


�
�


��
�


�
��

��

�
��
��
��
�



��
�
�
��

�
���
�

�����

2���
���� ��

����
��

3
��
��
�	
��
��
�



 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-9 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

Therefore, the Specific Plan request would make the boundary of the Specific Plan area more 
logical and the boundary would follow the relocated alley. 

The site is located within the Wilshire high-rise corridor and a portion of the site is currently 
designated Regional Center.  In addition, the site is located on a transit corridor, where higher 
density development is appropriate.  Finally, the triangular shape of the site is unique.  As shown in 
Figures II-5, IV.A-7 and IV.A-8 and as discussed in Sections IV.A and V.D, of the Draft EIR (see 
pages IV.A-27 through IV.A-32, page IV.D-41, and pages IV.D-61 through IV.D-66), the project as 
designed would locate the height along the Wilshire corridor and the proposed project’s design 
would create a transition as the building would step down to only four floors (approximately 40 feet 
in height) across most of the north parcel.  The building transition would also mirror the existing 
pattern of development along the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, where high rise buildings are 
built along Wilshire Boulevard with lower portions of the building to the north to respect the low 
rise nature of Westwood Village.   

Therefore, as indicated in Section IV.A, Aesthetics/Visual Resources, and Section IV.D, 
Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the location of a high-rise building that presents the height along 
Wilshire Boulevard and steps down to respect the lower heights within the Westwood Village 
would be consistent with the existing development in the area and would not result in significant 
aesthetic/visual resources or land use impacts.   

As indicated in the comment, the Applicant filed a request for a Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map as well as a haul route on January 20, 2009.   

COMMENT UCLA-3 
1 UCLA is concerned that the Project will exceed the development parameters applicable to the Project site even if the 

Project sponsor's General Plan amendment requests are granted. The Draft EIR – Project Description (EIR, page 11-
1) -- and the tentative tract map describe the Project lot area as 23,951 square feet. However, elsewhere in the Draft 
EIR the lot area of the north parcel is described to be 10,328 square feet, and the south parcel to be 11,172, for a total 
of 21,500 square feet (see EIR, page V-15-16). Per LAMC, the square footage of the lot area affects the FAR and 
dwelling unit calculation, therefore clarification is required as to whether the entire alley area can be included as part 
of the lot area. 

Response to Comment UCLA-3 

With regard to Footnote 1, as indicated in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR 
(page II-2), the project site is 23,951 square feet in size.  An ALTA survey of the property was done 
in January 2007 by the Mollenhauer Group.  Based on the survey, prior to the alley relocation, the 
lot area of the project site was 20,855 square feet.  After the relocation of the alley from the middle 
of the site to the north side of the property (see Figure III-A), the site lot area was 21,442 square 
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feet.2  The project (Refined Option 1 and Option 2) would include a vacation of 10 feet in width 
along the Gayley Avenue frontage.  The area that would be vacated along the Gayley Avenue 
frontage would be 2,509 square feet.  Thus, the site area would be 23,951 square feet (21,442 + 
2,509 = 23,951).  The area along Gayley Avenue to be vacated would be rededicated through the 
tract map as a sidewalk easement.  The sidewalk easement area is not deducted from the lot area and 
is therefore, included in the calculation for density and FAR purposes.  However, the alley is not 
included as part of the lot area for purposes of calculating FAR or density. 

With regard to the lot size in other sections of the Draft EIR, Alternative B, Development in 
Accordance with Existing Regulations, describes a project that could be developed on the site 
without General Plan or Specific Plan amendments.  In the description of Alternative B, the Draft 
EIR indicates that the north parcel is 10,328 square feet and the south parcel is 11,172 square feet, 
for a total lot size of 21,500 square feet.  The 21,500 square foot lot area is the size of the property 
prior to the vacation and dedication of the sidewalk easement.  Since Alternative B is the 
consideration of a development in accordance with the existing conditions and regulations the area 
to be vacated and rededicated was not included in the alternative.  

COMMENT UCLA-4 
2 Removing the Project site from the Westwood Village Specific Plan would allow the Project sponsor to increase the 

otherwise allowable 2:1 FAR to 11:1. It would also allow the Project sponsor to avoid design review by the Westwood 
Community Design Review Board, thereby eliminating an opportunity for public input in the design process. 

Response to Comment UCLA-4 
With regard to Footnote 2, as indicated in Section IV.A, Aesthetics/Visual Resources and 

Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the project site’s north parcel is located within one of ten 
Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan areas.3  Just as the south parcel is 
outside the Westwood Village Specific Plan, it is also not included in a Community Design Review 
Board Specific Plan area.  The purposes of the Westwood Community Design Review Board 
Specific Plan are to (1) assure that development of the area is in accordance with the provisions of 
the Westwood Community Plan; (2) to promote orderly, attractive and harmonious development in 
the multi-family residential areas; (3) to provide guidelines and a process for review and approval of 
the design of buildings in the subject area; and (4) to prevent the development of structures or uses 
that are not of acceptable exterior design or appearance.   

                                                 
2  When the alley ran through the middle of the site, the north parcel was 10,792 square feet and the south parcel was 

10,063 square feet for a total of 20,855 square feet.  The alley vacation added 3,037 square feet to the site for a total 
of 23,892.  The new alley dedication was 2,450 square feet reducing the lot area to 21,442 square feet. 

3  Westwood Design Review Board Specific Plan, Figure 9 (March 5, 1988). 
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Under the Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan, all building and 
signage permits and building materials must be reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning 
for compliance with design criteria and guidelines set forth in the Specific Plan, and after 
considering the recommendations of the Westwood Community Design Review Board.  Section 
IV.A of the Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the project relative to the Westwood 
Community Design Review Board Specific Plan.  The analysis concludes that no significant 
physical impacts addressed by the Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan 
(such as off-site shading of residential uses or unacceptable appearance) would occur.  With regard 
to the opportunity for public input in the design process, as indicated in Section II, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR there are a number of entitlements requested for the project.  As 
indicated in Section II.G, approvals would include Site Plan Review/Design Review.  Although the 
site would be removed from the Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan, the 
project was designed to be consistent with the Westwood Village Specific Plan’s design criteria.  
The applicant will involve the community through the public review process, which will provide an 
opportunity for public input relative to the design of the project.  (The public hearings will occur for 
the approvals required for the project, such as the General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan 
Amendment, Zone change, Height District Change, Site Plan Review/Design Review, Tract Map, 
and Conditional Use Permit.)  Please see Response to Comment No. Muller-3 for a detailed 
discussion regarding the Design Review Board criteria.   

COMMENT UCLA-5 
For these reasons, as discussed in more detail below, UCLA believes the Draft EIR lacks an 
adequate evaluation of impacts associated with Project implementation and is an insufficient 
document to support City decisions to grant the above-requested entitlements. Further, the Draft 
EIR generally fails to discuss impacts to the UCLA Property or identify feasible mitigation 
measures that could reduce such impacts. UCLA therefore recommends that the Draft EIR be 
revised and recirculated. 

Response to Comment UCLA-5 
The Draft EIR provides analyses of the potential impacts that could occur as a result of the 

project in 13 issues areas.  Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, provides an analysis of the 
project relative to the adjacent property with regard to shade and shadows as well as visual quality.  
In addition, Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR considers the potential conflicts that could 
occur to the adjacent property to the west of the site relative to the design of the building and the 
proposed uses.  Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR provides a detailed 
analysis of potential traffic, circulation, and parking impacts.  The analyses in the Draft EIR 
conclude that the project would not result in significant impacts in any of the 13 issue areas 
addressed in the document, including potential impacts to the adjacent property and traffic and 
circulation.   
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As indicated in Section VI, Other Environmental Considerations, Subsection A, Significant 
Unavoidable Impacts, the project under either Refined Option 1 or Option 2 would not result in any 
significant unavoidable impacts.  Section I, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR, provides a 
summary of the analyses contained in the Draft EIR and contains the recommended mitigation 
measures.  As indicated in Section I, mitigation measures are recommended with regard to glare and 
parks and recreation to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.  Although not 
necessary to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, mitigation measures are recommended 
to ensure that potential impacts remain less than significant with regard to aesthetics, air quality, 
hazards and hazardous materials, noise, fire, police, traffic and circulation, and water.  No potential 
impacts are identified in the Draft EIR with regard to land use, schools, libraries, and wastewater 
and therefore, no mitigation measures are recommended with regard to these issue areas.   

Detailed responses are provided to the more specific issues raised below.  Please see 
Response to Comment Nos. UCLA-6 through UCLA-26.  Please see Response to Comment No. 
UCLA-1 regarding the recirculation of an EIR. 

COMMENT UCLA-6 
Specific Comments on the Draft EIR 

1. Analysis of the proposed off-site parking associated with development option 2 is 
inadequate. 

As set forth in the Draft EIR Project Description Section (page 11-13), Option 2 requires the 
provision of 226 parking spaces at one or more adjacent sites. Specifically the Draft EIR identifies 
the Center West building at 10877 Wilshire Boulevard and the Plaza la Reina, which is under 
construction immediately to the east of Center West, at 10844-10852 Lindbrook Drive. Both 
locations are more than 750 feet from the Project site, thereby requiring a variance from Section 
12.21-A, 4(g) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. However, the Draft EIR fails to discuss whether 
either of the proposed offsite parking locations have sufficient capacity to serve the Project. 

The Draft EIR also fails to discuss the potential for the Project to compound traffic circulation 
associated with ingress/egress to the Project site due to an increase in temporary loading/unloading 
parking activity necessitated by the distance of the proposed off-site parking. Further, the Draft EIR 
lacks any analysis of the pedestrian path of travel along Lindbrook Avenue from the proposed off-
site parking locations to the Project site. The locations of the proposed off-site parking would 
require pedestrians to cross a secondary highway with six travel lanes in an approximately 70-foot-
wide roadway (Gayley Avenue), a divided major highway with seven travel lanes in an 
approximately 90-foot-wide roadway (Westwood Boulevard), and a divided local street with six 
travel lanes in an approximately 70-foot-wide roadway (Glendon Avenue). All intersections are 
signalized and require extended wait times for east- and west-bound pedestrians because of the 
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preference given to expediting north-south vehicular traffic movement. The failure of the Draft EIR 
to provide any discussion of pedestrian pathway routes from the off-site parking to the Project site is 
a serious inadequacy that should be analyzed in a recirculated Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment UCLA-6 
The comment summarizes information regarding off-site parking for Option 2, which is 

provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.  A detailed parking analysis is 
provided in the Traffic Study, which is provided in Appendix E of the Draft EIR, and in Section 
IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.  Under Refined Option 1, the required 
parking would be provided on-site.  However, Option 2 has a greater parking demand and the 
available on-site parking supply would be less than the required parking for Option 2.  As shown in 
Table IV.G-9 of the Draft EIR, Option 2 would require 486 parking spaces, 260 of which would be 
provided on-site.  Thus, Option 2 would result in a shortfall of 226 spaces.  The project would 
require approval to permit 226 parking spaces off-site.  As indicated in the Draft EIR, there are two 
potential locations in which the required parking could be provided.  Both locations, Center West 
located at 10877 Wilshire Boulevard and/or Plaza la Reina located at 1084-10852 Lindbrook Drive, 
would be located more than 750 feet from the proposed project.   

Mitigation Measure G-3 in the Draft EIR requires that the Applicant shall submit a detailed 
accounting of the parking provided, required, and used in the off-site location(s) for Option 2.  Upon 
approval and prior to issuance of building permits for the project, a copy of a covenant that shall 
reserve the required number of spaces at the off-site facility in perpetuity for use by the project 
(Option 2) shall be submitted to LADOT.  (Please note that Mitigation Measure G-3 has been 
revised to reflect that the covenant shall be provided prior to issuance of building permits for the 
project rather than prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy.  Please see Section IV, 
Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.) 

While Mitigation Measure G-3 would ensure that the accounting is provided at the 
appropriate time, in order to provide a detailed response the following information is provided.  
Building Permit #88LA99987 issued in November 1988 indicates that the Center West building has 
a total of 782 parking spaces.  (See Appendix B of this Final EIR for a copy of the permit.)  The 
permit indicates that 599 parking spaces are required.  Thus, the Center West building has 183 
surplus parking spaces.  Building Permit #05010-10000-05969 issued in September 2007 indicates 
that the Plaza La Reina building has 129 parking spaces.  (See Appendix B of this Final EIR for a 
copy of the permit.) With 71 spaces required, Plaza La Reina has 58 surplus parking spaces.  
Therefore, the two buildings have a surplus of 241 spaces.  Thus, the 226 off-site parking spaces 
that are required for Option 2 can be provided in the two buildings.  

With regard to potential traffic circulation impacts due to the provision of off-site parking 
for Option 2, as shown in Figure IV.G-4 of the Draft EIR, the access route to the off-site facility 
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would be via Lindbrook Drive.  As indicated in Section IV.G, the parking operation for the project 
would be provided by a valet service.  In order to be conservative, it was assumed that 75 percent of 
the project generated traffic would also result in a new trip to or from the off-site underground 
facility at Center West or Plaza La Reina.  As such, these trips are also included in the project-
generated traffic volumes.  Thus, the Traffic Study considers these trips and the Traffic Study 
concludes that with the valet trips, Option 2 would result in a less than significant impact to traffic 
and circulation. 

With regard to pedestrian safety, as discussed in the Traffic Study and in Section IV.G of the 
Draft EIR, because the parking operation for the project would be valet only, the only project related 
pedestrian trips to and from the off-site parking supply would be from the occasional valet 
attendant.  In addition, it should be noted that although the project is requesting that the site be 
removed from the Specific Plan area, the Specific Plan states that off-site parking can be provided 
anywhere in Westwood Village.  Parking outside of the Plan Area could be up to 1,000 feet.  These 
requirements show evidence of the walkability of Westwood Village.  Also, as indicated in Section 
IV.G of the Draft EIR, Westwood Village has historically been a pedestrian friendly area.  Students, 
workers, and visitors cross the various streets in the area, including those with six and seven travel 
lanes, on a daily basis.  Westwood Village is designed to provide safe pedestrian access given the 
street widths.   

The likely path that the valet attendants would take would be along Lindbrook Drive.  Such 
a pedestrian route is common occurrence by users of Westwood Village.  The number of pedestrian 
trips that would occur would be minimal and would be completed by valet attendants.  Thus, no 
significant impacts to pedestrians would occur.   

COMMENT UCLA-7 
3 As discussed in Section 1 of this letter, UCLA believes the Project sponsor's application for the zone variance is not 

supported by evidence that the proposed off-site parking locations (1) have capacity to serve the Project, and (2) will not 
result in traffic circulation and vehicle/pedestrian conflicts. 

Response to Comment UCLA-7 

With regard to Footnote 3, the project would require a zone variance for Option 2 for the use 
of off-site parking at a distance of more than 750 feet.  This issue is raised in Comment No. UCLA-
6.  Please see the detailed response in Response to Comment No. UCLA-6 regarding the provision 
of off-site parking for Option 2. 
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COMMENT UCLA-8 
4 UCLA is extremely concerned that the Project sponsor's requested Zoning Administrator Adjustment will, if granted, 

significantly impair the development potential of the UCLA Property. See discussion in Section 3 of this letter. 

Response to Comment UCLA-8 
With regard to Footnote 4, the project would require a Zoning Administrative Adjustment to 

eliminate any required setback on the west side of the site as indicated in Section II.G of the Draft 
EIR.  The footnote expresses concern that if granted, the project would impair the development 
potential of the adjacent property.  While property values are not an environmental impact under 
CEQA, there is no basis for concluding that the Project would have any significant effect on private 
property values.  As indicated in the footnote, the issue is discussed in detail in Section 3 of the 
comment letter.  Please see Response to Comment Nos. UCLA-10 through UCLA-14 for detailed 
responses to the issues raised regarding potential impacts to the redevelopment of the adjacent 
property. 

COMMENT UCLA-9 

2.  The Draft EIR misrepresents the aesthetic impacts and improvements of the Project. 

Throughout the Draft EIR are statements that the Project will create impressive pedestrian 
improvements. For example, the last paragraph on page IV.D-38 discusses the creation of a 
uniform, 10-foot-wide sidewalk, with display windows, pedestrian entrances, landscaping, and 
lighting. The proposed improvements would involve widening of the existing sidewalk condition, 
presumably to eliminate a parkway area within the existing 10' zone between the Project site and the 
curb. It would also eliminate a pinch point where the existing walkway was much less near the prior 
gas station development. The table on page IV.D-42 also addresses removal of existing driveways 
and signalization of the Project's single point of access. However at 10 feet wide, the sidewalk for 
the Project's proposed "gateway" access point to and from pedestrian-friendly Westwood Village 
would be as narrow as the narrowest sidewalk observed for several blocks in the vicinity in 
Westwood Village. 

Pedestrian traffic generated by occupants/visitors to the proposed Project would also exacerbate the 
sensation of claustrophobia to pedestrians in the narrow channel between a very tall building and the 
nearly constant stream of southbound vehicles. Pedestrian flow on the west side of Gayley Avenue 
would also be interrupted by the proposed four-way signalization. 

There is also a significant potential for conflict between pedestrians and vehicles at the sole 
vehicular access point for visitors and customers at the north end of the Project site opposite the 
western terminus of Lindbrook Drive. Vehicular ingress would entail right turns from southbound 
traffic on Gayley Avenue, direct westbound traffic from Lindbrook Drive, or left turns from 
northbound traffic on Gayley Avenue. Because the point of vehicular egress is south of Lindbrook 
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Drive, exiting traffic would be forced exclusively into the southbound Gayley Avenue curbside 
lane. 

The above-described potential impacts have not been adequately analyzed nor have any mitigation 
measures been considered. These potential impacts and the feasibility of mitigation measures should 
be addressed in a recirculated Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment UCLA-9 

As indicated on page II-13 of Section II of the Draft EIR, the sidewalk along the Gayley 
Avenue frontage is currently substandard and uneven in its width.  At points, the existing sidewalk 
is three feet in width.  The project would include the widening of the existing sidewalk on Gayley 
Avenue to a uniform dimension of 10 feet and would require no reduction in the current Gayley 
Avenue right-of-way.  In addition, the project would include street trees to enhance the pedestrian 
experience.  Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of the project 
relative to the City’s Walkability Checklist.  As indicated in Table IV.D-3 (beginning on page IV.D-
42) of the Draft EIR, the project (Refined Option 1 and Option 2) would enhance the walkability of 
the section of Gayley Avenue between Wilshire Boulevard and Lindbrook Drive.  The project 
would provide upgrade the pedestrian environment through the provision of a 10-foot wide 
sidewalk that would replace the existing three foot wide sidewalk.  In addition, the building would 
have a well-defined ground level with large display windows and the project would provide direct 
sidewalk access to a retail use.  Landscaping would be provided as well as exterior lighting to 
enhance pedestrian security.  Finally, the existing mid-block driveways and curb cuts would be 
eliminated and vehicular access would be provided via the public alley, which is a signalized 
intersection, making the pedestrian environment safer.  Therefore, the project would not create or 
exacerbate a narrow pedestrian walkway through tall buildings or create an unsafe pedestrian 
environment.   

With regard to pedestrian safety, the relocation of the alley from the middle of the site to the 
northern property line, as shown in Figure III-A of this Final EIR, has resulted in a safer pedestrian 
pathway along the Gayley Avenue frontage.  Previously there were three locations of vehicular 
access along the Gayley Avenue frontage: two access points for the gas station and the alley which 
ran through the middle of the parcel.  As indicated in Section II of the Draft EIR, vehicular access to 
the site would be from the public alley that now runs along the north boundary of the site.  The alley 
runs along the north edge of the site and aligns with Lindbrook Drive.  At the western boundary of 
the site the alley turns north and runs to Kinross Avenue.   

With regard to vehicular movements, a signal is located at the intersection of the public alley 
and Gayley Avenue.  The relocation of the alley resulted in a four-leg signalized intersection.  
Vehicular traffic would therefore, not be forced exclusively into the southbound Gayley Avenue 
curbside lane as indicated in the comment.  Rather, with the signal at the intersection vehicles would 
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be able to go straight, left, or right.  The project trip distribution, which shows vehicular movements 
in all these directions, is provided in Figure IV.G-3 of the Draft EIR.   

In addition, pedestrian circulation has been enhanced with relocation of the alley from the 
middle of the site to the north boundary of the site as the alley now aligns with Lindbrook Drive.  
The relocation of the alley thus improved pedestrian and vehicular safety and circulation.  The 
existing signal at the intersection at the intersection of the public alley and Galey Avenue serves to 
further improve pedestrian safety.  In addition, as indicated in Section IV.G, pedestrian crossings at 
the project’s driveway at Gayley Avenue and Lindbrook Drive would be properly designed and 
clearly marked to minimize the potential for pedestrian/vehicle conflicts.  With regard to the width 
of the sidewalk, as indicated in Section II of the Draft EIR (page II-13), the existing sidewalk along 
the Gayley Avenue frontage is three feet in width.  The proposed project would widen the existing 
sidewalk on Gayley Avenue to a uniform dimension of ten feet, which would be consistent with the 
sidewalk width along Gayley Avenue.  Sidewalk widths in the Village range from nine feet (at one 
location on the east side of Gayley Avenue) to 15 feet along Westwood Boulevard.  Further, under 
the City’s design standards for Secondary Highways, which Gayley Avenue is, sidewalks are 
designed to be ten feet in width.  Section IV.G of the Draft EIR concludes that the project would 
result in a less than significant impact with regard to pedestrian/bicycle safety.  Thus, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(30) “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are 
not found to be significant.”  Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

COMMENT UCLA-10 

3.  The Land Use Section of the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze or disclose the 
impacts of the Project on the adjacent UCLA Property. 

The Draft EIR concludes, without any supporting analysis, that the Project " ...does not impact the 
development or redevelopment of an adjacent property." (EIR, page IV.D-69). Such a conclusion 
without supporting analysis and in view of the numerous waivers and modifications to otherwise 
applicable land use controls sought - especially given UCLA's September 2, 2008 letter in response 
to the Notice of Preparation in which the potential for the Project to impact the UCLA Property was 
raised - alone triggers the need to recirculate the Draft EIR. 

In particular, the Draft EIR repeatedly cites the existence of a 20-foot-wide easement along the east 
side of the UCLA Property as justification for waiving the otherwise required side yard setback for 
the westerly residential portion of the Project (see, e.g., Draft EIR, page IV.D-69, para.1). The 
assumption of no impact is particularly problematic given that neither the City nor the Project 
proponent is a party to the easement agreement and neither has the right to impinge upon the air 
space above the property that is covered by the easement. Also, as mentioned in UCLA's September 
2, 2008 letter, the storm drain might be relocated at some future date to facilitate development of the 
UCLA Property. Thus, whether or not a variance from the side yard setback is required at the 
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ground level, there is no evidence in the record to support the Draft EIR's conclusion that the Project 
will not impact the University's property rights. 

Response to Comment UCLA-10 

Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the proposed project 
relative to the property immediately to the west of the site.  As indicated in Section IV.D, the 
proposed building would have a zero setback at the western property line.  In other words, the 
building would be located on the property line.  As indicated in Section IV.D, commercial buildings 
are not required to observe a setback along any boundary line.  For example, a zero side-yard 
setback is allowed for a commercial building in the project site’s existing C2 and C4 zones.   Thus, 
if the project were a commercial office building, it would not be required to observe a setback along 
the project site’s western property line.  Often times, commercial buildings are developed at the 
property line, one building adjacent to another.  However, mixed use buildings containing 
residential uses above the first floor are required to provide yard setbacks for the project’s 
residential portion, except along public streets and alleys.   

As stated in Section 15002(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the basic purposes of CEQA are to 
identify potential, significant environmental effects of a project and to identify ways to avoid or 
reduce any environmental damage.  Property values are not considered an environmental effect.  In 
addition,, there is no basis for concluding that the Project would have any significant effect on the 
development potential (i.e., value) of the property immediately to the west of the project site.  The 
adjacent property owner has not made the City aware of any plans to redevelop the property.  
Therefore, it would be speculative to assume the location of any proposed redevelopment of the 
adjacent property.   

Section IV.D of the Draft EIR refers to the existing easement.  The easement creates a de 
facto setback between the project and the property to the west of the project site.  However, if the 
existing storm drain that is located in the easement on the UCLA property were to be relocated and 
the easement vacated, the project would not impinge on the rights to redevelop the property as the 
proposed building does not extend beyond the site’s western property line.  Thus, the project does 
not impinge on air rights or any other development rights on the property to the west of the site.  

COMMENT UCLA-11 
Moreover, the Draft EIR fails to give any consideration to the relationship between property line 
location and window configuration in the Project. The Draft EIR provides insufficient information 
to determine the proposed window size (percentage of wall area) and distance to the property line on 
the west side of the proposed Project. The City of Los Angeles Building Code requires certain 
limitations on windows based upon the distance from the property line. For example, if the building 
is 10 feet to 15 feet from the property line, then 45% of the building wall surface would be allowed 
to have openings (unprotected). If an assumed property line is created that extends onto UCLA's 
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property (i.e. in the existing easement area) in order for the Project to comply with the fire and life 
safety requirements of the City of Los Angeles Building Code, then UCLA's ability to construct a 
building on its property might be substantially impaired. For example, if UCLA in the future 
proposed a residential high rise development similar to the Project and was forced to use an 
assumed property line (for purposes of compliance with California Building Code requirements) 
that differed from the western property line of the Project, it could limit the windows in any such 
UCLA development. Thus, the Project applicant is attempting to shift the impact of City of Los 
Angeles Building Code requirements to UCLA by requesting that the City waive otherwise 
applicable setback requirements. This potentially significant land use impact and impairment of 
UCLA property rights has not been analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment UCLA-11 
The building would be located at the western property line.  No windows are proposed on 

the first four floors on the western side of the building.  In addition, the setback of the building 
above the fourth floor varies from 7 to 15 feet as a result of the building articulation along the 
western façade.  The Los Angeles Building Code would allow windows to be located on the western 
façade of the building provided the windows are fire protected as required by the Code.  Protection 
could consist of a 45-minute rated window, a closing shutter, or sprinkler over the opening (i.e., 
water curtain).   

However, while the abutting 20-foot easement on the adjacent property provides a de facto 
setback between the project site and off-site development within the UCLA property to the west, the 
project would not create an assumed property line.  As discussed in Section IV.D, Land Use of the 
Draft EIR, the legal requirement for a residential use side yard setback would be met through the 
proposed side yard adjustment.  The proposed adjustment is intended to allow development of the 
site under the same zero side-yard setback allowed for a commercial building in the project site’s 
existing C2 and C4 zones.    

COMMENT UCLA-12 

Further, the Draft EIR fails to address UCLA's concern, expressed in its September 2 letter, that the 
alley north of the Project, which provides access to existing and any potential future development on 
the adjacent UCLA Property, would be significantly negatively impacted by the proposed use of the 
alley in support of the Project (e.g., by providing access to the Project's below-grade patron parking 
and above grade vehicular entrance, turnaround, and loading dock for deliveries to the hotel and 
restaurant). Not only is this potential impact not analyzed, but the Draft EIR fails to consider 
mitigation proposed by UCLA in its September 2 letter. Specifically, UCLA recommended that the 
Project's use of the alley for access to Gayley Avenue be conditioned on the development of 
physical site modifications and operational controls that will ensure UCLA's ability to use the alley 
on an unobstructed and equal basis with the Project and other users of the public alley. Without such 
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mitigation, the Project may impair two existing pedestrian access points to the UCLA Property, one 
of which is for emergency egress. 

Response to Comment UCLA-12 

The alley located to the north of the site is a public alley.  The Traffic Study, which is 
contained in Appendix E of the Draft EIR, analyzes access to the site for both options.  As indicated 
in the Traffic Study and in Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, vehicular 
access to the site for Option 1 and Option 2 would be from Gayley Avenue via the public alley.  
Access to the site under Refined Option 1 would remain the same.  As indicated in Figure II-3 of the 
Draft EIR, the circular driveway would be located close to the intersection of the alley and Gayley 
Avenue.  In other words, vehicles would not drive far on the public alley before turning into the 
circular driveway.  The circular driveway’s size is designed to prevent stacking of vehicles in the 
alley. 

As indicated in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, access to the project site from the alley 
connecting to Kinross Avenue to the north would be restricted to service and emergency vehicles 
only, with all loading and unloading occurring off of the alley, fully contained within the project 
site.  Delivery trucks would generally arrive during non-peak hours (prior to the opening of retail 
and restaurant uses) and, therefore, would not conflict with vehicles from hotel guests/residents, 
retail customers, or other users of the alley.   

Valet queuing and storage would occur entirely on-site.  The alley would remain public and 
would continue to provide unimpeded access to the other properties it currently serves.  Assignment 
of project trips to the individual blocks in the project vicinity did not reveal any potential access 
problems.  As indicated in Section IV.G and in the Traffic Study of the Draft EIR, the analysis 
concludes that impacts with regard to site access and circulation would be less than significant.  In 
addition, LADOT has reviewed the Traffic Study, and has found the assumptions, methodology, 
analysis and conclusions contained within the study to be accurate.  Thus, the project would not 
impair UCLA’s use of the alley.  UCLA would have the ability to use the alley on an unobstructed 
and equal basis with the project and other users of the public alley. Therefore, as the project would 
not result in a significant traffic impact with regard to the alley, the inclusion of a mitigation 
measure is not necessary.   

COMMENT UCLA-13 

The Draft EIR also fails to provide any analysis of the impacts of the potential for the Project to 
require a subsurface vacation of the public right-of-way under the alley located immediately north 
of the Project site and under the sidewalk along Gayley Avenue to the east of the Project site to 
permit underground parking. Subsurface vacation of the property underneath the alley would impact 
the ability of the City to accommodate utility lines serving the adjacent UCLA Property, potentially 
making access and upgrades more difficult. For example, the alley currently accommodates a City 
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owned sub-surface sewer line serving UCLA, which may require future expansion; other utilities 
serving UCLA may also need to be located under the alley in the future. In its September 2 letter, 
UCLA requested that the City consider imposing Project conditions requiring the sponsor to 
guarantee adequate access to UCLA in the event a subsurface vacation is required. Not only was the 
potential impact not discussed, no mitigation measures or Project revisions to avoid the potential 
impact are discussed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment UCLA-13 
The alley that abuts the north boundary of the site is 20 feet wide.  The subterranean parking 

structure would extend a maximum of 10 feet into the alley or to the centerline of the alley.  The 
only existing underground utility in the alley is an 8-inch sanitary sewer line which is located no 
more than three feet from the northern edge of the alley.  The sewer is located approximately 15-feet 
below the alley surface.   

The proposed subterranean parking garage would be a minimum of 10 feet from the north 
edge of the alley.  Therefore, there would be seven feet between the existing 8-inch sanitary sewer 
line and the northern wall of the proposed subterranean parking garage.   

The Applicant met with Rachel Bass, Civil Engineering Associate II, at the West Los 
Angeles Office of the Bureau of Engineering on January 29, 2009 regarding the subsurface vacation 
and utilities within the alley.  The seven-foot separation between the subterranean parking garage 
wall and the existing sanitary sewer line would allow additional utilities between the parking 
structure and the sewer line easement.  The Bureau of Engineering suggested that the Applicant 
install a conduit pipe or sleeve under the alley during the construction of the subterranean parking 
structure.  The conduit pipe or sleeve would provide a location for future utilities and would reduce 
or eliminate the need to excavate under the alley in the future.  The Applicant has agreed to install 
the conduit pipe or sleeve.  The location and specifications for the conduit or sleeve would be 
approved by the Bureau of Engineering prior to its installation.  (The Project Description has been 
revised to incorporate the installation of the conduit pipe or sleeve.  Please see Section IV, 
Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.)  As the subsurface vacation and extension of the 
parking garage would not encroach into the sewer line easement and the Applicant has agreed to 
install a conduit as a project design feature, no guarantee of access for the City-owned sewer 
easement through the public alley is required.  

With regard to the vacation along the Gayley Avenue frontage, the proposed project 
(Refined Option 1 and Option 2) would include a vacation of 10 feet in width along the Gayley 
Avenue frontage for the subterranean parking.  The area along Gayley Avenue to be vacated would 
be rededicated through the tract map as a sidewalk easement.  Approximately two feet of the 
sidewalk easement would be located over an existing 48 inch storm drain that is located in Gayley 
Avenue.  The easement would not physically affect the storm drain.  A utility easement would be 
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granted to cover the existing utility that would be encompassed in the vacation.  As the proposed 
project would not physically impact existing utility infrastructure or easements, no further analysis 
of this issue in the EIR is required.  

COMMENT UCLA-14 
UCLA also requested that the Project sponsor be required to notify any future third party purchasers 
or long-term tenants of the Project or any portion thereof, including without limitation any purchaser 
of condominium units (and require as a condition of resale that any subsequent purchasers be 
similarly put on notice) of the fact that their views to the west may be partially or totally blocked by 
future UCLA development. The potential light and shadow impacts to occupants of the proposed 
Project have also not been analyzed. 

All of the foregoing potential impacts and the feasibility of mitigation measures should be addressed 
in a recirculated Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment UCLA-14 
Section 21002.1(a) of the CEQA Statute states that “The purpose of an environmental 

impact report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify 
alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be 
mitigated or avoided.”  The Draft EIR does not contain an analysis of the future redevelopment on 
the UCLA property since a project on the adjacent property has not yet been defined.  No significant 
impacts associated with the future use of the UCLA property have been identified.  Therefore, the 
requirement of third-party notification as a mitigation measure is not necessary. However, the 
Applicant has agreed to provide a third-party notification to owners regarding the potential future 
redevelopment of the UCLA property.   

With regard to analysis of potential light and shadow impacts to occupants of the proposed 
project, the Draft EIR for the proposed project identifies the significant effects on the environment 
from the proposed project as required in Section 21002.1(a) of the CEQA Statute as stated above.  
The Statute does not require that an EIR contain an evaluation of the effects of ambient, non-
hazardous light and shade conditions that are consistent with a highly urbanized environment, on the 
proposed project itself.  As additional analysis with regard to impacts to the future residents is not 
required, a recirculated Draft EIR is not necessary.  Please also see Response to Comment UCLA-1 
for a discussion regarding the recirculation of a Draft EIR. 
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COMMENT UCLA-15 

4.  The Draft EIR Transportation and Circulation Section fails to adequately analyze the 
cumulative impacts of the Metro Westside Subway Extension project. 

Although the Draft EIR acknowledges the Metro project and identifies potential rail alignment and 
station location under consideration, there is no substantive analysis of the cumulative impacts of 
the Project when considered in combination with the Metro project. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 
15130.) The analysis states (Page IV.G-5) only that: ''The developer of the proposed project has had 
an initial meeting with Metro to discuss opportunities for building the project without adversely 
impacting potential tunnel and station locations that are under study by Metro." 

A "cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the 
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts." See CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15355 and 15130. 

On January 22, 2009, the Metro Board of Directors authorized preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Westside Subway 
Extension. They also approved the results of the Alternatives Analysis (AA) Study for the Metro 
Westside Subway Extension. The AA recommended two build alternatives for further evaluation in 
the Draft EIS/EIR: 

• Metro Purple Line Subway Extension via Wilshire Boulevard to Santa Monica; and  

• Metro Purple Line Subway Extension via Wilshire Boulevard to Santa Monica plus 
Subway Extension from Metro Red Line Hollywood/Highland Station via Santa Monica 
Boulevard. 

See http://www.metro.net/projects_studies/westside/default.htm 

The route alignments and station locations being reviewed for the Westside Subway Extension 
could result in potentially significant cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation in the 
Project area that have not been analyzed in the Draft EIR. Current MTA analysis is based on a 
phased continuation of the Metro line west of the 1-405 to avoid worsening the chronic 
transportation and circulation issues to the east in Westwood, and especially at the intersection of 1-
405 ramps and Wilshire Boulevard. 

A Wilshire Boulevard alignment is one of only two east-west lines projected to extend westward 
from Westwood Boulevard to Santa Monica. Two options for Westwood stations are being 
considered by Metro in this immediate area, one near the southern edge of the main UCLA campus 
and another either under or immediately adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard between Gayley Avenue 
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and Veteran Avenue. If the latter site is chosen, any portal located on the north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard would seriously impact the limited sidewalk capacity on both Wilshire Boulevard and 
Gayley Avenue. In particular, additional pedestrian traffic and vehicle-pedestrian conflicts are 
reasonably foreseeable at the principal point of ingress/egress for the proposed Project at Lindbrook 
Drive, in the alley north of the subject property, and on Kinross Avenue, which is proposed to serve 
as the point of access for all service vehicles accessing the Project. If a single portal were to be 
provided on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard, it could have a more limited impact, particularly 
on the alley and the Kinross Avenue access thereto. None of these potential impacts are analyzed in 
the Draft EIR. 

Further, to the extent that the Project sponsor has discussed with Metro any joint development 
opportunities to minimize Project impacts, such alternatives should be addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment UCLA-15 

As indicated in Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, the project 
site is located near the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (Metro) 
proposed Westside Subway Extension, which would serve Westwood.  Measure R, which was 
passed in November 2008, dedicates $4 billion for a future Westside subway.  While this may not 
fully fund the Westside Subway Extension, it is a substantial amount of funding toward the subway.  
In January 2009, the Metro Board approved the Alternatives Analysis for the subway and 
authorized proceeding with the Draft EIS/EIR for the subway extension.  The Draft EIS/EIR is 
underway and Metro anticipates a recommendation of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the 
subway extension in the latter part of 2010.  While an exact alignment through Westwood has not 
yet been determined, a subway station is envisioned in Westwood.  The developer of the proposed 
project has had an initial meeting with Metro to discuss opportunities for building the proposed 
project without adversely impacting potential tunnel and station locations that are under study by 
Metro. 

Section III.B of the Draft EIR provides a list or related projects evaluated in the Draft EIR.  
As indicated in Section III.B, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that the analysis of 
potential project impacts include cumulative impacts.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines 
cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”  This analysis of 
cumulative impacts need not be as in-depth as what is performed relative to the proposed project, 
but instead is to “be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.”4 

                                                 
4 Ibid, § 15355. 
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Cumulative impacts are anticipated impacts of the proposed project along with reasonably 
foreseeable growth.  Reasonably foreseeable growth may be based on either:5 

(A) A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, 
or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which 
described or evaluated regional or statewide conditions contributing to the cumulative 
impact.  Any such planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public 
at a location specified by the lead agency.   

The cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR utilized a listing of all anticipated related projects 
based on information on file at the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning and LADOT.  The 
geographic area for the cumulative analysis generally incorporates the area in which the project 
might substantially affect traffic conditions.   

With regard to consideration of the Westside Subway Extension as a cumulative project, the 
project is not yet defined to a level that it could be considered in a cumulative analysis.  While the 
Westside Subway Extension is not speculative in that environmental documentation is underway 
and some funding has been obtained, the alignment and stops have not been identified to a level 
such that there could be a cumulative analysis completed.  However, with regard to potential 
cumulative construction impacts, construction of the proposed project and the future Westside 
Subway Extension would not overlap.  Construction of the proposed project would be complete 
prior to construction of the future Westside Subway Extension.  With regard to operation, the 
Westside Subway Extension would be a public benefit in that the Westside Subway Extension 
would serve to reduce the number of cars on the street.  The Traffic Study completed for the project 
did not take credit for the Westside Subway Extension.  As such, the cumulative analysis completed 
as part of the Traffic Study is conservative as the Westside Subway Extension is expected to reduce 
the number of trips generated by the proposed project as well as other development projects in the 
vicinity.   

With regard to potential conflicts with the future Westside Subway Extension, the Applicant 
supports all public transit initiatives, including any potential extension of heavy rail subway to the 
Westside.  The applicant will continue to work with MTA to find the best solution for a Westwood 
subway station/portal.  However, the Applicant would provide pop-out panels to allow for a portal 
to come through the building if a subway stop were to be located on the adjacent property.  The 

                                                 
5 Ibid, § 15130(b)(1). 
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Applicant has not discussed with Metro any joint development opportunities to minimize project 
impacts. Therefore, no such discussion is needed in the EIR.  

With regard to pedestrian and vehicular conflicts, pedestrian circulation has been enhanced 
with the relocation of the alley from the middle of the site to the north boundary of the site as the 
alley now aligns with Lindbrook Drive.  The relocation of the alley thus improves pedestrian and 
vehicular safety and circulation in the project vicinity.  The existing signal at the intersection serves 
to further improve pedestrian safety.  Thus, the project would not contribute to a cumulative 
pedestrian safety issue relative to the Westside Subway Extension.  Please see Response to 
Comment No. UCLA-9 for a more detailed discussion regarding the issue of pedestrian safety in the 
area.   

COMMENT UCLA-16 

5.  The Draft EIR fails to adequately address construction staging issues. 

The Draft EIR fails to provide any discussion of the proposed construction staging area for the 
Project. The Project footprint occupies almost the entirety of the Project sponsor's site. Thus, it 
would seem that portions of public roadways or property would need to be used for construction 
staging, the impacts of which have not been analyzed in the Draft EIR. For example, does the 
Project sponsor intend to request a temporary closure of southbound lane(s) on Gayley Avenue for 
construction and material off-loading? Are temporary closures needed on Wilshire Boulevard? The 
impacts of street closures necessary during Project construction have not been analyzed in the Draft 
EIR and revision and recirculation is therefore required. 

Response to Comment UCLA-16 
Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of 

potential impacts with regard to traffic and emergency access during construction.  As indicated in 
Section IV.G of the Draft EIR (page IV.G-24), construction activities may involve temporary lane 
closures for utility construction (generally limited to one lane along Gayley Avenue so through 
access would be maintained along the project frontage).  No closures on Wilshire Boulevard are 
anticipated.  Also, as indicated in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, truck queuing for excavation 
and/or wet construction (concrete pour/delivery) would occur along the alley and would not 
potentially impact any on-street parking.   

Additionally, any work performed within the public right-of-way would require prior 
approval from the City and would be limited to non-peak travel periods (between the hours of 10 
A.M. to 3 P.M.).  Although construction-related traffic impacts were found to be less than significant, 
Mitigation Measure G-1, which requires the preparation of a Construction Staging and Management 
Plan in accordance with City requirement, is provided to ensure that construction traffic impacts 
remain less than significant. 
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Thus, the Draft EIR does contain an analysis of potential traffic-related impacts due to 
project construction.  No revisions to the EIR are necessary as a result of this comment and no 
recirculation of the document is required.   

COMMENT UCLA-17 

6.  Additional Draft EIR inaccuracies and errors. 

a.  The Draft EIR inaccurately characterizes the typical building heights of the Community Center 
from the Framework Element of the General Plan. For example, Draft EIR, page IV.D-6, para. 1 
states heights in this area typically range between 3 to 8 stories; the General Plan, however, 
describes the building heights as between 2 to 6 stories. Similarly, in the Draft EIR's Analysis of 
Objective 3.9 (page IV.D-27), mid-rise buildings are described as being characteristic of 
Community Centers; however, the General Plan assumes that low- to mid-rise buildings are typical. 
These mischaracterizations minimize the potential impacts of the proposed Projects height and scale 
in relation to the surrounding community. 

Response to Comment UCLA-17 
The characterization of the “Community Center” designation as “mid-rise” in the discussion 

of the General Plan Framework in Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, is based on the 
description/definition of “Community Center” in the General Plan Framework and is not an 
inaccuracy or error in the Draft EIR.  (Please see the Citywide General Plan Framework- An 
Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, Chapter 3- Land Use Goals, Objectives, and 
Policies;  Issue Two: Uses, Density, and Character- “Community Centers” available online at: 
“http://cityplanning.lacity.org/Cwd/Framwk/chapters/03/03204.htm”) The General Plan Framework 
states: “Physically, the scale and density of Community Centers would be greater than the 
Neighborhood Districts, generally with buildings of two- to six-stories depending on the character 
of the surrounding area.” (General Plan Framework, Definition of Community Centers, 3rd 
paragraph).  As “low-rise” is understood to be a maximum building height of two stories, the “two 
to six” stories discussed in the General Plan Framework is accurately depicted as “mid-rise.”  
Therefore, reference to the “Community Center” designation as “mid-rise” in the comparison of the 
proposed project to General Plan Framework Objective 3-9 is consistent with the definition of this 
designation in the General Plan Framework.  As the characterization of the “Community Center” 
designation as mid-rise in the Draft EIR is used in the context of the General Plan Framework, the 
reference to “mid-rise” does not mischaracterize the impact of the proposed project’s height and 
scale.  Furthermore, the proposed project was determined to be inconsistent with Objective 3-9, 
based on the height of the proposed building.   

However, the General Plan Framework refers to the character of the surrounding area.  The 
proposed project would result in the development of a high-rise building on the project site.  
Sections IV.A, Aesthetics/Visual Resources, and Section IV.D of the Draft EIR fully analyze the 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-28 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

proposed building height and provide simulated photographs that illustrate the relationship of the 
proposed tower to the existing low-rise development in Westwood Village to the north of Lindbrook 
Drive and to the existing high-rise development along the Wilshire Boulevard corridor.  Please see 
Figures IV.A-7 and IV.A-8 of the Draft EIR.  As indicated on page IV.A-32 of the Draft EIR, the 
project would not contrast with or encroach upon existing features that represent the area’s valued 
aesthetic image, nor would the project detract from the existing style or image of the Wilshire 
Boulevard high-rise corridor due to density, height, bulk, or other physical elements.  Therefore, the 
potential impacts of the proposed project with regard to height and scale in relation to the 
surrounding community are not minimized.   

COMMENT UCLA-18 

b.  The designation of streets in Draft EIR Chapter IV.G is inaccurate. Gayley Avenue is not a 
"secondary street" nor is Westwood Boulevard a "major arterial" (see, e.g., Page IV.G-2.) Similarly, 
Wilshire Boulevard is not a "major arterial" nor is Lindbrook Drive a "secondary street" (see, e.g., 
Page IV.G-3). Wilshire Boulevard and Westwood Boulevard are designated Major Highways in the 
General Plan; Gayley Avenue and Lindbrook Drive are designated Secondary Highways. 

Response to Comment UCLA-18 

The comment is correct in that the classifications of some of the streets in the project 
vicinity are inaccurate.  The Traffic Study, which is contained in Appendix E, and Section IV.G, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR have been revised to identify the correct street 
designations in accordance with the Transportation Element of the General Plan.  Please see Section 
IV, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  The change in street designations in the Traffic 
Study and EIR section does not change the analysis or the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.     

COMMENT UCLA-19 

c.  The Draft EIR states that two-hour curbside parking is available adjacent to the Project site on 
Gayley Avenue, (see, e.g., Page IV.G-2, para. 3). However, while limited curbside parking is 
available on Gayley Avenue within the "study area," stopping on southbound Gayley Avenue 
south of Lindbrook Drive is prohibited. This error inappropriately diminishes the potential 
vehicle circulation impacts. 

Response to Comment UCLA-19 

Section IV.G of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the local streets in the study area.  
The description of parking on Gayley Avenue is revised in the Final EIR to indicate that limited 
curbside parking is available on Gayley Avenue in the study area.  Stopping on southbound Gayley 
Avenue between Lindbrook Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, however, is prohibited.  Please see 
Section IV, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  This is a text correction in the EIR section 
only and does not result in any changes in the traffic analysis or the conclusions regarding traffic in 
the Draft EIR. 
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COMMENT UCLA-20 

d.  Table 111-1, Related Projects (Page 111-15) contains an asterisk and several superscript notes 
that do not seem to refer to anything; there are no accompanying footnotes. 

Response to Comment UCLA-20 
The footnotes were inadvertently left off on Table III-1 of the Draft EIR.  The footnotes are 

in Table 4 of the Traffic Study, which is provided in Appendix E of the Draft EIR.  Table III-1 has 
been revised in this Final EIR to include the footnotes.  Please see Section IV, Corrections and 
Additions, of this Final EIR.  The revision does not result in any changes to the analyses or 
conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.    

COMMENT UCLA-21 

e.  There is an inconsistency in the description of the proposed restaurant and bar. In some places 
(e.g. page IV.D-21) the Draft EIR infers that these amenities are for use only by hotel guests. 
However, under Option 2 for condominium development, the amenities in question are described as 
a public restaurant/bar (e.g. Page IV.D-22). The vehicle circulation and traffic impacts associated 
with the potential greater restaurant patronage associated with Project development option 2 have 
not been analyzed. 

Response to Comment UCLA-21 
The Draft EIR consistently describes the restaurant under both Options 1 and 2 available to 

the public (see Draft EIR, page II-10, last paragraph, last sentence; and page II-12, 2nd line from the 
top of the page; and page IV.D-18, 3rd paragraph).  As shown in Tables IV.G-4 (page IV.G-28) and 
IV.G-6 (page IV.G-34), the trip generation rate for a public restaurant would be identical under both 
options.  Page IV.D-20, paragraph 2, of the EIR states that the restaurant under Option 1 would be 
public.  Under the same subheading, the Draft EIR (page IV.D-21, first full paragraph, lines 1 and 2) 
inadvertently states “the restaurant and bar for hotel guests,”.  This single misstatement does not 
affect the accuracy of the trip generation tables or the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR.  

However, as indicated in Response to Comment No. UCLA-1, since the circulation of the 
Draft EIR, the Applicant has refined Option 1.  Refined Option 1 would include 250 hotel rooms 
and associated amenities and no condominium units.  Refined Option 1 would include a 
bar/restaurant for use by hotel guests rather than a public bar/restaurant that was considered in 
Option 1.  In addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would include approximately 6,510 
square feet of ground level retail space.  Since the Refined Option 1 would have a private 
bar/restaurant rather than public, no trips would be associated with the private bar/restaurant.  Please 
see Section IV, Corrections and Additions, for a detailed description and analyses of Refined Option 
1.  As shown in Section IV, Refined Option 1 would not result in any changes to the conclusions 
reached in the Draft EIR with regard to potential impacts.   
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COMMENT UCLA-22 

f.  There is an inconsistency in the description of access to the site for delivery and service vehicles. 
In some places the Draft EIR identifies the access point as the alley extending north between the 
subject property and Kinross Avenue (page IV.D-22), whereas in other sections "...the public alley 
that runs along the north boundary..." is identified (page II-12, Access and Parking). 

Response to Comment UCLA-22 
Section II, Project Description, provides a description of the alley as follows: “An alley runs 

along the north edge of the site and aligns with Lindbrook Drive.  The alley runs from Kinross to the 
north end of the project site and then turns east and runs to Gayley Avenue.  As indicated on page 
II-12, Access and Parking, the vehicular access to the site would be from the public alley that runs 
along the north boundary of the site.”  Page IV.D-22 of the Draft EIR does not make reference to 
the public alley or access to the site.  For clarification, as shown in Figure III-A, the alley is L-
shaped and runs in an east/west direction along the north property line of the site and then turns 
north (at the project site’s west property line) and runs in a north/south direction to Kinross Avenue. 

Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR contains an analysis of the 
access.  As indicated in Section IV.G.2.c, Project Design Features, of the Draft EIR (page IV.G-22), 
vehicular access to the site would be from Gayley Avenue via a reconfigured intersection at Gayley 
Avenue and Lindbrook Drive.  Access to the site from the alley connecting to Kinross Avenue to 
the north would be restricted to service and emergency vehicles only, with all loading and unloading 
occurring off of the alley, fully contained within the project site.  Valet queuing and storage would 
also be contained on site.  The alley would remain public, and would continue to provide 
unimpeded access to the other properties it currently serves. 

An analysis of the access and loading for the proposed project is provided in Section 
IV.G.2.d.(2)(c), Access and Loading, of the Draft EIR (page IV.G-38).  As indicated in the section, 
vehicular access to the site would be from Gayley Avenue via the alley.  Access to the project site 
from the alley connecting to Kinross Avenue to the north would be restricted to service and 
emergency vehicles only, with all loading and unloading occurring off of the alley, fully contained 
within the project site.  The loading dock would be located near the northwest corner of the site and 
adjacent to the alley.  Delivery trucks would generally arrive during non-peak hours (prior to the 
opening of the retail and restaurant uses) and, therefore, would not conflict with vehicles from hotel 
guests/residents, retail customers, restaurant patrons, or other users of the alley.  Valet queuing and 
storage would occur entirely on-site.  The entire alley would remain public and would continue to 
provide unimpeded access to the other properties it currently serves.  The Traffic Study’s 
assignment of project trips to the individual blocks in the project vicinity did not reveal any potential 
access problems.  Impacts with regard to site access and circulation would be less than significant. 
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In conclusion, the City does not concur that there is an inconsistency in the way the access 
for vehicles (automobiles) or delivery and service vehicles is described in the Draft EIR.   However, 
in order to provide clarification, Section II, Project Description, has been revised in the Final EIR to 
indicate that access to the site from the alley connecting to Kinross Avenue would be restricted to 
service and emergency vehicles.  Please see Section IV., Corrections and Additions, of this Final 
EIR. 

COMMENT UCLA-23 
g.  Project development option 2 proposes up to 144 condominium units. However, even if an 
amendment to the Community Plan is granted as proposed by the Project sponsor to allow R5 
density, only a maximum of 119 units would be permitted.5 

5 See footnote 1, above. If the total lot area is less than 23,951 square feet, then the total number of units should also 
correspondingly be less. 

Response to Comment UCLA-23 
With the lot area of 23,591 square feet and one-half of the alley (1,534 square feet) included, 

the site area for purposes of calculating density would be 25,125 square feet.  Based on 200 square 
feet per unit which is the density allowed by the Code, 125 units could be developed on the site.  A 
15 percent density increase, which could be approved by the Zoning Administrator, would allow an 
additional 19 units.  Thus, 144 units could be developed on the site with Zoning Administrator 
approval.  As Option 2 would result in 144 residential units, Section 12.28A of the LAMC could 
permit the Zoning Administrator to approve the proposed density.  

Section II.G has been revised to clarify that a Zoning Administrator Adjustment would be 
required for Option 2 for the density.  In addition, the footnote on page IV.D-23 has been revised to 
clarify the calculations regarding the number of units.  Please see Section IV, Corrections and 
Additions, of this Final EIR.  The analyses contained in the Draft EIR are based on the number of 
rooms and/or residential units and square footage for the commercial uses.  Thus, the changes in the 
list of entitlements in Section II and the changes in Section IV.D (list of entitlements and footnote 
80) do not change the analyses or conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.   

COMMENT UCLA-24 

h.  The above grade encroachment over the alley to the north has not been sufficiently analyzed in 
the DEIR with respect to fire and life safety issues. There may be issues relative to fire department 
access to the Project and to UCLA property if this encroachment and overhead construction above 
the public way is permitted. 
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Response to Comment UCLA-24 

The north radius of the cantilevered porte-cochere would be approximately 40 feet above 
grade and, as such, would exceed minimum vertical clearance for LAFD vehicles.  In addition, the 
porte-cochere would not alter the width of the existing 20-foot-wide alley and, therefore, would 
allow adequate horizontal space for fire truck access.  However, Mitigation Measure F-2 (page 
IV.F-18 of the Draft EIR), requires that project building plans and a plot plan be submitted to the 
LAFD prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The LAFD review of all building plans would 
ensure compliance with fire and building codes and would ensure adequate access for emergency 
vehicles.  As indicated in Section IV.F.1 Public Services – Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would ensure that the proposed project’s 
impacts with regard to fire protection services would remain less than significant. 

COMMENT UCLA-25 

7.  The Project appears to have been improperly segmented. 

The Project design provides for site access through an alley on the north side of the Project site. At 
the request of the Project sponsor, UCLA participated in a request to vacate an existing mid-block 
alley. This request was approved by the City on March 25, 2008 under a CEQA Categorical 
Exemption, which now allows the Project to be constructed over the former mid-block alley. While 
UCLA understood at the time that the vacation was advocated by the Project sponsor to facilitate 
some future development, the specifics of that development, and the extent to which the Project 
sponsor would be seeking adjustments, variances, and other entitlements, was unknown to UCLA. 
CEQA requires that the ''whole of the action" be analyzed in a single environmental document so 
that the impacts are not minimized by segmenting the larger proposal into smaller projects, as 
appears to be the case here. Had the vacation not been granted, the scale and mass of the Project 
would have been significantly reduced or alternatives to the proposed Project not involving use of 
the mid-block alley would have been required to be discussed. 

Response to Comment UCLA-25 

The relocation of the alley was a standalone project.  When the City Council initiated 
vacation of the alley on December 16, 2005, there was no development project envisioned for the 
site and no applications for any pending development were before the City.  Since the relocation of 
the alley has now been completed, any potential environmental impacts caused by its relocation 
have been evaluated in the Draft EIR.  The concept of segmenting or piecemealing raised by the 
comment is concerned with a failure to analyze the environmental effects of potential future projects 
that are a reasonable foreseeable consequence of an initial project where the future expansion or 
action will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental impacts.  As 
indicated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), “An EIR must include a description of the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published,…” As the alley relocation occurred entirely in the past, its relocation was 
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analyzed as part of the Draft EIR as an existing condition, and no future project that is reasonably 
foreseeable to occur has been identified in the comment, the project has not been segmented. 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. UCLA-9, the relocation of the alley from the 
middle of the site to the north property line of the site reduced the number of vehicular access points 
for the site thereby improving both vehicular and pedestrian circulation.  In addition, the relocation 
of the alley created a safer pedestrian pathway along the Gayley Avenue frontage.  The alley now 
runs along the north edge of the site and aligns with Lindbrook Drive.  The alignment of the alley 
with Lindbrook Drive is located at a signalized intersection, which serves to further improve 
vehicular and pedestrian safety and limit vehicular and pedestrian conflicts. 

In addition, the potential impacts of the relocated alley have been analyzed in the Traffic 
Study and in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR for the proposed project.  The Traffic Study analyzes the 
existing street configuration, which includes the public alley in its current location to the north of the 
site. The Galey Avenue and Lindbrook Drive intersection was analyzed in the Traffic Study and no 
significant impacts were identified at that intersection.  Thus, the alley in its current configuration 
was analyzed and it has been determined that the alley would not result in significant circulation or 
pedestrian impacts. 

Since the relocation of the alley was a standalone project, the necessary environmental 
review was considered for that action.  It was determined by the City that a Categorical Exemption 
was appropriate.  As such, the relocation of the alley, since it was not a part of the redevelopment 
project, does not constitute a segmentation of the project. 

COMMENT UCLA-26 

CONCLUSION 

UCLA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR. While UCLA supports 
the development of the Property, for the reasons expressed in this comment letter, UCLA believes 
that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze and disclose the environmental impacts of the Project 
(including without limitation impacts to the UCLA Property) and that feasible mitigation measures 
or Project revisions have not been identified as required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act. Accordingly, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated. Further, UCLA is concerned 
about the ability of the City to make the required findings on the basis of the Draft EIR to approve 
many of the entitlements (including without limitation related to setbacks) identified by the Project 
sponsor as necessary for Project implementation. For this reason, UCLA renews its September 2, 
2008 request to be kept informed of any and all proposed meetings, hearings or actions in 
furtherance of the Project. 
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Response to Comment UCLA-26 

As indicated in the responses above, no new information has been presented nor significant 
impacts identified that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to 
Comment No. UCLA-1 regarding recirculation of an EIR.  As indicated in the responses to the 
comments in the comment letter, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes the potential impacts to the 
adjacent property and provides mitigation measures as appropriate.  Mitigation measures are not 
required in instances in which the analyses conclude that the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant environmental impact.  Mitigation measures are provided in various sections of the 
Draft EIR to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level or to ensure that impacts remain 
less than significant. The letter will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final 
EIR for their consideration in reviewing the proposed project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

Gail Farber 
Director of Public Works 
Department of Public Works 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, California 91803-1331 

COMMENT COLA-1 
We reviewed the DEIR for the proposed project. The project site consists of two parcels and 
approximately 23,950-square-feet of lot area. The project would require the demolition of an 
existing one-story commercial building on the south parcel. The applicant proposed 134-room 
luxury business hotel and 10 condominiums or option 2 would develop 144 condominium units. 

The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the environmental document only. 

Response to Comment COLA-1 
The comment provides a description of the proposed project and is introductory in nature.  

The Applicant has refined Option 1, which is referred to as Refined Option 1 and is similar to 
Alternative D in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.  Refined Option 1 would include 250 
hotel rooms and associated amenities, including a private bar/restaurant for use by hotel guests only.  
In addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would include approximately 6,510 square feet of 
ground level retail space.  Refined Option 1 would not result in any changes to the conclusions 
reached in the Draft EIR with regard to potential impacts.  Please see Section IV, Corrections and 
Additions, for a detailed analysis of Refined Option 1. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the information 
presented in the Draft EIR.  Detailed responses are provided to the comments.  Please see Response 
to Comment Nos. COLA-2 through COLA-5 below.  The letter will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the proposed project.   

COMMENT COLA-2 

Traffic/Access 

Based on our Level of Service analysis using the County's methodology, the project generated 
traffic alone and cumulatively with other related projects will significantly impact the intersection of 
Wilshire Boulevard at Veteran Avenue. No feasible physical improvements are currently available 
to mitigate this potential impact. Therefore, please ensure that this unmitigated impact is properly 
described in the DEIR. 
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In addition, we expect the cumulative traffic generated by the project and other related projects will 
significantly impact the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard at Sepulveda Boulevard. The project 
shall propose feasible mitigations and contribute its proportionate share of the cost for the 
recommended improvements. Conceptual striping/signing and traffic signal plans, which confirm 
the feasibility of the improvements and cost estimates, shall be submitted to the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works for review and approval. 

Based on our calculations, the cumulative impact expected at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard 
at Sepulveda Boulevard could potentially be mitigated by the proposed 405 Freeway improvement 
project being administered by Caltrans (copy of conceptual design enclosed). The intersection will 
have a significant cumulative impact until the 405 Freeway improvement project or another project 
of equal effectiveness is constructed. Therefore, please ensure that this unmitigated impact is 
properly described in the DEIR. 

We recommend the project's applicant consult with Caltrans to obtain their concurrence with any 
potential California Environmental Quality Act impacts to the freeway ramps and mainline in the 
area. Any written comments received from Caltrans should be included in the DEIR. 

If you have any questions regarding traffic comments, please contact Mr. Virgilio Lazatin (626) 
300-4766. 

Response to Comment COLA-2 
The scope of the Traffic Study was developed in consultation with the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Transportation (LADOT) to identify the assumptions, technical methodologies and 
geographic range for the study.  The intersections analyzed in the traffic study are all under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles.  As such, the potential impacts were identified using 
significance criteria established by the City of Los Angeles, the lead agency under CEQA.  The City 
has adopted thresholds of significance pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7.  The 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research describes a “threshold of significance” as a level at 
which the lead agency finds a project’s effects to be significant.  Under the City’s thresholds of 
significance, the City has determined the proposed project’s impacts on traffic to be less than 
significant.  LADOT has reviewed the traffic study, and has found the assumptions, methodology, 
analysis and conclusions contained within the study to be accurate.  That the County may apply a 
different threshold of significance to traffic is irrelevant to the question of whether the proposed 
project has a significant impact under the City’s adopted thresholds of significance.  The City is not 
required to accept the significance standards suggested by the commenter.  The City has concluded 
that it does not accept the County’s thresholds rather than the City’s thresholds for a City 
intersection and no further analysis pursuant to the County’s methodology is required. 
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With regard to consultation with Caltrans, Caltrans was provided a copy of the Draft EIR for 
their review.  No consultation was required or occurred with Caltrans and no comment letter was 
received from Caltrans. 

COMMENT COLA-3 

Other—Environmental Safety 

1. Hazardous Waste: The existing Hazardous Waste Management infrastructure in this County is 
inadequate to handle the hazardous waste currently being generated. The proposed project may 
generate household hazardous waste, which could adversely impact existing Hazardous Waste 
Management infrastructure. This issue should be addressed and mitigation measures provided. 
Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to, providing new homeowners with 
educational materials on the proper management and disposal of household hazardous waste. The 
project proponent may contact Public Works for available educational materials by calling 1(888) 
CLEAN LA. 

Response to Comment COLA-3 
The issue of household hazardous waste was considered in the Initial Study, which is 

contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  As indicated in Response VII.a) of the Initial Study: 

“The type and amount of hazardous materials to be used in association with the project 
would be typical of those used in commercial and residential developments.  Specifically, operation 
of the commercial and residential uses would involve the use and storage of small quantities of 
potentially hazardous materials in the form of cleaning solvents, painting supplies, pesticides for 
landscaping, and pool maintenance.  Construction of the proposed project would also involve the 
use of potentially hazardous materials, including vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids.  
However, all potentially hazardous materials would be contained, stored, and used in accordance 
with manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with applicable standards and 
regulations.  Any associated risk would be adequately reduced to a less than significant level 
through compliance with these standards and regulations.  As such, construction and operation of 
the project would result in a less than significant impact with regard to routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials relative to the safety of the public or the environment.  Further 
analysis of this issue in an EIR is not necessary, and no mitigation measures are required.” 

However, a mitigation measure has been added to the Mitigation Monitoring Program to 
ensure that homeowners properly manage and dispose of household hazardous waste.  Please see 
Section IV., Corrections and Additions, and Section V., Mitigation Monitoring Program, of this 
Final EIR. 
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COMMENT COLA-4 
2. Storage Space for Recyclables: The California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 
1991, as amended, requires each development project to provide an adequate storage area for 
collection and removal of recyclable materials. The environmental document should include/discuss 
standards to provide adequate recyclable storage areas for collection/storage of recyclable and green 
waste materials for this project. 

Response to Comment COLA-4 
The issue of solid waste generation and recycling was considered in the Initial Study, which 

is contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  As indicated in Response XVI.g) of the Initial Study 
“The proposed project would operate in accordance with the City’s Solid Waste Management 
Policy Plan in addition to applicable federal and state regulations associated with solid waste.  In 
addition, the project would comply with Section 12.21.A.19(c) of the LAMC which requires all new 
construction developments to provide recycling bins at appropriate locations to promote recycling 
of paper, metal, glass and other recyclable materials and divert such materials from disposal at 
landfill.”  Therefore, the proposed project would comply with the California Solid Waste Reuse and 
Recycling Access Act of 1991, as amended.     

COMMENT COLA-5 
3. Solid Waste: Current estimates indicate that daily solid waste generation in Los Angeles County 
will exceed the available daily disposal capacity in the near future. The construction and demolition 
of the proposed project and the operation over the life of the project will increase the generation of 
solid waste and negatively impact the Solid Waste Management infrastructure. Therefore, the 
proposed environmental document should identify what measures will be implemented to mitigate 
the impact. Mitigation measures may include the recycling of construction and demolition debris 
and the development of infrastructure in the project to facilitate recycling. 

If you have any questions regarding environmental comments, please contact Mr. Corey Mayne 
(626) 458-3524.  

If you have any other questions or require additional information, Mr. Toan Duong at (626) 458-
4921. 

Response to Comment COLA-5 

The issue of solid waste generation and recycling was considered in the Initial Study, which 
is contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  As indicated in Response XVI.f) of the Initial Study:  

“…the proposed project would require the demolition of the existing on-site 
structure and construction of the proposed building and associated parking structure.  
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Project construction activities would generate typical construction and demolition 
waste, including wood, asphalt, concrete, paper, glass, plastic, metals, and 
cardboard.  Inert solid waste, such as soil, concrete, asphalt, and other construction 
and demolition debris, generated during construction would be disposed of at one of 
the County’s five unclassified landfills.  According to the County’s Integrated Waste 
Management Plan 2004 Annual Report, the total remaining permitted capacity for 
these landfills was estimated to be approximately 63.63 million tons.  As there is no 
anticipated shortfall in disposal capacity at unclassified landfills within the County, 
the proposed project’s solid waste impacts during construction would be less than 
significant.”   

In addition, as indicated in the Applicant’s LEED for New Construction Registered Project 
Checklist, up to 75 percent of construction waste would be diverted from disposal.  (A copy of the 
LEED Checklist is provided in Appendix C of this Final EIR.)  Thus, construction waste that would 
be disposed of at a landfill would be considerably reduced.  Impacts to solid waste during 
construction would be less than significant. 

With regard to operation, as indicated in Response XVI.f, Option 1 and Option 2 would 
generate approximately 564.4 tons per year of solid waste.  Using the factors presented in the Initial 
Study, Refined Option 1, with 250 hotel rooms, associated amenities, private restaurant/bar and 
ground floor retail space, would generate approximately 555 tons per year of solid waste.  In 
addition, Los Angeles County continues to evaluate its landfill needs and capacity through the Los 
Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan.  Ultimate landfill capacity is determined by several 
factors, including:  (1) the expiration of various landfill permits (e.g., Land Use Permits, Waste 
Discharge Requirements Permits, Solid Waste Facilities Permits, and air quality permits); (2) 
restrictions to accepting waste generated only within a landfill’s particular jurisdiction and/or 
watershed boundary; and (3) operational constraints.   

Several actions have occurred in recent years that have also altered projected capacity.  In 
August 2005, the City of Los Angeles portion of the Sunshine Canyon Landfill Expansion began 
operations with a permitted capacity of 73.0 million tons.  In addition, the Puente Hill Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF) began operating in July 2005 at 500 tons per day (tpd), with a permitted 
capacity of 4,400 tpd and 24,000 tons per week.  As well, in August 2000, the County Sanitation 
Districts of Los Angeles County (CSDLAC) entered into Purchase and Sale Agreements for the 
Mesquite Landfill waste-by-rail facility, located in Imperial County.  Construction of the Mesquite 
Regional Landfill was completed in 2008 and is expected to be open for rail shipments of waste in 
2012.6  When fully operational, the Mesquite Landfill will accept 20,000 tpd of waste and have a 
                                                 
6  The Mesquite Regional Landfill rail infrastructure project is currently underway and expected to be completed in 

2012.  Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Mesquite Regional Landfill, “Bids Sought for Mesquite Landfill 
Railyard” available online at:  http://www.mrlf.org/index.php?build=view&idr=137&page2=&pid=32, July 22, 
2009. 
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total capacity of approximately 600 million tons, with a projected life of approximately 100 years.  
Additionally, the CSDLAC entered into a Purchase and Sale Agreement for the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill, a proposed waste-by-rail landfill located in Riverside County, from Kaiser Ventures, Inc.  
However, in June 2005, the U.S. District Court struck down a land exchange between Kaiser and 
the Bureau of Land Management, which would have allowed for development of this landfill. 
Officials are now determining whether this proposed project can proceed without the land exchange.  
However, if operational, the Eagle Mountain Landfill would accept 20,000 tpd of waste and have a 
total capacity of approximately 708 million tons, with a projected life of approximately 117 years.   

In addition, aggressive waste reduction and diversion programs on a Countywide level have 
helped reduce disposal levels.  Examples of such efforts include resource conservation per the 
provisions of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) and the diversion 
of waste to transformation (waste-to-energy) facilities or to intermodal facilities that transport the 
waste by rail to facilities outside of the County.   

In addition, the City of Los Angeles is also in the process of creating a “Zero Waste” Solid 
Waste Integrated Resources Plan (SWIRP), which is expected to be complete in 2013.  In 
accordance with the Plan, Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa has set a goal to achieve a 75 percent 
diversion rate by 2013.  To meet the Mayor’s challenge, the Bureau of Sanitation has initiated 
several new programs including multi-family recycling availability, plastic bag policy 
recommendation and polystyrene foam ban at City facilities, consideration of construction and 
demolition (C&D) recycling requirements, a Citywide C&D ordinance, and proper sharp disposal 
requirements.   According to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, the City achieved waste 
diversion of 65 percent.7   

As indicated in Response to Comment No. COLA-4, the proposed project would operate in 
accordance with the City’s Solid Waste Management Policy Plan in addition to applicable federal 
and state regulations associated with solid waste.  The proposed project would comply with Section 
12.21.A.19(c) of the LAMC which requires all new construction developments to provide recycling 
bins at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass and other recyclable 
materials and divert such materials from disposal at landfill.  In addition, as indicated above, the 
Applicant has committed to divert up to 75 percent of construction waste from disposal as indicated 
in the LEED for New Construction Checklist for the proposed project.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures requiring recycling of construction and demolition debris and the development of 
infrastructure in the proposed project to facilitate recycling are not necessary.  

                                                 
7  City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/recycling/index.htm, accessed 

July 30, 2009. 
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COMMENT LETTER:  METRO 

Susan Chapman 
Program Manager, Long Range Planning 
Metro CEQA Review Coordination 
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-23-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

COMMENT METRO-1 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the Wilshire Gayley Project. This letter conveys comments and recommendations from the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) concerning issues that are germane 
to our agency's statutory responsibilities in relation to the proposed project. 

Response to Comment Metro-1 

The comment is introductory and general in nature.  The comment does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and no further response is necessary.   

COMMENT METRO-2 
Although the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR satisfies the provisions of the Congestion 
Management Program (CMP), you should also be aware that there are a variety of important transit 
services in the area and future services being planned or studied that have not yet been adequately 
addressed in the EIR. Specifically: 

1. Current bus service: Wilshire Boulevard currently has very high levels of bus transit service and 
ridership with various bus lines that travel by and stop at or near the proposed project site. Although 
the Draft EIR indicates that all project construction activities are expected to occur on-site and 
therefore not impact any bus operations, please be advised that Metro Bus Operations Control 
Special Events Coordinator should be contacted at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities 
that may impact Metro bus lines. Metro should also be contacted if any changes to existing stops 
and zones are anticipated either during or after construction. Other Municipal Bus Service Operators 
may also be impacted and therefore should be included in the FEIR and included in construction 
outreach efforts. 
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Response to Comment Metro-2 

The first portion of the comment indicates that the CMP analysis contained in the Traffic 
Study, which is provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR and summarized in Section IV.G, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, satisfies the CMP.   

As indicated in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR project construction would not require the 
temporary relocation of bus stops, or rerouting of bus lines.  The Draft EIR concludes that project 
construction for Option 1 and Option 2 would result in less than significant traffic related impacts, 
including potential impacts to transit.  Construction would remain the same for Refined Option 1.  
Thus, Refined Option 1 would result in less than significant traffic related impacts during 
construction as would Option 1.  However, Mitigation Measure G-1 requires that prior to the start of 
construction, the Applicant shall develop a Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan in 
accordance with the City’s requirements.  If there were a change in the construction that would 
result in potential impacts to bus stops or routes, coordination with Metro, as requested in the 
comment, in addition to the City of Los Angeles, would occur.   

COMMENT METRO-3 
2. Wilshire Bus Lane Project: Metro, in partnership with the City of Los Angeles, is currently 
moving forward with an Environmental Assessment for a federally-funded, peak period exclusive 
bus lane along Wilshire Boulevard within the City of Los Angeles. The bus lane is anticipated to 
operate in the AM and PM peak periods and prohibit general purpose traffic from using the curb 
lane on Wilshire Boulevard between 7:00-9:00 a.m. and 4:00-7:00 p.m. The FEIR should discuss 
the transit and non-transit modal share of the project in the context of mobility along Wilshire 
Boulevard with a potential exclusive bus lane. Please contact Metro Project Manager Martha Butler 
if you require further information about this project. Ms. Butler can be reached at 213-922-7651 or 
butlerm@metro.net. 

Response to Comment Metro-3 
The scope of the traffic analysis for the proposed project was developed in consultation with 

the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) to identify the assumptions, technical 
methodologies and geographic range for this study. This includes both the intersection capacity 
assumptions and the transit and non-transit modal share assumptions for the proposed project.  The 
Traffic Study did not assume transit credit or ridership despite the existing and future transit along 
Wilshire Boulevard.  LADOT has reviewed the Traffic Study and the addendum to the Traffic 
Study for Refined Option 1, and has found the assumptions, methodology, analysis, and conclusions 
contained within the Traffic Study and the addendum for Refined Option 1 to be accurate.   

As indicated on the Metro website, the City of Los Angeles, Metro, and the County of Los 
Angeles are considering the feasibility of implementing a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Wilshire 
Boulevard that would include portions of Wilshire Boulevard from west of the 110 Freeway to the 
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Santa Monica City limits excluding the City of Beverly Hills.8  The BRT, should it be implemented, 
would have significant benefit for transit users.  Early studies indicate that end-to-end bus travel 
times could decrease by an average of 24 percent with bus speeds increasing by 32 percent.  Higher 
bus speeds and the higher quality transit that BRT could provide could further increase the number 
of users of public transportation.  It is likely that some patrons and/or residents of the proposed 
project would use the BRT. 

A joint Initial Study/Environmental Assessment is being conducted.  At this point the 
project is not yet defined to the point that the BRT could be included in project analyses and any 
further analysis of this proposed project would be speculative and outside the scope of this EIR.   
However, the proposed project supports all public transit initiatives, including any potential 
additions or enhancements to the existing MTA bus lines.  

COMMENT METRO-4 

3. Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study: The proposed project site is within the study area for 
the Westside Extension Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) which is currently underway. This study is evaluating a potential 
extension of the heavy rail subway to the Westside including a station in Westwood. Some of the 
locations under consideration for a Westwood area station are immediately adjacent to the Wilshire 
Gayley property. That project should consider locating on the property a proposed future subway 
portal (escalator and elevator). It does not appear that a subway portal would fit on the corner of the 
property the way the Wilshire Gayley Project is currently designed. Metro therefore requests that 
the corner of the property be re-designed to more easily accommodate a future subway portal that 
facilitates easy access to connecting bus service. Further, Metro would request the developer to 
ensure that the design of the hotel, including the parking garage and ramps, coordinates with, and 
does not impinge on the design of the future subway tunnels and station so that each project can 
accommodate the other, avoid future expense, disruption and delay for both parties. Please contact 
Metro Project Manager David Mieger if you require further information about this project. Mr. 
Mieger can be reached at 213-922-3040 or miegerd@metro.net. Information about the study can be 
found on the Metro website at http://www.metro.netjprojects-studiesjwestsidejdefault.htm. 

Response to Comment Metro-4 
As indicated in Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR (page IV.G-

5), Measure R, which was passed in November 2008, dedicates $4 billion for a future Westside 
subway, which represents a substantial amount of the necessary funding for the future subway.  In 
January 2009, the Metro Board authorized preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR for the subway 
extension and Metro anticipates a recommendation of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the 
subway extension in the latter part of 2010.   
                                                 
8  http://www.metro.net/projects_studies/wilshire/default/htm, accessed July 30, 2009. 
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While an exact alignment through Westwood has not yet been determined, a subway station 
is envisioned in Westwood.  The developer of the proposed project has had an initial meeting with 
Metro to discuss opportunities for building the proposed project without adversely impacting 
potential tunnel and station locations that are under study by Metro.  It should be noted that the 
proposed project, as designed, would be set back approximately 12 feet from the project site’s south 
property line.   The Applicant is evaluating the potential for a future portal on the project site to the 
extent that a portal is feasible and would not unduly burden the proposed project.  Also, preliminary 
designs prepared by Metro indicate that a portal to the Westwood station could be located on the 
large parcel owned by UCLA, which is to the west of the project site and the proposed project 
would not interfere with this proposed portal.  However, the Applicant will continue to work with 
MTA to find the best solution for a Westwood subway station/portal.  The Applicant would provide 
pop-out panels to allow for a portal to come through the building if a subway stop were to be 
located on the adjacent property.   

The comment appears to suggest that the EIR analyze an alternative that redesigns the 
corner of the site and thus sets the proposed project further back from Wilshire Boulevard.  As 
indicated above, the building would be set back approximately 12 feet from the project site’s south 
property line.  With regard to alternatives analysis, CEQA provides that an EIR not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather, an EIR must consider a reasonable range of alternatives 
to the proposed project that “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project.”  (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).)   The comment does not identify a potentially significant impact 
that would be reduced through such an alternative.  However, as indicated above, a LPA has not yet 
been determined.  In addition, the Applicant is willing to provide pop-out panels to allow for a 
portal to come through the building if a subway stop were to be located on the adjacent property. 

The proposed project supports all public transit initiatives, including any potential extension 
of heavy rail subway to the Westside and the proposed project would not interfere with the 
construction of any future transit improvements in the area, including the Westside Subway 
Extension.  The Applicant will continue to work with MTA to find the best solution for a Westwood 
subway station/portal and to help facilitate future traffic improvements. 

COMMENT METRO-5 
Metro looks forward to reviewing the Final EIR. If you have any general questions regarding this 
response, please call me at 213-922-6908 or by email at chapmans@metro.net. Please send the Final 
EIR to the following address: 

Metro CEQA Review Coordination 
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-23-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
Attn: Susan Chapman 
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Response to Comment Metro-5 

The comment requests a copy of the Final EIR.  CEQA Statute Section 21092.5(a) requires 
that “At least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report, the lead agency shall 
provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments made by that agency which 
conform with the requirements of this division.”  In compliance with Section 21092.5(a) and in 
accordance with the City’s CEQA process, a copy of the Final EIR will be sent to Metro as 
requested in the comment.  The letter will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the 
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the proposed project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  BUREAU OF SANITATION 

Brent Lorscheider 
Division Manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Sanitation 
2714 Media Center Drive 
Los Angeles 90065 

COMMENT BOS-1 
This is in response to your June 4, 2009 letter requesting a review of your proposed project. The 
Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the 
wastewater and stormwater systems for either Option #1 or Option #2 of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment BOS-1 

The comment is general in nature and does not state a specific concern or question regarding 
the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Section IV.H.2., Wastewater, of the Draft EIR was 
prepared based on information obtained from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
in a comment letter on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR as well as the City’s 
gauging study prepared by the Bureau of Sanitation.  The comment letter on the NOP is provided in 
Appendix A of the Draft EIR and the gauging study is provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.   

COMMENT BOS-2 

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT 

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with the 
task of evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available wastewater capacity 
exists for future developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts and guide 
the planning process for any future sewer improvements projects needed to provide future capacity 
as the City grows and develops. 

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project: 

Option #1  
Type Description Average Daily Flow 

per Type Description 
(GPO/UNIT) 

Proposed No. of Units Average Daily Flow 
(GPO) 

Existing 
Gas Station 430 GDP/STATION 1 STATION (430)
Retail 0.08 GDP/SQ.FT 9,873 SQ.FT (790)
Proposed 
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Type Description Average Daily Flow 
per Type Description 

(GPO/UNIT) 

Proposed No. of Units Average Daily Flow 
(GPO) 

Retail 0.08 GDP/SQ.FT 6,510 SQ.FT 521
Restaurant/Bar  0.5 GPD/SQ.FT 9,975 SQ.FT 4,988
4-BR Condo  240 GPD/DU 10 DU 2,400
Hotel  130 GPD/RM 134 RMS 17,420
Fitness Center  0.25 GPD/SQ.FT 4,500 SQ.FT 1,125
Spa  0.8 GPD/SQ.FT 3,000 SQ.FT 2,400
Coffee 8hop  0.28 GPD/SQ.FT 3,800 SQ.FT 1,064
Lobby 0.08 GDP/SQ.FT 2,750 SQ.FT 220
Administration 0.15 GDP/SQ.FT 34,206 SQ.FT 5,131

Total 34,049
 

Option #2       
Type Description Average Daily Flow per 

Type Description 
(GPD/UNIT) 

Proposed No. of Units Average Daily Flow 
(GPO) 

Existing   
Gas Station   430 GPD/STATION 1 STATION (430) 
Retail   0.08 GPD/SQ.FT 9,873 SQ.FT (790) 
Proposed  
Retail   0.08 GPD/SQ.FT 6,510 SQ.FT 521
Restaurant/Bar  0.5 GPD/SQ.FT 9,975 SQ.FT 4,988
1-BR Condo  120 GPD/DU 134 DU 16,080
4-BR Condo  240 GPD/DU 10 DU 2,400
Fitness Center  0.25 GPD/SQ.FT 4,500 SQ.FT 1,125
Spa 0.8 GPD/SQ.FT 3,000 SQ.FT 2,400
Coffee 8hop  0.28 GPD/SQ.FT 3,800 SQ.FT 1,064
Lobby  0.08 GPD/SQ.FT 2,750 SQ.FT 220
Administration  0.15 GPD/SQ. FT 34,206 SQ.FT 5,131

Total 32,709
 

Response to Comment BOS-2 
Section IV.H.2, Wastewater, of the Draft EIR was based on the comment letter on the 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) that was received as well as the City’s gauging study that was prepared 
for the proposed project.  The NOP comment letter is provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR and 
the gauging study is provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  The estimated wastewater 
generation for Option 1 and Option 2, which is provided in Table IV.H.2-3 of the Draft EIR, is 
based on the numbers provided in the gauging study, which is provided in Appendix F.  However, 
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while the gauging study assumed a net generation, deducting the wastewater generated by the 
previous gas station, the analysis contained in Section IV.H.2 of the Draft EIR provides a more 
conservative analysis and does not assume a net generation for the proposed project.  Therefore, the 
analysis contained in Section IV.H.2 can be considered a more conservative approach than that 
provided by the Bureau of Sanitation.  

With regard to wastewater generation for the proposed project, the comment contains a 
slightly different set of numbers than those provided in Section IV.H.2, Wastewater, of the Draft 
EIR.  The analysis provided above breaks the uses out differently from that provided in the Draft 
EIR, and presents a more detailed analysis of the estimated wastewater generation from the 
proposed uses.   

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has revised Option 1 which is referred 
to as Refined Option 1 and is similar to Alternative D in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.  
Refined Option 1 would include 250 hotel rooms and associated amenities, and no condominium 
units.  Refined Option 1 would include a private bar/restaurant for use by hotel guests rather than a 
public bar/restaurant that was considered in Option 1.  In addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 
1 would include approximately 6,510 square feet of ground level retail space.  Section IV, 
Corrections and Additions, contains an analysis with regard to wastewater and water supply for 
Refined Option 1 using the factors provided in the comment letter.   

Based on the comment, Refined Option 1 would result in 46,381 gpd and a peak flow of 
78,849 gpd.  Based on the comment, Option 2 would result in 33,929 gpd (0.034 mgd) and a peak 
flow of 57,679 gpd (0.058 mgd).  Tables IV.H.2-3, Estimated Wastewater Generation – Options 1 
and 2, and IV.H.2-4, Cumulative Wastewater Generation, of the Draft EIR as well as the associated 
text have been revised to reflect the new numbers provided by the Bureau of Sanitation as well as 
Refined Option 1.  Also, as the proposed project’s water demand is based largely on wastewater 
generation factors, Tables IV.H.1-4, Estimated Water Demand – Option 1; IV.H.1-5, Estimated 
Water Demand – Option 2; and Estimated Cumulative Water Demand, and respective text in 
Section IV.1, Water, have been revised to reflect the Bureau of Sanitation’s more detailed 
generation factors and Refined Option 1.  Please see Section IV, Corrections and Additions of the 
Final EIR.  

The new numbers provided by the Bureau of Sanitation do not result in a change in the 
conclusions reached in the Draft EIR with regard to wastewater.  With the revised estimated 
wastewater generation, Refined Option 1 and Option 2 would result in a less than significant impact 
with regard to wastewater generation.  While the new numbers provided by the Bureau of Sanitation 
resulted in a change in the calculations for water demand, the revisions do not result in a change in 
the conclusions reached for Refined Option 1 and Option 2 with regard to water.   
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COMMENT BOS-3 

SEWER AVAILABILITY 

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes the existing 8-inch line on 
Gayley Ave R/W, an existing 12-inch line on Wilshire Blvd, and existing 30-inch line on Gayley 
Ave. The sewage from both 8-inch and 12-inch existing lines feed into the 15 inch line on Kelton 
Ave before splitting into a 21-inch line on Ohio Ave and 15-inch line on Santa Monica Blvd. The 
flow in the 21-inch line on Ohio Ave feeds into a 24-inch line on Ayres Ave before finally 
discharging into a 30-inch line on National Blvd. The flow in the 15 inch line on Santa Monica Blvd 
continues into an 18-inch line on Malcolm Ave and then a 21-inch line on Overland Ave before 
finally discharging into a 24-inch line on National Blvd. The sewage from the existing 30-inch line 
on Gayley Ave flows into a 39-inch line on Westwood Blvd before discharging into a 33-inch pipe 
on Rochester Ave.  

Based on our existing gauging information, the current approximate flow level (d/D)and the design 
capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer system are as follows: 

Pipe Diameter 
(in) 

Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D (%) 50% Design Capacity 

8 Gayley Ave R/W * 561,724 GPO 
12 Wilshire Blvd * 1.19 MGD 
15 Kelton Ave 25 2.07 MGD 
21 Ohio Ave 30 4.36 MGD 
15 Santa Monica Blvd 18 2.26 MGD 
24 Avres Ave 52 8.03 MGD 
30 National Blvd 61 7.38 MGD 
18 Malcolm Ave 22 3.39 MGD 
21 Overland Ave 21 4.46 MGD 
24 National Blvd 24 4.55 MGD 
30 Gayley Ave 31 10.3 MGD 
39 Westwood Blvd * 15.27 MGD 
33 Rochester Ave 29 17.74 MGD 

* No gauging available 
 

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total 
flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the 
permit process to identify a sewer connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient capacity 
then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with sufficient 
capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at that time. 
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Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has 
sufficient capacity for the project. 

If you have any questions, please call Abdul Danishwar of my staff at (323) 342-6220. 

Response to Comment BOS-3 
The comment indicates that it appears existing infrastructure has the capacity to handle the 

wastewater flows generated by the proposed project.  Sewer lines that are likely to serve the project 
site appear to have adequate capacity based on the capacity of immediate downstream lines.  
However, the information regarding wastewater routing, downstream lines, and the size and 
capacities of adjacent and downstream sewer lines has changed with respect to the memo provided 
during the preparation of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR, footnote 173: Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works – Bureau of Sanitation, October 2, 2008, and the gauging study, contained in 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR, March 23, 2009.).  In order to bring the EIR into consistency with the 
most recent information provided by the Bureau of Sanitation, the text has been respectively revised 
in the Final EIR.  Please refer to Section IV, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  The 
revised information does not change the conclusion contained in the Draft EIR that the proposed 
project would have of a less than significant impact with respect to the adequacy of existing sewer 
infrastructure. 

COMMENT BOS-4 

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS 

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division is charged with enforcement of the 
provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 

SUSMP AND STORM WATER INFILTRATION 

The proposed project is subjected to Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) 
regulations. The proposed project is required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of 
stormwater runoff as outlined in the guidance manuals titled "Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook - Part B: Planning Activities". In addition the "SUSMP Infiltration 
Requirements and Guidelines" prioritizes the use of infiltration and bio-filtration systems as the 
preferred methods to comply with SUSMP requirements. These documents can be found at: 
www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/businesses/susmp/susmpintro.htm. 

Response to Comment BOS-4 

The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 
Appendix G (attached as Appendix A of the Draft EIR) determined that the proposed project would 
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not exceed the hydrology or water quality thresholds, including violation of water quality or 
discharge standards, substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or alteration of existing drainage 
patterns, or creation of new runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems.  As 
such, the determination was made that no further analysis of hydrology and water quality in an 
environmental impact report would be required (see Initial Study, Section VIII (a) through (j)).  
However, the proposed project would be required to comply with all existing, applicable water 
quality regulations during construction and operation, including the preparation of a SUSMP during 
proposed project operation.  Thus, the proposed project would comply with the requirements stated 
in the comment.     

COMMENT BOS-5 

GREEN STREETS 

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green Street 
elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of-way to 
capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff and 
other environmental concerns. If the proposed project includes public right-of-way improvements 
and presents an opportunity to include Green Street elements as part of the project. The goals of the 
Green Street elements are to improve the water quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local ground 
water basins, improve air quality, reduce the heat island effect of street pavement, enhance 
pedestrian use of sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of transportation. The Green Street 
elements may include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and permeable pavements where 
stormwater can be easily directed from the streets into the parkways. For more information 
regarding implementation of Green Street elements, please call Wing Tam at (213) 485-3985. 

Response to Comment BOS-5 
The Green Street Initiative has not been adopted and is not currently applicable to the 

proposed project.  However, the proposed project would support the intention of the Green Street 
Initiative through compliance with SWPPP requirements and implementation of BMPs during 
project construction.  In addition, the proposed project would support the Initiative through the 
required SUSMP permit, which includes the capture, retention, and filtering of stormwater.  The 
proposed project would also support the Green Street Initiative by providing more street trees and 
street-side landscaping at the project site than under current conditions, and by achieving a LEED 
Silver rating (including conservation features to improve air and water quality).  The proposed 
project would also support the Green Street Initiative through its consistency with the City’s 
Walkability Checklist, as discussed in Section IV.D, page IV.D-38 and in Table IV.D-3 of the Draft 
EIR.  The proposed project would enhance pedestrian activity through upgrading and widening the 
existing substandard sidewalk along Gayley Avenue; providing large, at grade display windows; 
providing exterior lighting; eliminating existing driveways and unsignalized curb-cuts; and by 
locating hotel visitors or residents within walking distance of an existing urban center that provides 
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a range of services, employment opportunities, and mass transit, including airport transit adjacent to 
the proposed project site. 

COMMENT BOS-6 

WET WEATHER EROSION CONTROL 

A Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required for construction during the rainy season (between 
October 1 and April 15 per Los Angeles Building Code, Sec. 7002). For more information, please 
see attached Wet Weather Erosion Control Guidelines. 

STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for land disturbance activities over 
one acre. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during the duration of construction. WPD staff is 
available at your request to provide guidance on stormwater issues. Should you have any questions, 
please contact Meher Irani of my staff at (213) 485-0584. 

Response to Comment BOS-6 
The issue of erosion during construction was considered in the Initial Study, which is 

contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section VI.b) of the Initial Study, the 
proposed project would be required to comply with existing water quality regulations, including the 
preparation and implementation of a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan and a SWPPP during 
project construction to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.  Thus, the proposed 
project would comply with the requirements stated in the comment.  

COMMENT BOS-7 
SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

The City has a standard requirement that apply to all proposed residential developments of four or 
more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other development 
projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments must set aside a 
recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this requirement, please 
contact Special Projects Division. 

Special Projects staff is available at your request to provide guidance on solid resource issues. 
Should you have any questions, please contact Daniel Hackney at (213)485-3684. 
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Response to Comment BOS-7 

The issue of solid waste generation and recycling was considered in the Initial Study, which 
is contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  As indicated in Response XVI.g) of the Initial Study 
“The proposed project would operate in accordance with the City’s Solid Waste Management 
Policy Plan in addition to applicable federal and state regulations associated with solid waste.  In 
addition, the proposed project would comply with Section 12.21.A.19(c) of the LAMC which 
requires all new construction developments to provide recycling bins at appropriate locations to 
promote recycling of paper, metal, glass and other recyclable materials and divert such materials 
from disposal at landfill.”  Therefore, the proposed project would comply with the California Solid 
Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, as amended.  The letter will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the proposed 
project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  BADRINO UNIVERSAL FITNESS 

Badrino Kochtane 
Owner 
Badrino Universal Fitness 
1112 Gayley Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT BADRINO-1 
My studio is located across the street from the proposed site for the Wilshire Gayley hotel project. I 
have worked in Westwood Village for more than 10 years, and have owned my business in 
Westwood Village for more than five years. This project is just what Westwood and the Village 
needs. 

This new hotel/condo project will greatly improve a prominent corner of Westwood that is currently 
dilapidated. The empty building and abandoned gas station are very unattractive, and do not help the 
business community. A beautiful new hotel will be a great benefit to Westwood. The addition of 
new hotel visitors will be a great boost to existing Westwood businesses, by bringing new 
customers and new energy to the Village. We really need it! 

I have seen the design for this project, and it is beautiful. Westwood deserved a hotel project of this 
quality. I have many clients who live and work in Westwood, as well as Brentwood, and my clients 
would be very happy to have a beautiful new hotel in the area with underground parking and valet 
service. The design for the outdoor pool, the restaurant, and ground floor retail space will be very 
welcome in this area. I am in full support for the approvals requested for this project. Please build it 
without delay. 

Response to Comment Badrino-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the proposed project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  CAMPUS SHOE REPAIR 

Vicken Bamokian 
Owner 
Campus Shoe Repair 
10936 Weyburn Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT CSR-1 
I own Campus Shoe Repair, the second oldest business in Westwood Village, which has served the 
Westwood and UCLA communities since 1931. I have owned my business for 15 years, and have 
worked here for 20 years. I strongly support the Wilshire Gayley project, which is located just a few 
blocks from my business, and submit the following comments: 

This new hotel/condominium project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of 
Los Angeles. The project site is currently severely underutilized. It consists of an empty Hollywood 
Video building and a former gas station. This adds nothing to Westwood. The proposed project will 
greatly improve the site with a beautiful building that will be a gateway for Westwood. The Flatiron 
design is perfect for the site, and is compatible with the Westwood business district. The design has 
its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to respect the existing 
character of the Village. 

This project will bring a first class hotel to Westwood with subterranean parking and valet service 
without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental impacts. This hotel is 
ideally located for Visitors to UCLA and Westwood. The proximity to the Village will also 
encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk to local restaurants, retail shops, service 
businesses, theaters and museums, thus increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating 
new sales tax.  

The project will also greatly improve the pedestrian experience at this comer of Westwood by 
beautifying the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and streetscape on Gayley 
Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard. The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less 
than ten feet in width on Gayley Avenue and along its Wilshire frontage. This improvement will 
replace a sidewalk that currently narrows to three feel in some places. This improvement, along with 
other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian experience at this 
key entry point into the Village. 

Additionally, the project is well located for hotel guests to be able to take advantage of existing 
public transportation, including the Metro Rapid Bus, LAX Flyaway Bus. as well as the planned 
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Metro Subway station for the Wilshire Subway line, just west of the project site. This will reduce 
the need for additional vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents. 

I fully support the entitlement requests for this hotel, and believe they are appropriate for this 
important project. 

Response to Comment CSR-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the proposed project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  DIDDY RIESE COOKIES, INC. 

Mark Perry 
President 
Diddy Riese Cookies, Inc. 
926 Broxton Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT RIESE-1 
I am a Westwood business owner and resident, and have owned my business and lived in 
Westwood for 29 years. My business and residence are located near the project site in Westwood. 

I am writing to express 1my' strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the 
following comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned 
gas station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any 
way to a vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, 
architecturally significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of 
Los Angeles. 

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stem Architects, will replace this eyesore 
with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood 
community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and 
the city of Los Angeles. 
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The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials will enhance 
Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 

• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stem Architects, is 
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy 
of Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to 
Westwood. 

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The 
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to 
Westwood. 

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood 
Village, and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community. 

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by 
an internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire 
community.  

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and 
the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian 
interest. 

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice 
pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in 
Westwood Village. 

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the 
majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on 
Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life 
throughout the Village. 

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks 
and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian 
experience. 
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• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width 
along Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard. This improvement will 
replace a sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This 
improvement, along with other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA, and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district: 

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First 
Class business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the 
Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district 
is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and 
motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and 
Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury 
condominium or apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel 
beds in Westwood. 

The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this significant shortfall of First Class hotel 
rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in 
Westwood Village, UCLA Commencement Weekend as well as the daily business needs of the 
Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, 
ground floor retail stores, and by community requeS4 a high quality full service 
restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the 
Westwood area, as well as visitors.  

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental 
impacts. 

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area. 

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 
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• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is 
consistent with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to 
the east along Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant 
improvement on the site. 

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 
29 stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high 
and 355 foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 
stories will fit into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along 
Wilshire. 

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, 
slender, architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and 
timeless design statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, 
and created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video 
rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually 
displeasing. 

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long 
underutilized hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in 
Westwood. 

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 

• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and 
which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has 
its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing 
Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of 
the Village. 

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only 
four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the 
lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually 
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-61 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of 
the property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the 
project.  

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The 
requested General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change 
are necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are 
site appropriate. 

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing 
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, 
setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes 
no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous 
community benefits. 

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a 
landmark gateway to Westwood. Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units 
not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and 
ten condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood 
Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent 
buildings. 

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially 
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is 
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are 
all well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets. 

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 
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• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated 
to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating 
from the U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 

The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service. 

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise 
commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so 
hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional 
vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public 
transportation. 

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other 
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
project residents. 

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site: 

• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted 
to turn north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an 
intersection or signal. 

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36. 

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has 
improved traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on 
Gayley safer. 
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The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in 
the Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will 
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the 
Wilshire Corridor. 

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences. 

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the 
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in 
decline. 

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs. 

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is 
a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, Murdock 
Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used 
project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably 
maintained. 

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his time, 
talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of Commerce, 
past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's former business 
improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered in 
Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. 
Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is totally 
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business community. 
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I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 

Response to Comment Riese-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed-use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern 
or question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the proposed 
project’s progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution 
list of persons to receive future notices regarding the proposed project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  WESTWOOD VILLAGE FARMERS’ MARKET 

Steve Whipple 
Market Operator and Manager 
Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Suite 110 
Los Angeles, CA 90034 

COMMENT FARMERS-1 
I am a Westwood stakeholder, and have worked in and for Westwood for the over 5 years. The 
weekly farmers market and community/ event operates near the project site/within the Westwood 
Village business district/in Westwood. 

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the following 
comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned 
gas station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any 
way to a vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, 
architecturally significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of 
Los Angeles. 

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stern Architects, will replace this eyesore 
with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood 
community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and 
the city of Los Angeles. 
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The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials will enhance 
Westwood’s character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 

• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is 
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy 
of Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to 
Westwood. 

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The 
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to 
Westwood.  

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood 
Village, and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community. 

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by 
an internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire 
community. 

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and 
the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian 
interest. 

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice 
pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in 
Westwood Village. 

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the 
majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site’s point on 
Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life 
throughout the Village.  

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks 
and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian 
experience. 
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• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width 
along Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard. This improvement will 
replace a sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This 
improvement, along with other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA, and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district: 

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First 
Class business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the 
Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district 
is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and 
motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and 
Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury 
condominium or apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel 
beds in Westwood. The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this 
significant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual 
events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA 
Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs of the Westwood 
business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, 
ground floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service 
restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the 
Westwood area, as well as visitors.  

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental 
impacts. 

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area. 

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 
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• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is 
consistent with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to 
the east along Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant 
improvement on the site. 

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 
29 stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high 
and 355 foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 
stories will fit into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along 
Wilshire. 

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, 
slender, architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and 
timeless design statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, 
and created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video 
rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually 
displeasing. 

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long 
underutilized hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in 
Westwood. 

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 

• The project will reinforce Westwood’s character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and 
which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has 
its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing 
Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of 
the Village. 

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only 
four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the 
lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually 
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 
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• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of 
the property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the 
project.  

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The 
requested General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change 
are necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are 
site appropriate. 

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing 
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, 
setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes 
no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous 
community benefits. 

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a 
landmark gateway to Westwood. Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units 
not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and 
ten condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood 
Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent 
buildings.  

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially 
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is 
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are 
all well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets. 

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 
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• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated 
to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating 
from the U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 

The project’s subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant’s 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service. 

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project’s traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center’s existing surrounding high-rise 
commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so 
hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional 
vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public 
transportation. 

• Additionally, the project’s addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other 
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
project residents. 

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site: 

• Moving the alley to the property’s north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted 
to turn north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an 
intersection or signal. 

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA’s Lot 36. 

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has 
improved traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on 
Gayley safer. 
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The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in 
the Village’s restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will 
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the 
Wilshire Corridor. 

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences. 

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the 
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in 
decline. 

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs.  

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is 
a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, Murdock 
Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used 
project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably 
maintained. 

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his time, 
talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of Commerce, 
past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood’s former business 
improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered in 
Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. 
Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is totally 
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business community. 
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I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.  

Response to Comment Farmers-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed-use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern 
or question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the proposed project.  The commentor requests notification of the 
proposed project’s progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the 
distribution list of persons to receive future notices regarding the proposed project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  FILM INDEPENDENT 

Rebecca Yeldham 
Festival Director 
The Los Angeles Film Festival 
9911 W. Pico Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90035 

COMMENT FILM-1 
I am writing in support of the proposed luxury hotel project on Wilshire @ Gayley Avenue. I am the 
Director of the Los Angeles Film Festival, Southern California's largest film event that takes place 
each June in Westwood Village drawing in access of 85,000 people. The Festival has been in 
Westwood since 2006 and we use the theatres, restaurants, storefronts, hotels, and sometimes even 
the streets for our venues, events, and screenings. 

While we have enjoyed excellent relationships with both the Hotel Palomar on Wilshire Blvd. and 
W Los Angeles/Westwood Hotel (we use these venues for events and filmmaker, festival guests, 
and sponsor accommodations), we have begun to outgrow these location options. The addition of a 
third upscale hotel property would help the Festival expand its offerings to local movie fans as well 
as expand our opportunities to accommodate visiting guests. As the Festival continues its growth 
trajectory, the need for such a hotel will become even more important. In addition, the project would 
replace what is a long-abandoned building that is an eyesore on the major thoroughfare leading into 
Westwood Village. 

As an arts event, we are also excited about the prospect of the addition of a building designed by 
Robert A.M. Stern. There is some impressive architecture in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Blvd. This project has the potential of being another award-winning piece of architecture for the 
west side. 

We could not be more enthusiastic about this opportunity both for Westwood and for our Festival. 

If you have any questions or need more information, please feel free to contact me at 310.432.1220. 

Response to Comment Film-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed-use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern 
or question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the proposed project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  THE MULLER COMPANY 

Jon Muller 
Principal 
The Muller Company 
23521 Paseo de Valencia, Suite 260 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

COMMENT MULLER-1 
Our company owns and manages a portfolio of office buildings in Southern California, including 
10921 Wilshire Boulevard, Los Angeles CA 90024, which is a 147,876 square foot building known 
as "Westwood Medical Plaza". The actual ownership entity is "WW Westwood LP" and the 
assessor parcel number is 4363-023-032. 

Our property is located directly across the street (across Gayley) from the proposed "Wilshire 
Gayley" project. 

Response to Comment Muller-1 
The comment contains information about the commentor and does not state a specific 

concern or question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  Thus, no further response 
is necessary.  

COMMENT MULLER-2 
In connection with this proposed project, we have reviewed the Draft EIR, and offer the following 
comments regarding the environmental impacts of the Wilshire Gayley project: 

1. In the Aesthetics/Visual Resources chapter of the DEIR is Figure IV.A-6. This is a diagram 
showing all existing high-rise buildings along Wilshire Boulevard in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. The proposed project is on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, and as proposed, will have 
height of 427 feet. 

The buildings to the east are 180 feet in height (Westwood Medical Plaza), 230 feet in 
height, and 360 feet in height. 

Across Wilshire Boulevard to the south, the height of the high-rise buildings from west 
to east are 289 feet, 99 feet, 360 feet, 355 feet, 290 feet, 255 feet and 350 feet. 

To the immediate north of the project site, the diagram shows three existing buildings 
whose heights are 22 feet, 45 feet and 55 feet. 
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COMMENTS: 

The subject project's proposed building height is significantly taller than any other building in 
the area. It will be: 

• 21/2 times the height of the closest building to the east (Westwood Medical Plaza) 

• Over 9 times the height of the closest building to the north (Westwood Village Square) 

• Almost 18% taller than the next-tallest building in the area  

Further, most of the existing high-rises shown on Figure IV.A-6 have much lower FARs than the 
proposed project, in terms of the size of the land footprint and the number of square feet of 
improvements. 

The building height and/or FAR of the proposed project is not consistent with: 

• The Design Review Board Specific Plan criterion, with the 40-foot height limit of the 
Westwood Village Specific Plan 

• The Design Review Board Specific Plan criterion to consider conformity with the L.A. 
Municipal Code, since it would exceed the maximum 2.0:1 FAR limitation of the C4-2D 
zone, as well as the "receiver site" maximum 3.0:1 FAR 

Allowing the proposed Height District change to 4D means a change to an allowable FAR of a 
whopping 13 to 1 - significantly greater density than allowed under the present zoning. In contrast, 
the existing and previous land uses on this site - the video store and gas station (since demolished) - 
are one-story structures, while the proposed project will be 29 stories tall. While the actual project 
will have an FAR closer to 11 to 1, this is still a profoundly significant increase over what is allowed 
today on the subject site. 

Response to Comment Muller-2 
As indicated in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR (page II-17), the proposed 

building under Option 1 and Option 2 would be 29 stories and 427 feet in height.  Since the 
circulation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has revised Option 1 which is referred to as Refined 
Option 1 and is similar to Alternative D in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.  Refined 
Option 1 would result in the same building as that described and shown in graphics in the Draft EIR.  
However, Refined Option 1 would include 250 hotel rooms and associated amenities, including a 
private bar/restaurant for use by hotel guests.  In addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would 
include approximately 6,510 square feet of ground level retail space.  Please see Section IV, 
Corrections and Additions, for a detailed analysis of Refined Option 1.  Refined Option 1 would not 
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result in changes to the entitlements requested and would not result in any changes to the 
conclusions reached in the Draft EIR with regard to potential impacts.  Section II.G of the Draft EIR 
provides a list of the requested entitlements for the proposed project.  As also indicated, the 
proposed project would require General Plan and Specific Plan amendments as well as a change 
from Height District 2 and 2D to Height District 4D to allow the proposed intensity of development.   

The term “Height District” applies to allowable floor area and not to a height restriction and, 
unless the zoning designation for a site has additional height restrictions, none of the City’s 
designated Height Districts, have any height limitation.  Thus, the intensity of development is 
controlled by FAR.  The 13:1 FAR is allowed by right in Height District 4, as indicated in Footnote 
“H” in the General Plan Framework for Metro Los Angeles (General Plan Framework, Metro Los 
Angeles map, located prior to page 3-12).  The “4” designation allows a ratio of floor area to 
buildable lot area (FAR) of 13:1.  As indicated in Section II, the building would have an FAR of 
slightly less than 11.0:1 although Height District 4D would allow an FAR of 13.0:1.   

Section II.D, Statement of Project Objectives, of the Draft EIR provides the objectives for 
the proposed project.  There are two project objectives that serve to form the design and shape of the 
building.  A design objective for the project is to create an architecturally significant building that 
fits the unique shape of the site thereby creating a landmark structure at a prominent intersection that 
serves as the western entryway to Westwood Village.  A community plan objective is to develop a 
mixed use project with a distinctive character that is compatible with the intensity of development 
along the Wilshire corridor and the pedestrian character of the Westwood Village.  These objectives 
served to drive the proposed design, which provides a high-rise structure along the Wilshire corridor 
which steps down to 40 feet on the north portion of the site adjacent to the Westwood Village.   

Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR (page IV.D-2) provides a description of the 
intensity of development that is allowed on the site under the existing regulations.   In addition, 
Alternative B in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR provides a detailed description and 
analyses of the maximum allowable development under the project site’s existing Plan designation 
and zoning. 

With regard to the size of the project relative to other developments in the area, as indicated 
in Section IV, Corrections and Additions, the building would contain approximately 314,325 gross 
square feet of floor area.9  Based on building permits for buildings located in the project vicinity, the 

                                                 
9  Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR indicated that the building would be approximately 303,709 square 

feet.  This Final EIR includes a correction of that gross square footage.  The change in the gross square footage does 
not affect the analyses contained in the Draft EIR as the analyses are based on the number of hotel rooms and/or 
units as well as the useable square footage for retail and service uses.  Thus, the correction of the gross square 
footage of the building (from 303,709 to 314,325 gross square feet) does not change the conclusions contained in the 
Draft EIR. 
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buildings range in size from approximately 183,000 square feet of floor area to approximately 
623,808 square feet of floor area.  Table III-1, which has been prepared during the preparation of the 
Final EIR and is based on a review of City building permits, provides a summary of the 
development and the square footage contained in the building in the project vicinity.   

Table III-1 
 

Square Footage Contained in Buildings in the Project Vicinity 

 
Development Approximate Square Footage 

10880 Wilshire Boulevard  623,808 square feet 
10960 Wilshire Boulevard 586,702 square feet 
Hammer Museum (10889 Wilshire Boulevard) 473,347 square feet 
Westwood Medical Plaza (10921 Wilshire Boulevard) 470,000 square feet 
10877 Wilshire Boulevard 363,582 square feet 
The Californian (10808 Wilshire Boulevard) 343,482 square feet 
10920 Wilshire Boulevard 330,912 square feet 
10900 Wilshire Boulevard 238,464 square feet 
10936 Wilshire Boulevard 195,700 square feet 
10990 Wilshire Boulevard 194,300 square feet 
10866 Wilshire Boulevard 183,000 square feet 
 

 

Section IV.A, Aesthetics/Visual Resources, and Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR 
analyze the proposed project within the existing context of surrounding high-rise and low-rise 
developments.  Figure IV.A-6 of the Draft EIR provides the heights of the buildings in the project 
vicinity, with a specific focus on the high-rises along Wilshire Boulevard.  As shown in Figure 
IV.A-6, buildings along Wilshire Boulevard range in height from 99 feet to 360 feet.  The buildings 
to the north of the site are 45 to 55 feet in height and the building immediately to the west of the site 
is 22 feet in height.  As indicated in Section II of the Draft EIR, the proposed building would be 29 
stories and 427 feet in height, which would result in a building that would be 67 feet taller than the 
tallest building in the project vicinity. As indicated in Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, the project 
would not result in a significant aesthetic impact (see pages IV.A-27 through IV.A-36 for a detailed 
analysis of potential aesthetic impacts). 

COMMENT MULLER-3 
The EIR neatly resolves many inconsistencies, including the significant height and FAR impacts, by 
the conclusions that there are "no impacts" with height or density because there will be: 

• A proposed General Plan Amendment 

• A proposed Westwood Village Specific Plan Amendment (to remove the north parcel 
from the jurisdiction of the Specific Plan) 
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• A proposed Height District change to Height District 4D 

Using this logic, virtually any land use related changes, no matter how onerous, could be proposed 
and an EIR conclude that there are "no impacts" and "no inconsistency" --- because with enough 
General Plan Amendments, Specific Plan Amendments (to carve a site out of an existing Specific 
Plan area as is being done with this project), and Zoning Code Amendments --- the environmental 
impacts somehow go away. 

If the City approves this project, as proposed, with all the necessary planning-related amendments 
and variances to allow for such extreme density, height and lack of setbacks, what will happen to 
properties on the north side of Wilshire west of the project? There are several acres of low density 
development and parking lots leading up to Wilshire and Veteran, which arguably have better 
access and wider roads than the subject project. Won't the property owner to the west (UCLA) want 
the same? To approve this project as proposed, versus a lesser Alternative, is opening Pandora's Box 
to allow this level of density, height and lack of setbacks in other parts of Westwood. 

Response to Comment Muller-3 
Section II.G of the Draft EIR provides a list of the requested entitlements for the proposed 

project.  As also indicated, the proposed project would require General Plan and Specific Plan 
amendments as well as a change from Height District 2 and 2D to Height District 4D to allow the 
proposed intensity of development.   

The project, as designed, would fit the triangular shape of the site, would create a structure at 
a prominent location that serves as the western entryway to Westwood Village, and would be 
compatible with the intensity of development along the Wilshire corridor and the pedestrian 
character of the Westwood Village.  The area was downzoned in the late 1980s.  In addition, the Q 
condition on the south parcel of the site is more restrictive than the Westwood Specific Plan.  The 
south parcel is designated Regional Center on the City’s General Plan and the Westwood 
Community Plan.  The limited amount of square footage that would be allowed on the south parcel 
given the Q condition does not provide for development in accordance with the objectives and 
policies of the Regional Center designation.  Although the project would require a number of 
entitlements, some of the requests, such as the one previously cited, would remove an inconsistency 
between the General Plan and zoning that exists on the site.  The Q condition on the south parcel 
allows for limited development.  As indicated in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, 
Alternative B, Development in Accordance with Existing Regulations Alternative, Ordinance No. 
170,054 restricts the maximum FAR and height on the south parcel. Approximately 32,030 square 
feet of development could be located on the south parcel, which would not serve to enhance the 
existing regional center.  In addition, the site is located on a transit corridor, on which it is 
appropriate to locate higher intensity development.  Please also see Response to Comment No. 
UCLA-2 for a discussion regarding the requested entitlements. 
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The project includes a request to remove the north parcel from the Westwood Village 
Specific Plan and the Westwood Community Design Review board Specific Plan area.  Section 
IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR as well as all analyses contained in Section IV, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR provide analyses of the project at the proposed height and 
intensity not what is allowed by the applicable plans and code.  The analyses compares the proposed 
project (Option 1 and Option 2) to the existing environmental setting as required in CEQA 
Guidelines.  The analyses do not rely on the requested General Plan and Specific Plan amendments 
to conclude that a less than significant impact would result.     

As previously indicated, the Draft EIR analyzes the project as proposed and applies the 
City’s thresholds of significance to determine whether a significant physical impact would occur 
from project implementation.  In other words, the intention of the significance threshold regarding 
compliance of a project with an applicable guideline or regulation is to determine if non-compliance 
would result in a significant physical impact.  Section IV.A.b. of the Draft EIR (pages IV.A-22 
through IV.A-24) provides the aesthetics/visual resources significance thresholds that are used in the 
analysis to determine whether or not the project would result in a significant physical impact.  The 
aesthetics/visual resources analyses include visual quality and aesthetics; light and glare; and 
shading.  As indicated in Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in a significant 
aesthetic impact (see pages IV.A-47 through IV.A-48 for a summary of the detailed analysis of 
potential aesthetic impacts; pages IV.A-48 through IV.A-51 for a detailed analysis of potential light 
and glare impacts; and pages IV.A-51 through IV.A-59 for a detailed analysis of potential shading 
impacts). 

With regard to Land Use, Section IV.D.b. of the Draft EIR (pages IV.D-18 through IV.D-
20), provides the land use significance thresholds that are used in the analysis to determine whether 
or not the project would result in a significant land use  compatibility or land use consistency 
impact.  As indicated in Section IV.D.b. (page IV.D-19) of the Draft EIR, impacts on the 
environment pursuant to CEQA ordinarily focus on changes in the physical environment.  In and of 
itself, an inconsistency between a project and a plan is a policy or legal determination.  While an 
inconsistency with a plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental impact could result in a significant impact, not all inconsistencies with a plan or 
policy necessarily result in a physical impact.  Therefore, Section IV.D provides a detailed analysis 
of the project relative to the City’s plans and policies.  As indicated in Section IV.D of the Draft 
EIR, the project would not be consistent with all policies regarding density and height as the 
proposed project would exceed the allowable height and density.  However, the analysis considers 
whether such an inconsistency would result in a physical impact on the environment.  As concluded 
in Section IV.A, Aesthetics/Visual Resources and Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project would not result in a significant physical impact to the environment.  The analyses 
contained in the Draft EIR identify the significant effects on the environment as required in CEQA 
Statute Section 21002.1(a).   
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As shown in Figures II-5, IV.A-7 and IV.A-8 and as discussed in Sections IV.A and V.D, of 
the Draft EIR, the project as designed would locate the greater height along the Wilshire corridor.  
The proposed project’s design would create a transition as the building would step down to only 
four floors (approximately 40 feet in height) across most of the north parcel.  The building transition 
would mirror the existing pattern of development along the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, where 
high rise buildings are built along Wilshire Boulevard with lower portions of the building to the 
north to respect the low rise nature of Westwood Village.   

With regard to compliance with the Design Review Board Specific Plan regarding height 
and FAR, as indicated in Section IV.A, Aesthetics/Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
General Plan and Westwood Village Specific Plan amendments to remove the north parcel from the 
jurisdiction of the Westwood Village Specific Plan would in turn remove the criteria standards of 
the Design Review Board Specific Plan.  As indicated in Section IV.A, the purpose of the 
Westwood Design Review Board Specific Plan is to provide guidelines and a process for review 
and approval of the design of buildings in the subject area in accordance with the provisions of any 
applicable specific plans and to prevent the development of structures or uses that are not of 
acceptable exterior design or appearance. 

With regard to potential physical impacts relative to the Westwood Community Design 
Review Board Specific Plan, as indicated in Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, the project would 
represent a unique building that would activate and improve the quality of the Gayley Avenue street 
frontage, while incorporating features that minimize or avoid physical impacts, such as tiering of 
stories and building setback from uses to the north.  Based on the detailed analysis contained in 
Section IV.A, no significant physical aesthetics impacts addressed by the Westwood Community 
Design Review Board Specific Plan (such as off-site shading of residential uses or unacceptable 
appearance) would occur from the proposed project. 

More specifically, Section IV.A of the Draft EIR (pages IV.A-40, and IV.A-43 to IV.A-46) 
provides a discussion of the relationship of the north parcel to the design criteria set forth in the 
Westwood Village Specific Plan and the procedures and criteria set forth in the Westwood 
Community Design Review Board Specific Plan.  The Westwood Community Design Review 
Board Specific Plan applies to that portion of the project site located in the current boundaries of the 
Westwood Village Specific Plan (Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan, 
Figure 9). 

As discussed in the Draft EIR (pages IV.A-40 and IV.A-43 to 44), the project would be 
consistent with the majority of the Westwood Village Specific Plan’s design review criteria 
(Westwood Village Specific Plan Section 13.B).  However, the Draft EIR (page IV.A-40) also 
describes the project’s inconsistency with design review criteria (criteria 13.B.1 and 13.B.2) in that 
the project would exceed the Westwood Village Specific Plan’s height criteria.  With respect to 
consistency with other design review criteria, the proposed project would be constructed of high 
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quality building materials that would be similar to materials in cultural resources (criterion 13.B.3); 
all open areas would be landscaped (criterion 13.B.5); the building would be massed with multiple 
setbacks and to provide consistent massing between the 40-foot-high porte-cochere and the 
interfacing commercial building to the north (criterion 13.B.6).  Although not located within the 
same line-of-sight or near Westwood Village’s cultural resources, the project would be designed in 
a classical style that would be consistent with the architecture of existing cultural resources 
(criterion 13.B.7).  All mechanical equipment and other appurtenances would be screened from 
public view (criterion 13.B.8), and materials and architectural treatment would be consistently 
designed on all exterior walls (criterion 13.B.9). 

The project would be consistent with the Westwood Village Specific Plan shade criterion 
(criterion 13.B.4) in that it would not shade any residential building outside the Westwood Village 
Specific Plan boundaries for more than two hours between 10:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.  The shade 
discussion (page IV.A-44) references the shade analysis in Section IV.A, Subsection (d), which 
shows that no residential areas outside the Specific Plan area would be shaded for more than two 
hours during 10:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M. time period.   

As with the Westwood Village Specific Plan, the project would be consistent with the 
majority of the procedures and criteria of the Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific 
Plan (Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan Section 13.6.B).  However, the 
Draft EIR also states that the project would not be consistent with the criteria that require that the 
decision-maker take into consideration a project’s conformance to all provisions contained within 
existing applicable specific plans or design guidelines and zoning (criteria 6.B.1 and 6.B.8) (pages 
IV.A-45 and IV.A-46), since development within the north parcel would not be consistent with the 
height limit of the Westwood Village Specific Plan or Height District 2D.   

As discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.A-45), the project would be consistent with the 
Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan shade criterion, which applies to the 
shading of an adjacent residential structure for more than two hours between the hours of 9 A.M. and 
3 P.M. on December 21 (criterion 6.B.2).  As shown in the shade analysis provided in the Draft EIR, 
no residential structures are located adjacent to the project site.  

The Draft EIR (pages IV.A-45 to IV.A-46) describes the project’s consistency with the other 
Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan criteria.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, 
all ventilation, heating or air conditioning ducts, tubes, equipment, or other related appurtenances 
would be adequately screened from public view (criterion 6.B.3); the project would be compatible 
with the surrounding buildings (criterion 6.B.4) in terms of design, massing, and architectural 
integrity of high-rise buildings along Wilshire Boulevard south of the Lindbrook Drive alignment 
and with the 40-foot-high interfacing porte-cochere with the 3-story commercial building to the 
north.  The project would be consistent with the criterion related to parking structure design 
(criterion 6.B.5) in that parking would be entirely below grade.  The project would also be 
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consistent with landscape design criteria (criteria 6.B.6 and 6.B.7) in that it would prepare and 
submit for Site Plan Review a coordinated landscape program prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect. 

With regard to other development of properties on the north side of Wilshire west of the site, 
as with the project any proposed development or redevelopment on these properties would require 
environmental review and would be required to obtain the necessary approvals. 

COMMENT MULLER-4 
2.  Under the Municipal Code, a maximum of 120 hotel rooms would be allowed on the project 
side. 

Under the Code, a maximum of 120 condominium units would be allowed on the project site. 

COMMENTS: 

Instead, the proposed project's Option 1 would develop 134 hotel rooms plus 10 condominium units 
- i.e., 24 units more than Code allows. 

Only in a mere footnote, does the EIR state - without any analysis of the environmental impacts - 
that there will be a "proposed ZA Adjustment. 

The proposed project's Option 2 would develop 144 condominium units – again 24 more units than 
the Code allows. 

However, nowhere in the Project Description which describes the discretionary approvals needed, is 
there an acknowledgement that: 

• The project's Option 1 and Option 2 exceeds the allowable number of units by 24 units, 
or a 20% increase over Code, or 

• A Zoning Adjustment (or greater discretionary approval) is required for the additional 
24 units 

With regard to Option 2, housing density bonuses may be allowable in Los Angeles, where: 

• The proposed project contains affordable housing 

• The proposed project is in the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area  



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-83 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

• A few other specific exceptions 

This project meets none of those criteria. It is not providing even one unit of affordable housing. So, 
why is this project being allowed a 20% increase over Code in the number of units under both 
Option 1 and Option 2, and why didn't the EIR study this impact? 

And, in the Project Description, under "Anticipated Approvals", the EIR did not mention that a 
Zoning Administrator Adjustment would be required. In fact, without an analysis of the Code and 
the required approval process, is it even accurate for the sole reference to this - in a mere footnote on 
Page IV.D-23 – to state that "a proposed ZA Adjustment would allow a 20 percent increase of 24 
units, for a total of 144 units'? Where in the Zoning Code does it allow for this project to have a 
density bonus of 20% with a mere ZA Adjustment? 

Wouldn't this significant inconsistency - to allow 20% more units - require more than a mere Zoning 
Administrator Adjustment, and shouldn't the EIR have studied this Land Use inconsistency and 
impacts? 

Response to Comment Muller-4 
With respect to Refined Option 1, there is unlimited density permitted for guest rooms in the 

R5 zone, which is the density that will apply to the proposed project under LAMC 12.22.18(a).  
Further, even if the LAMC did not permit unlimited density for guest rooms for the proposed 
project, Section 12.24.F of the LAMC states that any decision granting a conditional use permit 
“may state that the height and area regulations required by other provisions of this chapter shall not 
apply to the conditional use approved”.  As Refined Option 1 requires a CUP for the operation of a 
hotel within 500 feet of an area zoned residential, any density limitations could be modified through 
Section 12.24.F. 

With regard to Option 2, under Section 12.28.A of the LAMC, the Zoning Administrator 
can permit an increase in density of up to 20 percent.  Section 12.28.A states: “The Zoning 
Administrator shall have the authority to grant adjustments in the yard, area, building line and height 
requirements of Chapter 1 of this Code.  An adjustment shall not be permitted for relief from a 
density (lot area per unit) or height requirement, excluding fences and hedges if the request 
represents an increase of 20 percent or more than what is otherwise permitted by this Code.  A 
request for an increase of 20 percent or more shall be made as an application for a variance…”   

With the lot area of 23,591 square feet and one-half of the alley (1,534 square feet) included, 
the site area for purposes of calculating density would be 25,125 square feet.  Based on 200 square 
feet per unit, 125 units could be developed on the site.  A 15 percent density increase, which could 
be approved by the Zoning Administrator, would allow an additional 19 units.  Thus, 144 units 
could be developed on the site with Zoning Administrator approval.  As Option 2 would result in 
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144 residential units, Section 12.28A of the LAMC could permit the Zoning Administrator to 
approve the proposed density.  

Section II.G has been revised to clarify that a Zoning Administrator Adjustment would be 
required for Option 2 for the density.  In addition, the footnote on page IV.D-23 has been revised to 
clarify the calculations.  Please see Section IV, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  The 
analyses contained in the Draft EIR are based on the number of rooms and/or residential units and 
square footage for the commercial uses.  Thus, the changes in the list of entitlements and in the 
footnote in Section IV.D do not change the analyses or conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.  
Section IV, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR contains an analysis of Refined Option 1.  
The analyses provided indicate that Refined Option 1 would not result in any significant impact. 

COMMENT MULLER-5 
3.  An inadequate amount of Open Space is being provided under Option 2. Pursuant to Page IV.D-
23 of the EIR, it states: 

"In addition, Option 2 would require a variance for open space requirements relative to the design 
of the residential balconies." 

COMMENTS: 

Nowhere else in the EIR, including in the Project Description which describes the discretionary 
approvals needed - is there an acknowledgement that a Variance is required related to Option 2's 
open space requirements. 

Response to Comment Muller-5 
Section IV.F.5, Public Services–Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, provides a detailed 

analysis of open space requirements relative to the open space proposed in Option 1 and Option 2.  
As indicated in Section IV.F.5, with the implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure F-8, 
Option 2 would have a less than significant impact with respect to parks and recreational services.  
(Mitigation Measure F-8 requires that the Applicant shall do one or more of the following: (1) 
dedicate additional parkland; (2) pay in-lieu fees; or (3) provide on-site improvements or restrict use 
of private and common open space for park and recreational purposes.  Please see page IV.F-73 of 
the Draft EIR or Section V, MMP, of this Final EIR for the complete mitigation measure.)  
Therefore, Option 2 would not require a variance with regard to open space.  The Draft EIR has 
been revised to delete the last sentence in the first paragraph on page IV.D-23 regarding the need for 
a variance for open space for Option 2.  No revisions are necessary to the list of entitlements 
contained in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR with regard to open space. 
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COMMENT MULLER-6 

4. Page IV.D-9 of the EIR describes Westwood Community Plan and its community issues and 
opportunities, including the need for "provision of more affordable housing". 

COMMENTS: 

None of the proposed 10 condominium units under the project's Option 1 would be affordable, and 
none of the proposed 144 condominium units under Option 2 would be affordable. Further, the 
project's developer is seeking a 20% bonus density related to the number of units. 

Yet, there is no analysis in the EIR of the provision of affordable housing, or even mixed-income 
housing as part of the project, as a way to mitigate the impact of a 20% increase in units (versus 
what is allowable under the Code). 

Response to Comment Muller-6 

Section IV.D, Land Use, of the Draft EIR (pages IV.D-5 through IV.D-13), provides a 
general overview of the regulatory framework for the project.  One applicable plan is the Westwood 
Community Plan.  One goal, of many, of the Westwood Community Plan is the creation of more 
affordable housing.  The Draft EIR does not state that the project would provide affordable housing 
under either Option 1 or Option 2.  Refined Option 1 would not include any residential units.  In 
addition, the Applicant is not seeking a 20 percent density increase on the basis of affordable 
housing.  The project would not have any adverse affects on affordable housing by causing the 
removal of affordable units or impeding the construction of affordable units in other areas of the 
Westwood Community.  As the project would have no adverse affects on affordable housing, no 
mitigation measures, such as the inclusion of affordable housing would be required. 

With regard to the proposed density under Option 2, as discussed in Response to Comment 
Muller-4, the site area for purposes of calculating density would be 25,125 square feet.  Based on 
200 square feet per unit, 125 units could be developed on the site.  A 15 percent density increase, 
which could be approved by the Zoning Administrator, would allow an additional 19 units.  Thus, 
144 units could be developed on the site with Zoning Administrator approval.   

COMMENT MULLER-7 

5.  The EIR's Traffic and Circulation chapter uses Project Trip Generation reflected in Table IV.G-4 
and Table IV.G-6. These tables allow a credit for "less existing land uses". The "existing land uses" 
are shown in the tables as a Video Store generating 312 daily trips and a gas station generating 
1,348 daily trips. With an allowance for pass-by trips, these two "existing land uses' generate net 
daily trips of 892. 
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COMMENTS: 

The former Hollywood Video Store and the gas station should not be counted as "existing” land 
uses: 

• The Hollywood Video Store closed in March 2008 (at least 15 months before the 
proposed project's DEIR was released) and the premises have remained vacant - there is 
no activity going on and no traffic trips being generated to/from this site 

• The gas station closed in May 2006 (over 36 months before the proposed project's DEIR 
was released). The gas station itself has been demolished and there is no activity going 
on and no traffic trips being generated to/from this site. 

• Fehr & Peers, the EIR traffic consultant, took original traffic counts in November 2007, 
after the gas station closed. Fehr & Peers took additional traffic counts on April 8, 2008, 
after the Hollywood Video Store closed. How can the non-operating former uses of a 
video store and gas station be attributed 312 daily trips and 1,348 daily trips respectively 
in the project's traffic study, when the traffic counter couldn't possibly have seen 
vehicles accessing these sites? 

Why are these past uses - one of which has not been an active land use for in excess of 3 years -- 
allowed to be counted in the existing trip calculation toward the Trip Generation analysis? It ends up 
skewing the proposed project's trip generation figures. The "Net Incremental Trips" subtract out 892 
daily trips, 48 AM Peak Hours Trips, and 109 PM Peak Hours Trips for "Existing Trips" which 
results in the estimated "Net Incremental Trips" of the proposed project being artificially low. 

Response to Comment Muller-7 
As indicated in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the site was previously 

occupied by a video rental store and a gas station.  Though these land uses are no longer in 
operation, credits for the trips they once generated were taken in the traffic analysis, as permitted by 
LADOT in accordance with Section 4.C.2.c of the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement 
and Mitigation Specific Plan.  Section 4.C.2.c states as follows:  

“c. LADOT shall grant a credit for each Trip generated by the existing use, if the existing 
use has been in place and operating for at least one year continuously during the four years 
immediately preceding the application for a building permit. LADOT shall grant a credit for 50 
percent of the Trips generated by the existing use if the use has been in place and operating for at 
least 6 months continuously during the same four-year period.” 

The methodology used with regard to trip credits in the Traffic Study is the standard practice 
used by the City.  Per the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific 
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Plan, documentation showing occupancy and operation for the video rental store and gas station was 
provided to LADOT for their consideration.  A copy of the documentation previously provided to 
LADOT regarding the occupancy and operation of the previous uses on the site is provided in 
Appendix D of this Final EIR. LADOT’s practice is to count backwards from the date the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the traffic study is approved.  The MOU for the project 
was approved on October 24, 2008.  Based on the documentation provided, LADOT approved the 
previous land use trip credit.  As discussed in the Traffic Study, these trips were added to the street 
system around the project site in the cumulative base scenario before they were removed as a 
component of the net project trips.  In addition, further documentation, including bills from 2006 
and 2007, for the previous uses on the site is contained in Appendix D of this Final EIR.   

In addition, LADOT has reviewed the traffic study, and has found the assumptions, 
methodology, analysis and conclusions contained within the study to be accurate. 

COMMENT MULLER-8 
6.  The Project Description contains numerous references that the project will include "a public 
restaurant, a coffee shop, a business center with meeting rooms" and other uses. The Project 
Description chapter contains Table 11-1, called "Summary of Proposed Land Uses for Option 1 and 
Option 2", reflecting: 

Use  
Option 1 -Approx. Square 
Footage (Net) Rooms 

Option 2 -Approx. 
Square Footage (Net) 

Retail  6,510 SF  6,510 SF  
Restaurant/Bar  9,975 SF  9,975 SF  
Condominiums  10 units  144 units  
Hotel Rooms  134 rooms  0 rooms  
Fitness Center  4,500 SF  4,500 SF  
Spa  3,000 SF  3,000 SF  
Coffee Shop  3,800 SF  3,800 SF  
Lobby  2,750 SF  2,750 SF  
Admin/Back of House  34,206 SF  34,206 SF  

 

COMMENTS: 

Nowhere in the Project Description or in the above table, does it tell the reader how many square 
feet will be utilized for a business center. 
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Nowhere in the Project Description or above table does it tell the reader how many square feet will 
be utilized for meeting rooms (which meeting rooms generate a high parking requirement and 
generate traffic trips). 

Further, it seems odd that for Option 2 (the 144 unit Condominium project), that almost 35,000 
square feet would still be required for "back of house", This amount of space is understandable for 
hotel use, but not for a condominium project, yet it is reflected as the same number in the above 
table,  

Response to Comment Muller-8 
As is appropriate at this level of design, while the general square footages are known, the 

actual floor plans have not been fully designed.  This is not to say that the proposed uses would 
change, but that the level of detail requested at this point is the level of detail that would typically 
occur at the time of plan check for the proposed project.  However, in Option 1 and in Refined 
Option 1 the business center and meeting rooms would be located on the third floor of the building.  
Table IV-1 in Section IV, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR provides a comparison of 
Option 1, Refined Option 1 and Option 2.  As shown in Table IV-1, it is anticipated that the 
business center would be approximately 880 square feet in size.  The meeting room floor area is 
included as Administration/Back of House in Table II-1 of the Final EIR.     

With regard to trip generation, for Refined Option 1 and Option 1, the business center and 
meeting rooms are considered ancillary uses of the hotel, and are accounted for in both the ITE and 
West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan trip generation rates.  
Please see also Response to Comment Muller-9 for a more detailed response regarding trip 
generation and the proposed uses in Option 1 and Refined Option 1.  

In terms of the Administration/Back of House uses in Option 2, the approximately 29,487 
square feet of floor area shown in Table IV-1 in this Final EIR would be occupied by uses such as a 
property management office, sales center, business center, meeting rooms, and recreation room.  
The 144 condominium units that would be developed in Option 2 would be high-end, luxury units 
and as such, the suggested uses would be typically contained within such a development.  

COMMENT MULLER-9 

7.  In the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the EIR, Table IV,G-4 shows "Project Trip 
Generation" for Option 1, reflecting: 

Land Use  Size  
Residential Units  
Luxury Condominiums  10 du  
Hotel   
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Land Use  Size  
Hotel  134 rooms  
Restaurant  
Quality Restaurant  9,975 ksf  
Retail   
Specialty Retail  6,510 ksf  
Less Existing Land Uses  
[ video store & gas station ] 

 

COMMENTS: 

No other land uses are calculated into the Project Trip Generation than those above. 

Why doesn't the Project Trip Generation table for Option 1 reflect: 

• The coffee shop of 3,800 square feet? Will this be closed to the public? Unless it will be 
closed to the public, the coffee shop use should have been calculated as part of the Trip 
Generation, 

• The day spa of 3,000 square feet? Is the developer willing to restrict use of the spa to 
hotel guests only? 

• Meeting rooms? Typically, meeting rooms at hotel facilities are a revenue generator for 
the hotel, and have banquet amenities as a resource, Why hasn't the EIR described how 
many square feet of meeting rooms will be provided and why didn't the Trip Generation 
account for meeting rooms? 

To omit the above uses described elsewhere in the EIR, from the Project Trip Generation seems like 
an oversight, and may make the trip generation numbers artificially low. 

Response to Comment Muller-9 
As indicated in the Traffic Study, which was prepared for Option 1 and Option 2 and is 

contained in Appendix E of the Draft EIR, and summarized in Section IV.G, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Draft EIR, all P.M. peak hour trip generation rates came from West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan and all other rates came from Trip 
Generation, 7th Edition.  The coffee shop, day spa, and meeting rooms are considered ancillary uses 
of the hotel, and are accounted for in both the ITE and West Los Angeles Transportation 
Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan trip generation rates.  The restaurant and retail space are 
not considered ancillary uses.  As such, the trip generation rates for those uses were calculated 
separately.   
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With regard to Refined Option 1, the same methodology was used for the Traffic Study, 
which is contained in Appendix G of this Final EIR.  All P.M. peak hour trip generation rates came 
from West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan and all other 
rates came from Trip Generation, 7th Edition.  For Refined Option 1, the coffee shop, day spa, 
meeting rooms, and private restaurant/bar are considered ancillary uses of the hotel, and are 
accounted for in both the ITE and West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 
Specific Plan trip generation rates.  The retail space is not considered ancillary uses and the trip 
generation rate for the retail space was calculated separately.   

With regard to operation of the various amenities, including the spa, coffee shop, business 
center, and restaurant would serve as amenities for the hotel guests under Refined Option 1.  As 
indicated above, the spa, coffee shop, meeting rooms, and restaurant/bar are considered ancillary 
uses of the hotel and, as such, trip generation rates for those uses were not calculated separated 
under Option 1.  With regard to Option 2, some of the amenities, such as the coffee shop and spa 
would be for use by condominium residents and their guests.  Since these uses would only be 
available for residents and their guests under Option 2, no trip generation from the amenities is 
necessary.   

COMMENT MULLER-10 
8.  The EIR contains virtually no description of how large the hotel rooms will be, or how large the 
condominium units will be.  The EIR does not tell the reader how large the floor plates will be for 
Floors 5 through 29. However, when discussing the number of hotel rooms per floor (under Option 
1) and the number of condominium units per floor (under Option 2), the spread of hotel rooms and 
condominium units on a f1oor-by-f1oor basis is almost identical. 

COMMENTS: 

The Project Description chapter of the EIR contains a mere footnote in Table 11-1 stating: 

"... the unit size would range from approximately 300 square feet to approximately 6,730 square feet 
of useable floor area". 

The footnote does not indicate if it is talking about hotel rooms or condominium units. 

This is a huge range - 300 square feet to 6,730 square feet. What is the average size of a hotel room 
or a condominium in this project? 

Also in the footnotes under Table 11-1 is this: 
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"The condominiums and hotel rooms would have a total of 197,994 square feet. The 10-for sale 
condominiums would be 4-bedroom units" (talking about Option 1). 

While no hotel room size or condominium unit size is provided, other than an overly broad range of 
300 square feet to 6,730 square feet, with 144 total hotel rooms or condominiums, the average size 
would compute as 1,375 square feet (197,994 ÷ 144). 

Also in the footnotes is: 

"The condominium units would have a total of 197,994 square feet. One hundred thirty four of the 
for-sale condominiums would be 1-bedroom units and 10 of the for-sale condominiums would be 4-
bedroom units." 

We raise the same issue as in our NOP comment letter: If the ultimate project is a commercial hotel, 
then typically hotel rooms are much smaller than residential condominium units - even one-
bedroom condominiums. 

The following is from USA Today's "Hotel Hotsheet" column of October 16, 2006: 

'What is the overage size of a U.S. hotel room these days? About 325 square feet, says veteran hotel 
analyst Bjorn Hanson of Pricewaterhouse-Coopers. He says luxury hotel rooms typically overage 
over 470 square feet, but that "some of the biggest rooms are in economy hotels, particularly 
extended-stay hotels." 

By inference, since the EIR provides so little information, the hotel rooms in the proposed project 
would be quite large versus the industry standard, even for luxury business hotel rooms. It raises the 
issue of whether the 134 hotel rooms will have inner-connecting rooms with doors that lock, which 
would allow the hotel operator to effectively have more than 134 hotel rooms to "rent". Will the 
developer be limited through a mitigation measure or condition of approval to be permitted no more 
than 134 rentable rooms if Option 1 is developed? Otherwise, the traffic, air quality and other 
environmental impacts estimated in the EIR would be under-estimated if there are additional hotel 
rooms. 

Response to Comment Muller-10 

As indicated in Section I, Executive Summary, and in Section II, Project Description, of the 
Draft EIR the unit size in Option 1 and Option 2 could range from approximately 300 to 6,734 
square feet of useable floor area.  The note in Table II-1 applies to both Option 1 and Option 2.  The 
notes a and b in Table II-1 apply to Option 1 and Option 2, respectively, and provide the number of 
bedrooms in the condominiums in each option. 
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As indicated previously, since the circulation of the Draft EIR the Applicant has revised 
Option 1.  Refined Option 1 would include 250 hotel rooms and associated amenities, including a 
bar/restaurant for use by hotel guests only.  In addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would 
include approximately 6,510 square feet of ground level retail space.  Further refinement of both 
options has also occurred.  As presented in Section IV.1, Refined Option 1, of this Final EIR, under 
Refined Option 1, the 250 hotel units would comprise approximately 169,191 square feet of floor 
area and would be located on floors five through 29 of the building.  The hotel rooms would range 
in size from approximately 540 to 6,770 square feet of usable floor area. Floors five to 11 would 
each contain 14 hotel rooms (approximately 540 square feet each) and floors 12 through 22 would 
each contain 10 hotel rooms (approximately 650 square feet each) and floors 23 through 27 would 
contain seven or eight rooms (ranging in size from approximately 800 to 900 square feet).  Floors 
28 and 29 would contain the remaining four rooms (three rooms approximately 2,260 square feet 
and one room approximately 6,770 square feet).  With regard to Option 2, the 144 condominiums 
would comprise approximately 169,191 square feet of floor area and would be located on floors five 
through 29 of the building.  Floors five to 10 would each contain nine condominium units, floors 11 
through 20 would each contain eight condominium units, and the remaining 10 condominium units 
would be located on floors 21 through 29.  The condominiums would range in size from 
approximately 750 to 6,734 square feet of usable floor area.  (Please see Section IV, Corrections and 
Additions, of this Final EIR for the revision to Section II, Project Description for the addition of the 
information regarding the unit size and the revision to the total approximate square footage occupied 
by the condominiums.)  One hundred thirty-four of the condominiums would be one-bedroom units 
and 10 of the condominiums would be four-bedroom units. 

In addition, as indicated in Section II of the Draft EIR, the building would be tiered, 
stepping back at the 4th, 11th, 21st, and 26th floors, creating a less imposing profile through 
articulation and reducing the project’s scale on the Westwood Village side. Table III-2 provides the 
size of the floors plates on floors 5 through 29.  These numbers apply to Refined Option 1 and 
Option 2 as the building remains the same in either option. 

With regard to the total number of units that would be operated, Section II, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR provides the description of Option 2. Option 2 would have 144 
condominiums.  As indicated above, Refined Option 1 would have 250 hotel rooms.  There is no 
need to include a condition of approval or mitigation measure as the project description defines 
what is proposed and intended to be developed and operated.  In other words, there is no intent to 
provide doors within rooms that would allow an increase in the rooms that could be operated.  
Therefore, the analyses contained in the Draft EIR and in Section IV of this Final EIR provide 
sufficient analyses for the project as the analyses evaluate the number of units proposed in each 
option. 
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With regard to unit size, the Applicant has determined that there is an underserved niche 
market for high-end business travelers in the region. A survey of several high quality hotels in the 
area indicates a strong demand for larger accommodations.  To meet this demand, newer or recently 
renovated hotels, including the Peninsula, the Beverly Wilshire, the Intercontinental, W Westwood, 
the Montage, and the SLS hotel provide larger rooms and more suites than typical for older hotels 
such as the Beverly Hilton10 and Century Plaza11 hotels.  Suites ranging from 825 to 2,250 square 
feet are available at the Peninsula Hotel, with the 1,150-square-foot Deluxe and California suites 
described as the most popular.12  The one-bedroom suites at the Four Seasons/Beverly Wilshire 
Hotel are 975 square feet and larger “specialty” suites range in size from 4,200 to 6,000 square 
feet.13  All rooms in the W Westwood are described as “suites” and the hotel has a strong demand 
for its rooms ranging from 800 to 1,200 square feet in floor area.14  Larger suites at the Montage 
Hotel in Beverly Hills range from 1,100 to 2,000 square feet in size.15  Suites ranging in size from 
1,150 square feet to 1,900 square feet are available at the SLS Hotel16 and the Intercontinental in 
Century City has 1,200-square-foot suites on all floors.17  The older Bel Air Hotel will close for a 
two-year renovation; however, existing large suites ranging up to 1,400 square feet will be 

                                                 
10  www.beverlyhilton.com/ and 310-274-7777 (August 20, 2009). 
11  www.centuryplazahyatt.com/hyatt/hotels/ and 310-228-1234 (August 20, 2009). 
12  www.peninsula.com/Beverly Hills/ and 310-441-2888 (reservation desk) (August 20, 2009). 
13  www.fourseasons.com/Beverly Wilshire/ and 310-275-5200 (reservation desk) August 20, 2009. 
14   www.starwoodhotels.com/W Westwood/ and 310-208-8765 (reservation desk) (August 20, 2009). 
15   www.montagebeverlyhills.com (August 20, 2009) 
16  www.starwoodhotels.com/ SLS Beverly Hills and 310-247-0400 (reservation desk) (August 20, 2009). 
17  www.ichotelsgroup.com/ and 877-270-1390 (reservation desk) (August 20, 2009).  

Table III-2  
 

Useable and Gross Square Feet by Floor 

Refined Option 1 and Option 2 
 

Floor (5 – 29) Useable Square Feet Gross Square Feet 
5 – 11 7,581 10,616 
12 – 22 6,547 9,582 

23 5,636 8,671 
24 - 26 6,607 8,671 

27 6,310 8,374 
28 5,570 7,634 
29 6,770 7,634 

TOTALS 169,191 238,040 
  

 

Source: Ann Gray, FAIA, and PCR Services Corporation, 2009. 
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retained.18  The project location provides a competitive advantage to other such hotels in that the 
project would be located in a pedestrian friendly area within close proximity to a prominent 
university, art museum, and other entertainment venues. 

COMMENT MULLER-11 
9.  Per the Project Description chapter of the EIR, we are told repeatedly that the project, under 
Option 1, will be a "luxury business hotel' that will serve "luxury business needs". 

However, in reviewing the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the EIR, the hotel rooms under 
Option 1 were categorized as "all-suites hotel' pursuant to text found on Page IV.G-15 and IV.G-
30. 

COMMENTS: 

There is virtually no meaningful description in the EIR of the hotel rooms, other than the seemingly 
inconsistent terminology of these being "luxury business hotel rooms as indicated in the Project 
Description chapter, but termed "all-suites hotel rooms in the Transportation and Circulation 
chapter. 

The EIR makes the sweeping statement that the hotel rooms "would range in size from 
approximately 300 to 6,734 square feet' - which is a huge range – but does not describe in even 
approximate numbers the average size of the hotel rooms, or the amenities. For example, if these are 
luxury business hotel rooms, they would typically not include a kitchen. However, if these are to be 
all-suites hotel rooms, then a kitchen may be standard. 

The Institute of Transportation Engineer's ITE Manual defines All Suites Hotel as "... a place of 
lodging which provides sleeping accommodations, a small restaurant and lounge, and a small 
amount of meeting space. Each suite includes a sitting room and separate bedroom; often kitchen 
facilities are provided within the suite. These hotels are located primarily in suburban areas." 

The ITE Manual also has different trip generation formula for: 

• Hotel (ITE Code 310), versus 

• Business Hotel (ITE Code 312), versus 

• All Suites Hotel (ITE Code 311) 

                                                 
18  www.hotelbelair.com and 310-472-1211 (front desk) (August 20, 2009). 
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The Transportation and Circulation chapter reflects that the ITE Code used in the Project Trip 
Generation Study for Option 1 related to hotel use was "310", which seems curious since the EIR 
describes the type of hotel as "luxury business hotel and elsewhere as "all-suites hotel. 

This begs the questions: 

• What kind of hotel is this? 

• Why does the Project Description chapter of the EIR describe this as a "business hotel, 
while the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the EIR describes this as an "all-
suites hotel, but then the EIR's trip generation formula is based on "hotel (which is a 
different ITE category than "business hotel" or "all suites hotel")? 

Response to Comment Muller-11 
As indicated in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, Option 1 would include 

134 luxury business hotel rooms.  However, as indicated above, Option 1 has been refined to 
provide 250 hotel rooms.  Refined Option 1 would be developed to serve an underserved niche 
market.  The unit sizes would range from 540 to 6,770 square feet in size.  It is anticipated that the 
larger units would have a kitchen.  As indicated in Section IV of this Final EIR, the units would 
comprise approximately 169,191 square feet of floor area and would be located on floors five 
through 29.  The average room size can be calculated by taking the total square footage and dividing 
by the number of units.  Based on this approach, the average unit would be 677 square feet in size.19 

With regard to the size of each unit, For Refined Option 1, floors five to 11 would each 
contain 14 hotel rooms, floors 12 through 22 would each contain 10 hotel rooms, floors 23 through 
27 would contain seven or eight hotel rooms, floor 28 would contain three hotel rooms, and floor 29 
would contain one hotel room.  For Option 2, floors five to 10 would each contain nine 
condominium units, floors 11 through 20 would each contain eight condominium units, and the 
remaining 10 condominium units would be located on floors 21 through 29.   

With regard to trip generation rates in the ITE, as indicated in the comment there are three 
rates for hotels, depending on the type of hotel proposed.  ITE Code 310 provides the highest trip 
generation and thus, the most conservative analysis.  As indicated in the Traffic Study for Refined 
Option 1 (see Appendix G of this Final EIR), the same methodology was used in the traffic analysis 
for Refined Option 1 that was used in the original analysis prepared for Option 1 and Option 2.  
Using the trip generation rates for the All Suites Hotel (ITE 311) would result in less trips for 
Refined Option 1 than using ITE 310 rates.  Similarly, using the Business Hotel (ITE 312) would 

                                                 
19 The average unit size is arrived at by dividing the total useable square footage of the units by the total number of 

units (169,191 square feet/250 units = 676.76 square feet). 
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also result in less trips for Refined Option 1 than using the Hotel (ITE 310) rate.  Using ITE Code 
310 provides the greatest number of trips for Refined Option 1 and thus, a more conservative 
analysis.   

As indicated in the Traffic Study, Table 5A presents the trip generation rates and resulting 
trip generation estimates for Option 1 (Hotel/Condominium) and Table 5B presents the trip 
generation rates and resulting trip generation estimates for Option 2 (Condominium).  As indicated 
in the amended Traffic Study (Appendix G of this Final EIR), Table 1 provides the trip generation 
rates and resulting trip generation estimates for Refined Option 1.  As indicated in the Traffic Study 
and in Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, and in the amended Traffic 
Study and Response to Comment No. Muller-8, all P.M. peak hour trip generation rates came from 
West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan, and all other rates, 
including the rates for the “Hotel” (ITE Code 310), came from Trip Generation, 7th Edition. 

In addition, the Traffic Study contains a second analysis that calculates the project traffic trip 
generation based on the following additional site specific assumptions.  As indicated in the Traffic 
Study and in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, Westwood Village has historically been a pedestrian 
friendly development.  Taking that specific characteristic into consideration, a second set of trip 
generation estimates were developed for both Option 1 and Option 2.  These estimates were based 
on assumptions used in the previous trip generation estimates, with the following exceptions: a 
25 percent walk-in credit for each of the proposed land uses as an additional trip reduction measure, 
and the categorization of the hotel as an “All-Suites Hotel.”    Table 6A of the Traffic Study presents 
the trip generation rates and resulting trip generation estimates for Option 1 (All-Suites 
Hotel/Condominium) and Table 6B presents the trip generation rates and resulting trip generation 
estimates for Option 2 (Condominium).  All P.M. peak hour trip generation rates came from West 
Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan, and all other rates, 
including the rates for the “All-Suites Hotel” (ITE Code 311), came from Trip Generation, 7th 
Edition. 

Comparing the trips generated for the hotel units (comparing Table 5A to 6A in the Traffic 
Study), using the ITE rate for hotel rooms (ITE Code 310) would result in 1,195 trips generated by 
the 134 hotel rooms compared with 836 trips generated assuming an all suites hotel (ITE Code 311).  
Thus, as would be expected, the analysis using the ITE Code 310 (Hotel) and no walk-in credits 
would result in the greatest number of project-generated trips.  Therefore, as indicated in Section 
IV.G of the Draft EIR and in the Traffic Study, the traffic analysis is based on the trip generation 
estimates without the additional site specific assumptions.   

LADOT has reviewed the Traffic Study and the addendum to the Traffic Study for Refined 
Option 1, and has found the assumptions (including the trip generation estimates and credits), 
analysis, and conclusions contained within the Traffic Study and the addendum for Refined Option 
1 to be accurate.   
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COMMENT MULLER-12 

10.  The "General Description of Environmental Setting" mentions the presence of the 10921 
Wilshire building (Westwood Medical Plaza), which is directly across Gayley from the proposed 
project, and the proposed project's nearest neighbor to the east. 

COMMENTS: 

This EIR chapter fails to mention or describe the existing supergraphics advertising signage area 
facing Gayley on the 10921 Wilshire building, which signage area is legal and permitted by the City 
of Los Angeles. 

Further, the EIR fails to identify and analyze the impacts that the proposed project will have on the 
10921 Wilshire signage area which faces Gayley, including blocking the views of the signage area 
due to the proposed project's massive height and lack of any setback from Wilshire Boulevard. 

There was no analysis in the EIR, for example, of an Alternative wherein the proposed project 
would have a greater setback from Wilshire Boulevard, to mitigate blocking the views of the 10921 
Wilshire Boulevard signage area. 

Pursuant to Section 21002 of the Public Resources Code related to CEQA: "The Legislature finds 
and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives Or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.. ." 

The Code requires a setback from Wilshire Boulevard. No amendment or variance should be 
permitted to allow the project to have zero lot line fronting onto Wilshire Boulevard. 

The EIR should have analyzed an Alternative where the proposed project provides enough of a 
setback from Wilshire Boulevard to mitigate the impact of blocking the views of the 10921 Wilshire 
Boulevard signage area facing Gayley. 

Since Code only allows 120 hotel rooms, or 120 condominium units (versus the 144 proposed), a 
project with a greater setback from Wilshire Boulevard which might result in lesser rooms or units, 
would be more consistent with Code and help mitigate this impact. 

Further, the City should be aware, since they are a party to a legal agreement, that there is a signed 
Settlement Agreement between the City and 10921 Wilshire building's ownership (Westwood 
Medical Plaza - just to the east of the proposed project) giving Westwood Medical Plaza's 
ownership the right to the supergraphics sign area on the side of our building facing Gayley. 
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Surely, the City will not voluntarily agree to waive its own Code requirements related to setbacks, 
density and number of allowable hotel and condominium units to accommodate a yet-to-be 
approved project, thus violating its own Settlement Agreement with an existing property owner? 

The only way the City can approve this project as currently proposed, is through a discretionary 
process whereby the City would approve a General Plan Amendment, a Specific Plan Amendment, 
and numerous Variances from what is allowed by Code. To approve this project as currently 
proposed, would result in a 29-story building replacing a one-story building. To approve this project 
as proposed (and without setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard) would allow the project applicant to 
develop its building out to Wilshire Boulevard, blocking the views to Westwood Medical Plaza's 
legal supergraphics advertising signage area, and effectively violating the Settlement Agreement 
entered into in good faith between Westwood Medical Plaza's ownership and the City of Los 
Angeles. 

The City should refuse to certify this EIR, or require a Mitigation Measure that guarantees that the 
neighboring owner to the east of the project - i.e., Westwood Medical Plaza - will be compensated 
for the impacts from the proposed project and its economic losses as a direct result of the City 
allowing the proposed project to block views of the supergraphics signage. 

In the event the project is approved by the City as currently proposed by the applicant, then for any 
subsequent claims made to the City that the City's discretionary actions violated the intent of the 
Settlement Agreement, the project applicant should be required to defend and indemnify the City. 

Response to Comment Muller-12 
Sections III.A and IV.A.2 summarize the project area’s aesthetics and visual character of its 

surroundings.  The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the impacts on the visibility of 
a sign on the western wall of 10921 Wilshire Boulevard. 

The proposed project, as designed, would be set back approximately 12 feet from the project 
site’s south property line (along Wilshire Boulevard).  No setback is required along the south 
property line and no discretionary action eliminating a setback at that location is required.  Under 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code, no yard requirements apply to the residential portions of a mixed-
use project with first-floor commercial that abut a street where the project is within an area 
designated as Regional Center.  There are no setback requirements for commercial uses in the C4 
zone.  The southern portion of the project site is currently designated Regional Center on the 
adopted Westwood Community plan map, the first floor would be developed with commercial uses 
and the above floors with residential.   Therefore, there are no setback requirements from Wilshire 
Boulevard from which the applicant seeks deviations. 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-99 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

The comment requests that the EIR analyze an alternative that sets the project further back 
from Wilshire Boulevard.  However, CEQA provides that an EIR not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project.  Rather, an EIR must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed project that “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project.”  (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a).)   Here, the potential obstruction of a supergraphic sign on the western façade of 
the building located at 10921 Wilshire Boulevard and loss of income to the commentor as a result, 
which is the impact that the commentor seeks to avoid, is not a significant impact.  CEQA does not 
require public agencies to impose mitigations or consider alternatives in order to mitigate social or 
economic impacts.  Impacts to property values are not an environmental impact, they are economic 
and, therefore, the consideration of this alternative is not required. 

Even if the alternative suggested in the comment were to lessen a significant environmental 
effect, the alternative is not feasible.  “Feasible” is defined as capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, social, and technological factors.  Such factors include, among other things, site suitability, 
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdiction boundaries, 
and the applicant’s access to alternative sites.  In terms of site suitability and consistency with the 
City’s General Plan, setting the project back from Wilshire Boulevard to a significant degree would 
create significant design constraints.  

The frontage along Wilshire Boulevard, from which the comment suggests the project 
setback, is currently zoned Regional Center and is more suitable for higher density residential and 
mixed-use commercial development than the northern portions of the project site, which abut 
Westwood Village.  Setting back the project would also preclude redevelopment of this portion of 
the project site, in conflict with Objectives 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3 of the Westwood Community Plan to 
create strong and competitive commercial centers that are distinctive in character and enhance the 
appearance of commercial districts.  Setting the project back from Wilshire Boulevard would be out 
of character with the current development on Wilshire Boulevard, including 10921 Wilshire 
Boulevard, which is built to the edge of the sidewalk.  The project is designed to create a distinctive 
architecturally significant building at the western gateway of Westwood Village and the Wilshire 
Boulevard Commercial corridor.  Pushing the project back from Wilshire Boulevard so that 
visibility of the only off-site sign along this stretch of Wilshire Boulevard can be maintained would 
conflict with both the Westwood Community Plan’s Objectives and the project-specific objectives.  
Setting back the project from Wilshire Boulevard would also conflict with the City’s walkability 
guidelines and would interfere with the project objective to promote a pedestrian friendly 
environment. 

The owner of 10921 Wilshire Boulevard has no right under the Municipal Code, the 
settlement agreement cited in the comment, which is included in the appendices hereto, or the law to 
an unobstructed view of its western wall.  (A copy of the Settlement Agreement is provided in 
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Appendix E of this Final EIR.)  The comment does not express concern with views from 10921 
Wilshire Boulevard, but views of 10921 Wilshire Boulevard.  There are no windows on 10921 
Wilshire Boulevard’s western façade.   

With respect to the settlement agreement that the comment cites (see Appendix E of this 
Final EIR), the agreement would not be violated by the City’s approval of the project.  The 
settlement agreement grants the ability to maintain the supergraphic subject to compliance with the 
City's ordinances and rules for on-site signs.  The agreement specifically states that the sign is 
subject to all applicable City rules pertaining to on-site signs and to “all Department administrative 
interpretations and regulations uniformly applied to on-site signs.”  Further, it says that:  “Only 
current tenants of the Building with 'bona fide office space' in the Building and operating a ‘bona 
fide business’ in the Building shall be allowed to place their messages on the On-Site Sign.  The 
term ‘bona fide office space’ shall mean office space of a size and nature customarily leased out in 
the Building.  The term ‘bona fide business’ shall mean any lawful business or commercial 
activity.”  As extra “consideration” to the City, the commentor must either put public service 
messages on the sign for one month per year (with the City getting the first opportunity to 
recommend the public service message) or, at the City’s choice, must pay the City one 30 days’ 
worth of net sign revenues each year.  Also, as part of the Settlement Agreement the building agreed 
to remove and forever relinquish the sign that had been on the west wall of the building, and the 
agreement had to be recorded against the property to bind the property owners forever.  It is 
unknown at this point whether the commentor is in compliance with its obligations under the 
settlement agreement. 

Additionally, there is no general protection for a property’s access to air, light or views.  
Thus, absent an agreement to the contrary, no one has the right to an unobstructed view of his or her 
property, from a road or over another’s property.  There is no agreement between the applicant and 
the commentor that entitles the commentor to such rights over the project site.  Further, owners and 
occupiers of roadside property do not have a right to be seen and are not entitled to compensation 
when a public agency’s action’s only impact is to cause a decrease of visibility of the property.   

COMMENT MULLER-13 

As outlined above in items 1 through 10, there are inconsistencies, omissions of analysis, and lack 
of information in the DEIR related to several significant issues which cause the DEIR to be 
inadequate. 

Response to Comment Muller-13 

The City does not concur that the Draft EIR for the project contains omissions or lack of 
analysis as indicated in the responses above.  The inconsistency that has been raised in the letter has 
been corrected in the Final EIR.  The Draft EIR has been completed in accordance with the CEQA 
Statute and the CEQA Guidelines.  As such, the City has determined that the Draft EIR is adequate. 
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COMMENT LETTER:  OAKLEY’S BARBER SHOP 

Clinton Schudy 
Owner 
Oakley’s Barber Shop 
1061 Gayley Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT OAKLEYS-1 
I am the owner of Oakley's Barber Shop, the oldest business in Westwood Village, which has 
served Westwood for 80 years. I have been active in our Westwood business district for the past 15 
years. 

As a Gayley Avenue neighbor two blocks immediately north of the project site, I wish to express 
my enthusiastic support for the Wilshire Gayley project noted above, and offer the following 
comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles. The site is 
currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas station. The site is 
now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a vibrant business 
environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally significant building will 
greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles. 

The striking design of the project and RS use of quality materials will enhance Westwood's 
character as a community of unique architectural and cultural significance. The project will create a 
beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village, and a major point of interest in our 
community.  

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood. The 
project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire Boulevard, The 
ground floor retail space wrapping along the majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue 
and along the site's point on Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more 
Vibrant street life. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA. and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district. The project will 
enhc1nce the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class hotel and ten 
condominiums. It will attract upscale business travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, 
which will have a significant favorable economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize 
existing businesses in the Village. 
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The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. It fits in with its surroundings 
and will be a significant improvement on the site. The proposed project is in an area dominated by 
high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 29 stories. The building will provide a much needed gateway 
into Westwood Village. A tall, slender, architecturally significant building will make an elegant 
design statement beneficial to Westwood. The shape of the property has until now prevented the 
highest and best use of the site, and created a hardship that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas 
station, video rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and Visually 
displeasing. 

The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by providing a 
unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and restaurant uses, all of 
which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will enhance the existing, vibrant 
urban live/work environment in Westwood, The design thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 
stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, 
thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while 
remaining visually compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 
The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the small size 
of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested General and Specific 
Plan modifications and height district and zone change are necessary to achieve a landmark building 
providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate. The request for relief from the setback 
requirements should be granted. A setback along an alley especially makes no sense. 

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses. The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway 
to Westwood. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional Center, the 
height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent buildings. 

The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation will be .. benefit, and will not 
negatively affect parking in Westwood. The project's needs can be accommodated on site with a 
four-level subterranean parking garage and valet service. Additionally the project's proximity to 
retail, restaurant, and other services will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
residents. Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning With Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to turn 
north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an intersection or signal. 

Finally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is a 
longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most outstanding projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, 
Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina 
mixed used project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and 
impeccably maintained. I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this 
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new hotel to the highest standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. 
For decades he has demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously 
offered his time, talents, leadership, and active support as past Chairman of: the LA West Chamber 
of Commerce, our former Westwood's business improvement district), and the Los Angeles 
Business Council. Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a 
neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant business 
community. 

As a Westwood Village business owner and Gayley Avenue neighbor, I am proud to add my strong 
support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with others in the Westwood community, the 
Mayor and our past Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much 
needed project can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.  

Response to Comment Oakleys-1 

The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 
site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the project’s 
progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution list of 
persons to receive future notices regarding the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  SARAH LEONARD 

Dean Abell 
Vice President 
Sarah Leonard 
1055 Westwood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT LEONARD-1 
I am writing on behalf of the proposed Wilshire-Gayley project to offer my wholehearted support 
for this tremendous improvement to Westwood Village. My family has been in business here for 62 
years and are extremely excited to see such a world class establishment constructed in our “little 
village.” After years of steady decline in the area, a project like this would bring much need vitality 
back to Westwood, offering glamour, class, and economic improvement to the area. 

There are clearly a boon of reasons why the Gayley-Wilshire project will be beneficial to the area. 
As a business owner, however, I am most concerned with the overall image and productivity of 
Westwood. The site in question has been a disaster for as long as I can remember and we are thrilled 
at the idea of it being utilized with such a stunning building. The architecture is world class, creating 
a gateway to the Village and the Wilshire corridor for all to see. But not only is it beautiful, it is 
truly functional. Moving the alley is a brilliant decision for both the hotel and traffic on Gayley. 
That has long been a dangerous “intersection”, and turning it in to a functioning roadway by 
aligning the streets will both ease traffic and create much safer driving conditions in that vicinity. 

In addition, the project will provide additional parking for the area, and an increase in foot traffic in 
the Village. Guests of the hotel will enjoy the retail and dining experience that Westwood offers, 
and these businesses will benefit from the increase in traffic. This of course also leads to increased 
revenues for the city.  I cannot think of a better use of the space in this challenging site that has been 
under utilized for so many decades.  My family and I are thrilled with all aspects of the project and 
truly hope that the city will work with Mr. Hekmat to approve and expedite the construction of the 
Wilshire Gayley. 

Thank you for your consideration.  Please know that I am available should you have any questions 
or concerns. 

Response to Comment Leonard-1 

The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 
site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  SCRUBS UNLIMITED 

Philip Gabriel, Owner 
Scrubs Unlimited 
10930 Weyburn Avenue, Suite A 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT SCRUBS-1 

I am a lifelong Westwood resident. have worked in Westwood Village for nearly 25 years. and my 
family has owned commercial property in Westwood Village for 15 years. I own two businesses in 
Westwood Village: Scrubs Unlimited on Weyburn Avenue (for ten years) and a Baskin Robbins ice 
cream franchise (which I purchased this year) on Kinross Avenue, located less than two blocks from 
the project site. Previously I owned and managed Butler-Gabriel Books in Westwood Village for 
nine years. I am a Board member of Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association, a member of 
the Westwood Host Committee for the Los Angeles Film Festival, and a past Board member of the 
Westwood Village Community Alliance (Westwood's Business Improvement District). My wife 
works at the UCLA Medical Center, and we are raising our family just a few blocks from the 
Village. Westwood Village holds a very special place in my heart. 

I am writing to express my strong support for the Wilshire Gayley project, and to offer the following 
comments: 

Westwood's economy has experienced more than its share of ups and downs over the past several 
year. This project will be a significant boost to the Westwood economy as well as the city of los 
Angeles. The project site currently is severely underutilized. The site consists of a vacant one·story 
commercial building and a cleared former gas station. The proposed project would significantly 
improve this unsightly property with a graceful. slender, and iconic structure that will make much 
better use of the site and contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial 
corridor on Wilshire Boulevard. 

The project, which is designed by the award-Winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is reminiscent 
of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. This striking and beautiful design will generate 
significant pedestrian interest and activity, enhance the Vibrancy of Westwood Village, and bring 
further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood. This classic Flatiron design is the 
perfect solution to size and shape of this challenging site. 

The project also will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood, The 
hotel will have ground nor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice pedestrians, compatible 
with other ground floor pedestrian uses in Westwood Village. The project will beautify the site with 
mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks to further enhance the pedestrian experience. The 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-106 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

project also will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width along Gayley 
Avenue and the Wilshire Boulevard frontage. This improvement, along with other sidewalk 
landscaping upgrades, will significantly improve the pedestrian environment at this prominent 
comer of Wilshire Boulevard in Westwood. 

The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, ground floor 
retail stores, and a high quality full service restaurant that can be used by Westwood business 
executives, Westwood neighbors, as well as visitors to UCLA. All Village businesses will benefit 
from the increased foot traffic and commerce created by this project. The project's proximity to 
Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk to local restaurants, 
retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus increasing patronage to existing 
businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is consistent with the 
buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to the east along Wilshire. It fits 
in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement in the site. Of note, the project steps 
down to fit into the exiting scale and height of Westwood Village. The shape of the property has 
until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and created a hardship situation that led to 
high traffic-generating uses (a gas station. video rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that 
were architecturally and visually displeasing. This graceful project and classic design is to be 
commended for turning along underutilized hardship property into what will become a new 
architectural treasure in Westwood. Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful structure 
and a highly desirable project that wm serve as a gateway to Westwood, with numerous community 
benefits.  

Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not having their 
own car). the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational intensity will be less than 
the Regional Center’s existing surrounding high rise commercial and office uses. The site is well 
integrated with existing public transit systems so hotel guests and project residents will have strong 
incentive to not create additional vehicular trips. The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA 
subway station on UCLA property immediately west of the project site, which will further 
encourage use of public transportation.  

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat He is 
a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most outstanding projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, 
Murdock Plaza. Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominiums, and Plaza La Reina mixed 
used project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably 
maintained. 
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I support the entitlements requested for this project, which will create substantial benefits for the 
Westwood community and the City of Los Angeles. I am proud to add my strong support for this 
beautiful and exciting project, and join with others in the Westwood business and residential 
communities in urging the city to expedite the approval process for this needed project. 

Response to Comment Scrubs-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  SHANES JEWELRY 

Wendy Shane 
Owner 
Shanes Jewelry 
1008 Broxton Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT SHANES-1 
My husband and I own Shanes Jewelry at 1008 Broxton Avenue in Westwood Village (one street 
east of the project site). We are proud to be the oldest retailer on Broxton, having been in business 
on this street for nearly 40 years. We are also longtime Westwood property owners, residents and 
neighbors in Westwood Hills (northwest of Westwood Village), where we have raised our two 
children. We also own and manage apartments in Westwood's North Village, adjacent to the UCLA 
campus). 

Our entire family is thrilled to add our support to the proposed Wilshire Gayley project noted above. 
As longtime Westwood residents, business owners, and property owners we lookk forward to the 
very positive impact this project will have on all of Westwood. All Westwood businesses stand to 
benefit tremendously from the increased foot traffic and business that this project will bring to the 
Village. 

In addition to being a most welcome addition to our business community, this project also will be a 
wonderful amenity for Westwood's residents, including our Westwood Hills neighbors. The current 
site houses an empty commercial building and a former gas station, The proposed hotel will replace 
this eyesore with a stunning new gateway icon for the entire Westwood community. The graceful 
Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of this challenging triangular 
lot. 

The proximity of this new hotel to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project 
residents to walk to local restaurants, retail shops, service businesses, theaters and museums, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses, generating new tax revenue, and reducing the need for 
additional vehicle trips in the area. Its adjacency to MTA's proposed Wilshire subway station is a 
huge benefit. 

The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business District. The design has its height 
and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down at the northern end of the project 
site to respect the existing character of the Village. The size and massing of the building fits in with 
its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site. We support the entitlements 
requested for this project, which will bring about many long lasting community benefits. 
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We also have great respect for this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat, a longtime Westwood property 
owner and developer, and past Chairman of Westwood's Business Improvement District. He has 
developed and owns several of Westwood's most significant projects, all of which are beautifully 
designed and impeccably maintained. He is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood. We 
are delighted to add our support [or this wonderful project, and urge the city to expedite the 
approval process so this project can proceed without delay. Thank you [or your thoughtful 
consideration. 

Response to Comment Shanes-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  THE TANNING CLUB 

George Torbay 
Owner 
The Tanning Club 
1132 Westwood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT TANNING-1 
I live in Westwood Village on Glendon Avenue and have owned and managed The Tanning Club - 
Westwood Village for nearly six years. As a neighbor who lives. works, and owns a business in the 
Village. I enthusiastically support the Wilshire Gayley project. 

The beautifully designed hotel-condominium project will bring major benefits to Westwood as well 
as the city of Los Angeles. The current property houses an empty commercial building and a former 
gas station site, which creates a depressing point of entry into Westwood. The design for the project 
is truly exceptional, and this new landmark tower will replace an eyesore site with a stunning new 
gateway icon and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood Village and the entire city of Los 
Angeles. 

This project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class 
business hotel will full amenities and services plus ten condominiums. It will attract upscale 
business travelers and visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing Westwood businesses. The 
increase in sales tax revenue, hotel bed tax, and the general increase in trade and commerce 
throughout Westwood will be a great benefit. 

This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood area, and is 
perfectly positioned to integrate with existing public transportation, so hotel guests and residents 
will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips. 

The project is compatible with both Wilshire Boulevard and the Westwood Village business district. 
The design has its height and mass on Wilshire, while the building steps down to the north of the 
project site, to respect the existing character of the Village. 

The project also will promote increased pedestrian activity and interest in Westwood Village and on 
Wilshire Boulevard with its ground floor retail space, expansive use of picture windows, greatly 
enhanced landscaping, and widened and improved sidewalks. 
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Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly desirable project 
that will serve as a gateway to Westwood and a new economic anchor. I fully support the project's 
requested entitlements, which will create significant benefits to our Westwood Village business 
district the greater Westwood community, and the city of Los Angeles. 

I am proud to add my support for this exciting project, and urge the city to expedite the approval 
process for this important and beneficial opportunity. As a resident of Westwood Village, and as a 
Village business owner. I eagerly look forward to its completion. 

Response to Comment Tanning-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  TENGU WESTWOOD VILLAGE 

Steven D. Sanh 
Tengu Westwood Village 
10853 Lindbrook Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT TENGU-1 

I am writing in reference to the proposed Wilshire Gayley project captioned above, and the Draft 
EIR. 

By way of background, I serve as Chairman of the. Westwood Village Business Association, Co-
Chair of the Westwood Host Committee for the Los Angeles Film Festival, a member of the 
Westwood Village Farmers' Market Advisory Board, and a founding Board member of the Friends 
of Westwood Library. 

Our restaurant has been in business in Westwood Village tor nearly a decade, and is located three 
blocks from the project site. Additionally, I have known this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat, for 
nearly 15 years. I enthusiastically support the Wilshire Gayley project, and offer the following 
comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles. It will be a 
most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. The project site currently is occupied by on empty commercial building and a 
former gas station. It contributes nothing to our business district, our city's economy, and creates a 
negative impression of Westwood at it [sic] western edge. The proposed hotel, designed by the 
Internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stern Architects, will replace this eyesore with a 
stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the entire Westwood community. The 
Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of this irregularly shaped, 
challenging lot. Its striking design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy of 
Westwood Village, and bring further distinction and accolades to Westwood as a community of 
unique architecture and cultural distinction. 

This magnificent new building also will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into 
Westwood. The extensive use of street level picture windows will engage pedestrians in the Village, 
.and the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will also add pedestrian 
interest. The project also will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the 'sidewalks 
and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard with a consistently wider sidewalk of no 
less than ten feet in width on Gayley Avenue and the Wilshire frontage. All of these improvements 
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will greatly enhance the pedestrian experience at this very important gateway corner into 
Westwood. 

This project also will provide on enormous boost to the vitality and image of the Westwood Village 
business district. This luxury hotel will bolster the economic foundation of Westwood by providing 
a first class business hotel along with ten luxury condominium~. It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable economic 
impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community. 

Of particular note, the addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is especially welcome, as our 
district is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and 
motel properties have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or 
apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood. The 
proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this significant shortfall of First Class hotel 
rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in 
Westwood village, UCLA Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs of the 
Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. This hotel is ideally located 
for visitors to UCLA and the greater Westwood area. 

This project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by providing 
a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and restaurant uses. all 
of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will enhance the existing. 
Vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution to a most 
difficult site. The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is 
consistent with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to the east 
along Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site, 
providing a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, slender, architecturally significant 
building is needed to make the kind of timeless design statement necessary for an enduring and 
beneficial impact on Westwood. The Shape at the property has until now prevented the highest and 
best use of the site, and created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas 
station, video rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually 
displeasing. This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long 
underutilized hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in Westwood. 

The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has its height and 
mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley Center, 
immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of the Village. The project is 
designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It thoughtfully transitions from a 
height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern 
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property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower scale commercial district in Westwood 
Village while remaining visually compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result at the small size 
of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested General and Specific 
Plan modifications and height district and zone changes are necessary to achieve a landmark 
building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate. The request for relief from the 
setback requirements should be granted. The existing Hollywood Video building is on the properly 
line and if the project were considered a commercial building, 10’ setback would be required. With 
the small size at the lot, setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley 
especially makes no sense. Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure 
and a highly desirable project that will serve as to gateway to Westwood, creating numerous 
community benefits. 

The hotel/condominium project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and 
restaurant’s needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service. Because the majority at the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project’s traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational intensity will 
be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise commercial and office uses. 

Additionally, the site is well integrated with existing public transit systems so hotel guests and 
residents will have strong incentives to not create additional vehicular trips. The MTA has proposed 
a future Westwood/UCLA Metro subway station for the Purple Line extension along Wilshire 
Boulevard (the "Subway to the Sea" Jon UCLA property immediately west of the site. This will 
further encourage use of public transportation. Further, the project's proximity to restaurants, retail 
shops, museums, theaters, and other amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel 
guests and project residents. 

The project also will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site. 
Relocating the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated a 
dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to turn north on Gayley 
Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an Intersection or Signal. Additionally, 
the preparatory site work also has enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from 
UCLA's Lot 36. Of note, the project is anticipated to achieve the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating from the U.S. Green Building Council, which is 
commendable. 

The City will benefit from sales tax, hotel bed tax, and other tax revenues from the project. As 
mentioned above, the proximity to Westwood Village will encourage guests and residents to walk to 
local restaurants, shops, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus increasing patronage to 
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existing businesses and generating increased revenue. The project also will provide much needed 
construction jobs as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel, restaurant, spa, and in the ground floor retail 
shop, at a time when Jobs are in steep decline within the city and state. 

On a personal note, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat, 
who is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed 
and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, 
Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina 
mixed used project now under construction directly across the street from our restaurant. All of 
these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably maintained. I am confident that M. Hekmat 
will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest standards, in keeping with the tine 
character of the Westwood community. For decades he has demonstrated great pride and personal 
interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his time, talents, leadership, and active support: as 
post Chairman of the LA. West Chamber of Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village 
Community Alliance. Inc. (Westwood’s former business improvement district), longtime Board 
member of the Park Westwood Homeowners Association, past chairman of the Los Angeles 
Business Council (headquartered in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film 
Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, 
he is a neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant 
business community. 

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman. in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 

Response to Comment Tengu-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the project’s 
progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution list of 
persons to receive future notices regarding the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  TOPA MANAGEMENT COMPANY 

John E. Anderson 
Chairman of the Board 
1800 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

COMMENT TOPA-1 

I am a Westwood property owner, and have owned my property in Westwood for 7 years. I own a 
number of properties in Westwood Village including one property located on Gayley Avenue near 
the project site. 

I am well acquainted with the reputation of Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is a longtime Westwood 
property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns several of the most 
beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office Tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino 
restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used project now under 
construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably maintained. 

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. Mr. Hekmat is not only a 
leading citizen of our business community; he is a neighbor who is totally committed to the 
betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful community. 

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project can proceed 
without delay.  

Response to Comment Topa-1 

The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 
site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  SANDY BROWN 

Sandy Brown 
10350 Wilshire Blvd. Apt. 1003 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT BROWN-1 
Having received the Notice of Preparation for the above named project and having attended the 
Public Scoping Meeting, I am requesting that my support for The Wilshire Gayley be entered into 
the official record. 

I have been an active member of the Westwood community for nearly forty years and believe this 
project is absolutely appropriate for this site and will greatly enhance the area and create a 
magnificent gateway to Westwood. I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
assessed the request for General and Specific Plan Amendments, Zone changes, Height District 
change, Adjustment, subsurface vacation, and other actions described in the Draft EIR. While these 
requests are numerous, they are not unusual for projects on the Wilshire corridor. 

What the architect, internationally known and respected, Robert A.M. Stern, designed for this 
unusually shaped lot or lots is no less than spectacular. Our city should be honored to house this 
unique and ambitiously designed structure that is most appropriate for this location. Multiple high-
rise towers already contribute to the visual significance of the commercial corridor and the Wilshire 
Scenic Corridor to the east and the Federal office building to the west. 

I appreciate the mixed-use plan that will provide housing, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are welcomed in Westwood as evidenced in testimony at the 
meetings I attended. 

The scheduled meetings that the MTA has had in Westwood have strongly suggested a future 
subway station to the west of and adjacent to this project that would encourage the use of alternative 
transportation for employees as well as residents and guests of this proposed development, thereby 
encouraging car trip reduction. Furthermore, Wilshire Blvd. is a major bus transportation corridor 
that will undoubtedly serve to reduce vehicular trips to this site. Hotel use creates fewer trips than an 
office or medical building but more important is the fact that trips created by hotels are not made 
during peak hours. 

The Wilshire Gayley addresses and is sensitive to the commercial district in Westwood Village 
where development to the north is just several stories in height. The project design for the new 
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development transitions from a high-rise along Wilshire to 40 feet on its north side, thereby creating 
compatibility with the Village. 

The project under either scenario of 134 hotel rooms and 10 condominiums or just 144 
condominiums is permitted under the code. The extraordinary architectural design for this irregular 
lot resulted in the need for increased FAR and height. However, the sensitivity of the design to 
adjacent properties and its prominence as Westwood’s gateway dictate the importance of and 
necessity for the requested approvals. 

The loss of jobs throughout the region has created headlines in our daily news coverage for months, 
if not years. Here is an excellent opportunity to provide construction jobs, jobs within the hotel, and 
neighborhood serving commercial uses. Here is a developer whose project is close to being shovel-
ready. The need to create jobs is now! The need to address environmental concerns is now! This 
development will create jobs and does address the environment. It is anticipated to achieve a LEED 
Silver rating from the U.S. Green Building Council. 

For all of the above stated reasons and because I am familiar with the superior quality, 
workmanship, attention to detail, and concern for the neighborhood of both the developer and 
architect, I not only strongly support but also urge the city to approve The Wilshire Gayley. 

Response to Comment Brown-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  JESSICA DABNEY 

Jessica Dabney 
North American Realty 
8447 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 200 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

COMMENT DABNEY-1 

I am a Westwood property owner and my family has owned property in the Village for over 40 
years. We own property on Weyburn Avenue, Gayley Avenue and Westwood Boulevard. My father 
was very active in the old Westwood BID and I have been very active in trying to establish a new 
Westwood BID. 

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the following 
comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 

• The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a 
vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally 
significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles. 

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stem Architects, will replace this eyesore 
with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood 
community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and 
the city of Los Angeles. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA, and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district: 
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• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First 
Class business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the 
Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district 
is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and 
motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and 
Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury 
condominium or apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel 
beds in Westwood. The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this 
significant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual 
events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA 
Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs of the Westwood 
business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, 
ground floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service 
restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the 
Westwood area, as well as visitors. 

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental 
impacts. 

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area. 

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 

• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and 
which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has 
its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing 
Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of 
the Village. 
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• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only 
four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the 
lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually 
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.  

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of 
the property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the 
project. 

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The 
requested General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change 
are necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are 
site appropriate. 

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing 
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, 
setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes 
no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous 
community benefits. 

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a 
landmark gateway to Westwood. Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units 
not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and 
ten condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood 
Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent 
buildings. 

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially-
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is 
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approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are 
all well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets. 

The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service. 

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise 
commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so 
hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional 
vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public 
transportation. 

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other 
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
project residents. 

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in 
the Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will 
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the 
Wilshire Corridor. 
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• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences. 

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the 
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in 
decline. 

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs. 

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is 
a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, Murdock 
Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used 
project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably 
maintained.  

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his time, 
talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of Commerce, 
past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's former business 
improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered in 
Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. 
Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is totally 
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business community. 

Response to Comment Dabney-1 

The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 
site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  JOYCE FOSTER 

Joyce Foster 
joycefost@aol.com 

COMMENT FOSTER-1 

As a life long resident of Westwood I have a great deal interest and concern about the future 
development of Westwood. I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report and attended 
two community meetings to review plans for the proposed development at the corner of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Gayley Avenue. I strongly support the proposed Wilshire Gayley project of a 134 
room first class hotel, ten condominiums and ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses. 
Westwood Village and the Westwood community will benefit greatly by having such a quality 
development. 

The location is ideal for a project of this size. Its size and massing are consistent with other 
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard. Its proximity to the freeway and future public transit will 
discourage traffic from going into the residential community. This project will encourage pedestrian 
activity throughout Westwood and benefit the economy of existing restaurants and retail uses in the 
Village. Its strikingly beautiful architecture will create a much needed elegant gateway to Westwood 
Village. 

I am familiar with other high quality projects that Mr. Hekmat has developed in Westwood, and I 
feel confident that he will continue his excellent standards for quality development in the proposed 
Wilshire Gayley Project. I am in support of the requested approvals for this project. 

Response to Comment Foster-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  JAKE JAKOFSKY 

Jake Jakofsky 
Jakofsky Properties 
503 32nd Street, Suite 200 
Newport Beach, California 92663 

COMMENT JAKOFSKY-1 

I am a Westwood property owner, and have owned my property in Westwood for 65 years. My 
property is located on Gayley Avenue. 

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the following 
comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned 
gas station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any 
way to a vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, 
architecturally significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of 
Los Angeles. 

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stem Architects, will replace this eyesore 
with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood 
community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and 
the city of Los Angeles. 

The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials will enhance 
Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 
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• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stem Architects, is 
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy 
of Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to 
Westwood. 

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The 
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to 
Westwood. 

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood 
Village, and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community. 

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by 
an internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire 
community. 

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and 
the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian 
interest. 

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that "'ill entice 
pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in 
Westwood Village. 

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the 
majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on 
Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life 
throughout the Village. 

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks 
and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian 
experience. 

• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width 
along Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard. This improvement will 
replace a sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This 
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improvement, along with other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA, and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district: 

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First 
Class business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the 
Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district 
is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and 
motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and 
Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury 
condominium or apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel 
beds in Westwood. The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this 
significant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual 
events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA 
Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs of the Westwood 
business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, 
ground floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service 
restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the 
Westwood area, as well as visitors.  

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental 
impacts.  

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area. 

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 

• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is 
consistent with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to 
the east along Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant 
improvement on the site.  



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-128 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 
29 stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high 
and 355 foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 
stories will fit into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along 
Wilshire. 

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, 
slender, architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and 
timeless design statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, 
and created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video 
rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually 
displeasing. 

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long 
underutilized hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in 
Westwood. 

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 

• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and 
which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has 
its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing 
Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of 
the Village. 

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only 
four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the 
lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually 
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of 
the property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the 
project. 
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• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The 
requested General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change 
are necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are 
site appropriate.  

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing 
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, 
setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes 
no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous 
community benefits. 

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a 
landmark gateway to Westwood. Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units 
not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and 
ten condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood 
Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent 
buildings. 

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially 
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is 
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are 
all well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets.  

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 

• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated 
to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating 
from the U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 
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The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit:  

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service. 

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise 
commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so 
hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional 
vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public 
transportation. 

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other 
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
project residents. 

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site: 

• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted 
to turn north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an 
intersection or signal. 

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36. 

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has 
improved traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on 
Gayley safer. 

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 
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• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in 
the Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will 
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the 
Wilshire Corridor. 

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences.  

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the 
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in 
decline. 

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs.  

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is 
a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, Murdock 
Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used 
project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably 
maintained. 

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his time, 
talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of Commerce, 
past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's former business 
improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered in 
Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. 
Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is totally 
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business community. 
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I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.  

Response to Comment Jakofsky-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the project’s 
progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution list of 
persons to receive future notices regarding the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  LAURA LAKE 

Laura Lake 
Lake & Lake Consulting, Inc. 
1557 Westwood Boulevard #235 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT LAKE-1 

It is my pleasure to submit comments in support of your environmental review for the elegant 
business hotel/condo project proposed by Mr. Kam Hekmat. This has been a difficult site to develop 
because of its triangular shape and small size. Until now it has been a challenge to find a way to use 
the land for its highest and best use. Mr. Hekmat and his architect, Robert Stern, are to be 
congratulated on their solution to this thorny problem. We know from his other projects that Mr. 
Hekmat will demand only world-class architects, and the very best materials and construction. 

Before getting into specifics, I also want to comment on the process followed by the developer, who 
has engaged the community from the beginning, soliciting suggestions for architects, and providing 
amenities requested by community leaders. This early, informal discussion has made the project a 
joint effort – we all believe that it will be a success and that it will enhance our community and our 
city. We share a sense of pride in this project since it reflects our shared vision for Westwood. 

The DEIR is clear, well-organized, and shows that the hotel project will be an environmentally 
superior project. This is great news. 

This project is to be commended not just because it does not create any significant adverse impacts, 
but because: 

• it has outstanding architectural merit, 

• it will remove soil contaminated with hydrocarbons from the previously removed gas 
station, 

• pedestrian amenities, 

• improves circulation and safety in the Village by moving the alley to align with 
Lindbrook Drive at a signalized intersection, 

• respects the Westwood Village Specific Plan’s scale and massing, 

• eliminates a blighted site; 
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• blocks a commercial billboard on the Westwood Medical Plaza that the community 
objects to; 

• increases the supply of hotel rooms in a regional center that has lost hotel rooms over the 
past decade; 

• increases the revenue for the city through the transient occupancy tax of 14%; 

• provides a gateway to Westwood Village, 

• includes a public restaurant sought by the community, 

• is located adjacent to the Westwood subway station on UCLA’s Lot 36, 

• introduces a residential use rather than an office use in the Westwood Regional Center, 
and thereby reduces potential traffic generation for this area, and 

• substitutes substandard narrow sidewalks to standard 10 foot dimensions. 

Again, I commend the preparers of this EIR for such a careful and accurate presentation of the 
project and its environmentally-friendly attributes. 

Response to Comment Lake-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  While the comment references the Draft EIR, the 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the information presented in the 
Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  CAROLE MAGNUSON 

Carole Magnuson 
11147 Ophir Drive 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

COMMENT MAGNUSON-1 
My husband and I own a home in Westwood, and have lived and worked here for 45 years. During 
that time, I have been active in community affairs, serving as Director of Local and Neighborhood 
Relations for UCLA, as a member of the Westwood Community Design Review Board, and as 
president of the Westwood Hills Property Owners Association. This experience and my nearly 
lifelong commitment to the Westwood community qualify me to comment on the above referenced 
project. 

After carefully reviewing the DEIR cited above, I am satisfied that the developer has fully addressed 
all of the issues raised during the scoping process and has provided adequate mitigation for all of the 
community and environmental impacts that have been identified. As proposed, this building will 
enhance the prestige and livability of the Westwood community by providing much needed high-
quality hotel rooms and a first class restaurant in a beautiful building that is destined to become an 
architectural landmark. 

The Flatiron Building design proposed by the project's internationally renowned architect, Robert A. 
M. Stern, brilliantly resolves the challenging issues presented by the irregularly shaped site, 
allowing a graceful, well-proportioned structure to rise from a triangular base. Like the Hollywood 
Video store that it replaces, the new building is built to the west property line, which seems entirely 
appropriate and necessary in context. The project height departs dramatically from the existing 
structure, providing a desirable balance to the high-rise structures opposite to the south, completing 
the western gateway to Westwood Village. The design responds as well to the lower-rise Westwood 
Village environment to the north with a stepped facade that links it beautifully with the neighboring 
buildings. The few zoning and planning changes and exceptions that are required to accomplish the 
design are well justified by the quality of the project and its potential value to the community and to 
the City of Los Angeles. 

The community will benefit from the proposed use as a high-quality hotel with condominiums. 
UCLA alone attracts more than a quarter million visitors each year to athletic and cultural events, as 
well as many more who come to attend conferences and workshops, conduct business, obtain 
medical care, and visit students. The hotel will also serve these visitors as well as the business 
community on the Wilshire corridor and nearby residents who need additional housing for guests. 
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The proposed hotel is a good choice for this site because, in spite of the anticipated high level of 
patronage, the proposed Wilshire Gayley Project will generate less traffic than would other 
commercial uses that might be considered for the site. Traffic generation may be reduced further by 
attractive public transportation options, many of which are already available in the Westwood 
community and on the UCLA campus. With the completion of the Red Line subway stop nearby, 
the Wilshire Gayley Project will be accessible by public transit from almost every point in the city. It 
is anticipated that many patrons of the restaurant will arrive as pedestrians who will enjoy improved 
landscaping and sidewalks that are part of the project.  

Finally, as a Westwood resident, I am pleased that the proposed project will qualify for a level of 
LEED certification, thereby helping to set a standard of excellence in environmentally sound 
building practices for other developers to follow. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document and I look forward to 
watching this excellent project rise in my community. 

Response to Comment Magnuson-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  MICHAEL S. METCALFE 

Michael S. Metcalfe 
Metcalfe Associates 
1421 Pandora Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

COMMENT METCALFE-1 

This is to follow·up my letter of August 19, 2008 and to reaffirm our household's positive support 
for the Wilshire Gayley project. I have reviewed the Draft EIR ENV-2008·2368·EIR, The Wilshire 
Gayley Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010 and the Attachments. 

We fully support all aspects of the Wilshire Gayley Project, especially those that exemplify 
appropriate TOO (Transit Oriented Development), "Smart Growth" and "Walkability" in terms of 
land use, urban planning and "Sustainable Development" principles. We fully support the proposed 
land use intensification with appropriate high density for future ridership to be located immediately 
adjacent to the future Westwood Metro Rail subway station portal and plaza, as planned by 
LAMTA on the west side of the site, between Gayley and Veteran. The DEIR provides a reliable 
assessment of impacts in its accounting of the potential future adjacent property development as 
planned for Lot 32 in the UCLA LRDP (Long Range Development Plan), and all other proposed 
projects within the quarter mile to one-third mile TOD radius. 

We were especially pleased to find the DEIR review with regard to the project's consistency with 
the Applicable Policies of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element, the City 
Walkability Checklist, the Westwood Community Plan, the Westwood Village Specific Plan, and 
the regional planning policies of the SCAG Compass Blueprint criteria and the implications of 
AB32 and the requirements for reduced GHG emissions. 

The Wilshire Gayley Project will reinforce the existing Westwood Regional Center by providing a 
unique mix of housing, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and restaurant uses, all' of which 
are complementary with surrounding land uses and enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work 
environment. 

We are pleased that the project is carefully designed to be compatible with the Westwood Village 
neighborhood. The design has its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard and the building steps 
down next to other buildings in the Village. The project is thus designed to be consistent With, and 
sensitive to, adjacent land uses. The massing of the building will transition in intensity from a height 
of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, 
thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower-intensity commercial district in Westwood Village While 
remaining visually compatible with other high-density high·rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 
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The project would not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the Vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially-zoned 
property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is approximately 
530 feet from the nearest residentially developed property, and more than 1,350 feet from the 
nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are all well buffered from the 
project by the existing intervening high rise commercial buildings and the surrounding streets. 

The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so project 
residents and guests would have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips. The 
LAMTA proposed future subway station on property next to the project site will further encourage 
the use of alternative public transportation. Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, 
restaurant, retail/entertainment and other services and amenities would reduce the need for vehicular 
trips by project residents and guests. 

We fully support the requested plan amendments, zone and height district changes and adjustments, 
the requested Conditional Use Permits, and the administrative process and procedures required to 
facilitate and expedite the necessary approvals for this project. The Wilshire Gayley Project will 
bring enormous and long needed economic benefits, hospitality, employment, local business 
activity, fiscal revenues, and prestige to the surrounding Westwood and UCLA community. 

Please call me at (310) 474-6418 or email to m.metcalfe@verizon.net if I can assist you in any way 
regarding this very important Project. 

Response to Comment Metcalfe-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  While the comment references the Draft EIR, the 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the information presented in the 
Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  RICHARD RADDON 

Richard Raddon 
1914 11th

 Street #2 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

COMMENT RADDON-1 
I am former Director of the Los Angeles Film Festival and I am a die hard supporter of the 
Westwood community. 

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project. I know that the project 
will be a major lift to both the citizens and businesses located in around Westwood Village. Events 
such as the Los Angeles Film Festival depend on a vibrant, exciting, and modern atmosphere and 
this development will be a very welcomed addition to the community. 

Also, I am well acquainted with the reputation and integrity of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. 
He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. I am confident that 
Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest standards, in keeping 
with the fine character of the Westwood community. 

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project. Please keep me 
apprised of the progress of this project. 

Response to Comment Raddon-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the project’s 
progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution list of 
persons to receive future notices regarding the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  MARK K. ROGO 

Mark K. Rogo 
Coldwell Banker 
301 N. Canon Drive, Suite E 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

COMMENT ROGO-1 

I am writing this letter to you as a private citizen, but also as a 30+ year homeowner in Westwood, 
as well as an active participant in Westwood activities. These include my role as the 
Secretary/Treasurer of the Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association, board member of the 
Blair House Homeowner's Association" member of the Westwood Village Rotary Club, and newly 
elected President of the Friends of the Westwood Library. 

I am writing this letter to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the 
following comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles:  

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned 
gas station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any 
way to a vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, 
architecturally significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of 
Los Angeles. 

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stem Architects, will replace this eyesore 
with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood 
community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and 
the city of Los Angeles. 
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The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials will enhance 
Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 

• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stem Architects, is 
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy 
of Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to 
Westwood. 

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The 
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to 
Westwood. 

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood 
Village, and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community. 

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by 
an internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire 
community.  

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and 
the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian 
interest. 

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice 
pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in 
Westwood Village. 

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the 
majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on 
Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life 
throughout the Village. 

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks 
and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian 
experience, 
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• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width 
along Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard. This improvement will 
replace a sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This 
improvement, along with other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA, and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district: 

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First 
Class business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the 
Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district 
is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and 
motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and 
Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury 
condominium or apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel 
beds in Westwood. The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this 
significant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual 
events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA 
Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs of the Westwood 
business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood wi.th a First Class hotel, 
ground floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service 
restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the 
Westwood area, as well as visitors. 

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental 
impacts. 

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area.  

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 

• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is 
consistent with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to 
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the east along Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant 
improvement on the site. 

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 
29 stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high 
and 355 foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 
stories will fit into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along 
Wilshire. 

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, 
slender, architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and 
timeless design statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, 
and created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video 
rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually 
displeasing. 

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long 
underutilized hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in 
Westwood.  

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 

• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and 
which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district The design has its 
height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing 
Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of 
the Village. 

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only 
four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the 
lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually 
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of 
the property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the 
project.  
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• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested 
General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change are 
necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site 
appropriate. 

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing 
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, 
setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes 
no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous 
community benefits.  

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a 
landmark gateway to Westwood. Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units 
not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and 
ten condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood 
Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent 
buildings. 

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially 
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is 
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are 
all well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets.  

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 

• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated 
to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating 
from the U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 
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The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service. 

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center's existing surroU11ding high-rise 
commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so 
hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional 
vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA Subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which ",'ill further encourage use of public 
transportation. 

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other 
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
project residents. 

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site: 

• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted 
to turn north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an 
intersection or signal. 

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36. 

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has 
improved traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on 
Gayley safer. 

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax.  
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• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in 
the Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will 
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the 
Wilshire Corridor. 

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences. 

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the 
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in 
decline. 

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs.  

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is 
a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, Murdock 
Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used 
project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably 
maintained. I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the 
highest standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he 
has demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his 
time, talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of 
Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's former 
business improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered 
in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. 
Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is totally 
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business community. 

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor, in urging the 
city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in Westwood can proceed without 
delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 
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Response to Comment Rogo-1 

The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 
site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the project’s 
progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution list of 
persons to receive future notices regarding the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  JASON H. SOMERS 

Jason H. Somers 
390 S. Sepulveda Blvd. #311 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

COMMENT SOMERS-1 
I have been a Westwood property owner and community advocate for nearly a decade. My home is 
located near the project site and I travel through the vicinity on a daily basis. 

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the following 
comments: 

This project will be a sign16eant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned 
gas station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any 
way to a vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, 
architecturally significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of 
Los Angeles. 

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stern Architects. will replace this eyesore 
with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood 
community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and 
the city of Los Angeles. 

The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials will enhance 
Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 
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• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is 
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy 
of Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to 
Westwood. 

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The 
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to 
Westwood. 

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood 
Village, and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community. 

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by 
an internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire 
community. 

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and 
the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian 
interest. 

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice 
pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in 
Westwood Village. 

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the 
majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on 
Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life 
throughout the Village. 

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks 
and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian 
experience. 

• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width 
along Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard. This improvement will 
replace a sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This 
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improvement, along with other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA, and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district: 

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First 
Class business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the 
Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in. Westwood is particularly welcome, as our 
district is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three 
hotel and motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire 
Hotel, and Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new 
luxury condominium or apartment projects. This has resulted .in a loss of more than 250 
hotel beds in Westwood. The proposed Wilsh.ire Gayley hotel project will address this 
significant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual 
events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA 
Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs of the Westwood 
business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, 
ground floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service 
restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the 
Westwood area, as well as visitors. 

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental 
impacts. 

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area.  

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 

• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is 
consistent with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to 
the east along Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant 
improvement on the site. 
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• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 
29 stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high 
and 355 foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 
stories will fit into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along 
Wilshire. 

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, 
slender, architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and 
timeless design statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, 
and created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video 
rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually 
displeasing.  

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long 
underutilized hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in 
Westwood.  

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlem.ent requests are appropriate: 

• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and 
which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has 
its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing 
Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of 
the Village. 

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only 
four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the 
lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually 
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of 
the property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the 
project. 
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• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The 
requested General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change 
are necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are 
site appropriate.  

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing 
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, 
setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes 
no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous 
community benefits.  

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a 
landmark gateway to Westwood. Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units 
not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and 
ten condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood 
Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent 
buildings. 

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially 
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is 
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are 
all well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets. 

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 

• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated 
to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating 
from the U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 
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The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service.  

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise 
commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so 
hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional 
vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public 
transportation. 

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other 
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
project residents. 

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site:  

• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted 
to turn north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an 
intersection or signal. 

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36. 

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has 
improved traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on 
Gayley safer. 

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 
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• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in 
the Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in. Westwood 
Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will 
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the 
Wilshire Corridor. 

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences.  

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the 
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in 
decline. 

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs.  

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is 
a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns 
several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, Murdock 
Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used 
project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably 
maintained. 

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his time, 
talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of Commerce, 
past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's former business 
improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered in 
Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. 
Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is totally 
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business community. 
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I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 

Response to Comment Somers-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the project’s 
progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution list of 
persons to receive future notices regarding the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  ROXANE STERN 

Roxane Stern 
North Village Residents Association 
11053 Strathmore Dr. 
Los Angeles CA 90024 

COMMENT STERN-1 

I am a condo owner-resident of North Village, which is a section of Westwood Village. In my 10 
years in the neighborhood I have seen the community having a really tough time. With few 
exceptions the neighborhood has lost its lure as a destination area in LA. 

The project I am writing about is just the perfect one to help turn Westwood around. The building is 
proposed by Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is well known in our community with a wonderful reputation. 
I met him today for the first time and was impressed by his dedication to creating a better 
Westwood. 

The present site is ugly and potentially dangerous. There is no street life at this intersection. 
Previous buildings, including the current unoccupied Hollywood video rental store have brought no 
benefit to our area. The proposed Wilshire Gayley project: 

• will create new jobs 

• will bring the southern tip of W.V. alive and create a much more desirable street 
presence 

• will turn that block into a pleasing corner with attractive landscaping 

• will provide a luxury hotel with restaurants and boutique retail stores. 

• will draw upscale clientele. 

• will provide needed hotel rooms 

With a Metro stop planned for next door, it should not negatively impact on traffic. The parking 
seems sufficient for the space as long as it a hotel. 

The design carries the feeling of the Wilshire corridor yet it does not overpower the village. The 
hotel clientele will increase village business-restaurants, drug stores, yogurt shops, etc. 
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From my non professional view, the structure works very well for the site and I urge you to expedite 
the approval process for the building. This is a needed and welcome addition to our community. 

Response to Comment Stern-1 

The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 
site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  TERRY A. TENGAZIAN 

Terry A. Tegnazian 
[no address given] 

COMMENT TEGNAZIAN-1 

I own a business in Westwood and am also president of one of its homeowner associations. I am 
writing to support the hotel/condo project proposed for Westwood by Mr. Kam Hekmat. My 
support reflects the care and consideration he has paid to his proposed project and to the needs of 
Westwood residents. 

Mr. Hekmat has consistently demonstrated his commitment to Westwood by chairing the 
Westwood BID, working closely with Westwood community leaders, and hiring nationally 
acclaimed architects to design landmark buildings for our community. The fact that the architect for 
this project, Mr. Robert Stern, was recommended to Mr. Hekmat by Mike Metcalfe, past president 
of Westwood Homeowners Association, is just one sign of Mr. Hekmat’s efforts to involve the 
community in his projects. 

The EIR shows that this project will provide fewer trips than the office buildings that have been 
built in the surrounding area, and will offer a restaurant for the public as well as hotel visitors. These 
are important considerations and we value his thoughtful approach to this project. 

I am happy to support his newest venture, and wish him great success. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT TEGNAZIAN-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  While the comment references the Draft EIR, the 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the information presented in the 
Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  TERRI TIPPIT 

Terri Tippit 
[no address given] 

COMMENT TIPPIT-1 

As a long-time community leader with experience as homeowner president, Neighborhood Council 
president, and chair of a local Design Review Board, I wish to share with you my thoughts about the 
environmental analysis for the Wilshire-Gayley Hotel. It is an excellent EIR. 

I also want to commend the developer for reaching out to the community from the very beginning, 
from soliciting suggestions for architects to providing a public restaurant in his project. Our requests 
were heard, respected and faithfully followed. In my experience, this is amazing. So it is my 
pleasure to support this elegant addition to Westwood. 

The EIR is thorough, and shows how there are no significant adverse impacts. I agree with the 
analysis, and want to point out additional benefits to the city: 

1.  A world-famous architect; 

2.  The loss of hotel rooms in Westwood over the last few years and the increasing demand for such 
accommodations. 

3.  Improved traffic circulation and pedestrian safety by moving the alley north and aligning it with 
Lindbrook Drive. 

4.  Pedestrian amenities like wider sidewalks. 

In short, this is a big plus for Westwood and the city. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Response to Comment Tippit-1 

The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 
site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  While the comment references the Draft EIR, the 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the information presented in the 
Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies as part of the Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  JON D. VOGEL, O.D. 

Jon D. Vogel, O.D. 
Village Eyes Optometry 
1069 Broxton Ave. 
Los Angeles, Calif., 90024 

COMMENT VOGEL-1 

I am a Westwood (business owner/property owner/merchant/resident/neighbor/stakeholder), and 
have (owned my business/owned my property/lived/worked) in Westwood for (#) years.  My 
(business/property/home) is located (on Gayley Avenue/near the project site/within the Westwood 
Village business district/in Westwood). 

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the following 
comments: 

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 

•  The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned 
gas station.  The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any 
way to a vibrant business environment in Westwood.  Replacing it with a beautiful, 
architecturally significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of 
Los Angeles. 

•  The project site is currently severely underutilized.  Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station.  The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

•  This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon 
for the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site.  The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stern Architects, will replace this eyesore 
with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood 
community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and 
the city of Los Angeles. 
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The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials will enhance 
Westwood’s character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 

• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is 
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy 
of Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to 
Westwood. 

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot.  The 
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to 
Westwood. 

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood 
Village, and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community.  

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by 
an internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire 
community. 

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and 
the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian 
interest. 

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice 
pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in 
Westwood Village. 

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Boulevard.  Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the 
majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site’s point on 
Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life 
throughout the Village. 

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks 
and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian 
experience. 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-162 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width 
along Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard.  This improvement will 
replace a sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This 
improvement, along with other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA, and 
will be a major boost to the vitality of the  Westwood Village business district: 

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First 
Class business hotel along with ten condominiums.  It will attract upscale business 
travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable 
economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the 
Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district 
is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms.  Over the last decade, three hotel 
and motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, 
and Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury 
condominium or apartment projects.  This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel 
beds in Westwood.  The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this 
significant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area.  Major annual 
events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA 
Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs of the Westwood 
business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, 
ground floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service 
restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the 
Westwood area, as well as visitors. 

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental 
impacts. 

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area. 

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 
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• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location.  Its height is 
consistent with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to 
the east along Wilshire.  It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant 
improvement on the site. 

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 
29 stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high 
and 355 foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard.  The proposed project with 29 
stories will fit into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along 
Wilshire. 

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village.  A tall, 
slender, architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and 
timeless design statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, 
and created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video 
rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually 
displeasing. 

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long 
underutilized hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in 
Westwood. 

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 

• The project will reinforce Westwood’s character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail 
and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and 
which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has 
its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing 
Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of 
the Village. 

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses.  It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only 
four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the 
lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually 
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 
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• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of 
the property.  The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the 
project. 

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The 
requested General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change 
are necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are 
site appropriate. 

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted.  The existing 
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required.  With the small size of the lot, 
setbacks would make the design impossible.  A setback along an alley especially makes 
no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating  numerous 
community benefits. 

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code.  The 
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a 
landmark gateway to Westwood.  Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units 
not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and 
ten condominiums.  Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood 
Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent 
buildings. 

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity.  It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest 
residentially-zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot.  
The project is approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, 
and more than 1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property.  
These dwellings are all well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial 
buildings and streets. 

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 
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• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment.  The project is anticipated 
to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating 
from the U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 

The project’s subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood.  The hotel and restaurant’s 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and 
valet service. 

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project’s traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center’s existing surrounding high-rise 
commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so 
hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional 
vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public 
transportation. 

• Additionally, the project’s addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other 
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and 
project residents. 

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site: 

• Moving the alley to the property’s north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted 
to turn north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an 
intersection or signal.   

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA’s Lot 36. 

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has 
improved traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on 
Gayley safer. 
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The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in 
the Village’s restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will 
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the 
Wilshire Corridor.  

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community.  The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences. 

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the 
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in 
decline. 

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs. 

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat.  He 
is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder.  He has developed and 
owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, 
Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina 
mixed used project now under construction.  All of these projects are beautifully designed and 
impeccably maintained. 

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community.  For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his time, 
talents, leadership, and active support:  as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of Commerce, 
past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood’s former business 
improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered in 
Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village.  Mr. 
Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is totally 
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business community. 
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I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay.  Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 

Response to Comment Vogel-1 
The comment contains general opinion and expresses support for the redevelopment of the 

site with a mixed use project that includes a hotel.  The comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the information presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the Final EIR for their 
consideration in reviewing the project.  The commentor requests notification of the project’s 
progress.  The City includes all persons commenting on the Draft EIR in the distribution list of 
persons to receive future notices regarding the project.   
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COMMENT LETTER:  DAHEDING & SAFETY 

Daheding & Safety 
[no address given] 

COMMENT DAHEDING-1 

Will the City allow both proposals - hotel or residential - to proceed to hearings? Is the intent of the 
applicant to modify the planning application for either a hotel or condo, without further need for 
environmental review? Is the draft report a project or program EIR because it analyzes more than 
one option for the site? DIER p. I-8 

Response to Comment Daheding-1 

As indicated on page I-1, of the Draft EIR, the document is a Project EIR.  As indicated on 
page I-8 and in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, due to changing market forces, the 
Applicant is requesting review of two development options, Option 1 and Option 2.  Since the 
circulation of the Draft EIR the Applicant has revised Option 1. The revised option is referred to as 
Refined Option 1 and is similar to Alternative D in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.  
Refined Option 1 would include 250 hotel rooms and associated amenities, including a private 
bar/restaurant for use by hotel guests.  In addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would 
include approximately 6,510 square feet of ground level retail space.  Please see Section IV, 
Corrections and Additions, for a detailed description and analyses of Refined Option 1.  Both 
Refined Option 1 and Option 2 will be addressed at the public hearings that the City will hold to 
review the project. 

“A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be 
characterized as one large project and are related either:  (1) Geographically; (2) As logical parts in 
the chain of contemplated actions; (3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or 
other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or (4) As individual activities 
carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar 
environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15168(a).)  
While the Draft EIR analyzes two development options, the Draft EIR provides a full analysis of 
each option in each section.  As indicated above, the analysis for Refined Option 1 is provided in 
Section IV of this Final EIR.  The options are self-contained projects and are not part of a series of 
actions that is part of a large project or related to another.  In addition, Section V, Alternatives, of 
the Draft EIR, provides a comparative analysis of the alternatives to Option 1 and Option 2.  Section 
IV of this Final EIR provides an analysis of Refined Option 1 relative to each of the alternatives 
considered in the Draft EIR.  The purpose of the request for review of two options (Refined Option 
1 and Option 2) is to provide flexibility in order to respond to the market prevailing at the time 
entitlement has been completed.  Therefore, additional environmental review would not be needed 
to proceed with either Refined Option 1 or Option 2, if approved by the City.  



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-169 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

COMMENT DAHEDING-2 

Where is the closest height district 4 zoning, allowing 13:1 FAR by right? 

Response to Comment Daheding-2 

The Los Angeles Downtown Center is designated as Height District 4 with an underlying 
FAR of 13:1.20   The Downtown Center, which is bounded on the west by the I-110 Freeway, is the 
nearest area to the project site with a “by right” designation of 13:1 FAR.  The HD designation does 
not establish a height maximum or other height limitation and, as such, does not necessarily 
determine building height.  For instance, many buildings in Century City that are consistent with 
HD No. 2 and 6:1 FAR, contain many more stories and are higher in elevation from ground level 
than the proposed project, as well as many of Downtown Center buildings in HD No. 4.  With the 
exception of the Los Angeles Convention Center tower (currently under construction) and the 
California Plaza (1992), subsequent to 1990, high-rise buildings constructed in Century City are the 
tallest in the City.  These include the 579-foot Westfield-Century City Tower (2012), the twin 570-
foot Constellation Park Towers (2008), the 530-foot AIG-SunAmerica Plaza Tower (1990), and the 
492-foot MGM Tower (2003).  The 570-foot Century Plaza Towers were constructed in 1975, prior 
to most of downtown’s tallest buildings.   

COMMENT DAHEDING-3 
Why are the westwood village specific plan, community plan and zoning inconsistent? DEIR p, I-
30. Did the applicant relocate the alley, creating a site that straddles two planning areas, or was the 
relocation at the request of the City? 

Response to Comment Daheding-3 
The comment refers to page I-30 of the Draft EIR, which is a summary of Section IV.D, 

Land Use, in the Executive Summary.  The Draft EIR does not indicate that the Westwood Village 
Specific Plan, Community Plan and zoning are inconsistent.  The proposed project would not be 
consistent with the FAR and height that are currently allowed under the General Plan and Specific 
Plan.  Rather, the proposed project would have an overall FAR of 10.93:1, which would exceed the 
allowable FAR of 2:1 in the north parcel and 6:1 in the south parcel.  In addition, the proposed 
project would be 427 feet, which would exceed the allowable height of 40 feet on the north parcel 
and 31 feet on the south parcel.  However, as indicated in Section II.G of the Draft EIR (page II-18), 
the project includes a request to remove the north parcel from the Westwood Village Specific Plan.  
If the request is approved, the site would no longer be within the Specific Plan.  However, since the 
site is currently located within the Specific Plan area Section IV.D of the Draft EIR contains a 
detailed analysis of the project relative to the applicable policies of the Specific Plan.  The analysis 
concludes that the project would not be entirely consistent with the Specific Plan due to the 

                                                 
20 City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework, Figure 3:1. 



III. Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page III-170 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

proposed FAR and height of the building.  However, the inconsistency of the proposed development 
in the north parcel with the Specific Plan would not result in any adverse physical impacts that 
would otherwise be prevented by the Specific Plan (i.e., uses, shade/shadow, urban design, parking, 
etc.).  Section IV.D of the Draft EIR and Section IV of this Final EIR conclude that Refined Option 
1 and Option 2 would result in less than significant land use impacts.  

With regard to the alley relocation, the Applicant requested and received approval from the 
City to relocate the alley.  The relocation did not result in the different designations and zoning on 
the north and south parcels that comprise the site.  The boundary for the Specific Plan area followed 
the alley when it ran through the middle of the site, thus locating the north parcel in the Specific 
Plan area and the south parcel outside of the Specific Plan area.  Therefore, the City’s approval of 
the Applicant’s request to remove the parcel from the Specific Plan area would result in the 
boundary of the Specific Plan area running along the relocated alley.   

COMMENT DAHEDING-4 
What is the status of the alley relocation VAC 20080946978? Why was the relocation exempt from 
CEQA when the resolution to vacate went before Council on March 25, 2008? If the purpose is to 
create a four-way intersection (DEIR p. I-52), should dedications be required to change the alley to 
a street per BOE standards? Did the intersection signal changes contemplate the use of the alley for 
the main entrance to the building? 

Response to Comment Daheding-4 
The relocation of the alley has been completed.  The action taken by the City Council on 

March 25, 2008 was to finalize the vacation of the previous alley, which ran through the middle of 
the project site.  The alley relocation was exempt from CEQA based on The City Environmental 
Guidelines under Article III, Class 5(3), which reads as follows: 

“(3) Minor street, alley and utility easement vacations where the vacated property does not 
constitute a buildable site that would allow a commercial or industrial development of more than 
10,000 square feet or a residential development of more than 25 units.” 

The vacated alley was 3,037 square feet in area.  Given the size and shape of the vacated 
alley, the vacation did not result in a buildable lot.  The City staff report and resolution regarding the 
alley vacation and relocation of the public alley are contained in Appendix F of this Final EIR. 

With regard to the reason for the relocation of the alley, previously there were three 
locations of vehicular access along the Gayley Avenue frontage: two access points for the gas 
station and the alley which ran through the middle of the parcel.  The relocation of the alley 
enhances vehicular and pedestrian circulation by limiting the number of curb cuts (i.e., access 
points). The location of the alley at the north of the site creates a safer vehicular and pedestrian 
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circulation by creating a four-leg intersection for existing and future traffic at Gayley Avenue and 
Lindbrook Drive.  The signal that existed at the intersection of Lindbrook Drive and Gayley Avenue 
was computerized after the alley relocation.  The City did not require that the alley be modified to 
be a street. 

COMMENT DAHEDING-5 
Is the lot area shown on the Assessor’s map correct - 9,910 sf on the south parcel and 11,240 on the 
north parcel for a total of 21,150 sf, rather than 23.941 sf? Is the applicant required to reduce the 
buildable lot area by the dedication of the replacement alley to Gayley? What are the highway 
dedication widths along Wilshire and Gayley? Will the buildable lot area be further reduced by the 
dedications required under the condo tract approval? If so, by how much? What is the buildable lot 
area for purposes of calculating entitlements? Will FAR be allowed to exceed 13:1? 

Response to Comment Daheding-5 
As indicated in Response to Comment No. UCLA-2, an ALTA survey of the property was 

done in January 2007 by the Mollenhauer Group.  Based on the survey, prior to the alley relocation, 
the lot area of the project site was 20,855 square feet.  After the relocation of the alley from the 
middle of the site to the north side of the property, the site lot area was 21,442 square feet.21  The 
project (Option 1 and Option 2) would include a vacation of 10 feet in width along the Gayley 
Avenue frontage.  As indicated in Response to Comment Daheding-1, Option 1 has been refined 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would include a vacation 
of 10 feet in width along the Gayley Avenue frontage.  The area that would be vacated along the 
Gayley Avenue frontage in Refined Option 1 or Option 2 would be 2,509 square feet.  Thus, the site 
area would be 23,951 square feet (21,442 + 2,509 = 23,951).  The area along Gayley Avenue to be 
vacated would be rededicated through the tract map as a sidewalk easement.  The sidewalk 
easement area is not deducted from the lot area and is therefore, included in the calculation for 
density and FAR purposes.   

There is no highway dedication that would occur on Wilshire Boulevard.  The tract map 
would not result in any dedications that would reduce the site area.  For purposes of calculating 
FAR, as indicated above, the sidewalk easement area is not deducted from the lot area and is 
therefore, included in the calculation for FAR purposes.  Thus, for purposes of calculating FAR, the 
site area is 23,951 square feet.   

As indicated in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the FAR of the proposed 
project (Option 1 and Option 2) would be 10.93 (261,883 building net square footage/23,951 square 
                                                 
21 When the alley ran through the middle of the site, the north parcel was 10,792 square feet and the south parcel was 

10,063 square feet for a total of 20,855 square feet.  The alley vacation added 3,037 square feet to the site for a total 
of 23,892.  The new alley dedication was 2,450 square feet reducing the lot area to 21,442 square feet. 
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feet of lot area).  The building net square footage in Refined Option 1 would remain the same as in 
Option 1.  Thus, the FAR in Refined Option 1 would be 10.93:1.  Notably, the FAR does not 
change or impact the EIR’s analyses.  The FAR is a ratio that the City applies to determine the 
maximum amount of floor area that can be developed on a given site and is not determinative of 
whether a project has a potential to create a significant impact on the environment.  The analyses 
contained in the Draft EIR are based on the number of hotel rooms and/or condominium units and 
the total square footage, height, and number of stories. 

COMMENT DAHEDING-6 
Based on the correct lot area, is the total allowable density today 78 units residential. 110 units 
hotel, compared to the proposed 144 units? The community commercial parcel is 11,240 sf plus the 
area to the centerline of the alley (approx. 10x130=1,300 sf) 12,540 sf at one unit per 400 sf lot area 
=32 units, or one unit hotel per 200 sf = 64 units. The south regional commercial parcel is 9,110 sf 
at one unit per 200 sf for mixed use residential or hotel = 46 units. What will be the required 
affordable component in exchange for a density increase above the maximum R5? 

Response to Comment Daheding-6 
With the lot area of 23,591 square feet and one-half of the alley (1,534 square feet) included, 

the site area for purposes of calculating density would be 25,125 square feet.  Based on the R5 
density of 200 square feet per unit, 125 units could be developed on the site.  A 15 percent density 
increase, which could be approved by the Zoning Administrator, would allow an additional 19 units.  
Thus, 144 units could be developed on the site with Zoning Administrator approval.  As Option 2 
would result in 144 residential units, Section 12.28A of the LAMC could permit the Zoning 
Administrator to approve the proposed density.  

COMMENT DAHEDING-7 

Based on the correct lot area, is the total allowable floor area today 42,740 sf, compared to the 
proposed 261,883 sf? The north parcel is 11,240 sf at 2:1 base FAR (without transfers) = 22,480 sf. 
The south parcel is 7,000 sf at 1: 1 FAR and 2,110 sf at 6:1 FAR = 20,260 sf, DEIR p. I-5-6. 

Response to Comment Daheding-7 
As indicated in Response to Comment Daheding-5, the site area is 21,442, without including 

the alley or the area along Gayley Avenue that would be rededicated through the tract map as a 
sidewalk easement.  Alternative B in Section V of the Draft EIR presents a scenario of development 
that could occur on the site in accordance with the existing regulations.  The description of the 
alternative discusses the existing regulations by parcel.  As indicated in Section V of the Draft EIR 
(page V-16), approximately 63,010 square feet of floor area could be developed on the site.   
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COMMENT DAHEDING-8 

When granting the new alley connection back to Gayley, did the Applicant reserve the airspace 
rights above the alley as shown in the site plan? Has LAFD reviewed the plan to determine that 
emergency access will not be impacted by driving under the building? DEIR p. I-61. Will the 
subsurface vacation of the alley to allow construction of a parking garage require that the entire 
alley be closed during construction? DEIR p. II-18. What is required to maintain the alley for 
emergency vehicles? How do you keep residents from using the alley northbound to go to Kinross? 

Response to Comment Daheding-8 
The Applicant has not maintained air rights over the public alley.  The encroachment of the 

proposed cantilevered porte-cochere into the space over the public alley would require an 
encroachment permit, a discretionary action undertaken by the City.  (See Section II, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR for a list of entitlements.) 

The lowest portion of the proposed cantilevered porte-cochere would be approximately 40 
feet above grade.  Fire Code, Section 57.09.03.D.6, requires a minimum vertical clearance of 14 feet 
to accommodate fire department apparatus.   

With regard to closure of the alley during construction, all or a portion of the public alley 
adjacent to the project site would be closed during the project’s initial excavation and construction 
phase.  This closure would be temporary and would not prevent access to the existing businesses 
along the west side of Gayley Avenue, which would continue to be accessed via Kinross Avenue.  
However, with respect to maintaining emergency vehicle access to the alley, the project site and 
other properties along the west side of Gayley Avenue do not exceed 150 feet in depth and, as such, 
these sites are not required to provide fire lanes or other secondary fire access (see Los Angeles Fire 
Code, Division 9, Section 57.09.03.B).  Therefore, it is not necessary to maintain the alley for 
emergency vehicle access.  Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure F-2 (page IV.F-18) requires that 
project building plans and a plot plan be submitted to the LAFD prior to the issuance of a building 
permit.  LAFD review of all building plans under Mitigation Measure F-2 would ensure compliance 
with fire and building codes and adequate access for emergency vehicles.   

The project does not prevent residents from using the alley to access Kinross Avenue.  
However, it is more likely that residents would use the Gayley Avenue access as it is closer to the 
entrance and is a signalized intersection.  Residents’ use of the alley would not affect service levels 
along Kinross Avenue, since the alley/Kinross intersection does not provide signalization and alley 
users would not have the right-of-way.   

COMMENT DAHEDING-9 
Will the applicant provide residential floor plans showing the required private open space per unit 
that is not shown in the rendering? Will the terrace restaurant seating be counted as public open 
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space? Will the lobby motor court turnaround be counted as public open space? Is mitigation 
measure F-8 (3) allowed? What are the Quimby fee credits allowed by recreation and parks 
department? I-87 

Response to Comment Daheding-9 
The LAMC does not require public open space within a residential development.  However, 

the LAMC does require private and common open space for the occupants of a residential project.  
A project’s obligation for public open space is met through Quimby fees for the upgrading or 
acquisition of off-site public parks and recreational facilities.  The purpose of Quimby fees is to 
mitigate the impact of residential growth on recreational facilities and parks.  As indicated in 
Section II.G of the Draft EIR, the project would be subject to site plan review as well as approval of 
building permits.  During review of building plans, the Department of Building and Safety will 
require compliance with LAMC Section 12.21.G.2 to ensure the provision of adequate private and 
common open space per dwelling unit.  LAMC Section 17.12 allows private recreation areas for use 
by a project’s residents to be credited against its (Quimby) parkland dedication requirement.  
Mitigation Measure F-8 is permitted under LAMC Section 17.12.F.1, which allows private 
recreational facilities to be credited against the requirement of dedication of land for park and 
recreational purposes.  High intensity development such as swimming pools are credited at $5.00 
per square foot and low intensity development such as landscaped open areas (as may be 
determined by the Advisory Agency) are credited at $2.50 per square foot.  The proposed 
swimming pool and some decking in the terrace may be credited as high intensity development 
against the project’s parkland dedication and the landscaped open space (not occupied by the 
restaurant) in the terrace and landscaped open space in the entrance turn-around may be credited as 
low intensity development against the project’s parkland dedication requirement, if approved by the 
Advisory Agency. 

COMMENT DAHEDING-10 
Why can’t the applicant provide a parking summary with this report showing that the offsite parking 
spaces are available within the other buildings? Will code parking evolve into variances or shared 
parking analysis with all of the other buildings? DEIR p. I-10/93 

Response to Comment Daheding-10 

As indicted in Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, under Option 
1, the required parking would be provided on-site.  As indicated in Section IV, Corrections and 
Additions, under Refined Option 1, the required parking for the 250-room hotel and the ground 
level retail space would be provided on-site.  However, Option 2 has a greater parking demand and 
the available on-site parking supply would be less than the required parking for Option 2.  As shown 
in Table IV.G-9 of the Draft EIR, Option 2 would require 486 parking spaces, 260 of which would 
be provided on-site.  Thus, Option 2 would result in a shortfall of 226 spaces.  The project would 
require approval to permit 226 parking spaces off-site.  As indicated in the Draft EIR, there are two 
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potential locations in which the required parking could be provided.  Both locations, Center West 
located at 10877 Wilshire Boulevard and/or Plaza la Reina located at 1084-10852 Lindbrook Drive, 
would be located more than 750 feet from the proposed project.   

While Mitigation Measure G-3 would ensure that the accounting is provided at the 
appropriate time, in order to provide a detailed response the following information is provided.  
Building Permit #88LA99987 issued in November 1988 indicates that the Center West building has 
a total of 782 parking spaces.  (See Appendix B for a copy of the permit.)  The permit indicates that 
599 parking spaces are required.  Thus, the Center West building has 183 surplus parking spaces.  
Building Permit #05010-10000-05969 issued in September 2007 indicates that the Plaza La Reina 
building has 129 parking spaces.  (See Appendix B for a copy of the permit.) With 71 spaces 
required, Plaza La Reina has 58 surplus parking spaces.  Therefore, the two buildings have a surplus 
of 241 spaces.  Thus, the 226 off-site parking spaces that are required for Option 2 can be provided 
in the two buildings.  

Please also see Response to Comment No. UCLA-3 for a detailed response regarding the 
off-site parking for Option 2. 

COMMENT DAHEDING-11 

Is the elimination of residential side yard setback an adjustment or variance? DEIR p. I-1-4 How 
can the City impose the setback requirement on the adjacent parcel utility easement? DEIR p. I-58. 
Is this a change in City policy, such that developers will be able to purchase "yard easements" on 
adjacent properties to support the findings necessary to eliminate setbacks? If the pool deck extends 
15 feet into a 10 foot alley, is the applicant required to eliminate the rear yard 20 foot setback as 
well? 

Response to Comment Daheding-11 
As indicated in Section II., Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the elimination of a 

required setback on the west side of the site would require a Zoning Administrator Adjustment.  The 
removal of the west side yard setback would occur through a Zoning Administrator Adjustment, in 
accordance with LAMC Section 12.28.A.  Section 12.28.A allows the Zoning Administrator 
authority to grant adjustments in the yard requirements of Chapter 1 of the LAMC, including 
Chapter 1 Section 12.16.C.2, which requires that all portions of buildings erected and used for 
residential purposes in a C2 or C4 zone conform to the requirements of the R4 Zone (LAMC 
Chapter 1 Section 12.11.C 2 and 3).  No side yard setbacks are required of commercial buildings in 
the C2 and C4 zones. 

The summary of the Land Use section in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR (Section 
I, page I-58) explains that the abutting 20-foot easement on the adjacent property provides a de facto 
setback between the project site and off-site development within the UCLA property to the west.  
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As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, including Section I, Executive Summary (page I-16); 
Section II, Project Description (page II-19); and Section IV.D, Land Use (pages IV.D-22, IV.D-59, 
and IV.D-61), of the Draft EIR, the legal requirement for a residential use side yard setback would 
be met through the proposed side yard adjustment.  The proposed adjustment is intended to allow 
development of the site under the same zero side-yard setback allowed for a commercial building in 
the project site’s existing C2 and C4 zones. The UCLA property falls under the jurisdiction of the 
State of California, which has the option to relocate the existing storm drain located within the 
easement and to vacate the easement.  The LAMC contains no provision, nor does the City have any 
policy that would allow yard setback requirements to be met off-site, nor would the City have any 
jurisdiction over land use actions that would occur on the UCLA site.   

With regard to the encroachment into the alley to the north of the site, the porte-cochere/pool 
deck would extend 15 feet into the 20-foot wide alley.  An encroachment permit, not a yard 
adjustment, would be required for this element of the building as proposed.  Encroachment permits 
is listed in Section II.G of the Draft EIR, which provides a list of the entitlements required for the 
project.   

COMMENT DAHEDING-12 

With all of the hazardous materials testing that was done, can the applicant provide water quality 
reports for the permanent dewatering - NPDES permit or industrial waste discharge permit? DEIR 
p. I-46. Why did the City waive the soil gas test at the environmental review stage when the site is 
located in a methane buffer zone? DEIR p. I-47. How will the methane venting system work 
together with the permanent dewatering system? 

Response to Comment Daheding-12 
As indicated on page I-46 and in Section IV.C, Hazards, during operations a permanent 

dewatering system would likely be incorporated below the slab of the lowest level of subterranean 
parking.  As indicated in the Draft EIR, a permit would be required to discharge the groundwater 
from the dewatering.  The discharge of groundwater would require compliance with a NPDES 
Discharge Permit from the RWQCB to discharge water into the storm drain or an appropriate 
Industrial Waste Discharge Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles to discharge into the sanitary 
sewer.  The quality of the water would be considered at that time.   

With regard to the soil gas test, the City did not waive the test.  Mitigation Measure C-3 
requires that prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall conduct the site testing of 
subsurface geological formation in accordance with the Methane Mitigation Standards as indicated 
in LAMC Section 91.7104.1 to evaluate the existence of natural gas.  If determined necessary by the 
testing, a methane gas mitigation system for the project would be developed and installed in 
accordance with the City’s requirements.     
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A Methane Buffer Zone is a zone forming the narrow boundary along the City’s broader 
Methane Zones, which comprise a large part of the City’s west side north of the I-10 Freeway.  In 
general, the City’s Methane Zones are also characterized by high water tables, particularly along the 
Wilshire corridor to the east of Beverly Hills.  As the need exists throughout the area to remove or 
eliminate water seepage, as well as methane vapors, technology to provide separate dewatering and 
methane venting systems has been in developed and practiced in the area’s new and retrofitted 
structures.  As with other existing systems, the project’s dewatering and methane systems would be 
separate systems that would be designed so that no conflicts would occur 

COMMENT DAHEDING-13 
Are emergency vehicles traveling north on Gayley to the new UCLA medical center affected by 
construction lane closures? Will the applicant's contractor be prohibited from later filing hardship 
exemptions at street services to allow lane closures at peak times? What is the maximum number of 
lanes that may be closed at any given time? DEIR p. I-72/88 

Response to Comment Daheding-13 
As discussed in Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR (pages IV.G-

22 and G-24), the construction of new utility lines may require temporary closure of one lane along 
the project’s Gayley Avenue frontage.  Only one lane would be closed at any single time.  All street 
closures or other roadway impediments associated with construction in the public streets must be 
reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT).  The LADOT 
provides daily notification of all lane or street closures to emergency services, including the LAFD, 
LAPD, and emergency medical/ambulance services in the districts in which lane closures would 
occur.  With appropriate coordination between the LADOT and these services, a single lane closure 
on Gayley Avenue, in an area in which several alternative routes to the UCLA Medical Center are 
available, would not delay emergency vehicle access to that facility.  The LADOT determines the 
time of day a lane closure would be allowed.  Based on the LADOT’s understanding of baseline 
service levels provided in the project’s Traffic Study, and the effect of temporary closures on 
Gayley Avenue’s service levels, it is expected that closures would be limited to non-peak traffic 
hours.  The approval of a lane closure during peak hours would require an additional, detailed 
service level analysis and the demonstration that the closure would not cause the LADOT’s 
threshold standard to be temporarily exceeded. 
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IV.  CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 
1.  REFINED OPTION 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This section includes two subsections.  As indicated in Section I, Introduction, Option 1 
has been refined so as to result in an economically viable project and to meet better certain 
project objectives.  Subsection 1 presents a detailed description of Refined Option 1 as well as 
the necessary environmental analysis to understand the potential impacts that would result from 
the refinement of Option 1.  In addition, Subsection 2 provides corrections and/or additions to 
the Draft EIR as a result of comments received on the document. 

REFINED OPTION 1 

Since circulation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has submitted a refined use distribution 
for Option 1 to the City.  Option 1 has been refined in order to create a project that is 
economically viable in today’s market by increasing the number of hotel rooms and removing 
the condominium units and public restaurant components of the proposed project.  In addition, 
Option 1 was refined to better meet the proposed Project objectives of creating a high quality, 
luxury, mixed use hotel.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would support the future economic 
vitality of Westwood Village by developing a project that will generate additional annual sales 
tax revenues through commercial development.  In all other respects, Option 1 remains the same.  
The refined option is referred to as Refined Option 1.  Detailed analyses for Refined Option 1 for 
each issue area contained in the Draft EIR are provided below.  Refined Option 1 is similar to the 
mix of uses described in Alternative D, Hotel Alternative, which was analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
As described in the Draft EIR, Alternative D would contain 250 hotel rooms and associated 
amenities, such as a business center with meeting rooms, a swimming pool, spa and fitness 
center.  Alternative D would also include an approximately 9,975 square foot public restaurant.  
As with Option 1 and the Refined Option 1, the Hotel Alternative would include approximately 
6,510 square feet of ground floor retail space.  Refined Option 1 is described in detail below. 

CEQA contains provisions for circumstances where minor modifications are made to the 
currently proposed project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires the recirculation of an 
EIR prior to certification only when significant new information is added to the EIR.  In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) “New information added to an EIR is not 
‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 



IV.  Corrections and Additions 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page IV-2 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress  

project’s proponents have declined to implement.”  The proposed revisions do not substantially 
affect the conclusions of the impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  An analysis is provided 
below for Refined Option 1 for each issue area addressed in the Draft EIR.  As indicated in the 
analyses below, Refined Option 1 would not result in any new significant impact nor an increase 
in the severity of a significant impact not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, 
Refined Option 1 does not constitute significant new information, as discussed in detail below, 
and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required prior to certification of the Final EIR.   

Description of Refined Option 1 – Hotel Project 

Table IV-1 on page IV-3 provides a comparison of Option 1, Refined Option 1 and 
Option 2.  Table IV-1  includes Option 2 for comparison purposes only.  Option 2 remains the 
same as proposed and analyzed in the Draft EIR and, therefore, the remainder of the discussion 
and analyses is on Refined Option 1.   

Refined Option 1 remains the same as Option 1 with all respects with the exception of 
number of hotel rooms and condominium units and character and size of the proposed restaurant 
space.  Under Refined Option 1, the site would be developed with a 250-room luxury business 
hotel that would include amenities commonly found in luxury hotels, including a restaurant, 
coffee shop, business center with meeting rooms, private library and lounge, swimming pool, 
spa, and a fitness center.  The amenities would be reserved for use by the hotel guests.  Refined 
Option 1 would also include approximately 6,510 square feet of ground floor quality retail uses.   

The hotel office and lobby (approximately 4,010 square feet) would be located to the 
north of the retail space at the ground level.  The second floor would have an approximately 
4,500 square foot fitness center,, and house administration, laundry and service areas.  The third 
floor would contain additional back of house uses for the hotel, an approximately 2,600 square 
foot coffee shop, an approximately 3,000 square foot day spa, mechanical rooms and pool 
equipment.  The third floor would cantilever over a motor court at the north end of the property 
creating a landscaped terrace and pool deck at the fourth floor level. The fourth floor would 
include a bar and restaurant reserved for use by hotel guests.  The fourth floor would also contain 
a library and lounge area and business center, also reserved for use by hotel guests.      

The 250 hotel units would comprise approximately 169,191 square feet of floor area on 
floors five through 29.  The hotel rooms would range in size from approximately 540 to 6,770 
square feet of usable floor area. Floors five to 11 would each contain 14 hotel rooms 
(approximately 540 square feet each), floors 12 through 22 would each contain 10 hotel rooms 
(approximately 650 square feet each), and floors 23 through 27 would contain seven or eight 
rooms (ranging in size from approximately 800 to 900 square feet).  Floors 28 and 29 would 
contain the remaining four rooms (three rooms approximately 2,260 square feet and one room 
approximately 6,770 square feet).   
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Table IV-1 
 

Summary of Proposed Land Uses for Option 1, Refined Option 1 and Option 2 
 

Use 
Option 1 – Approximate FAR 

Square Footage 
Refined Option 1 – Approximate 

FAR Square Footage 
Option 2 - Approximate FAR 

Square Footage 
Retail 6,510 sf 6,510 sf 6,510 sf 
Restaurant/Bar 9,975 sf c  9,975 sf c 
   Seating Area  4,950 sf a    
   Kitchen  1,210 sf a    
Bar/Lounge  1,735 sf a    
Condominiums  10 condominiums e   0 condominiums 169,191 sf d 
Hotel Rooms   134 rooms e 169,191 sf b   0 rooms 
Amenities    

Library/Business Center  880 sf 0 sf 
Fitness Center 4,500 sf 4,500 sf 4,500 sf 
Spa 3,000 sf  3,000 sf  3,000 sf  
Coffee Shop 3,800 sf 3,800 sf 3,800 sf 
Lobby 2,750 sf 2,750 sf 2,750 sf 
Administration/Back of House 33,354 sf 30,687sf 29,487 sf 

Circulation/Exit Corridors  32,670 sf 32,670 sf 
TOTAL 261,883 sf 261,883 sf 261,883 sf 
  

Notes:  FAR area excludes stairs, mechanical spaces, and shafts. The gross built area is 314,325 square feet.  

 The unit size of the hotel rooms would range from approximately 540 square feet to approximately 6,770 square feet of useable floor area. 
a The restaurant/bar would be reserved  for use by hotel guests only.     
b There are a total of 250 hotel rooms. 
c   The restaurant/bar in Option 2 would be for use by the general public. 
d There are a total of 144 for-sale condominiums. One hundred thirty-four of the for-sale condominiums would be 1-bedroom units and 10 of the for-sale 

condominiums would be 4-bedroom units. 
e The hotel rooms and condominiums would have a total of 197,994 square feet.  The 10 for-sale condominiums would be 4-bedroomm units. 
 
Source:  Ann Gray, FAIA, and PCR Services Corporation, 2009. 
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Access to Refined Option 1 would remain the same as under Option 1 and Option 2.  
Vehicular access to the site would be from the public alley that runs along the north boundary of 
the site.  This vehicular access would lead to the circular driveway, which would provide a drop-
off and pick-up area for users of the building.  The alley access would lead to the circular drive 
as well as to the subterranean parking structure.  The subterranean parking structure would be 
accessed from the western end of the site.  Two bays for loading would be provided at the 
northwestern corner of the hotel.  Access to the loading area would be via the alley.   

On-site parking would be provided in a four-level subterranean parking facility that 
would accommodate approximately 200 parking spaces.  With the use of valet and tandem 
parking, the parking structure would be able to accommodate up to 260 spaces.   

The building design, including the height and number of stories, under Refined Option 1 
would remain the same as under Option 1 and Option 2.  Overall, the project would be 29 stories 
and approximately 427 feet, in height. Refined Option 1 would have the same FAR (10.03:1) as 
either Refined Option 1 or Option 2.   

With regard to pedestrian access, as with Option 1 and Option 2, Refined Option 1 would 
include the widening of the existing sidewalk on Gayley Avenue to a uniform dimension of ten 
feet and would require no reduction in the current Gayley Avenue right-of-way.  The proposed 
landscaping, lighting, and signage would also be the same as that previously described under 
Option 1 and Option 2. 

As the building would remain the same under Refined Option 1, the construction would 
be the same as that described and analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

The necessary approvals for Refined Option 1 would be similar to Option 1, with the 
exception that Refined Option 1 would not require a Vesting Tentative Tract Map.  As such, 
approvals required for the development of Refined Option 1 would include, but may not be 
limited to, the following: 

• General Plan Amendment to:  (1) amend footnote 3 of the Westwood Community 
Plan Land Use Map to allow an increase in the density and height on the south parcel; 
and (2) amend the land use designation on the north parcel in the Westwood 
Community Plan Land Use Map from Community Commercial to Regional Center 
Commercial;  

• Specific Plan Amendment to the Westwood Village Specific Plan and to the 
Westwood Community Design Review Board Specific Plan to move the boundary 
north from the project site’s midpoint to Lindbrook Drive to exclude the entire site 
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from the Specific Plan so that the entire site is governed by the Westwood 
Community Plan; 

• Zone change from C4-2D-O on the north parcel and [Q]C4-2-O on the south parcel to 
amend the D Development Limitation on the north parcel and amend the [Q] 
Condition on the south parcel; 

• Height District Change to change Height District 2 and 2D to Height District 4D on 
both parcels; 

• Zoning Administrator Adjustment to eliminate any required setback on the west side 
of the site; 

• Site Plan Review/Design Review; 

• Compliance with the West Los Angeles TIMP Specific Plan; 

• Conditional Use Permit to allow the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption; 

• Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel in the C4 zone within 500 feet of an R zone;  

• Conditional Use Permit to allow a wireless transmitting facility; 

• Encroachment Permits for components including signs and awnings; 

• Subsurface vacation of the public right-of-way under the alley and vacation along 
Gayley Avenue to permit underground parking; 

• Highway Dedications along Wilshire Boulevard and Gayley Avenue, as necessary; 

• Demolition permits; 

• Grading, excavation, foundation, and associated building permits; 

• Haul Routes; and 

• Other permits and approvals as deemed necessary, including possible legislative 
approvals, such as a Development Agreement, as required by the City.1  

                                                 
1  If the City requests a Development Agreement, the project covered by the Development Agreement would be the 

same as that proposed and analyzed in this EIR. 



IV.  Corrections and Additions 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page IV-6 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress  

Impact Analyses for Refined Option 1 

A.  Aesthetics/Visual Resources 

The design, scale, and all exterior physical features of Refined Option 1 would be 
identical to Option 1.  Refined Option 1 would have the same orientation, architectural treatment, 
floor area, stories (29) and height (427) as Option 1.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would 
include 6,510 square feet of ground floor, street-facing retail uses and would provide the same 
sidewalk improvements and landscaping amenities.  As Option 1’s physical features would not 
change under Refined Option 1, Refined Option 1 would have the same less-than significant 
impacts related to visual character, views of the project site, viewshed, light and glare, and 
shading as under Option 1.  Therefore, aesthetic/visual resources impacts under Refined Option 1 
would continue to be less than significant. 

B.  Air Quality 

The Refined Option 1 would be subject to the same construction parameters as Option 1, 
therefore resulting in no changes to construction scheduling or air quality impacts. Although the 
number of hotel rooms is increased, the overall construction duration and equipment would 
remain the same.  As the construction remains the same, the construction schedule and 
equipment mix would not change and Refined Option 1 would have a less than significant 
impact on air quality during construction.  

Refined Option 1 would result in an increase in the number of vehicle trips associated 
with daily operations in comparison to Option 1. As a result of the increase in vehicular trips, an 
assessment of possible regional and localized operational air quality impacts was performed.  
Pollutant emissions associated with vehicular trips are calculated based on the number of trips as 
well as distance travelled.  The Refined Option 1 would generate a net increase of 1,538 trips per 
day compared with 1,291 trips per day under Option 1.  The distance traveled during each trip is 
not expected to change.  Therefore, the daily trip rate increase would cause mobile source 
emissions to increase proportionally to trip generation.  As shown in Table IV-2 on page IV-7, 
operational emissions from Refined Option 1 would be larger than those estimated as a result of 
Option 1, but emissions would remain below regional SCAQMD thresholds.   

Localized operational impacts are determined mainly by the peak hour intersection traffic 
volumes.  In order to determine potential localized operational impacts as a result of Refined 
Option 1, a localized hotspots analysis was performed.  As shown in Table IV-3 on page IV-8, 
localized CO concentrations would remain below significance thresholds.  As a result, Refined 
Option 1 would not result in new impacts with regard to regional and localized emissions. 
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Greenhouse gas emissions are calculated based on the vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and 
energy consumption (natural gas, electricity generation, water usage) resulting from daily 
operational emissions.  Refined Option 1’s increase in daily trip rate as well as energy 
consumption due to the increase in the number of rooms would increase operational greenhouse 
gas emissions in a similar manner.  The analysis prepared for Option 1 resulted in GHG 
emissions well below applicable thresholds with a GHG emissions reduction of 38 percent below 

Table IV-2 
 

Comparison of Option 1 to Refined Option 1 
Unmitigated Regional Operational Emissionsa 

(Pounds per Day) 
 

Emission Source VOC NOX CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
 

Option 1 Emissions             
Net Mobile 7 11 84 <1 21 4 
Net Area  1 1 4 <1 <1 <1 
Net Stationaryb, c <1 9 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Total Net 9 22 89 1 21 4 
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 55  55  550  150  150  55  
Difference (46) (33) (461) (149) (129) (51) 
Significant? No  No No No No No 
Refined Option 1 Emissions             

Net Mobile 10 18 118 <1 18 4 
Net Area  <1 2 2 <1 <1 <1 
Net Stationaryb, c <1 8 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Total Net 11 28 120 <1 18 4 
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 55  55  550  150  150  55  
Difference (44) (27) (430) (149) (132) (51) 
Significant? No  No No No No No 

Comparison of Emissions             
Option 1 Total Emissions 9 22 89 1 21 4 
Refined Option 1 Total Emissions 11 28 120 <1 18 4 

Percent Difference 23% 29% 35% -18% -12% -12% 
  

Note:  Numbers may not add up exactly due to rounding. 
 

a Mobile and area emissions are calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 emissions model.  Area sources include 
natural gas consumption, landscape fuel consumption, residential consumer products and miscellaneous 
sources (e.g., among other things, commercial solvent usage, architectural coatings).  Emissions due to project-
related electricity generation are calculated based on guidance provided in the Handbook.  Worksheets and 
modeling output files are provided in Appendix G. 

b Stationary sources include emissions from emergency diesel generators that would be included during project 
operations (Appendix G). 

c   Stationary source emissions include a 14 percent reduction consistent with the above listed project 
features.(Appendix G) 

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009. 
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the Business as Usual (BAU) scenario.  As shown in Table IV-4 on page IV-9, Refined Option 1 
would result in a GHG emissions reduction of 37 percent below the BAU scenario which is 
better than the goal of 30 percent below BAU.  As a result, the increase in daily trips resulting 
from Refined Option 1 would not result in any additional GHG or climate change impacts. 

C.  Hazards 

Construction of Refined Option 1 would be the same as Option 1 given that the 
subterranean parking, site plan, and building would remain the same.  As with Option 1, the 
construction of Refined Option 1 would not result in the exposure of people or structures to 
substantial risk resulting from the release of a hazardous material, or from exposure to a health 
hazard after mitigation.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would not expose future 
commercial users of the site to significant to health risks as the potential risks to future users 
would be below acceptable risk levels established by the Federal and State Environmental 
Protection Agencies and other regulatory entities.  As indicated in Section IV.C of the Draft EIR, 
the development of the site would not expose people or structures to hazards with regard to 
natural gases from the nearby oil field due to compliance with the requirements of the City of 
Los Angeles Methane Seepage Regulations.  Thus, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would 

Table IV-3 
 

Refined Option 1 - Hotel Project 
Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis 

 

Intersection 
Peak 

Period a 

Maximum   
1-Hour 2012 

Base 
Concentration b

(ppm)  

Maximum  
1-Hour 2012 w/ 

Project 
Concentration c

(ppm) 

Significant 
1-Hour 

Impact? d

(>20 ppm) 

Maximum  
8-Hour 2012 

Base 
Concentration  

(ppm) 

Maximum  
8-Hour 2012 

w/ Project 
Concentration f 

(ppm) 

Significant 
8-Hour Impact ?

(>9.0 ppm)d 

Gayley Avenue and 
Wilshire Boulevard 

A.M. 6.2 6.2 No 3.85 3.85 No 
P.M. 6.3 6.3 No 3.85 3.85 No 

Sepulveda Boulevard 
and Wilshire Boulevard 

A.M. 6.2 6.2 No 3.92 3.92 No 
P.M. 6.4 6.4 No 3.99 3.99 No 

  

ppm = parts per million 
 
a Peak hour traffic volumes are  based on the Traffic Study prepared for the project by Fehr & Peers/Kaku Associates, 

March 2009. 
b SCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 Base traffic CO 1-hour contribution. 
c SCAQMD 2012 1-hour ambient background concentration (4.4 ppm) + 2012 w/ project traffic CO 1-hour contribution. 
d The most restrictive standard for 1-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm and for 8-hour concentrations is 9.0 ppm. 
e SCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 Base traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 
f SCAQMD 2012 8-hour ambient background concentration (2.8 ppm) + 2012 w/ project traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 
 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009; emission factor and dispersion modeling output sheets are provided in 

Appendix G. 
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result in a health hazard and hazardous materials impact during construction and operation  
Potential impacts, therefore, are less than significant.   

D.  Land Use 

1.  General Plan Framework 

 Refined Option 1 would support the same objectives of the General Plan Framework, 
evaluated in Table IV.4.D-1 of the Draft EIR, as under Option 1, in that its hotel and retail uses 
would accommodate a diversity of uses that support the needs of the City’s existing and future 
residents, businesses, and visitors (Objective 3.1), and Refined Option 1 would provide for the 
spatial distribution of development that would facilitate a reduction of vehicle trips 
(Objective 3.2).  Refined Option 1 would support development of Regional Centers by its 

Table IV-4 
 

Comparison of Option 1 to Refined Option 1 
Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2012) 

 
Emission Source CO2e (Metric Tons) 

Project built under BAU Standards Option 1 Refined Option 
1 

Operations   
On-Road Mobile Sources a 4,507 4,603  
Electricity b 644 850 
Water Conveyance  61 82 
Natural Gas c 221 359 

Construction (Amortized) 52 52 
Total 5,433 5,894 

Project Built with incorporation of Project Features and Mitigation Measures  
Operations   

On-Road Mobile Sources a 2,610 2,665  
Electricity b 531 701 
Water Conveyance d 51 38 
Natural Gas c 182 297 

Construction (Amortized) 52 52 
Total 3,375 3,701 

Total GHG Savings 2,058 2,193 
Total Net Reduction 38% 37% 

  

Note:  Emission calculations are provided in Appendix G. 
a URBEMIS 2007 
b Electricity Usage Rates from Table A9-12-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993. 
c Natural Gas Usage Rates from Table A9-12-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993. 
d GHG emissions from water conveyance do take into account the project design features that 

reduce water demand.  Thus, the GHG emissions in the Project case are likely over-estimated.   
 
Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2009. 
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location within a designated Regional Center (Objective 3.10); Refined Option 1 would locate 
and design buildings to enhance pedestrian activity (Objective 3.16); and Refined Option 1 
would contribute in a positive way to public open space (Objective 6.4).   

Unlike Option 1, Refined Option 1 would not provide residential units and would, 
therefore, not support the General Plan Framework Housing Chapter (Objectives 4.1 and 4.2) in 
the same manner as under Option 1.  However, as the project site is not zoned or planned for 
housing under the General Plan, Refined Option 1 is not considered to be in non-conformance 
with housing policies of the General Plan Framework.   

As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would not be consistent with the current Long Range 
Land Use Diagram, West/Coastal Los Angeles, Footnotes “D” and “G” of the General Plan 
Framework, which limit FAR on the project site.  However, as with Option 1, General Plan 
Amendments are included in the list of necessary entitlements.  As with Option 1, Refined 
Option 1 would not result in any new significant physical land use impacts as a result of the 
proposed General Plan Amendments.  Therefore, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would have 
a less than significant impact with respect to the applicable policies of the General Plan 
Framework.  

2.  General Plan Transportation Element 

Refined Option 1 would support Objectives 3 and 4 of the General Plan Transportation 
Element, presented in Table IV.4.D-2 of the Draft EIR, in the same manner as under Option 1.  
Objective 3 encourages development in regional centers, community centers, and major activity 
areas; location of development in proximity to transit; and enhanced pedestrian circulation and 
Objective 4 seeks to preserve the existing character of residential areas and maintaining 
pedestrian-oriented environments where appropriate.  Refined Option 1 would represent the 
same increase in FAR in proximity to transit along Wilshire Boulevard (Policy 3.7), and would 
enhance pedestrian circulation with the ground-level retail use and sidewalk improvements 
(Policy 3.13 ) as under Option 1.  Refined Option 1 would provide direct access to major 
highways and the I-405 Freeway and would avoid intrusions on local residential streets (Policy 
4.1) and would improve circulation and access patterns at the project site (Policy 4.3) as under 
Option 1.  Therefore, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would have a less than significant 
impact with respect to the applicable objectives of General Plan Transportation Element.  

3.  City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist 

Refined Option 1 would support the applicable objectives and goals of the City’s 
Walkability Checklist, presented in Table IV.4.D-1 of the Draft EIR, in the same manner as 
under Option 1.  The Walkability Checklist addresses sidewalk improvements, off-street parking, 
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location of utilities, on-site landscaping, building orientation, building façade design, and 
building signage and lighting.  As these would be the same as under Option 1, Refined Option 1 
would be consistent with all applicable policies of the Walkability Checklist.  In fact, with the 
introduction of 250 hotel rooms as opposed to 134 rooms, Refined Option 1 would create 
additional pedestrian activity because it would increase the number of hotel guests and, 
therefore, the number of people walking to and from the hotel.  Therefore, as with Option 1, the 
impact with respect to the Walkability Checklist under Refined Option 1 would be less than 
significant. 

4.  Westwood Community Plan 

Refined Option 1 would support the objectives of the Westwood Community Plan, 
presented in Table IV.4.D-4 of the Draft EIR, in the same manner as under Option 1.  As with 
Option 1, Refined Option 1 would support the goal of the Community Plan to provide a strong 
commercial sector (Goal 2) and to conserve and strengthen viable commercial development 
(Objective 2-1).  Refined Option 1 would promote a distinctive commercial district and 
pedestrian-oriented areas (Objective 2-2) since it would have the same ground-level retail, 
streetscape, and sidewalk improvements that would enhance the appearance of the commercial 
district (Objective 2-3) as under Option 1.   

As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would not be consistent with the Community Plan 
Map’s current “Community Commercial” designations and FAR designations.  Refined Option 1 
would include the same entitlements with regard to the Westwood Community Plan as would 
Option 1.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would not result in any significant physical 
impacts on the environment as a result of the proposed General Plan Amendments.  Therefore, 
Refined Option 1 would have a less than significant impact with respect to the objectives and 
policies of the Westwood Community Plan.   

5.  Westwood Village Specific Plan 

Refined Option 1 would include the same amendment of the Westwood Village Specific 
Plan to relocate the boundary of the Specific Plan to the north of the project site, as discussed in 
Section IV.D of the Draft EIR.  However, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would be 
consistent with the Specific Plan’s allowable commercial uses (Policy 5.A.1); hotel use (Policy 
5.D.8); occupation of more than 80 percent of the ground floor with retail uses/hotel uses (Policy 
5.D.1); parking (Policy 9.A); architectural articulation (Policy 10.A); and ground level entrances 
(Policy 10.B).  In addition, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would not significantly impact 
any of Westwood Village’s designated culturally and architecturally significant buildings, nor 
would it significantly shade any residential uses beyond the Specific Plan’s threshold criteria nor 
generate other physical impacts as a result of the proposed Specific Plan amendment.  As 
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Refined Option 1 would be consistent with the area’s existing land use pattern, and would not 
result in significant physical land use impacts, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would have a 
less than significant impact with respect to the Westwood Village Specific Plan and its 
companion implementation mechanism set forth in the Westwood Community Design Review 
Board Specific Plan.  

6.  Los Angeles Municipal Code 

Refined Option 1 would occupy the same building envelope, footprint and height, and 
have the same FAR as under Option 1.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would require 
changes pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) regarding Qualifying or [Q] 
conditions (FAR), height designation 2D, and other regulations pertinent to size and height 
limitations, as under Option 1.  As with Option 1, the proposed zone change from C4-2D-O on 
the north parcel and [Q]C4-2-O on the south parcel, amendment of the D limitation on the north 
parcel and the [Q] condition on the south parcel, and height district change to change Height 
District 2 and 2D to Height District 4D on both parcels, as discussed in Section II, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR, would allow the development of Refined Option 1 in compliance 
with Code requirements.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would require a Zoning 
Administrator Adjustment to eliminate any west side yard setback and a conditional use to 
permit the sale of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with the operation of its private restaurant.  
However, Refined Option 1 would not require a tract map for condominium purposes since it 
would contain no residential units.  As residential zones and respective residential development 
are located within 500 feet of the project site, Refined Option 1, as with Option 1 would require a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow a hotel use at the project site (Zoning Code Section 
12.12.2 A1(d) does not allow hotel uses within 500 feet of a residential zone).  Therefore, Option 
1 would have no impact with respect to compliance with this requirement.  Since approval of 
CUP, side-yard adjustment, and other height and FAR changes would be required prior to 
development, Refined Option 1, as with Option 1, would be consistent with all zoning 
regulations applicable to the project site at the time of development.  Thus, as with Option 1, 
Refined Option 1 would result in less than significant impacts with regard to the LAMC.  

7.  Southern California Association of Government’s 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Compass Blueprint 

Refined Option 1 would be consistent with the goals of the Southern California 
Association of Government (SCAG)’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 
Compass Blueprint in the same manner as under Option 1.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 
would support RTP goals to maximize mobility and accessibility by its location in an existing 
urban center and major transportation node.  Refined Option 1 would be consistent with RTP 
goals to ensure a sustainable regional transportation system, maximize the productivity of the 
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area’s transportation system, and support growth patterns that complement the area’s 
transportation investments by its proximity to alternative transit modes on Wilshire Boulevard.  
In addition, Refined Option 1 would be consistent with RTP goals to protect air quality and 
promote energy efficiency through incorporation of LEED features.   

As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would support Compass Blueprint Principle 1 to 
improve mobility to residents by providing employment in proximity to alternative transit 
modes.  Refined Option 1 would support Principle 2 to promote infill development, to provide a 
mix of uses, and to promote “walkable” communities in the same manner as under Options 1, 
including the provision of a hotel that would foster and support revitalization of the Westwood 
community and by providing a mix of hotel and retail uses along, and accessible from, the public 
sidewalk.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would support Compass Blueprint Principle 3 to 
enable prosperity for all people by supporting the economic well-being of the City and 
prohibiting discrimination in the use of its retail and hotel uses and based on race, ethnicity or 
income class.  Refined Option 1, as with Option 1 would be consistent with all applicable 
policies of the SCAG’s 2008 RPT and Compass Growth Vision and, as such, land use impacts 
with respect to these plans would be less than significant. 

8.  Land Use Compatibility 

Refined Option 1 is identical in height and scale to Option 1.  As such, Refined Option 1 
would continue an existing pattern of development along the Wilshire corridor in which high-rise 
buildings are juxtaposed with low rise commercial land uses.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 
1 would not adversely change the existing relationships between land uses or properties in the 
community due to the height of the proposed building.  Therefore, Refined Option 1 would have 
a less than significant land use impact with respect to compatibility of scale.   

With regard to uses, the proposed hotel/retail uses under Refined Option 1 would be 
consistent with surrounding commercial uses on Wilshire Boulevard and the adjacent Westwood 
Village.  The proposed ground level retail use under Refined Option 1 would be similar to, and 
would support, the existing street front retail uses in Westwood Village, while the proposed hotel 
would support the surrounding residential and business community, including the university.  As 
with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would increase connectivity between commercial uses on 
Wilshire Boulevard and commercial uses in Westwood Village by enhancing the existing 
pedestrian environment.  As with Option 1, the mix of hotel and retail uses provided under 
Refined Option 1 would be compatible with surrounding commercial uses in the area, and would 
not substantially or significantly change the existing relationships between land uses or 
properties in the existing surrounding community.  Therefore, Refined Option 1 would result in a 
less than significant impact with respect to land use compatibility. 
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E.  Noise 

The Refined Option 1 would be subject to the same construction parameters as Option 1, 
therefore resulting in no changes to construction. As the building remains the same, the 
originally proposed construction schedule and equipment mix would not change and impacts 
from construction noise would be less than significant.  

Compared to Option 1, the Refined Option 1 would increase the number of hotel rooms 
from 134 to 250 rooms, thus resulting in an increase in the number of vehicle trips.  Therefore, 
an assessment of possible operational noise impacts was performed and worksheets are provided 
in Appendix G of this Final EIR.    

Refined Option 1 would not be expected to generate significant amounts of noise in the 
area, similar to Option 1.  Option 1 generated a net increase of 1,291 trips per day while Refined 
Option 1 would generate a net increase of 1,538 trips per day.  As shown in Table IV-5 below, 
noise associated with project-related off-site traffic would remain the same under Refined Option 
1.  Option 1 would result in project-generated traffic noise levels that would be well below the 
significance threshold.  Therefore, traffic noise impact under Refined Option 1 would remain 
less than significant.  Similar to Option 1, noise impacts from on-site noise sources, including 
parking facilities, mechanical equipment and pool area would be less than significant under 
Refined Option 1.  Therefore, operational noise from Refined Option 1 would remain less than 
significant and no change in the mitigation measures would be needed. 

Table IV-5 
 

Refined Option 1 
Off-Site Traffic Noise Analysis 

 

Roadway Segment/ Cross Section 
Adjacent 
Land Use 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels at 25 
feet from Roadway, CNEL (dBA) Increment 

Option 1 Refined Option 1  
Gayley Avenue     

North of Kinross Avenue Residential  67.7 67.7 0.0 
Between Kinross Avenue and Lindbrook 
Drive Commercial 67.6 67.6 0.0 

Between Lindbrook Drive and Wilshire 
Boulevard Commercial 69.0 69.0 0.0 

Midvale Avenue     
South of Wilshire Boulevard Residential  64.6 64.6 0.0 

Glendon Avenue     
North of Lindbrook Drive Commercial 63.4 63.4 0.0 
Between Lindbrook Drive and Wilshire 
Boulevard Commercial 65.9 65.9 0.0 

South of Wilshire Boulevard Residential 62.4 62.4 0.0 



IV.  Corrections and Additions 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page IV-15 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress  

Table IV-5 
 

Refined Option 1 
Off-Site Traffic Noise Analysis 

 

Roadway Segment/ Cross Section 
Adjacent 
Land Use 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels at 25 
feet from Roadway, CNEL (dBA) Increment 

Option 1 Refined Option 1  
Westwood Boulevard     

North of Lindbrook Drive Residential 67.2 67.2 0.0 
Between  Lindbrook Drive and Wilshire 
Boulevard 

Commercial 68.4 68.4 0.0 

South of Wilshire Boulevard Residential 67.1 67.1 0.0 
Lindbrook Drive     

Between Gayley Avenue and Westwood 
Boulevard Commercial 64.2 64.2 0.0 

Between Westwood Boulevard and 
Glendon Avenue Commercial 65.3 65.3 0.0 

East of  Glendon Avenue Residential 67.4 67.4 0.0 
Kinross Avenue     

East of Gayley Avenue Commercial 63.5 63.5 0.0 
Wilshire Boulevard     

Between Veteran Avenue and Gayley 
Avenue Commercial 73.7 73.7 0.0 

Between Gayley Avenue and Westwood 
Boulevard Commercial 73.0 73.0 0.0 

Between Westwood Boulevard and 
Glendon Avenue Commercial 72.7 72.7 0.0 

East of Glendon Avenue Residential 71.6 71.6 0.0 
  

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009. 

 

F.1  Fire Services 

Refined Option 1 would increase the number of hotel rooms from 134 hotel rooms under 
Option 1 to 250 hotel rooms but would remove the 10 proposed condominiums.  The total 
building floor area would remain the same; however, with the elimination of the proposed 
residential units under Refined Option 1, the entire building would be committed to commercial 
uses.  Table IV-6 on page IV-16, provides a comparison of the number of guests, residents, and 
employees generated by Refined Option 1 compared to Option 1.  As shown in Table IV-6, 
Refined Option 1 is estimated to generate a net of 155 more hotel guests (an increase of 174 
hotel guests less 19 residents) and 46 more employees than under Option 1.   
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Refined Option 1 would generate incrementally higher demand for fire services than 
under Option 1.  Table IV-7 provides a comparison of the estimated demand for fire services for 
Refined Option 1 and Option 1.  The factors used in the calculations are also provided in the 
table.  For Refined Option 1, applying a per capita generation factor of 0.1205 incidents (fire 
calls) per year/per guest or employee, the projected 375 hotel guests under Refined Option 1 are  
estimated to generate 45 incidents per year (375 guests x 0.1205 = 45.18 incidents) and the 228 
projected employees are estimated to generate 28 incidents per year (228 employees x 0.1205 = 
27.47), for a total of approximately 73 incidents per year (45.18 + 27.47 = 72.65 incidents).   
Daily average incidents under Refined Option 1 would be approximately 0.1992 (73 ÷ 365).  By 
comparison, Option 1 is estimated to generate a total of 49 incidents per year.   

As indicated in Section IV.F.1, Table IV.F-2, of the Draft EIR, four LAFD stations 
(Stations No. 37, 71, 92, and 59) are located in the vicinity of the project site.  LAFD Station No. 
37, which is the nearest to the project site and the most likely to be first call, reports 
approximately 15.1 daily incidents on average, while the combined four fire stations report 37.5 
daily incidents on average.   

Table IV-6 
Comparison of Hotel Guests, Residents, and Employees 

Option 1 and Refined Option 1 
 
 Option 1 Refined Option 1 Difference 
Hotel Rooms 134  hotel rooms 250 hotel rooms +116 hotel rooms 
Hotel Guests 134 x 1.5/rooma = 

201 
250 x 1.5/room=375 hotel 

guests 
+174 hotel guests 

Residential Units 10 units 0 units -10 units 
Residents 10 x 1.93/unitb = 

19.3 residents 
0 -19 residents 

Total guest/residents 220.3 (220) 
guests/residents 

375 hotel guests + 155 hotel guests 

Commercial Floor Area  209,857 sq. ft. d 261,883 sq. ft. d + 52,878 sq. ft. 
Employees 209,857 sq. ft. x 

0.87/1,000 sf. ft.c = 
182.5 

261,883 sq. ft. x 0.87/1,000 
sq. ft. = 227.8 

+46 employees 

Total 
guest/residents/employees 

403 604 +201 

  

a Hotel occupancy is assumed to be 1.5 persons/room/day in accordance with the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, p.K.1-3. 

b The current household ratio is assumed to be 1.93 residents/unit in accordance with the Westwood Community 
Plan multi-family occupancy rate. 

c Based on the Natelson Company, Inc. Employment Density Report, which was derived from SCAG database and 
Assessor’s Parcel records (“Hotel/Motel”) for the West Los Angeles SCAG region, an employment generation 
factor of 0.87 employees/1,000 square feet of commercial floor area is assumed. 

d Note:  The floor area represents commercial floor area only.  Total building floor area for all uses under Option 
1 and Refined Option 1 is the same (261,883 sq. ft.). 

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009 
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Table IV-7 below, provides a comparison of the estimated percentage increase on the first 
call station.  As shown in Table IV-7, Refined Option 1 would generate an increase in incidents 
for Fire Station No. 37 by approximately 1.32 percent (0.1992 ÷ 15 = 0.01328) and an increase 
of approximately 0.52 percent for the combined four stations (0.1992 ÷ 37.5 = 0.00531).  The 
projected increase in current fire services demand of 1.32 percent under Refined Option 1 is 
minimal and is not expected to increase demand on fire services to the extent that existing 
services to the project site would need to be significantly expanded or that relocation or 
construction of new LAFD facilities, or enlargement of existing facilities, would be required.  
Therefore, Refined Option 1, as with Option 1, would have a less than significant impact with 
respect to fire services. 

F.2  Police Services 

 As indicated above, Refined Option 1 is estimated to generate approximately 375 hotel 
guests and approximately 228 employees (total of 603 persons).   

Refined Option 1 would generate incrementally higher demand for police services than 
Option 1.  As shown in Table IV-8 on page IV-18, applying a per capita generation factor of 
0.0222 crimes per year, the projected hotel guests under Refined Option 1 could potentially 
generate 8.3 crimes per year and projected employees could potentially generate 5.1 crimes per 
year, for a total of approximately 13.4 crimes/calls per year.   

As indicated in Section IV.F.2 of the Drat EIR, the site is served by the West Los 
Angeles Community Police Station, which currently provides service to a residential population 

Table IV-7 
Comparison of Estimated LAFD Demand 

Option 1 and Refined Option 1 
 
 Option 1 Refined Option 1 
Hotel Guests/Residents 220 375 
Employees 182.5 228.5 
Total Guest/Residents/Employees 402.5  
Fire Incidents Generation Factor 0.1205/person/year 0.1205/person/year 
Estimated Total Annual Incidents 48.5/year 72.71/year 
Estimated Daily Incidents 0.132/day 0.199/day 
LAFD Station No. 37 Average Daily Incidents 15.1 15.1 
Estimated Increase/LAFD Station No. 37 0.87 percent 1.32 percent 
  

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009 
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of approximately 256,464 residents.2  According to the LAPD, the service population increases 
to approximately one-half million people when taking into account those that work in the West 
Los Angeles area, those that visit neighborhoods within West Los Angeles, and those that attend 
surrounding educational institutions including the University of California at Los Angeles 
(UCLA).3  As shown in Table IV.F-5 of the Draft EIR, the West Los Angeles Community Police 
Station reported 5,696 crimes in 2007.  Based on the service area population of approximately 
256,464 residents, the number of crimes per 1,000 residents is estimated to be approximately 
22.21 (although this would be lower if the daily influx of employee, visitor, and student 
population, as estimated by the LAPD, were taken into account).  During the same period, the 
number of crimes citywide per 1,000 residents is estimated to be approximately 30.0.  As such 
the West Los Angeles Police Station has a lower rate of crime than other areas of the City. 

 The estimated 13.4 crimes/calls per year under Refined Option 1 would increase reported 
crimes at the West Los Angeles Community Police Station to approximately 5,709, which 
represents an estimated 0.22 percent increase in reported crimes annually.  The estimated number 
of crimes per 1,000 residents would increase from approximately 22.21 to 22.26, which would 
still be well below the City-wide average of 30 crimes per 1,000 residents.  Due to the minimal 
increase in crimes/calls per year under Refined Option 1, this option would not require an 
                                                 
2 Lieutenant Douglas G. Miller, LAPD, Community Relations Section, Crime Prevention Unit, letter 

correspondence dated September 10, 2008.  Statistical information provided is based on year 2007 data. 
3  LAPD, http://www.lapdonline.org/west_la_community_police_station/content_basic_view/1630, accessed 

September 17, 2008. 

Table IV-8 
 

Comparison of Estimated LAPD Demand 
Option 1 and Refined Option 1 

 
 Option 1 Refined Option 1 
Hotel Guests/Residents 220.3 375 
Employees 182.5a 228.5 
Total Guests/Residents/Employees 402.8 (403) 603.5 (604) 
Crimes Generation Factor 0.0222/year 0.0222/year 
Total Estimated Annual Incidents 8.94/year 13.41 
West Los Angeles Community Police Station Annual Crimes 5,696 5,696 
Estimated Annual Crimes with Project 5,705 5,709 
Estimated Increase with Project 0.16 percent 0.22 percent 
  

a Employee generation factors are based on Natelson Company, Inc., Employment Density Report (See Table A-1, 
above, Footnote “c”), as used in the Draft EIR, Section IV.F.1.  These vary slightly from employee factors used in 
Section IV.F.2 of the Draft EIR.  
 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009 
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increase in staffing to the extent that expansion or relocation of the existing West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station or the addition of a new station would be required.  Therefore, 
Refined Option 1, as with Option 1, would have a less than significant impact on LAPD services. 

F.3  Schools 

Refined Option 1 would not include any residential units and all floor area would be for 
commercial uses.  As can be seen in Table IV-9 below, LAUSD student generation rates are 
higher for residential uses than for commercial uses.  Although the amount of total floor area 
committed to hotel uses would increase under Refined Option 1, compared to Option 1, total 
student generation would decrease due to lower factors associated with commercial uses.   

Table IV-9 
 

LAUSD Student Generation Rates 
 
 Multifamily 

Units (per unit) 
Hotel 

(per 1,000 sq. ft.) 
Retail 

(per 1,000 sq.ft.) 
Parking 

(per 1,000 sq. ft) 
Elementary School (K-5) 0.1266 0.0118 0.0234 0.009 
Middle School (6-8) 0.0692 0.0063 0.0123 0.005 
High School (9-12) 0.0659 0.0062 0.0123 0.005 
  

Source:  LAUSD Commercial Industrial Development School Fee Justification Study, February 2008. 

 

As shown in Table IV-10 on page IV-20, Refined Option 1 would generate 8 students 
compared to the 10 students that would be generated under Option 1.  As discussed in Section 
IV.F.3 of the Draft EIR, excess seating capacity exists in the elementary, middle, and high 
schools serving the project site.  As Refined Option 1 would generate less students compared 
with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would result in a less than significant impact with regard to 
school services.   

F.4  Library Services 

Refined Option 1 would be entirely commercial and would not include the 10 residential 
units provided under Option 1.  Therefore, Refined Option 1 would generate minimal demand for 
library services.  Although hotel guests may utilize the nearby library facilities and services, it is 
not anticipated that local libraries would be a destination among hotel guests, or that hotel guests 
would generate the same demand for library services as residents in the community.  As 
indicated in Section IV.F.4 of the Draft EIR, the evaluation of library impacts under Option 1 is 
based on the estimated 19 residents associated with the proposed 10 residential units.  As 
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indicated in Section IV.F.4, the 19 residents that would be generated under Option 1 would result 
in a minor increase in library and would not require the construction of new library facilities or 
the expansion of existing library facilities.  As Refined Option 1 would have incrementally less 
impact than under Option 1, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would have a less than 
significant impact on library services. 

F.5  Parks and Recreational Services 

 Refined Option 1 would not include the 10 residential units provided under Option 1 
and, as such, would generate a minimal demand for parks and recreational services.  As Refined 
Option 1 is not residential in nature, Code-required on-site recreational amenities and open 
space, payment of in-lieu fees, or dedication of parkland, under the requirements of the Quimby 
Act would not be applicable.  Nevertheless, Refined Option 1 would provide 3,248 square feet of 
private open space and 11,534 square feet of common open space, for a total of 14,782 square 
feet of open space, as defined by the LAMC.  Since Refined Option 1 would not introduce new 
residential development to the community, and would provide on-site open space amenities for 
hotel guests, it would have minimal impact on the area’s public parks and recreational facilities. 
Therefore, Refined Option 1 would not cause the overuse or accelerated deterioration of existing 

Table IV-10 
 

Comparison of Student Generation under Option 1 and Refined Option 1 
 
 No. of Studentsa 

Land Use 

Residential Units 
or Square 
Footage 

Elementary 
School 
(K-5) 

Middle 
School 
(6-8) 

High School 
(9-12) Total 

Option 1:      
Hotel 125,916 sq ft b 2 1 1 4 
Multi-family 10 units 1 1 1 3 
Retail and Services c 64,741 sq ft 1 1 1 3 
Parking 100,000 sq ft 0 0 0 0 
Total Option 1  4 3 3 10 

      
Refined Option 1      

Hotel 197,162 sq. ft.c. 3 1 1 5 
Retail and Services 64,741 sq. ft. 1 1 1 3 
Parking 100,000 sq. ft. 0 0 0 0 
Total Refined Option 1  4 2 2 8 

  
a Rounded to nearest whole number 
b Hotel square footage is based on the usable square footage for each of the 134 hotel rooms. 
c  Hotel square footage is based on the remainder of the total 261,883 square feet less retail and services uses. 
 
Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2009 
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parks and recreational facilities.  Therefore, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would have a 
less than significant impact on parks and recreational services. 

 G.  Transportation and Circulation 

 Trip generation, distribution, traffic assignment, and traffic impact analysis parameters 
and assumptions for Refined Option 1 are similar to those outlined in Chapter III of the Traffic 
Study for the Wilshire Gayley Project (Fehr & Peers, March 2009). The traffic impact analysis 
was conducted in the same manner as the proposed project, as outlined in Chapter IV of the 
Traffic Study for the Wilshire Gayley Project. 

Trip Generation. As shown in Table IV-11 on page IV-22, Refined Option 1 would 
generate a net total of 1,598 daily trips on a typical weekday, including 127 and 110 trips during 
the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, respectively.   

Intersection Impacts. An analysis similar to the impact analysis for Option 1 was 
conducted for Refined Option 1, which analysis is detailed in Chapter IV of Traffic Study for the 
Wilshire Gayley Project was conducted.  As shown in Table IV-12 on page IV-23, Refined 
Option 1 would not result in significant impacts at any of the 10 study intersections. As such, no 
mitigation measures would be required for Refined Option 1. 

Congestion Management Analysis. The Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
freeway monitoring stations closest to the project site are on I-405, one north of Venice 
Boulevard (approximately four miles south of the project) and the other south of Mulholland 
Drive (approximately five miles north of the project). Based on the estimated trip generation and 
the trip distribution patterns, Refined Option 1 would generate fewer than 150 trips in either 
direction during the weekday A.M. or P.M. peak hours at the above CMP freeway monitoring 
stations. Thus no further traffic analysis would be required. 

The nearest CMP arterial monitoring stations to the project site are along Wilshire 
Boulevard at Sepulveda Boulevard (two blocks west of the project site) and Beverly Glen 
Boulevard (about a mile east of the project site). A project impact is considered to be significant 
if the proposed project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 2 percent of capacity (a 
volume-to-capacity [V/C] ratio ≥ 0.02), causing or worsening level of service (LOS) F (V/C > 
1.00). Under this criterion, a project would not be considered to have a regionally significant 
impact if the analyzed facility is operating at LOS E or better after the addition of project traffic 
regardless of the increase in V/C ratio caused by the project.  As shown in Table IV-12, none of 
the study intersections are projected to operate at LOS F under Refined Option 1.  Therefore, 
Refined Option 1 would not significantly impact any of the CMP arterial monitoring stations. 
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Table IV-11 
 

Refined Option 1 
Project Trip Generation Estimates 

 
Trip Rates 

Land Use  
ITE 

Code  Units  

Weekday  

Daily 
Trips 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

ITE Trip Rates 
West LA TIMP Trip 

Rates 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Luxury Condominium  233  per Dwelling Unit  4.18 23% 77% 0.56 63% 37% 0.55 
Hotel  310  per Occupied Room  8.92 58% 42% 0.67 49% 51% 0.76 
Specialty Retail  814  per ksf  44.32 61% 39% 1.03 44% 56% 5.00 
Video Rental Store  896  per ksf  42.94 N/A N/A N/A 46% 54% 9.60 
Quality Restaurant  931  per ksf  89.95 82% 18% 0.81 67% 33% 7.39 
Gas/Service Station  944  per Pump  168.56 50% 50% 12.07 50% 50% 15.18 
 

Project Trip Generation 

Land Use  
ITE 

Code  Size  

Weekday  
Daily  A.M. Peak Hour  P.M. Peak Hour  
Trips  In  Out  Total  In  Out  Total 

Proposed Land Use           
Condominium  233 0 Dwelling Unit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hotel  310 250 Occupied Rooms 2,230 97 71 168 93 97 190 
Specialty Retail  814 5.000 ksf 222 3 2 5 11 14 25 
  Less 10% pass-by trip 

credit 
(22) 0 0 0 (1) (1) (2) 

Quality Restaurant  931 0.000 ksf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Less 15% internal 

capture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Less 10% pass-by trip 
credit 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Subtotal 2,430 100 73 173 103 110 213 
Existing Land Use           

Video Store  896 7.265 ksf 312 N/A N/A N/A 32 38 70 
  Less 30% pass-by trip 

credit 
(94) N/A N/A N/A (10) (11) (21) 

Gas Station  944 8 Pumps 1,348 48 49 97 60 61 121 
  Less 50% pass-by trip 

credit 
(674) (24) (25) (49) (30) (31) (61) 

  Subtotal 892 24 24 48 52 57 109 

Net Incremental Trips 1,538 76 49 125 51 53 104 
  

* P.M. peak hour trip generation rates used from West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific 
Plan, Updated June, 2003. All other trip generation estimates prepared using Trip Generation, 7th Edition, Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, 2003. 

 
Source:  Gibson Transportation Consulting, 2009 
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In terms of site access and loading, no changes are proposed to the site plan under 
Refined Option 1.  As indicated in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, Option 1 would not result in a 
less than significant impact with regard to access and loading.  Refined Option 1 would also have 
a less than significant impact with regard to access and loading. 

With regard to parking, as indicated in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, Section 12.21(A)4 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) sets forth parking requirements for land uses.  

Table IV-12 
 

Refined Option 1 
2012 Future Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

 

Intersection 
Peak  
Hour 

2012 Cumulative 
Base 

2012 Cumulative 
Base plus Project 

Project 
Increase 
in V/C or 

Delay 

Significant 
Project 
Impact 

V/C or 
Delay LOS 

V/C or 
Delay LOS 

1. Veteran Avenue &  A.M. 0.301 A 0.317 A 0.016 NO 
Kinross Avenue  P.M. 0.492 A 0.488 A -0.004 NO 

2. Gayley Avenue &  A.M. 0.319 A 0.321 A 0.002 NO 
Kinross Avenue  P.M. 0.531 A 0.551 A 0.020 NO 
3. Gayley Avenue &  A.M. 0.354 A 0.449 A 0.095 NO 
Lindbrook Drive  P.M. 0.455 A 0.603 B 0.148 NO 

4. Westwood Boulevard &  A.M. 0.347 A 0.387 A 0.040 NO 
Lindbrook Drive  P.M. 0.391 A 0.454 A 0.063 NO 

5. Sepulveda Boulevard &  A.M. 0.928 E 0.928 E 0.000 NO 
Wilshire Boulevard  P.M. 0.919 E 0.925 E 0.006 NO 

6. Veteran Avenue &  A.M. 0.857 D 0.867 D 0.010 NO 
Wilshire Boulevard  P.M. 0.960 E 0.969 E 0.009 NO 

7. Gayley Avenue &  A.M. 0.775 C 0.791 C 0.016 NO 
Wilshire Boulevard  P.M. a 0.885 D 0.897 D 0.012 NO 

8. Westwood Boulevard &  A.M. 0.720 C 0.728 C 0.008 NO 
Wilshire Boulevard  P.M. b 0.951 E 0.958 E 0.007 NO 

9. Glendon Avenue &  A.M. 0.715 C 0.718 C 0.003 NO 
Wilshire Boulevard  P.M. 0.676 B 0.678 B 0.002 NO 

10. Glendon Avenue &  A.M. 0.522 A 0.573 A 0.051 NO 
Lindbrook Drive  P.M. 0.630 B 0.683 B 0.053 NO 
  
a  Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Boulevard, capacity has been reduced by 15%.  
b Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Boulevard, capacity has been reduced by 25%. All intersections 

include 0.10 V/C credit allowed under ATSAC/ATCS control, assumed in all future scenarios per LADOT policy. 
 Significant Project Impact Criteria   
 If LOS C, must be >= If LOS D, must be >= If LOS E or F, must be >=  0.04 0.02 0.01 
 
Source:  Gibson Transportation Consulting, 2009 
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Parking for hotel uses are established on a tiered basis where one space per room for the first 30 
rooms, one space per every two rooms for additional rooms between 31 through 60 rooms and 
one space per every 3 rooms greater than 60 rooms.  For commercial uses, Section 12.21(A)4 of 
the LAMC requires four spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail uses and 10 spaces for 1,000 
square feet of restaurant uses.  

Based on the LAMC requirement, Refined Option 1 would require 134 parking spaces 
(108 spaces for the 250 hotel rooms and 26 spaces for the 6,510 square feet of retail floor area).  
Refined Option 1 would provide 200 parking spaces in four subterranean levels of parking.  
Therefore, as with Option 1, the project’s parking impacts under Refined Option 1 would be less 
than significant. 

With regard to pedestrian/bicycle safety, Refined Option 1 would not result in any 
changes with regard to sidewalk improvements or crossings.  As with Option 1, Refined Option 
1 would increase the width of the existing sidewalk along the site frontage on Gayley Avenue to 
create a more pedestrian friendly environment.  Pedestrian crossings at the project’s driveway at 
Gayley Avenue and Lindbrook Drive would be properly designed and clearly marked to 
minimize the potential for pedestrian/vehicle conflicts.  Thus, as with Option 1, Refined Option 1 
would result in less than significant impacts relative to pedestrian/bicycle safety. 

As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would not conflict with the implementation of 
adopted transportation program, plans, and policies.  Thus, impacts with regard to Plan 
consistency under Refined Option 1 would be less that significant. 

H.1  Water Supply 

Refined Option 1 would increase the number of hotel rooms described under Option 1 
from 134 to 250 rooms and no residential units would be provided.  The total building floor area 
would be the same as under Option 1; however, restaurant uses would be incrementally less.  
Table IV-13 on page IV-25, provides the estimated water demand under Refined Option 1.  As 
shown in Table IV-13, Refined Option 1 is estimated to demand 48,370 gallons of water per day 
(gpd). 

The General Plan provides the basis for the LADWP’s estimated future water demand for 
the City, as presented in the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)4  As discussed in the  
 
                                                 
4  Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), Water Demand 

Forecast through 2030. 
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Draft EIR, the current General Plan designation at the project site could support a land 
use with a water demand of approximately 20,165 gpd, or 22.58 acre feet (AF) per year (Draft 
EIR, page IV.H-26).  Under the proposed General Plan Amendment, Refined Option 1 is 
estimated to result in a net increase in demand of 28.62 AF per year (54.2 AF - 22.58 Af = 31.62 
AF), compared to the land use allowed under the current land use designation.  Water demand 
under Refined Option 1 would represent an approximately 0.027 percent increase in the 
UWMP’s projected increase in demand of 115,000 AF between 2005 and 2030, and 
approximately 0.004 percent of the UWMP’s projected water demand of 776,000 AF by 2030.   

As shown in Draft EIR Table IV.H.1-2, Water Demand Forecast Through 2005, the 2005 
UWMP estimates a total of 1,505,615 households and 2,177,623 jobs by 2020.  By comparison; 
the 2008 RTP estimates a total of 1,485,519 households and 1,892,139 total jobs by 2020.  The 

Table IV-13 
 

Estimated Water Demand  
Refined Option 1 

 
 

Generation Factor 
(in gpd)a 

Amount of 
Development 

Average 
Water 

Demand 
(in gpd) Acre Feet/Year b 

Proposed Uses     
Hotel 130 gpd/rm 250 rooms 32,500  
Restaurant/Bar 500 gpd/1,000sf 7,895 sf 3,948  
Coffee Shop 280 gpd/1,000 sf 3,800 sf 1,064  
Fitness Center 250 gpd/1,000sf 4,500 sf 1,125  
Spa 800 gpd/1,000 sf 3,000 sf 2,400  
Retail 80 gpd/1,000sf 6,510 sf 521  
Lobby 80 gpd/1,000sf 2,750 sf 220  
Administration 150 gpd/1,000sf 30,687 sf 4,603  
Auto Parking 0.02 gpd/sf 95,832 sf 1,917  
Outdoor Landscapee 3,580 gpd/acre 0.027 acre  72   
Total Demand Refined 
Option 1: 

  48,37048,370 54.2 

  
 
a The estimated water demand for interior uses is based on wastewater generation factors from the occupancy 

method provided in the City Master Plan of Sewers and factors provided in the Bureau of Sanitation comment 
letter on Draft EIR for The Wilshire Gayley project (see Comment BOS-2 in Section III of this Final EIR). 

b Estimated to be the average daily demand x 365 days ÷a factor of 365,850 gallons. 
d According to LADWP practice, outdoor water use is calculated as 28 percent of the total interior demand.  

However, due to the urban nature of the project and the proposed landscaped area, outdoor waster use is 
calculated as 3,580 gpd/acre according to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering usage rate cited in the 
City of Los Angeles Redevelopment Agency’s Grand Avenue EIR (2006). 

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009. 
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2008 RTP represents a reduction in projected growth of 20,096 total households and 285,484 
total jobs compared to the current UWMP.  Based on SCAG’s 2008 RTP, by 2030, the 
difference between the 2005 UWMP and the 2008 RTP growth projections would be a reduction 
of 58,625 households and 262,945 jobs.  The gap between the UWMP’s growth forecast and the 
RTP’s growth forecast indicates that the 2005 UWMP would have available capacity with 
respect to actual future growth.  Refined Option 1, with 228 jobs, would not exceed the 2005 
UWMP’s growth and water demand forecast as it would represent a very small portion of the 
difference between the 2005 UWMP’s and the 2008 RTP’s growth forecasts that is expected to 
occur within the growth parameters of the adopted General Plan and, therefore, within the 
growth parameters of the UWMP.   

As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would incorporate water saving fixtures to further 
reduce demand and, as a highly urbanized use with urban landscaping, would represent an 
efficient end use in terms of delivery systems.  Refined Option 1 would also be consistent with 
the LEED silver certificate rating with respect to efficient water use.  The silver rating would be 
determined through a review of final building plans.  Refined Option 1’s water reduction 
strategies would include, in part, the reclamation of groundwater from dewatering for irrigation 
and cooling uses, a weather-sensitive irrigation system with automatic shutoff, high-efficiency 
toilets, reduced-flow faucets, self-closing faucets, prohibition of single-passing cooling systems, 
tankless and on-demand water heating, single showerhead per shower/bath, high efficiency 
clothes washers, and high-efficiency dishwashers.  Refined Option 1 would also support and 
comply with all applicable conservation practices and regulations enacted at the state and local 
level to reduce overall water demand.  As with Option 1, since Refined Option 1 would 
incorporate water conservation features, would represent a minute fraction of the forecasted 
water demand under the UWMP (approximately 0.004 percent of estimated 2030 demand), and 
would not exceed the growth forecast for the DWP service area, Refined Option 1 would have a 
less than significant impact with respect to the City’s water supplies and water distribution 
capacity. 

H.2   Wastewater 

As with Option 1, Refined Option 1 would contribute to a fair share for necessary 
expansions of the sewer system and additional improvements to conveyance, treatment, and 
disposal facilities.  Table IV-14 on page IV-27, provides the wastewater generated under Refined 
Option 1.  As shown in Table IV-14, Refined Option 1 is estimated to generate a daily average 
wastewater flow of 46,381 gpd. 

The projected available treatment capacity of the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) for 
2015 is 58 million gallons per day (mpd), and for 2020 is 39 mpd.  This does not take into 
consideration a 20 mpd increase in capacity to 570 mpd expected with implementation of the 
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2006 City of Los Angeles Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) improvements.  Estimated wastewater 
generated by Refined Option 1 would represent 0.074 percent of HTP’s projected treatment 
capacity in 2015 (46,381 gpd ÷ 58 mpd) and 0.12 percent of HTP’s projected treatment capacity 
in 2020 (46,381 gpd ÷ 39 mpd).  As the projected increase under Refined Option 1, as with 
Option 1, represents a minimal percentage (less than one percent) of the estimated available 
capacity in the HTP system, Refined Option 1 would have a less than significant impact on the 
City’s wastewater treatment system. 

Alternatives 

Introduction 

Refined Option 1 would alter the comparative impacts of the former Option 1 in relation 
to project alternatives, due to the greater number of hotel rooms, the elimination of all residential 
uses, and the change from a public to a private on-site restaurant under Refined Option 1.  Retail 
uses would remain unchanged.  Environmental impacts under Refined Option 1 are compared, 

Table IV-14 
 

Estimated Wastewater Generation  
Refined Option 1 

 
 

Generation Factor 
(in gpd)a 

Amount of 
Development 

Average 
Wastewater 
Generation 

(in gpd) 

Peak Wastewater 
Generation 

(in gpd)b 
Proposed Uses     
Hotel 130 gpd/rm 250 rooms 32,500 55,250 
Restaurant/Bar 500 gpd/1,000sf 7,895 sf 3,948 6,712 
Coffee Shop 280 gpd/1,000 sf 3,800 sf 1,064 1,809 
Fitness Center 250 gpd/1,000sf 4,500 sf 1,125 1,913 
Spa 800 gpd/1,000 sf 3,000 sf 2,400 4,080 
Retail 80 gpd/1,000sf 6,510 sf 521 886 
Lobby 80 gpd/1,000sf 2,750 sf 220 374 
Administration 150 gpd/1,000sf 30,687 sf 4,603 7,825 
Total Generation 
Refined Option 1: 

  46,381 78,849 

  
 
a Generation factors provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works.  See the Bureau of 

Sanitation comment letter on Draft EIR for The Wilshire Gayley project (see Comment BOS-2 in Section III of 
this Final EIR). 

 
b Estimated to be 1.7 times the average daily wastewater generation. 
 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009.   
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below, to project alternatives to determine any changes in the relative impacts between Refined 
Option 1 and the project alternatives.  

The alternatives considered in the Draft EIR are as follows: 

A. No Project/No Build Alternative; 

B. Development in Accordance with Existing Regulations Alternative; 

C. Modified Project Alternative; 

D. Hotel Alternative; 

E. Office Alternative. 

Table IV-15 on page IV-29 provides a summary matrix that compares the impacts 
associated with Refined Option 1 with the impacts of each of the proposed alternatives.  
Redline/strikeout has been used to show the comparison of the analyses of Refined Option 1 
relative to Option 1. 

Analyses of Refined Option 1 Relative to Alternatives A through E 

Aesthetics 

No change would result in the aesthetics alternatives discussion in the Draft EIR since the 
building would be the same under Refined Option 1 and Option 1.  The building in Alternatives 
C, D, and E would be the same as under Refined Option 1.  The comparative analysis under 
Alternative A and Alternative B would remain the same.   

Air Quality 

No change would result in the construction air quality alternatives discussion in the Draft 
EIR since the construction would remain the same under Refined Option 1 and Option 1. 

However, Refined Option 1 would generate more daily vehicle trips compared to 
Alternatives B and C, and, as such, incrementally greater vehicle-related, air emission impacts 
compared to Alternatives B and C during project operation.5  Refined Option 1 would have fewer 
daily trips than under Alternatives D and E, and, as such, would have incrementally fewer 

                                                 
5 Refined Option 1 would generate a total of 2,430 daily trips, Alternative B would generate a total of 2,320 daily 

trips, and Alternative C would generate a total of 1,548 daily trips. These numbers represent gross totals and do 
not reflect the subtraction of vehicle trips associated with recent uses on the project site. 



IV.  Corrections and Additions 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page IV-29 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress  

Table IV-15 
 

Comparison of Impacts Associated with the Alternatives 
and Impacts of Refined Option 1the Proposed Project 

 

 
Refined Option 1 
Project Impact 

Alternative A -  
No Project/No Build 

Alternative B -  
Development in Accordance 

with Existing Regulations 
Alternative 

Alternative C -  
Modified Project Alternative 

Alternative D -  
Hotel Alternative Alternative E - Office Alternative 

A.  Aesthetics       

Visual Quality       

Construction Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Visual Character Less Than Significant (No Impact) Greater (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

View Obstruction Less Than Significant No Impact Less (No Impact) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Light and Glare Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Shadow Less Than Significant No Impact Less (No Impact) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

B.  Air Quality       

Construction Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant No Impact Greater Less (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Greater (Less than Significant) Greater (Less than Significant) 

C.  Hazards Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

D.  Land Use       

    Consistency with Plans Less Than Significant (No Impact) Greater Less (Less than 
Significant) 

Similar (Less than Significant) Greater Similar (Less than Significant) Greater Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

    Land Use Compatibility Less Than Significant (No Impact) Greater Less (Less than 
Significant) 

Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

E.  Noise       

Construction Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant No Impact Greater Less (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Greater (Less than Significant) Greater (Less than Significant) 

F.  Public Services       

Fire Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Police Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Schools  Less Than Significant No Impact Less Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Similar Greater (Less than Significant)  Less Similar (Less than Significant) Greater Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Libraries Less Than Significant No Impact Less Similar (Project Impact 
AvoidedLess than Significant) 

Similar Greater (Less than Significant)  Less Similar (Project Impact Avoided) Similar (Project Impact Avoided) 

Parks and Recreation Less Than Significant No Impact Less Similar (Project Impact 
AvoidedLess than Significant) 

Similar Greater (Less than Significant)  Less Similar (Project Impact Avoided) Less Similar (Project Impact 
Avoided) 
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Refined Option 1 
Project Impact 

Alternative A -  
No Project/No Build 

Alternative B -  
Development in Accordance 

with Existing Regulations 
Alternative 

Alternative C -  
Modified Project Alternative 

Alternative D -  
Hotel Alternative Alternative E - Office Alternative 

G.  Transportation and Circulation 

Construction Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant) 

Operation       

    Intersections Less Than Significant No Impact Greater Less (Less than Significant) Greater Greater 

    Parking Less Than Significant No Impact Similar (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than Significant)  

 

Similar (Less than Significant) 

 

Greater (Less than Significant)  

 

H.1  Water Less Than Significant No Impact Less (Less than Significant) Same Less (Less than Significant)  Greater Similar (Less than Significant) Greater (Less than Significant) 

H.2  Wastewater Less Than Significant No Impact Less (Less than Significant) Same Less (Less than Significant)  Greater Similar (Less than Significant) Greater (Less than Significant) 

  

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009.  
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vehicle-related, air emission impacts compared to Alternatives D and E during project operation.6  
No development would occur under Alternative A, which would have no air quality impacts 
compared to Refined Option 1. 

Hazards 

No change would result in the hazards alternatives discussion in the Draft EIR since the 
hazards result from on-site conditions relative to discussion.  Refined Option 1 would not result 
in any changes with regard to on-site conditions or construction.   

Land Use 

No change would result in the land use alternatives discussion in the Draft EIR since 
Refined Option 1 would require a General Plan Amendment and changes in existing zoning 
designations as under Option 1.  Also, as Refined Option 1 would have the same building scale, 
height, and setbacks as under Option 1, land use compatibility would be the same as in the 
alternatives discussion in the Draft EIR. 

Noise 

No change would result in the construction noise alternatives discussion in the Draft EIR 
since the construction would remain the same under Refined Option 1 and Option 1. 

 However, Refined Option 1 would generate more daily vehicle trips compared to 
Alternatives B and C, and, as such, slightly greater mobile noise impacts compared to 
Alternatives B and C during project operation.  Refined Option 1 would have fewer daily trips 
than under Alternatives D and E, and, as such, would have slightly less mobile noise impacts 
compared to Alternatives D and E during project operation.  No development would occur under 
Alternative A, which would have no noise impacts compared to Refined Option 1. 

Public Services 

Impacts on public services, including fire, police, schools, libraries, and parks and 
recreation facilities, would be less than significant under Refined Option 1 and Alternatives B, C, 
D, and E.  Refined Option 1 would generate similar demand on fire and police services as under 
Alternatives B, C, D, and E.  Impacts on schools, libraries, and parks and recreational facilities 
                                                 
6  Alternative D would generate a total of 3,176 daily trips and Alternative E would generate a total of 2,964 trips. 

These numbers represent gross totals and do not reflect the subtraction of vehicle trips associated with recent 
uses on the project site. 
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under Refined Option 1 would be similar to impacts on these facilities under Alternatives B, D, 
and E, which also do not contain residential units.   However, since Refined Option 1 would not 
include any residential units, it would generate less impact on schools, libraries, and parks and 
recreational facilities than under Alternative C.  No development would occur under Alternative 
A, which would have no public service impacts compared to Refined Option 1. 

Transportation and Circulation 

No change would result in the construction traffic alternatives discussion in the Draft EIR 
since the construction would remain the same under Refined Option 1 and Option 1. 

Table IV-16 on page IV-33 shows the total daily trip generation and number of 
intersection impacts that would result from Refined Option 1 compared with Option 2, and the 
five alternatives. 

Refined Option 1 would not result in any significant impacts with respect to operation-
related traffic and parking.  Refined Option 1 would result in a greater daily trip generation 
compared with Alternative A and C.  Refined Option 1 would have a greater relative impact on 
intersection capacity than under Alternative C.   

Refined Option 1 would have a trip generation similar to Alternative B.   However, 
impacts on intersections would be less than significant under Refined Option 1.  Due to peak 
hour distribution related to medical office use, Alternative B would significantly impact two 
study intersections.   

In summary, Alternatives B, D, and E would result in significant impacts at study 
intersections.  As no significant intersection impacts would occur under Refined Option 1, 
Alternatives B, D, and E would have greater traffic impacts than under Refined Option 1.  

Refined Option 1 and Alternatives B, C, D, and E would have less than significant 
parking impacts during operation, since all alternatives would meet their Code-required parking 
obligations.  No development would occur under Alternative A, which would have no traffic or 
parking impacts compared to Refined Option 1. 

Public Utilities  

Impacts on water and wastewater services would be less than significant under Refined 
Option 1 and Alternatives B, C, D, and E.  Refined Option 1 would generate similar demand on 
water and wastewater services as under Alternatives D since it is similar in scale.  However, 
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Refined Option 1 would generate an incrementally greater demand for water and wastewater 
services than under B, C, and E.  No development would occur under Alternative A, which 
would have no water and wastewater impacts compared to Refined Option 1. 

 Conclusion 

The changes primarily reflect the larger number of hotel rooms associated with Refined 
Option 1, compared to former Option 1, and the elimination of residential uses.  Compared to the 
former Option 1, the impacts on operational air quality, operational noise, water demand, and 
wastewater generation increase in relation to some alternatives relative to Refined Option 1; and 
impacts on schools, libraries, and parks and recreation decrease in relation to some alternatives 
relative to Refined Option 1.  

With Refined Option 1, the environmentally superior alternative identified in Chapter V 
of the Draft EIR would not change.  Alternative C, the Modified Project Alternative, is still 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative.  Although Refined Option 1 would have 
no significant, unmitigable impacts, Alternative C would reduce more of the project’s less than 
significant impacts than any of the alternatives other than the No Project/No Build Alternative.   

Table IV-16 
 

Comparison of Total Daily Trip Generation and Number of Impacted Intersections 
 
Option/Alternative Total Daily Vehicle Trips Intersection Impacts 

Refined Option 1 2,430 daily tripsa No 
Option 2 1,548 daily tripsa No 

Alternative A 1,660 daily tripsb No 
Alternative B 2,320 daily tripsa 2 intersections 
Alternative C 1,497 daily tripsa No 
Alternative D 3,176 daily tripsa 4 intersections 
Alternative E 2,964 daily tripsa 3 intersections 

  
a These numbers represent total daily trips and do not reflect the subtraction of vehicle trips associated with 

recent uses on the project site. 
b This represents the total daily trips from the video store and the gas station that were previously located on the 

site. 
 
Source: Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc.; Fehr & Peers; PCR Services Corporation, 2009 
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IV.  CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 
2.  OTHER CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Final EIR provides corrections and/or additions to the Draft EIR as a 
result of comments received on the document.  The corrections and/or additions to the Draft EIR 
do not include the changes with regard to replacing Option 1 with Refined Option 1.  The 
description and analyses for Refined Option 1 are contained in Subsection 1, above.  This 
analysis revises the description and analyses of Option 1 contained throughout the Draft EIR. 

SECTION I, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Page I-8, revise the first sentence of the second paragraph under b. Project Characteristics as 
follows: 

The building under Refined Option 1 or Option 2 would include a total of approximately 
303,709 314,325 gross square feet, with approximately 6,510 ground floor square feet of quality 
retail uses along Gayley Avenue and at the southernmost portion of the site fronting Wilshire 
Boulevard.   

Page I-9, revise the last two sentences in the description of Option 2 as follows: 

The condominiums would comprise approximately 197,994 169,191 square feet of floor 
area. The condominiums would range in size from approximately 300 750 to 6,734 square feet of 
usable floor area.    

Page I-10, Subsection “Access and Parking”, first paragraph, is revised to add the following at 
the end of the paragraph: 

As part of the construction of the subterranean parking structure, a conduit pipe or sleeve 
would be installed in the alley to provide a location for future utilities.  The location of the pipe 
or sleeve would be approved by the Bureau of Engineering prior to its installation. 
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Page I-16, revise the 1st bullet, 4th bullet, 10th bullet, and 15th bullet as follows: 

• Zoning Administrator Adjustment to eliminate any required setback on the west side 
of the site and increase the permitted density for Option 2; 

• Project Permit Compliance with the Westwood West Los Angeles TIMP Specific 
Plan; 

• Subsurface vacation of the public right-of-way under the alley and the sidewalk 
vacation along Gayley Avenue to permit underground parking; and 

• Other permits and approvals as deemed necessary., including possible legislative 
approvals, such as a Development Agreement, as required by the City.7 

Pages I-19 and I-20, revise the square footage described in Alternative C and Alternative D from 
303,709 to 314,325. 

Page I-93, revise Mitigation Measure G-3 as follows: 

Mitigation Measure G-3: The Applicant shall submit a detailed accounting of the 
parking provided, required, and used in the off-site location for Option 2.  
Upon approval and prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy building 
permits for the project, a copy of a covenant that shall reserve the required 
number of spaces at the off-site facility in perpetuity for use by the project 
shall be submitted to LADOT.  

Page I-100, revise Mitigation Measure H-3 as follows: 

Mitigation Measure H-3: In addition to the requirements of Ordinance No. 170,978 
(Landscape Ordinance), any landscaping for the proposed project shall 
incorporate the following: 

• Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 

• Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; 

• Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate; 

                                                 
7  If the City requests a Development Agreement, the project covered by the Development Agreement would be the 

same as that proposed and analyzed in this EIR. 
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• Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; 

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

• Use of automatic irrigation timers to water landscaping during early 
morning or late evening hours to reduce water losses from evaporation;  

• Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff.; and 

• Any irrigated landscaping over of 5,000 square feet shall require 
submetering. 

SECTION II, PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Page II-1, Section B, Project Location and Surrounding Uses, revise the first two sentences as 
follows: 

The project site consists of two parcels8 at the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard 
and Galey Avenue.  The approximately 23,951 square foot (0.55 acre)9 irregular-shaped project 
site is generally triangular in shape with the point of the triangle located on Wilshire Boulevard. 

Page II-10, third full paragraph, revise the first sentence of the paragraph as follows: 

The building under Refined Option 1 or Option 2 would include a total of approximately 
303,709 314,325 gross square feet, with approximately 6,510 ground floor square feet of quality 
retail uses along Gayley Avenue and at the southernmost portion of the site fronting Wilshire 
Boulevard.   

Page II-12, first full paragraph, add the following sentence before the last sentence in the 
paragraph and revise the last sentence of the paragraph as follows: 
                                                 
8 While the site consists of three parcels, for clarity the two northern parcels are referred to collectively as the 

“north parcel” and the southern parcel is referred to as the “south parcel”. 
9 Based on the ALTA survey of the property that was done in January 2007 by the Mollenhauer Group, prior to 

the alley relocation, the lot area of the project site was 20,855 square feet.  After the relocation of the alley from 
the middle of the site to the north side of the property, the site lot area was 21,442 square feet.  (When the alley 
ran through the middle of the site, the north parcel was 10,792 square feet and the south parcel was 10,063 
square feet for a total of 20,855 square feet.  The alley vacation added 3,037 square feet to the site for a total of 
23,892.  The new alley dedication was 2,450 square feet reducing the lot area to 21,442 square feet.)  The 
project would include a vacation of 10 feet in width along the Gayley Avenue frontage.  The area that would be 
vacated along the Gayley Avenue frontage would be 2,509 square feet.  Thus, the site area would be 23,951 
square feet (21,442 + 2,509 = 23,951).   
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The condominiums would range in size from approximately 750 to 6,734 square feet of 
usable floor area.  The condominiums would comprise approximately 197,994 169,191 square 
feet of floor area. 

Page II-12, Subsection “Access and Parking”, third paragraph, is revised to add the following 
sentence at the beginning of the paragraph: 

Access to the project site from the alley connecting to Kinross Avenue to the north would 
be restricted to service and emergency vehicles.  All loading and unloading would occur from the 
alley, fully contained within the project site.   

Page II-12, Subsection “Access and Parking”, first paragraph, is revised to add the following at 
the end of the paragraph: 

As part of the construction of the subterranean parking structure, a conduit pipe or sleeve 
would be installed in the alley to provide a location for future utilities.  The location of the pipe 
or sleeve would be approved by the Bureau of Engineering prior to its installation. 

Page II-19, revise the 3rd bullet, 6th bullet, and 12th bullet on the page as follows: 

• Zoning Administrator Adjustment to eliminate any required setback on the west side 
of the site and increase the permitted density for Option 2; 

• Project Permit Compliance with the Westwood West Los Angeles TIMP Specific 
Plan; 

• Subsurface vacation of the public right-of-way under the alley and the sidewalk 
vacation along Gayley Avenue to permit underground parking; and 

Page II-19, revise the last bullet on the page as follows: 

• Other permits and approvals as deemed necessary., including possible legislative 
approvals, such as a Development Agreement, as required by the City.10 

                                                 
10  If the City requests a Development Agreement, the project covered by the Development Agreement would be the 

same as that proposed and analyzed in this EIR. 
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SECTION III, GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Page III-15, Table III-1 is revised to include footnote and remove footnote references as follows: 

Table III-1 
 

Related Projects 
 

Index Address Land Use Size Unit 
1 1130 Gayley Avenue c Retail  10.62  ksf  

2 * 1120 Glendon Avenue Condominiums Commercial  350  
50  

du  
ksf  

3 10844-10852 Lindbrook Drive c Hotel Retail  42  
8.701  

du  
ksf  

4 900 Gayley Avenue a Retail  2.75  ksf  
5 1401 Kelton Avenue Condominiums  24  du  
6 10777 Wilshire Boulevard  Condominiums  56  du  
7 10776 Wilshire Boulevard High-Rise Condominiums  87  du  
8 1465 Westwood Boulevard b Convenience Store  3.75  ksf  
9 10765 Wilkins Avenue Townhomes  8  du  

10 1424 Bentley Avenue Condominiums  8  du  
11 10700 Wilshire Boulevard Condominiums  64  du  
12 10647 Ashton Avenue Condominiums  10  du  
13 1654 Greenfield Avenue Condominiums  8  du  
14 10497 Wilshire Boulevard Senior Housing  172  du  
15 10605 Eastborne Avenue Condominiums  12  du  
16 10901 Santa Monica Boulevard b Apartments Retail  36  

8.485  
du  
ksf  

17 11677 Wilshire Boulevard a Mixed Use  64  ksf  
18 10381 Eastborne Avenue  Condominiums  16  du  
19 10250 Wilshire Boulevard High-Rise Condominiums  35  du  
20 130 Sepulveda Boulevard Condominiums  59  du  
21 1614 Hilts Avenue Condominiums  12  du  
22 964 Hilgard Avenue Apartments  12  du  
23 610 Levering Condominiums 18 du 

  
*  Project construction completed after traffic counts were conducted. 
 
Source:  Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, 2009. 
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SECTION IV.D, LAND USE 

Page IV.D-6, revise the 5th sentence of the first full paragraph as follows: 

The Community Center designation allows activity centers for surrounding groups of 
residential neighborhoods, in which buildings are expected to range in height from three two to 
eight six stories. 

Page IV.D-20 and page IV.D-22, subsection c., Project Design Features, revise the gross square 
footage of the building under Option 1 (2nd paragraph on page IV.D-20) and Option 2 (1st 
paragraph on page IV.D-22) from approximately 303,709 gross square feet to approximately 
314,325 gross square feet. 

Page IV.D-22, the 5th bullet is revised as follows: 

• Zoning Administrator (ZA) Adjustment to enable the building to be constructed to the 
west property line in lieu of a 16-foot side yard setback and to increase the permitted 
density for Option 2; 

Page IV.D-23, paragraph 1, the last two sentences are revised as follows: 

Although the current allowable FAR on the project site, which ranges from 1.0:1 up to 
6.0:1 FAR within the various portions of the project site, would increase up to 11.0:1 FAR under 
the proposed zone and height district change, the increase in residential units over the number of 
units allowed in a C2 zone in a designated Regional Center would only be 20 15 percent.80  In 
addition, Option 2 would require a variance for open space requirements relative to the design of 
the residential balconies. 

Page IV.D-23, footnote 80 is revised as follows: 

80  The R5 residential density permitted in the C2 zone in a Regional Center would allow 120 125 residential units 
(23,951 25,125 square feet of land area (23,951 plus one-half of the alley (1,534 square feet) ÷ 200 square feet 
per unit = 119.7 125 units).  Option 2 would request an additional 19 units (15 percent increase in density), 
which could be approved by the Zoning Administrator. The proposed ZA Adjustment would allow a 20 percent 
increase of 24 units, for a total of 144 units.   
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SECTION IV.G, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Page IV.G-2, paragraphs 3 through 7 are revised as follows: 

“Gayley Avenue is a secondary street Secondary Highway with two travel lanes in each 
direction through the Study Area.  It extends from the University of California, Los Angeles 
(UCLA) campus (along a portion of the west campus boundary) to Wilshire Boulevard.  Two-
hour metered parking is permitted along northbound and southbound Limited curbside parking is 
available on Gayley Avenue in the Study Area.  Stopping on southbound Gayley Avenue 
between Lindbrook Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, however, is prohibited.  Left-turn 
channelization is provided at most intersections. 

Sepulveda Boulevard is a major arterial Class II Major Highway with two lanes in each 
direction through the Study Area.  It runs parallel to the San Diego Freeway (I-405), extending 
northerly from Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) to the San Fernando Valley.  Two hour 
metered parking is permitted along northbound Sepulveda Boulevard in the Study Area.  Parking 
is prohibited along southbound Sepulveda Boulevard in the Study Area. Left-turn channelization 
is provided at most intersections. 

Westwood Boulevard is a major arterial Class II Major Highway providing two lanes in 
each direction in the Study Area.  From the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10), Westwood Boulevard 
provides the southern main access into the center of Westwood Village and principal gateway 
access into the UCLA campus.  Left-turn channelization is present at most intersections.  Two-
hour metered parking is available on both sides of the street in the Study Area. 

Veteran Avenue is a secondary street Secondary Highway with two lanes in each 
direction through the Study Area. Parking is prohibited along both sides of Veteran Avenue in 
the Study Area.  Left-turn channelization is provided at most intersections. 

Glendon Avenue is a local street Secondary Highway with one lane in each direction 
through the Study Area.  Located east of Westwood Boulevard, it serves as one of the local 
north/south streets in Westwood Village.  Two-hour metered parking is permitted on both sides 
of the street in the project vicinity.”   

Page IV.G-3, paragraphs 1 through 3 are revised as follows: 

“Wilshire Boulevard is a Class I Major Highway major arterial traveling from Santa 
Monica to Downtown Los Angeles.  In the Study Area, Wilshire Boulevard provides four 
through lanes in each direction.  On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of Wilshire 
Boulevard in the Study Area.  Left-turn channelization is provided at most intersections. 
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Lindbrook Drive is a secondary street Secondary Highway with two lanes in each 
direction and serves as the eastern approach at the intersection of Gayley Avenue.  Two-hour 
metered parking is permitted on both sides of the street.  Left-turn channelization is provided at 
most intersections. 

Kinross Avenue is a local street Collector with one lane in each direction within the 
vicinity of the Study Area.  Located north of the project site, it provides access to the alley 
extending north from the project site as well as access to adjacent UCLA facilities and parking.  
Two-hour metered parking is permitted on both sides of the street.” 

Page IV.G-43, Mitigation Measure G-3 is revised as follows: 

G-3: The Applicant shall submit a detailed accounting of the parking provided, 
required, and used in the off-site location for Option 2.  Upon approval and 
prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy building permits for the 
project, a copy of a covenant that shall reserve the required number of spaces 
at the off-site facility in perpetuity for use by the project shall be submitted to 
LADOT.  

SECTION IV.H.1. WATER 

Page IV.H-26, paragraph 2, lines 2 through 7, are revised as follows: 

“As shown in Table IV.H.1-4, Option 1 would result in an estimated water demand of 
approximately 33,689 48,370 gpd, or 38 54.2 AF per year.  The analysis of Refined Option 1’s 
increase in water demand does not take into account prior uses on the site, which previously 
contributed to the City’s water demand.  Refined Option 1’s estimated water demand would be 
approximately 0.0330.047 percent of the UWMP’s total estimated 115,000 AF increase in water 
demand through 2030, or less than approximately 0.007 0.005 percent of the UWMP’s estimated 
total water demand of 776,000 AF in 2030”. 
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Page IV.H-27, Table IV.H.1-4, below, is revised as shown on below. 

Table IV.H.1-4 
 

Estimated Water Demand  
Refined Option 1 (Hotel/Condominium Project) 

 
 

Generation Factor 
(in gpd)a 

Amount of 
Development 

Average 
Water Demand 

(in gpd) 

Peak Water 
Demand 
(in gpd)b 

Proposed Uses     
Hotel 130 gpd/rm 134  250 rooms 17,420 32,500 29,614 55,250 
Condominium – 4 bdrm 240 gpd/units 10 units 2,400 4,080 
Restaurant/Barc Coffee 
Shop 300 500 gpd/1,000 sf 13,775 7,895 sf 4,133 3,948 7,026 6,712 
Coffee Shop 280 gpd/1,000 sf 3,800 sf 1,064 1,809 
Fitness Center/Spad 250 gpd/1,000 sf 4,500 sf 1,125 1,913 
Spa 800 gpd/1,000 sf 3,000 sf 2,400 4,080 
Retail 80 gpd/1,000 sf 6,510 sf 521 886 
Lobby 80 gpd/1,000 sf 2,750 sf 220 374 
Administration 150 gpd/1,000 sf 34,206 30,687 sf 5,131 4,603 8,723 7,825 
Auto Parking 0.02 gpd/sf 95,832 sf 1,917 3,259 
Outdoor Landscapece 3,580 gpd/acre 0.027 acre (1,160 sf) 72 122 
Total Demand   33,689 48,370 57,320 82,230 
  
 
a The estimated water demand for interior uses is based on wastewater generation factors from the occupancy 

method provided in the City Master Plan of Sewers. 
b Estimated to be 1.7 times the average daily wastewater generation. 
c The 13,775 square feet of ‘Restaurant/Coffee Shop’ includes 9,975 square feet for ‘Restaurant’ and 3,800 

square feet for ‘Coffee Shop’ as stated in Section II, Project Description. 
d the 7,500 square feet of ‘Fitness Center/Spa’ includes 4,500 square feet for ‘Fitness Center’ and 3,000 

square feet for ‘Spa’ as stated in Section II, Project Description. 
ec According to LADWP practice, outdoor water use is calculated as 28 percent of the total interior demand.  

However, due to the urban nature of the project and the proposed landscaped area, outdoor waster use is 
calculated as 3,580 gpd/acre according to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering usage rate cited in 
the City of Los Angeles Redevelopment Agency’s Grand Avenue EIR (2006). 

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009 (based on Bureau of Sanitation Letter, July 17, 2009). 

Page IV.H-27, paragraph 1, lines 1 through 5 are revised as follows: 

“Comparing the 23 AF per year water demand for development that could occur under 
the existing General Plan designation, the density increase under Refined Option 1 would result 
in a net increase of 1531.2 AF per year.  The net increase under Refined Option 1 would 
represent an approximately 0.0130.027 percent increase in the UWMP’s projected increase in 
demand of 115,000 AF and an approximately 0.002 0.004 percent of increase in the UWMP’s 
projected water demand of 776,000 AF for 2030.”   
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Page IV.H-28, paragraph 4, lines 2 through 5 and page IV.H-29, lines 1 and 2, are revised as 
follows: 

“As shown in Table IV.H.1-5, Option 2 is estimated to require approximately 32,349 
35,918 gpd of water or 3640.2 AF per year.  The analysis of Option 2’s increase in water demand 
does not take into account prior uses on the site, which previously contributed to the City’s water 
demand.   The 3640.2 AF per year increase in water demand under Option 2 would make up 
approximately 0.0310.035 percent of the UWMP’s total estimated increase in water demand 
through 2030 and approximately 0.005 percent of the UWMP’s total estimated water demand for 
2030.”  

Page IV.H-29, Table IV.H.1-5, below, is revised as follows. 

Table IV.H.1-5 
 

Estimated Water Demand 
Option 2 (Condominium Project) 

 
 

Generation Factor 
(in gpd)a 

Amount of 
Development 

Average Water 
Demand 
(in gpd) 

Peak Water 
Demand 
(in gpd)b 

Proposed Uses     
Condominium – 4 bdrm 240 gpd/units 10 units 2,400 4,080 
Condominium -1 bdrm 120 gpd/units 134 units 16,080 27,336 
Restaurant/Bar Coffee Shopc 300 500 gpd/1,000sf 13,775 9,975 sf 4,133 4,988 7,026 8,480 
Coffee Shop 280 gpd/1,000sf 3,800 sf 1,064 1,809 
Fitness Center/Spad 250 gpd/1,000sf 7,500 4,500 sf 1,875 1,125 3,188 1,913 
Spa 800 gpd/1,000sf 3,000 sf 2,400 4,080 
Retail 80 gpd/1,000sf 6,510 sf 521 886 
Lobby 80 gpd/1,000sf 2,750 sf 220 374 
Administration 150 gpd/1,000sf 34,206 sf 5,131 8,723 
Auto Parking 0.02 gpd/sf 95,832 sf 1,917 3,305 
Outdoor Landscapecb 3,580 gpd/acre 0.027 acre (1,160 sf) 72 124 
Total Demand   32,349 35,918 57,803 61,110 
  
 
a  The estimated water demand for interior uses is based on wastewater generation factors from the occupancy 

method provided in the City Master Plan or Sewers. 
b  Estimated to be 1.7 times the average daily wastewater generation. 
c The 13,775 square feet of ‘Restaurant/Coffee Shop’ includes 9,975 square feet for ‘Restaurant’ and 3,800 square 

feet for ‘Coffee Shop’ as stated in Section II, Project Description. 
d the 7,500 square feet of ‘Fitness Center/Spa’ includes 4,500 square feet for ‘Fitness Center’ and 3,000 square feet 

for ‘Spa’ as stated in Section II, Project Description. 
ce According to LADWP practice, outdoor water use is calculated as 28 percent of the total interior demand.   

However, due to the urban nature and proposed landscaped area, waster use is calculated as 3,580gpd/acre). 
 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009 (based on Bureau of Sanitation Letter, July 17, 2009). 
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Page IV.H-29, paragraph 3, lines 1 and 2 and page IV.H-30, paragraph 1, lines 1 through 3, are 
revised as follows: 

“Comparing the 23 AF per year water demand for a development that could occur under 
the existing General Plan designation, the density increase under Option 2 would result in a net 
increase of 13 17.2 AF per year.  The net increase under Option 2 would represent an 
approximately 0.012 0.015 percent increase in the UWMP’s projected increase in demand of 
115,000 AF and an approximately 0.002 percent of increase in the City’s projected water 
demand of 776,000 AF for 2030.”   

Page IV.H-33. Paragraph 2, lines 5 through 12 are revised as follows: 

“The project in conjunction with related projects would yield a total average water 
demand of approximately 201,524 216,205 gpd or 225 242 AF per year under Refined Option 1 
and 200,184 203,753 gpd or 224 228 AF under Option 2.  As stated above, LADWP’s 2005 
UWMP projects yearly water demand to reach 776,000 AF by 2030, an increase of 17 percent 
from 2005 water demand.  With the anticipated water demand increase of 225 242 AF or 224 
228 AF (Refined Option 1 and Option 2, respectively) per year from the development of the 
proposed project and related projects, the demand for water would fall within the available and 
projected water demand of LADWP’s 2005 UWMP.    

Page IV.H-24, Table IV.H.1-6, is revised as shown below. 

Table IV.H.1-6 
 

Estimated Cumulative Water Demand 
 

Related 
Project Land Use Size Units 

Average Wastewater 
Demand 
(in gpd) 

Peak Water 
Demand 
(in gpd) 

1 Retail  10.62  ksf  850 1,446 

2 Condominiums 
Commercialb  

350  
50  

du  
ksf  

56,000 
4,000 

95,238 
6,803 

3 Hotel  
Retail  

42  
8.701  

du  
ksf  

5,460 
696 

10,469 
1,184 

4 Retail  2.75  ksf  220 340 
5 Condominiums  24  du  3,840 2,258 
6 Condominiums  56  du  8,960 15,238 
7 Condominiums  87  du  13,920 23,673 
8 Convenience Store  3.75  ksf  300 510 
9 Townhomes  8  du  1,440 2,449 
10 Condominiums  8  du  1,280 2,177 
11 Condominiums  64  du  10,240 17,415 
12 Condominiums  10  du  1,600 2,721 
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Table IV.H.1-6 
 

Estimated Cumulative Water Demand 
 

Related 
Project Land Use Size Units 

Average Wastewater 
Demand 
(in gpd) 

Peak Water 
Demand 
(in gpd) 

13 Condominiums  8  du  1,280 2,177 
14 Senior Housing  172  du  20,640 35,102 
15 Condominiums  12  du  1,920 3,256 

16 Apartments  
Retail  

36  
8.485  

du  
ksf  

5,670 
679 

9,643 
1,155 

17 Mixed Use  64  ksf  5,120 8,707 
18 Condominiums  16  du  2,560 4,354 
19 Condominiums  35  du  5,600 9,524 
20 Condominiums  59  du  9,440 16,054 
21 Condominiums  12  du  1,920 3,265 
22 Apartments  12  du  1,920 3,265 
23 Apartments 18 du 2,280 3,878 
Total: 167,835 a 282,301 a 
Total Related Projects Water Demand 167,835 282,301 
Refined Option 1 Water Demand 33,689 48,370 57,320 82,278 
Option 2 Water Demand 32,349 35,918 57,80361,110 
Total Cumulative Water Demand With Refined 
Option 1 201,524 216,205 339,621 364,529 

Total Cumulative Water Demand With Option 2 200,184 203,753 340,104343,411 
  
 
a   Water totals are generalized since the total water demand does not include water for outdoor uses, 

nor take into consideration water demand for uses and landscaping associated with prior uses.  
b   Related Project No.2(the Palazzo Westwood) was the subject of a prior EIR(ENV-2000-3212-EIR) and 

would have been taken into consideration in LADWP’s 2005 UWMP. The deletion of this project from 
the estimated demand would reduce the new cumulative demand by approximately 30 percent 
compared to the total shown on the table.  

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009  

SECTION IV.H.2. WASTEWATER 

Page IV.H.40, paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 and page IV.H-41, paragraph 1 are revised as follows: 

Based on information provided by LADPW, the sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the 
site includes two existing lines in Gayley Avenue:  an 18-inch line and a 30-inch line in Gayley 
Avenue and a 12-inch line in Wilshire Boulevard.  The sewage from the both the existing 18-
inch Gayley Avenue line and 12-inch Wilshire Boulevard line travels feed into an existing 15-
inch line in Kelton Avenue before splitting into a 21-inch line in Ohio Avenue and a 15-inch line 
in Santa Monica Boulevard.  The flow in the 21-inch line on Ohio Avenue feeds into a 24-inch 
line in Ayres Avenue before finally discharging into a 30-inch line in National Boulevard.  The 
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flow in the 15-inch line in Santa Monica Boulevard continues into an 18-inch line on Malcolm 
Avenue and then into a 21-inch line in Overland Avenue before finally discharging into a 24-
inch line in National Boulevard. 11  onto Midvale Avenue, down Kelton Avenue, and continues 
into a 21-inch line on Ohio Avenue.  The sewage then flows into a 24-inch pipe on Federal 
Avenue, La Grange Avenue, South Barrington Avenue and Ayres Avenue before finally 
discharging into a 30-inch pipe on Granville Avenue.   

Based on the City’s existing gauging information, the current flow level (d/D) in the 18-
inch line in Gayley Avenue and the 12-inch line in Wilshire Boulevard have is at approximately 
13 percent capacity (13 percent full). not been gauged.  The current flow level is 25 percent in 
the 15-inch Kelton Avenue line, 30 percent in the 21-inch Ohio Avenue line, 18 percent in the 
15-inch Santa Monica line, 52 percent in the 24-inch Ayres Avenue line, 61 percent in the 30-
inch National Boulevard line, 22 percent in the 18-inch Malcolm Avenue line, 21 percent in the 
21-inch Overland line, and 24 percent in the 24-inch National Boulevard line.  Sewer lines 
exceeding 50 percent capacity are considered deficient. 12  Based on the City’s existing gauging 
information, the current flow levels (d/D) in the 21-inch, 24-inch, and 30-inch line are at 
approximately 32 percent, 27 percent, and 52 percent capacity, respectively.  The design 
capacities at d/D of 50 percent for the 18-inch line are 2.18 mgd, for the 21-inch line is 4.36 
mgd, for the 24-inch line is 6.22 mgd, and for the 30-inch line is 9.61 mgd.   

The sewage from the existing 30-inch line in Gayley Avenue flows into a 27-inch line on 
Wilshire Boulevard, then into a 39-inch line on in Westwood Boulevard before discharging into 
a 33-inch pipe on in Rochester Avenue.   Based on the City’s existing gauging information, the 
current flow level (d/D) is 31 percent in the 30-inch Gayley Avenue line, and 29 percent in the 
39-inch Rochester Avenue line.  The current flow level is not gauged in the 39-inch Westwood 
Boulevard line.13  and 33-inch lines is approximately 13 percent and 34 percent full, respectively.  
The design capacities at d/D of 50 percent for the 30-inch line are 10.3 mgd, for the 27-inch line 
is 13.63 mgd, for the 39-inch line is 15.27 mgd, and for the 33-inch line is 17.74 mgd.   

Page IV.H-47, paragraphs 2 and 3, and page IV.H-47, first two lines at the top of the page, are 
revised as follows: 

As shown in Table IV.H.2-3, on page IV-50, Refined Option 1 would generate an 
estimated average wastewater generation of approximately 31,700 46,381 gpd (0.032 0.046 mgd) 
                                                 
11  Los Angeles Department of Public Works – Bureau of Sanitation, The Wilshire Gayley Project – Notice of 

Completion Draft EIR Letter prepared by Brent Lorscheider, Division Manager Wastewater Engineering 
Services Division, July 17, 2009. 

12  Ibid. 
13  Ibid. 
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and an estimated peak wastewater generation of 53,891 78,849 gpd (0.054 0.079 mgd).  
According to the Bureau of Sanitation, it appears the sewer system might be able to 
accommodate the total flow from the project.  However, further detailed gauging and evaluation 
would be needed as part of the permitting process to identify a sewer connection point.  If the 
public sewer has insufficient capacity, the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a 
point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity.  A final approval for sewer capacity and 
connection would be made at the time that the permit is issued.14  As adequate sewer lines would 
be available through either sufficient capacity in existing lines or construction of lines to a point 
in the sewer system that has sufficient capacity, impacts with respect to sewer lines would be less 
than significant. 

The design capacity (50 percent capacity) of the existing 18-inch sewer line in Gayley 
Avenue is 2.18 mgd.  Based on the City’s existing gauging information, the current flow level 
(d/D) in the 18-inch line is approximately 13 percent of capacity or approximately 0.57 mgd.15  
Option 1 would generate approximately 0.032 mgd on an average day and 0.054 mgd during 
peak flow.  These flows would increase the current flow in the 18-inch line to approximately 
0.602 mgd on an average day and 0.624 mgd on a peak flow day.  As the project, combined with 
existing flow in the Gayley Avenue line, would not cause total wastewater flow to exceed the 
line’s design capacity (2.18 mgd), Option 1 would have a less than significant impact with 
respect to existing sewer line infrastructure.  In addition, the Bureau of Sanitation has noted that 
the 18-inch line is terminal and, therefore, is not expected to draw additional upstream uses. 

Page IV.H-48, paragraphs 2 and 3 are revised as follows: 

As shown in Table IV.H.2-3, Option 2 would result in incrementally less wastewater flow 
than Option 1, with an estimated average wastewater generation of approximately 30,360 33,929 
gpd (0.030 0.034 mgd) and a peak wastewater generation of 51,613 57,679 gpd (0.052 0.0568 
mgd).  According to the Bureau of Sanitation, it appears the sewer system might be able to 
accommodate the total flow from the project.  However, further detailed gauging and evaluation 
would be needed as part of the permitting process to identify a sewer connection point.  If the 
public sewer has insufficient capacity, the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a 
point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity.  A final approval for sewer capacity and 
connection would be made at the time that the permit is issued. As adequate sewer lines would 
be available through either sufficient capacity in existing lines or construction of lines to a point 
in the sewer system that has sufficient capacity, impacts with respect to sewer lines would be less 
than significant. 

                                                 
14  Ibid. 
15 City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services 

Division, Project Evaluation letter, November 6, 2008. 
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The design capacity (50 percent capacity) of the existing 18-inch sewer line in Gayley 
Avenue is 2.18 mgd.  Based on the City’s existing gauging information, the current flow level 
(d/D) in the 18-inch line is at approximately 13 percent capacity or approximately 0.57 mgd.  
Option 2 would generate approximately 0.030 mgd on an average day and 0.052 mgd during 
peak flow.  These flows would increase the current flow in the 18-inch line to approximately 
0.60 mgd on an average day, and 0.620 mgd on a peak flow day.  As the project, combined with 
existing flow in the Gayley Avenue line, would not cause total wastewater flow to exceed the 
line’s design capacity (2.18 mgd), Option 2 would have a less than significant impact with 
respect to existing sewer line infrastructure.  In addition, the Bureau of Sanitation has noted that 
the 18-inch line is terminal and, therefore, is not expected to draw additional upstream uses. 

Page IV.H-49, Table IV.H.2-3 is revised as shown on page IV-50. 

Page IV.H-50, paragraph 1 is revised as follows: 

Wastewater generation from Refined Option 1 would contribute an average wastewater 
flow of 31,700 46,381 gpd (0.032 0.046 mgd) and a peak flow of 53,891 78,849 gpd (0.054 
0.079 mgd).  Wastewater from the project would be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant 
(HTP), which the Bureau of Sanitation has indicated has sufficient capacity for the project.16  The 
projected available treatment capacity of the Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System for 2015 
is 58 million gpd (mgd), and for 2020 is 39 mgd, without taking into consideration a 20 mgd 
increase in capacity to 570 mgd expected with implementation of the IRP improvements.  
Wastewater generated by Refined Option 1 would represent approximately 0.053 0.08 percent of 
HTP’s projected treatment capacity in 2015 and 0.081 0.2 percent of HTP’s projected treatment 
capacity in 2020.  

Page IV.H-50, paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

Under Option 2, the project would contribute an average wastewater flow of 30,360 
33,929 gpd (0.030 0.034 mgd) and a peak flow of 51,613 57,679 gpd (0.052 0.058 mgd) and 
similar to Option 1, such a service demand could be accommodated within the projected 
available treatment capacity of the Hyperion Treatment Plant.  Wastewater generated by Option 
2 would represent approximately 0.052 0.058 percent of HTP’s projected treatment capacity in 
2015 and 0.077 0.087 percent of HTP’s projected treatment capacity in 2020.  

 

                                                 
16 Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, Op. Cit. Comment Letter on Draft EIR (July 

17, 2009). 
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Table IV.H.2-3 
 

Estimated Wastewater Generation - Refined Option 1 and Option 2  
 

Land Use 
Generation Factor 

(in gpd)a 

Amount of 
Development 

Refined   
Option 1 

Average 
Wastewater 
Generation  

(in gpd) 
Refined 
Option 1 

Peak 
Wastewater 
Generation 

(in gpd)b 

Refined 
Option 1 

Amount of 
Development 

Option 2 

Average 
Wastewater 
Generation  

(in gpd) 
Option 2 

Peak 
Wastewater 
Generation 

(in gpd)b 

Option 2 
Proposed Uses        

Hotel 130 gpd/rm 134 250 rooms 17,42032,500 29,614 55,250 - - - 
Condominium – 4 bdrm 240 gpd/units 10 units 2,400 4,080 10 units 2,400 4,080 
Condominium -1 bdrm 120 gpd/units - - - 134 units 16,080 27,336 

Restaurant/Coffee Shopc Bar 300 500 gpd/1,000 sf 13,775 7,895 sf 4,133 3,948 7,026 6,712 
13,775  
9,975sf 4,133 4,988 7,026 8,480 

Coffee Shopc 280 gpd/1,000 sf 3,800 sf 1,064 1,809 3,800 sf 1,064 1,809 
Fitness Center/Spad 250 gpd/1,000 sf 4,500 sf 1,125 1,913 4,500 sf 1,125 1,913 
Spa 800 gpd/1,000 sf 3,000 sf 2,400 4,080 3,000 sf 2,400 4,080 
Retail 80 gpd/1,000 sf 6,510 sf 521 886 6,510 sf 521 886 
Lobby 80 gpd/1,000 sf 2,750 sf 220 374 2,750 sf 220 374 
Administration 150 gpd/1,000 sf 34,206 30,687sf 5,1314,603 8,723 7,825 34,206 sf 5,131 8,723 

Total Wastewater   31,700 46,381 53,891 78,849  30,360 33,929 51,613 57,679 
  
a Provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, July 17, 2009. 
b Estimated to be 1.7 times the average daily wastewater generation. 
c The 13,775 square feet of ‘Restaurant/Coffee Shop’ includes 9,975 square feet for ‘Restaurant’ and 3,800 square feet for ‘Coffee Shop’ as stated in Section II, 

Project Description. 
d the 7,500 square feet of ‘Fitness Center/Spa’ includes 4,500 square feet for ‘Fitness Center’ and 3,000 square feet for ‘Spa’ as stated in Section II, Project 

Description. 
 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009 (based on Bureau of Sanitation Letter, July 17, 2009).   
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Page IV.H-52, paragraph 3 is revised as follows: 

As shown in Table IV.H.2-4, below, the estimated wastewater generation associated with 
related projects on average is approximately 168,305 gpd (0.17 mgd) with a peak flow of 
290,181 gpd (0.29 mgd).  Refined Option 1 would contribute 31,700 46,381 gpd (0.032 0.046 
mgd) with a peak flow of 53,891 78,849 gpd (0.054 0.079 mgd) to this estimated generation for a 
total average cumulative flow of 200,005 203,574 gpd (0.20 mgd) and a peak flow of 344,072 
350,138 gpd (0.34 0.35 mgd) as shown in Table H.2-4.  Option 2 would contribute 30,360 
33,929 gpd (0.030 0.034 mgd) with a peak flow of 51,613 57,679 gpd (0.052 0.058 mgd) to this 
estimated generation for a total average cumulative flow of 198,665 202,234 gpd (0.199 0.20 
mgd) and a peak flow of 341,794 347,860 gpd (0.34 0.35 mgd) as shown in Table IV.H.2-4. 

Page IV.H-53:  Table IV.H.2-4 is revised as shown below. 

Table IV.H.2-4 
 

Cumulative Wastewater Generation 
 

Related 
Project No. Project 

Residential 
Generation Retail Generation Hotel Generation 

1 Retail - 850 - 
2 Condominiums & Retail 56,000 4,000 - 
3 Hotel & Retail - 696 5,460 
4 Retail - - - 
5 Condominiums 3,840 - - 
6 Condominiums 8,960 - - 
7 Condominiums 13,920 - - 
8 Retail - 300 - 
9 Townhomes 1,440 - - 

10 Condominiums 1,280 - - 
11 Condominiums 10,240 - - 
12 Condominiums 1,600 - - 
13 Condominiums 1,280 - - 
14 Senior Housing 20,640 - - 
15 Condominiums 1,920 - - 
16 Apartments & Retail 5,760 679 - 
17 Retail - 5,120 - 
18 Condominiums 2,560 - - 
19 Condominiums 5,600 - - 
20 Condominiums 9,440 - - 
21 Condominiums 1,920 - - 
22 Apartments 1,920 - - 
23 Condominiums 2,880   

Total Related Project  151,200 11,645 5,460 
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Table IV.H.2-4 
 

Cumulative Wastewater Generation 
 

Related 
Project No. Project 

Residential 
Generation Retail Generation Hotel Generation 

  Average Peak 
Total Related Project – Wastewater Generation  168,305 290,181 
Project Wastewater Generation – Refined Option 1  31,700 46,381 53,891 78,849 
Project Wastewater Generation – Option 2  30,360 33,929 51,613 57,679 
TOTAL CUMULATIVE WASTEWATER GENERATION – Refined 
Option 1 200,005 214,686 344,072 369,030 
TOTAL CUMULATIVE WASTEWATER GENERATION – Option 2 198,665 202,234 341,794 347,860 

    
 2015 2020  

Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System ADWF 492,300,000 511,300,000 
Cumulative Wastewater Generation – Refined 

Option 1 200,005214, 686 200,005 214,686 
492,500,005
492,514,686

511,500,005 
511,514,686 

Cumulative Wastewater Generation – Option 2 198,665202,234 198,665202,234 
492,495,785
492,502,234

511,498,665 
511,502,234 

  

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2009 

SECTION V, ALTERNATIVES 

Page V-17, Table V-2, revise total square footage for Alternative C and Alternative D from 
303,709 square feet to 314,325 square feet. 

Page V-30, third paragraph and Page V-41, second paragraph, revise the building square footage 
from approximately 303,709 gross square feet to approximately 314,325 gross square feet. 

APPENDIX E - TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

Pages 7 and 8:  Section II are revised as follows:   

EXISTING STREET SYSTEM 

• I-405 – I-405 provides primary access from the north and the south in the vicinity of 
the study area, and is located west of the project site.  This north/south freeway serves 
as a major corridor for vehicular traffic, beginning in the San Fernando Valley to the 
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north and ending in Orange County to the south.  Access is available via on- and off-
ramps at Sunset, Wilshire, and Santa Monica Boulevards west of the project site. 

• Sepulveda Boulevard – Sepulveda Boulevard is a major arterial highway (Class II) 
running north/south to the west of the project site, and runs parallel I-405 from Los 
Angeles International Airport (LAX) to the San Fernando Valley. 

• Veteran Avenue – Veteran Avenue is a secondary street highway running north/south 
to the west of the project site. 

• Gayley Avenue – Gayley Avenue is a secondary street highway running north/south 
along the east border of the project site.  It passes by the University of California, Los 
Angeles (UCLA) campus before curving west to Veteran Avenue. 

• Westwood Boulevard - Westwood Boulevard is a major north/south arterial street 
highway (Class II) running east of the project site from UCLA to I-10. 

• Glendon Avenue – Glendon Avenue is a local street secondary highway that runs 
north/south east of the project site. 

• Kinross Avenue – Kinross Avenue is an east/west short local collector street north of 
the project site between Veteran Avenue and Glendon Avenue. 

• Lindbrook Drive – Lindbrook Drive is a secondary street highway running east/west 
from Gayley Avenue to Beverly Glen Boulevard.  It forms the east leg of the 
intersection at Gayley Avenue where the project driveway will form the west leg. 

• Wilshire Boulevard – Wilshire Boulevard is a major east-west arterial highway (Class 
II) roving from Santa Monica to downtown Los Angeles.  It passes the southern tip of 
the project site and provides four travel lanes in each direction. 

SECTION V OF THE FINAL EIR, MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

The following mitigation measure is added at the end of the Mitigation Monitoring Program as 
follows: 

J-1: The Applicant shall provide new homeowners with educational materials on 
the proper management and disposal of household hazardous waste. 
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V.  MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

 

The Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) has been prepared in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6, which requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that approves or 
carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental effects to adopt a 
reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a 
condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. 
The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the proposed project.  The MMP is designed to 
monitor implementation of all mitigation measures as identified in the Draft and Final EIRs for 
the proposed project.  In some instances, although impacts were found to be less than significant, 
mitigation measures have been included to ensure that potential impacts remain less than 
significant.  

Mitigation measures are indicated below and are numbered consistent with the relevant 
section numbering provided in the Draft EIR. Each mitigation measure is listed and categorized 
by topic with an accompanying discussion of the following: 

Monitoring Phase:  The phase of the project during which the mitigation measure 
should be monitored (i.e., preconstruction, construction, or operation); 

Enforcement Agency:  The agency with the authority to enforce the mitigation measure; 
and 

Monitoring Agency:  The agency which monitors compliance and implementation of the 
required mitigation measure. 

The project applicant shall be obligated to provide certification prior to the issuance of 
site or building plans that compliance with the required mitigation measures has been achieved. 
All departments listed below are within the City of Los Angeles unless otherwise noted. The 
entity responsible for the implementation of all mitigation measures shall be the project applicant 
unless otherwise noted. 

The following mitigation measures apply to Refined Option 1 and Option 2: 

AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES 

A-1: The Applicant shall ensure through appropriate postings and daily visual 
inspections that no unauthorized materials are posted on any temporary 
construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, and that such 



V.  Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

City of Los Angeles The Wilshire Gayley 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008081010  February 2010 
 

Page V-2 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually attractive 
manner throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

A-2: All landscaped areas shall be maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, 
including an automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Planning. 

Monitoring Phase:  Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 
City Planning 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of City 
Planning 

A-3: All new street and pedestrian lighting within the public right of way shall be 
approved by the Bureau of Street Lighting and shall be tested in accordance 
with the requirements of the Bureau of Street Lighting. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works Bureau of Street 
Services and Bureau of Street Lighting 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works Bureau of Street Services 
and Bureau of Street Lighting 

A-4: All new street and pedestrian lighting shall be shielded and directed away 
from any off-site uses, so that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent 
residential properties. 

Monitoring Phase:  Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 
Public Works Bureau of Street Services and Bureau 
of Street Lighting 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 
Public Works Bureau of Street Services and Bureau 
of Street Lighting 
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A-5: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, architectural plans for all exterior 
lighting shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for 
review to ensure that lighting has low reflectivity in accordance with 
Illuminating Engineers Society (IES) standards to minimize glare and limit 
light onto adjacent properties. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

A-6: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a final lighting and finish plan shall 
be submitted to the Director of Planning to ensure consistency with the 
approved design specifications and conditions. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 

A-7: The exterior of the proposed building shall be constructed of materials such as 
high-performance tinted non-reflective glass and pre-cast concrete or 
fabricated wall surfaces. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the type or 
categories of all exterior glass and architectural features on the building 
facade and rooftop shall be submitted for review to the Department of 
Building and Safety to ensure highly reflective materials are not utilized. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

A-8: All signage plans shall be reviewed to ensure that signs are designed to be 
integrated with the architectural character of the building and convey a 
visually attractive character. 

Monitoring Phase:  Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 

AIR QUALITY 

B-1: All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice 
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be 
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used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403.Wetting 
and/or use of soil binders could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 55 percent. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-2: 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. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building; and Safety and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-3: All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means 
to prevent spillage and dust. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-4: All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or 
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-5: All 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. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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B-6: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as 
to minimize exhaust emissions. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-7: The Project Applicant shall apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to 
manufacturers specifications to inactive construction areas as necessary. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-8: Following daily construction activities, adjacent paved streets found to contain 
visible soil material that carried over from the project site shall be swept to 
remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be 
carried off by trucks departing the site. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
and South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-9: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five 
minutes, both on- and off-site. Signs shall be posted limiting idling to five 
minutes or less. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

B-10: The project shall include air filtration systems for residential dwelling units 
designed to have a minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 11 as 
indicated by the American Society of Heating Refrigerating and Air 
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2.The air handling systems 
shall be maintained on a regular basis per manufacturers recommendations by 
a qualified technician employed or contracted by the project proponent or 
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successor.  Operation and maintenance of the system shall ensure that it 
performs at or above the minimum reporting value. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety  

HAZARDS 

C-1: During subsurface excavation activities, including borings, trenching, and 
grading, Cal/OSHA worker safety measures shall be implemented as required 
to preclude an exposure to unsafe levels of soil contaminants. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety  

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety  

C-2: Any contaminated soil, groundwater and/or toxic materials encountered 
during excavation and grading shall be evaluated and excavated/disposed of, 
treated in-situ (in-place), or otherwise managed in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirements. If contamination is discovered during grading 
activities, grading within such an area shall be temporarily halted and 
redirected around the area until the appropriate evaluation and follow-up 
measures are implemented so as to render the area suitable for grading 
activities to resume. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department - Site Mitigation Unit 
(SMU); Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department - Site Mitigation Unit 
(SMU) 
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C-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall conduct site 
testing of subsurface geological formations in accordance with the Methane 
Mitigation Standards as indicated in LAMC Section 91.7104.1 to evaluate the 
existence of natural gas. Upon completion of the soil gas survey, the 
Applicant shall submit a report with the results of the survey to the City of 
Los Angeles. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

C-4: If required by the site testing required by LAMC Section 91.7104.1, the 
Applicant shall develop and implement precautionary measures to address 
natural gas and to ensure construction worker safety. If necessary, these 
precautionary measures shall include having trained personnel on-site to 
monitor for odorous gases and discolored soils, and having instrumentation 
on-site to monitor for non-odorous gases. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

C-5: Construction contracts shall include provisions requiring continuous 
compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local government regulations 
and conditions related to hazardous materials and wastes management. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

C-6: Should any unrecorded oil well be found during excavation, it shall be 
abandoned in accordance with the California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) under Title 124, 
Chapter 4 of the California Administrative Code or recorded per DOGGR 
regulations. Prior to issuance of any building permit, the Applicant shall 
submit a final clearance letter issued by DOGGR regarding the proper 
abandonment of the well(s). 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; California 

Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and 
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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C-7: Should any unrecorded oil well be found, prior to issuance of any building 
permit an engineering plan that includes proper safety measures and timing of 
the implementation of those measures shall be submitted to and approved by 
LADBS. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

C-8: If required by the site testing conducted in accordance with LAMC Section 
91.7104.1, the Applicant shall develop and implement a methane gas 
mitigation system for the project in accordance with the applicable 
requirements of the City Methane Seepage Regulations.  The specific design 
elements of the methane gas mitigation system, should it be required, shall be 
subject to review and approval of the LADBS in consultation with the LAFD. 

Monitoring Phase:  Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Fire Department 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Fire Department 

LAND USE 

With the approval of the requested entitlements, Option 1 and Option 2 would result in 
less than significant land use impacts.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

NOISE 

E-1: Construction activity shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise 
Ordinance No. 144,331 and 161,574. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

E-2: To the extent feasible, construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 
operating several pieces of heavy equipment simultaneously, which causes 
high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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E-3: Noise-generating construction equipment operated at the project site shall be 
equipped with effective noise control devices, (i.e., mufflers, lagging, and/or 
motor enclosures).  All equipment shall be properly maintained to assure that 
no additional noise, due to worn or improperly maintained parts, would be 
generated. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

E-4: Engine idling from construction equipment such as bulldozers and haul trucks 
shall be limited. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and Southern 
California Air Quality Management District 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety  

E-5: The construction staging area shall be located as far as possible from sensitive 
receptors. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

E-6: The Applicant shall  retain the services of an acoustical engineer with 
expertise in design of building sound isolations, who shall submit a signed 
report prior to the issuance of building permits indicating the proposed 
building design shall meet the  interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, as 
required by City’s Building Code.  Building design to address sound 
insulation shall include to the extent necessary to achieve the interior noise 
level of 45 dBA CNEL features such as (1) air-conditioning/mechanical 
ventilation such that the units shall not have to rely on open windows for 
ventilation; (2) dual insulating glazed systems; (3) doors and windows 
opening to the exterior with acoustical seals; (4) fitting vents with dampers 
and/or acoustic louvers. 

Monitoring Phase:  Prior to Issuance of Building Permit 

Enforcement Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 
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PUBLIC SERVICES 

Fire Protection 

F-1: Prior to the occupancy of the hotel and/or residential component of the 
proposed project, the Applicant shall coordinate with LADWP to construct, or 
otherwise suitably guarantee to LADWP, the installation of a new fire hydrant 
along the Galey Avenue project frontage.  The location and installation of the 
new fire hydrant shall be subject to the approval of the Fire Department and 
LADWP. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Post-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Water and Power; and Fire Department 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Water and Power; and Fire Department 

F-2: Project building plans including a plot plan shall be submitted for approval by 
the Los Angeles Fire Department prior to the issuance of a building permit.  
The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features location 
and grade of access roads and fire lanes, roadway widths, distance of 
buildings from an edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or 
designated fire lane, turning areas, and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and Fire 
Department  

Monitoring Agency: Fire Department 

F-3: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall consult with the 
Los Angeles Fire Department and incorporate fire prevention and suppression 
features and other life-saving equipment (e.g. defibrillators) appropriate to the 
design of the project. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Post-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Fire Department 

Monitoring Agency: Fire Department 

F-4: Where fire apparatus (e.g., trucks, equipment, etc.) will be driven onto the 
road level surface of the subterranean parking structure, that structure shall be 
engineered to withstand a bearing pressure of 8,60 pounds per square foot, 
unless otherwise approved. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 
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Enforcement Agency:  Department of Building and Safety; and Fire 
Department 

Monitoring Agency:  Department of Building and Safety; and Fire 
Department 

F-5: The project shall comply with all applicable State and local Codes and 
Ordinances found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan, as well as 
the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the General Plan of the City of 
Los Angeles, unless otherwise approved. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and Fire 
Department 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; and Fire 
Department 

Police Protection 

F-6: The Applicant shall consult with the Los Angeles Police Department Crime 
Prevention Unit on crime prevention features appropriate for the design of the 
project. The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, 
semi-public and private spaces, which may include but not be limited to 
access control to building, secured parking facilities, well-illuminated public 
and semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-
foot traffic areas  These measures shall be approved by the Police Department 
prior to the issuance of building permits. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department  

F-7: Upon project completion, the Applicant shall provide the West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station Commanding Officer with a diagram of each 
portion of the property, including access routes and provide additional 
information that might facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase:  Post-Construction, Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department  
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Schools 

The project would result in less than significant impacts on schools.  Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Libraries 

The project would result in less than significant impacts on libraries.  Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Parks and Recreation 

F-8: The Applicant shall do one or more of the following (1) dedicate additional 
parkland to meet the requirements of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 
17.12; (2) pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall; or (3) 
provide on-site improvements equivalent in value to said in-lieu fees, or 
record a covenant restricting use of private and common open space facilities 
for park and recreational purposes. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Recreation and Parks; and Department 
of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Recreation and Parks; and Department of 
Building and Safety 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

G-1: Prior to the start of construction, the Applicant shall develop a Construction 
Staging and Traffic Management Plan to be implemented during construction 
of the proposed project.  The Construction Staging and Traffic Management 
Plan shall identify all traffic control measures (including the use of flag 
persons and appropriate detour signage) to be implemented by the 
construction contractor through the duration of demolition and construction 
activities associated with the project.  The Construction Staging and Traffic 
Management Plan shall be subject to final approval by LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
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G-2: Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the Applicant shall prepare and 
submit a valet parking operation plan, which provides information such as 
staffing during operation at peak and non-peak hours, security, and 
procedures, for review and approval by LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase:  Post-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation; and 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

G-3: The Applicant shall submit a detailed accounting of the parking provided, 
required, and used in the off-site location for Option 2. Upon approval and 
prior to issuance of building permits for the project, a copy of a covenant that 
shall reserve the required number of spaces at the off-site facility in perpetuity 
for use by the project shall be submitted to LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase:  Post-Construction 

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation; and 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation; and 
Department of Building and Safety 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Water Supply 

H-1: For the commercial uses on the project site, the Applicant shall (unless 
otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety): 

• Install high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gallons per flush), including 
dual-flush water closets, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gallon 
per flush), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms as 
appropriate. Rebates may be offered through the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these 
installations. 

• Install restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per 
minute. 

• Install restroom faucets of a self-closing design (i.e., that would 
automatically turn off when not in use). 
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• Prohibit the use of single-passing cooling equipment.  Prohibition of such 
equipment shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into 
tenant lease agreements. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

H-2: For the residential uses on the project site, the Applicant shall (unless 
otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety): 

• Install a demand (tankless or instantaneous) water heater system sufficient 
to serve the anticipated needs of the dwellings. 

• Install high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gallons per flush), including 
dual-flush water closets in all restrooms as appropriate.  Rebates may be 
offered through the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
to offset portions of the costs of these installations. 

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

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

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

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Operation 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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H-3: In addition to the requirements of Ordinance No. 170,978 (Landscape 
Ordinance), any landscaping for the proposed project shall incorporate the 
following: 

• Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 

• Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; 

• Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate; 

• Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; 

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

• Use of automatic irrigation timers to water landscaping during early 
morning or late evening hours to reduce water losses from evaporation;  

• Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff; and 

• Any irrigated landscaping over of 5,000 square feet shall require 
submetering. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Operation 

Enforcement Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

H-4: The project developer shall ensure that the landscape irrigation system be 
designed, installed, and tested to provide uniform irrigation coverage. 
Sprinkler head patterns shall be adjusted to minimize over spray onto 
walkways and streets. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction, Operation 

Enforcement Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

Wastewater 

The project would result in less than significant wastewater impacts.  Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The following mitigation measures are contained in the Initial Study prepared for the 
project.  (These mitigation measures were numbered C-1 and C-2 in the Initial Study, but have 
been renumbered to avoid confusion with the mitigation measures relating to Hazards.) 

I-1: If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of the 
project development, the project shall be halted.  The services of an 
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualification 
Standards for Archaeology shall be secured by contacting the California 
Historical Resources Information System South Central Coastal Information 
Center (CHRIS-SCCIC) at Cal State University Fullerton, or a member of the 
Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) to assess the resources and 
evaluate the impact.  A report on the archaeological findings shall be prepared 
by the qualified archaeologist.  A copy of the report shall be submitted to the 
CHRIS-SCCIC.  Recovered archaeological materials shall be curated at an 
appropriate accredited curation facility.  If the materials are prehistoric in 
nature, affiliated Native American groups (identified by the Native American 
Heritage Commission) may be consulted regarding selection of the curation 
facility. 

Monitoring Phase:  Construction 

Enforcement Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

I-2: A qualified paleontologist shall be retained by the applicant and approved by 
the City of Los Angeles to assess grading plans and geotechnical reports for 
the project to determine whether the older Quaternary Alluvium would be 
impacted by excavation.  If so, the paleontologist shall prepare and execute a 
monitoring program for excavation in the older Quaternary Alluvium for 
identification and recovery of paleontological resources.  If fossils are 
encountered at depths less than the anticipated depth of the older Quaternary 
Alluvium, the paleontologist shall be notified immediately and shall assess the 
significance of those fossils and shall make recommendations for recovery of 
those and other potential fossils in the shallower horizons.  If fossils are found 
during monitoring, the paleontologist shall prepare a report summarizing the 
results of the monitoring program including methods of fossil recovery and 
curation, and a description of the fossils collected and their significance.  A 
copy of the report shall be provided to the Applicant and to the City of Los 
Angeles.  The fossils and a copy of the report shall be deposited in an 
accredited curation facility. 

Monitoring Phase:  Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:  Department of Building and Safety 
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PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The following mitigation measure was added as a result of a comment from the County 
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works:  

J-1: The Applicant shall provide new homeowners with educational materials on 
the proper management and disposal of household hazardous waste. 

Monitoring Phase:  Operation 

Enforcement Agency:  County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 

Monitoring Agency:  County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 



 



 

APPENDIX A: COMMENT LETTERS 

 



 



t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
1

t.keelan
Text Box
Letter No. 1





UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVINE • LOS ANGELES • MERCED' RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO

July 20,2009

VIA EMAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL

Diana Kitching, Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles CA 90012
Diana.Kitching@LAcity.org

UCLA

SANTA BARBARA' SANTA CRUZ

CAMPUS COUNSEL
2241 MURPHY HALL

LOS ANGELES, CA 90095-1405
TEL (310) 825-2895
FAX (310) 825-8857

gsfichma@capnet.ucla.edu

RE: Wilshire Gayley Project ("Project") - ENV-2008-2368-EIR (State Clearinghouse NO. 2008081010)
Project address: 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue (the "Property")
Applicant: Wilshire Gayley, LLC ("Applicant")

Dear Ms. Kitching:

The Regents of the University of California, on behalf of its Los Angeles Campus ("UCLA" or
"Campus") is hereby providing its comments on the above-referenced Project. UCLA submitted a
response to the City's Notice of Preparation on September 2, 2008 requesting that the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) consider the potential for the Project to conflict with and possibly impair
development of the adjacent UCLA property. While UCLA supports the development of the Property,
it remains concerned that the impacts of the Project under either proposed development option will
adversely impact the Campus' adjacent property rights and result in impacts that could otherwise be
reduced or eliminated through Project revisions or mitigations. Accordingly, for the reasons set out
below, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated.

The Project

The Project proposes demolition of an existing vacant retail store and construction of a 29-story (427
foot-high) building (approximately 303,709 gross square feet, 261,883 net square feet) with
approximately 6,510 square feet of ground floor retail, a swimming pool, restaurant, and fitness
center. The Project is proposed to include parking for 260 vehicles in 200 striped parking spaces and
60 valet-assisted spaces in four subterranean levels, which would partially extend under the alley
abutting the north side of the subject property and under Gayley Avenue, and either:

1) 134 hotel rooms and amenities, including a business center with meeting rooms, and 10 residential
condominiums (option 1); or

2) 144 residential condominiums (option 2). Additional off-site parking to serve the site would be
provided by Covenant and Agreement under this development option.
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Ms. Kitching
July 20, 2009

The Project site is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Gayley Avenue and
crosses an alley that was recently vacated. The relocated portion of this alley has recently been
constructed along the entire length of the northern property line. To the west of the Project site is
property owned by the Regents of the University of California and developed with buildings and a
surface parking lot serving the campus of UCLA (the "UCLA Property"). The UCLA Property is
considered by the Campus to be under-developed and has been identified for redevelopment in
furtherance of UCLA's mission. It is critical that the potential development of the UCLA Property not
be impaired as a result of activities on neighboring properties following City waivers of or
modifications to otherwise applicable land use controls.

The Project site is included in the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation
Program Specific Plan and the City of Los Angeles' Westwood Community Plan, and the northerly
portion of the site is located within the Westwood Village Speci'fic Plan.

Due to the Project's size, intended use, and location, the EIR states that a variety of permits, City plan
amendments, and variances/adjustments will be necessary in order to implement the Project as
presently proposed. (See EI R, 11-19.) UCLA has determined that as of January 15, 2009, the Project
proponent's representative requested the following entitlements (see case No. CPC-2009-143-GPA
SP-ZC-HD-CUB-CU-ZV-ZAA-SPR-GB):

1. General Plan amendments to change the land use designation from Community Commercial to
Regional Center on the northerly portion of the Project site and eliminate the applicability of Plan
Footnote NO.3 from the Westwood Community Plan, which limits the southerly portion of the Project
site to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 6:1, so that the entire Project site can be developed at a 11:1
FAR.1

2. Specific Plan amendments to remove the northerly portion of the Project site from the Westwood
Village Specific Plan, which would also eliminate applicability of the Westwood Community Design
Review Board Ordinance.2

3. A zone change request to remove applicability of Ordinance No. 170,504, which applies to the
northerly portion of the southerly half of the Project site and limits height to 31 feet, gross floor area to
7,000 square feet, and prohibits access from Gayley Avenue, so that the property can be developed
at a floor area ratio of 11 :1.

4. A modification to the applicable Height Districts to establish a Height District 4D over the entire
Project site with an approximately 11:1 FAR in lieu of the Height District 2 that applies to the southerly
portion of the Project site and limits FAR to 6:1, and Height District 2D on the northerly portion of the
Project site, which limits development to 3:1 FAR.

1 UCLA is concerned that the Project will exceed the development parameters applicable to the Project site
even if the Project sponsor's General Plan amendment requests are granted. The Draft EIR - Project
Description (EIR, page 11-1) -- and the tentative tract map describe the Project lot area as 23,951 square feet.
However, elsewhere in the Draft EIR the lot area of the north parcel is described to be 10,328 square feet, and
the south parcel to be 11,172, for a total of 21,500 square feet (see EIR, page V-15-16). Per LAMe, the square
footage of the lot area affects the FAR and dwelling unit calculation, therefore clarification is required as to
whether the entire alley area can be included as part of the lot area.

2 Removing the Project site from the Westwood Village Specific Plan would allow the Project sponsor to
increase the otherwise allowable 2:1 FAR to 11 :1. It would also allow the Project sponsor to avoid design
review by the Westwood Community Design Review Board, thereby eliminating an opportunity for public input in
the design process.
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Ms. Kitching
July 20, 2009

5. A zone variance to permit off-site parking at a distance of more than 750 feet for residences if
development option 2 is pursued.3

6. A Zoning Administrator Adjustment to eliminate the required side yard setback along the western
side of the Project site.4

7. A Site Plan Review to determine Project compliance with Section 16.05 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code.

8. Conditional Use Permits authorizing the on-site sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages in
conjunction with proposed hotel and restaurant uses and authorizing a hotel in the C4 Zone within
500 feet of a residential zone.

Thereafter on January 20,2009 the Project proponent's agent filed a request (Case No. VTT-70935
CN-GB) for one ground lot (in lieu of two), three air space lots, and a haul route.

Based on these applications alone (and the Draft EIR states other entitlements may also be needed)
the record demonstrates that Project implementation will require the City to relax or eliminate many
land use regulations applicable to the site, which are intended to ensure continuity with the
surrounding community and minimize impacts associated with conflicting uses. Although the Project
is impressive in concept and design and would upgrade the current use of the site, as proposed
(under either development option) it will significantly exacerbate traffic and circulation conditions in
and around Westwood and Westwood Village, and impair or inhibit future development of abutting
properties and mass transit uses under consideration for the area.

For these reasons, as discussed in more detail below, UCLA believes the Draft EIR lacks an
adequate evaluation of impacts associated with Project implementation and is an insufficient
document to support City decisions to grant the above-requested entitlements. Further, the Draft EIR
generally fails to discuss impacts to the UCLA Property or identify feasible mitigation measures that
could reduce such impacts. UCLA therefore recommends that the Draft EIR be revised and
recirculated.

Specific Comments on the Draft EIR

1. Analysis of the proposed off-site parking associated with development option 2 is
inadequate.

As set forth in the Draft EJR Project Description Section (page 11-13), Option 2 requires the provision
of 226 parking spaces at one or more adjacent sites. Specifically the Draft EI R identifies the Center
West bUilding at 10877 Wilshire Boulevard and the Plaza la Reina, which is under construction
immediately to the east of Center West, at 10844-10852 Lindbrook Drive. Both locations are more

3 As discussed in Section 1 of this letter, UCLA believes the Project sponsor's application for the zone variance
is not supported by evidence that the proposed off-site parking locations (1) have capacity to serve the Project,
and (2) will not result in traffic circulation and vehicle/pedestrian conflicts.

4 UCLA is extremely concerned that the Project sponsor's requested Zoning Administrator Adjustment will, if
granted, significantly impair the development potential of the UCLA Property. See discussion in Section 3 of
this letter.
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Ms. Kitching
July 20, 2009

than 750 feet from the Project site, thereby requiring a variance from Section 12.21-A, 4(g) of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code. However, the Draft EI R fails to discuss whether either of the proposed off
site parking locations have sufficient capacity to serve the Project.

The Draft EIR also fails to discuss the potential for the Project to compound traffic circulation
associated with ingress/egress to the Project site due to an increase in temporary loading/unloading
parking activity necessitated by the distance of the proposed off-site parking. Further, the Draft EIR
lacks any analysis of the pedestrian path of travel along Lindbrook Avenue from the proposed off-site
parking locations to the Project site. The locations of the proposed off-site parking would require
pedestrians to cross a secondary highway with six travel lanes in an approximately 70-foot-wide
roadway (Gayley Avenue), a divided major highway with seven travel lanes in an approximately 90
foot-wide roadway (Westwood Boulevard), and a divided local street with six travel lanes in an
approximately 70-foot-wide roadway (Glendon Avenue). All intersections are signalized and require
extended wait times for east- and west-bound pedestrians because of the preference given to
expediting north-south vehicular traffic movement. The failure of the Draft EIR to provide any
discussion of pedestrian pathway routes from the off-site parking to the Project site is a serious
inadequacy that should be analyzed in a recirculated Draft EIR.

2. The Draft EIR misrepresents the aesthetic impacts and improvements of the Project.

Throughout the Draft EIR are statements that the Project will create impressive pedestrian
improvements. For example, the last paragraph on page IV.D-38 discusses the creation of a uniform,
10-foot-wide sidewalk, with display windows, pedestrian entrances, landscaping, and lighting. The
proposed improvements would involve widening of the existing sidewalk condition, presumably to
eliminate a parkway area within the existing 10' zone between the Project site and the curb. It would
also eliminate a pinch point where the existing walkway was much less near the prior gas station
development. The table on page IV.D-42 also addresses removal of existing driveways and
signalization of the Project's single point of access. However at 10 feet wide, the sidewalk for the
Project's proposed "gateway" access point to and from pedestrian-friendly Westwood Village would
be as narrow as the narrowest sidewalk observed for several blocks in the vicinity in Westwood
Village.

Pedestrian traffic generated by occupants/visitors to the proposed Project would also exacerbate the
sensation of claustrophobia to pedestrians in the narrow channel between a very tall building and the
nearly constant stream of southbound vehicles. Pedestrian flow on the west side of Gayley Avenue
would also be interrupted by the proposed four-way signalization.

There is also a significant potential for conflict between pedestrians and vehicles at the sole vehicular
access point for visitors and customers at the north end of the Project site opposite the western
terminus of Lindbrook Drive. Vehicular ingress would entail right turns from southbound traffic on
Gayley Avenue, direct westbound traffic from Lindbrook Drive, or left turns from northbound traffic on
Gayley Avenue. Because the point of vehicular egress is south of Lindbrook Drive, exiting traffic
would be forced exclusively into the southbound Gayley Avenue curbside lane.

The above-described potential impacts have not been adequately analyzed nor have any mitigation
measures been considered. These potential impacts and the feasibility of mitigation measures
should be addressed in a recirculated Draft EIR.

3. The Land Use Section of the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze or disclose the impacts
of the Project on the adjacent UCLA Property.
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Ms. Kitching
July 20,2009

The Draft EIR concludes, without any supporting analysis, that the Project " ...does not impact the
development or redevelopment of an adjacent property." (EIR, page IV.D-69). Such a conclusion
without supporting analysis and in view of the numerous waivers and modifications to otherwise
applicable land use controls sought - especially given UCLA's September 2, 2008 letter in response
to the Notice of Preparation in which the potential for the Project to impact the UCLA Property was
raised - alone triggers the need to recirculate the Draft EIR.

In particular, the Draft EIR repeatedly cites the existence of a 20-foot-wide easement along the east
side of the UCLA Property as justification for waiving the otherwise required side yard setback for the
westerly residential portion of the Project (see, e.g., Draft EIR, page IV.D-69, para.1). The
assumption of no impact is particularly problematic given that neither the City nor the Project
proponent is a party to the easement agreement and neither has the right to impinge upon the air
space above the property that is covered by the easement. Also, as mentioned in UCLA's September
2,2008 letter, the storm drain might be relocated at some future date to facilitate development of the
UCLA Property. Thus, whether or not a variance from the side yard setback is required at the ground
level, there is no evidence in the record to support the Draft EIR's conclusion that the Project will not
impact the University's property rights.

Moreover, the Draft EIR fails to give any consideration to the relationship between property line
location and window configuration in the Project. The Draft EI R provides insufficient information to
determine the proposed window size (percentage of wall area) and distance to the property line on
the west side of the proposed Project. The City of Los Angeles Building Code requires certain
limitations on windows based upon the distance from the property line. For example, if the bUilding is
10 feet to 15 feet from the property line, then 45% of the building wall surface would be allowed to
have openings (unprotected). If an assumed property line is created that extends onto UCLA's
property (i.e. in the existing easement area) in order for the Project to comply with the fire and life
safety requirements of the City of Los Angeles Building Code, then UCLA's ability to construct a
building on its property might be substantially impaired. For example, if UCLA in the future proposed
a residential high rise development similar to the Project and was forced to use an assumed property
line (for purposes of compliance with California Building Code requirements) that differed from the
western property line of the Project, it could limit the windows in any such UCLA development.
Thus, the Project applicant is attempting to shift the impact of City of Los Angeles Building Code
requirements to UCLA by requesting that the City waive otherwise applicable setback requirements.
This potentially significant land use impact and impairment of UCLA property rights has not been
analyzed in the Draft EI R.

Further, the Draft EIR fails to address UCLA's concern, expressed in its September 2 letter, that the
alley north of the Project, which provides access to existing and any potential future development on
the adjacent UCLA Property, would be signiJicantly negatively impacted by the proposed use of the
alley in support of the Project (e.g., by providing access to the Project's below-grade patron parking
and above grade vehicular entrance, turnaround, and loading dock for deliveries to the hotel and
restaurant). Not only is this potential impact not analyzed, but the Draft EIR fails to consider
mitigation proposed by UCLA in its September 2 letter. Specifically, UCLA recommended that the
Project's use of the alley for access to Gayley Avenue be conditioned on the development of physical
site modifications and operational controls that will ensure UCLA's ability to use the alley on an
unobstructed and equal basis with the Project and other users of the public alley. Without such
mitigation, the Project may impair two existing pedestrian access points to the UCLA Property, one of
which is for emergency egress.

The Draft EIR also fails to provide any analysis of the impacts of the potential for the Project to
require a subsurface vacation of the public right-of-way under the alley located immediately north of
the Project site and under the sidewalk along Gayley Avenue to the east of the Project site to permit
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underground parking. Subsurface vacation of the property underneath the alley would impact the
ability of the City to accommodate utility lines serving the adjacent UCLA Property, potentially making
access and upgrades more difficult. For example, the alley currently accommodates a City owned
sub-surface sewer line serving UCLA, which may require future expansion; other utilities serving
UCLA may also need to be located under the alley in the future. In its September 2 letter, UCLA
requested that the City consider imposing Project conditions requiring the sponsor to guarantee
adequate access to UCLA in the event a subsurface vacation is required. l\Iot only was the potential
impact not discussed, no mitigation measures or Project revisions to avoid the potential impact are
discussed in the Draft EI R.

UCLA also requested that the Project sponsor be required to notify any future third party purchasers
or long-term tenants of the Project or any portion thereof, including without limitation any purchaser of
condominium units (and require as a condition of resale that any subsequent purchasers be similarly
put on notice) of the fact that their views to the west may be partially or totally blocked by future UCLA
development. The potential light and shadow impacts to occupants of the proposed Project have also
not been analyzed.

All of the foregoing potential impacts and the feasibility of mitigation measures should be addressed
in a recirculated Draft EI R.

4. The Draft EIR Transportation and Circulation Section fails to adequately analyze the
cumulative impacts of the Metro Westside Subway Extension project.

Although the Draft EIR acknowledges the Metro project and identifies potential rail alignment and
station location under consideration, there is no substantive analysis of the cumulative impacts of the
Project when considered in combination with the Metro project. (See CEQA Guidelines Section
15130.) The analysis states (Page IV.G-5) only that: ''The developer of the proposed project has had
an initial meeting with Metro to discuss opportunities for building the project without adversely
impacting potential tunnel and station locations that are under study by Metro."

A "cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts." See CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15355 and 15130.

On January 22,2009, the Metro Board of Directors authorized preparation of a Draft Environmental
Impact StatemenVEnvironmentallmpact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Westside Subway Extension.
They also approved the results of the Alternatives Analysis (AA) Study for the Metro Westside
Subway Extension. The AA recommended two build alternatives for further evaluation in the Draft
EIS/EIR:

• Metro Purple Line Subway Extension via Wilshire Boulevard to Santa Monica; and
• Metro Purple Line Subway Extension via Wilshire Boulevard to Santa Monica plus Subway

Extension from Metro Red Line Hollywood/Highland Station via Santa Monica Boulevard.

See http://www.metro.neVprojects_studies/westside/default.htm

The route alignments and station locations being reviewed for the Westside Subway Extension could
result in potentially significant cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation in the Project area
that have not been analyzed in the Draft EIR. Current MTA analysis is based on a phased
continuation of the Metro line west of the 1-405 to avoid worsening the chronic transportation and
circulation issues to the east in Westwood, and especially at the intersection of 1-405 ramps and
Wilshire Boulevard.
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A Wilshire Boulevard alignment is one of only two east-west lines projected to extend westward from
Westwood Boulevard to Santa Monica. Two options for Westwood stations are being considered by
Metro in this immediate area, one near the southern edge of the main UCLA campus and another
either under or immediately adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard between Gayley Avenue and Veteran
Avenue. If the latter site is chosen, any portal located on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard would
seriously impact the limited sidewalk capacity on both Wilshire Boulevard and Gayley Avenue. In
particular, additional pedestrian traffic and vehicle-pedestrian conflicts are reasonably foreseeable at
the principal point of ingress/egress for the proposed Project at Lindbrook Drive, in the alley north of
the subject property, and on Kinross Avenue, which is proposed to serve as the point of access for all
service vehicles accessing the Project. If a single portal were to be provided on the south side of
Wilshire Boulevard, it could have a more limited impact, particularly on the alley and the Kinross
Avenue access thereto. None of these potential impacts are analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Further, to the extent that the Project sponsor has discussed with Metro any joint development
opportunities to minimize Project impacts, such alternatives should be addressed in the Draft EIR.

5. The Draft EIR fails to adequately address construction staging issues.

The Draft EIR fails to provide any discussion of the proposed construction staging area for the
Project. The Project footprint occupies almost the entirety of the Project sponsor's site. Thus, it
would seem that portions of pUblic roadways or property would need to be used for construction
staging, the impacts of which have not been analyzed in the Draft EIR. For example, does the
Project sponsor intend to request a temporary closure of southbound lane(s) on Gayley Avenue for
construction and material off-loading? Are temporary closures needed on Wilshire Boulevard? The
impacts of street closures necessary during Project construction have not been analyzed in the Draft
EIR and revision and recirculation is therefore required.

6. Additional Draft EIR inaccuracies and errors.

a. The Draft EIR inaccurately characterizes the typical building heights of the Community Center
from the Framework Element of the General Plan. For example, Draft EIR, page IV.D-6, para. 1
states heights in this area typically range between 3 to 8 stories; the General Plan, however,
describes the building heights as between 2 to 6 stories. Similarly, in the Draft EIR's Analysis of
Objective 3.9 (page IV.D-27), mid-rise bUildings are described as being characteristic of Community
Centers; however, the General Plan assumes that low- to mid-rise buildings are typical. These
mischaracterizations minimize the potential impacts of the proposed Projects height and scale in
relation to the surrounding community.

b. The designation of streets in Draft EIR Chapter IV.G is inaccurate. Gayley Avenue is not a
"secondary street" nor is Westwood Boulevard a "major arterial" (see, e.g., Page IV.G-2.) Similarly,
Wilshire Boulevard is not a "major arterial" nor is Lindbrook Drive a "secondary street" (see, e.g.,
Page IV.G-3). Wilshire Boulevard and Westwood Boulevard are designated Major Highways in the
General Plan; Gayley Avenue and Lindbrook Drive are designated Secondary Highways.

c. The Draft EIR states that two-hour curbside parking is available adjacent to the Project site on
Gayley Avenue, (see, e.g., Page IV.G-2, para. 3). However, while limited curbside parking is
available on Gayley Avenue within the "study area," stopping on southbound Gayley Avenue south of
Lindbrook Drive is prohibited. This error inappropriately diminishes the potential vehicle circulation
impacts.
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d. Table 111-1, Related Projects (Page 111-15) contains an asterisk and several superscript notes that
do not seem to refer to anything; there are no accompanying footnotes.

e. There is an inconsistency in the description of the proposed restaurant and bar. In some places
(e.g. page IV.D-21) the Draft EIR infers that these amenities are for use only by hotel guests.
However, under Option 2 for condominium development, the amenities in question are described as a
public restaurant/bar (e.g. Page IV.D-22). The vehicle circulation and traffic impacts associated with
the potential greater restaurant patronage associated with Project development option 2 have not
been analyzed.

f. There is an inconsistency in the description of access to the site for delivery and service vehicles.
In some places the Draft EIR identifies the access point as the alley extending north between the
subject property and Kinross Avenue (page IV.D-22), whereas in other sections "...the public alley
that runs along the north boundary..." is identified (page 11-12, Access and Parking).

g. Project development option 2 proposes up to 144 condominium units. However, even if an
amendment to the Community Plan is granted as proposed by the Project sponsor to allow R5
density, only a maximum of 119 units would be permitted.s

h. The above grade encroachment over the alley to the north has not been sufficiently analyzed in
the DEIR with respect to fire and life safety issues. There may be issues relative to fire department
access to the Project and to UCLA property if this encroachment and overhead construction above
the public way is permitted.

7. The Project appears to have been improperly segmented.

The Project design provides for site access through an alley on the north side of the Project site. At
the request of the Project sponsor, UCLA participated in a request to vacate an existing mid-block
alley. This request was approved by the City on March 25,2008 under a CEQA Categorical
Exemption, which now allows the Project to be constructed over the former mid-block alley. While
UCLA understood at the time that the vacation was advocated by the Project sponsor to facilitate
some future development, the specifics of that development, and the extent to which the Project
sponsor would be seeking adjustments, variances, and other entitlements, was unknown to UCLA.
CEQA requires that the ''whole of the action" be analyzed in a single environmental document so that
the impacts are not minimized by segmenting the larger proposal into smaller projects, as appears to
be the case here. Had the vacation not been granted, the scale and mass of the Project would have
been significantly reduced or alternatives to the proposed Project not involving use of the mid-block
alley would have been required to be discussed.

CONCLUSION

UCLA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR. While UCLA supports the
development of the Property, for the reasons expressed in this comment letter, UCLA believes that
the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze and disclose the environmental impacts of the Project
(including without limitation impacts to the UCLA Property) and that feasible mitigation measures or
Project revisions have not been identified as reqUired by the California Environmental Quality Act.
Accordingly, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated. Further, UCLA is concerned about the
ability of the City to make the required findings on the basis of the Draft EIR to approve many of the

5 See footnote 1, above. If the total lot area is less than 23,951 square feet, then the total number of units
should also correspondingly be less.
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Ms. Kitching
July 20, 2009

entitlements (including without limitation related to setbacks) identified by the Project sponsor as
necessary for Project implementation. For this reason, UCLA renews its September 2,2008 request
to be kept informed of any and all proposed meetings, hearings or actions in furtherance of the
Project.

Sincerely,

~---
Glen S. Fichman
Senior Campus Counsel

cc: Sam Morabito, Administrative Vice Chahcellor

-9-
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GAIL FARBER, Director

July 23, 2009

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100
http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE: LD-1

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Kitching:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)
PROJECT NO. ENV-2008-2368-EIR
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2008081010
THE WILSHIRE GAYLEY PROJECT
10951 THROUGH 10955 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD
AND 1151 THROUGH 1157 GAYLEY AVENUE
LOS ANGELES CITY, CA 90024

We reviewed the DEIR for the proposed project. The project site consists of two parcels
and approximately 23,950-square-feet of lot area. The project would require the
demolition of an existing one-story commercial building on the south parcel. The
applicant proposed 134-room luxury business hotel and 10 condominiums or option 2
would develop 144 condominium units.

The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the environmental
document only.

Traffic/Access

Based on our Level of Service analysis using the County's methodology, the project
generated traffic alone and cumulatively with other related projects will significantly
impact the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard at Veteran Avenue. No feasible
physical improvements are currently available to mitigate this potential impact.
Therefore, please ensure that this unmitigated impact is properly described in the
DEIR.
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Ms. Diana Kitching
July 23, 2009
Page 2

In addition, we expect the cumulative traffic generated by the project and other
related projects will significantly impact the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard at
Sepulveda Boulevard. The project shall propose feasible mitigations and contribute
its proportionate share of the cost for the recommended improvements. Conceptual
striping/signing and traffic signal plans, which confirm the feasibility of the
improvements and cost estimates, shall be submitted to the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works for review and approval.

Based on our calculations, the cumulative impact expected at the intersection of
Wilshire Boulevard at Sepulveda Boulevard could potentially be mitigated by the
proposed 405 Freeway improvement project being administered by Caltrans (copy of
conceptual design enclosed). The intersection will have a significant cumulative
impact until the 405 Freeway improvement project or another project of equal
effectiveness is constructed. Therefore, please ensure that this unmitigated impact
is properly described in the DEIR.

We recommend the project's applicant consult with Caltrans to obtain their
concurrence with any potential California Environmental Quality Act impacts to the
freeway ramps and mainline in the area. Any written comments received from
Caltrans should be included in the DEIR.

If you have any questions regarding traffic comments, please contact
Mr. Virgilio Lazatin (626) 300-4766.

Other—Environmental Safety

1. Hazardous Waste: The existing Hazardous Waste Management infrastructure in
this County is inadequate to handle the hazardous waste currently being
generated. The proposed project may generate household hazardous waste,
which could adversely impact existing Hazardous Waste Management
infrastructure. This issue should be addressed and mitigation measures
provided. Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to, providing new
homeowners with educational materials on the proper management and disposal
of household hazardous waste. The project proponent may contact Public Works
for available educational materials by calling 1(888) CLEAN LA.

2. Storage Space for Recyclables: The California Solid Waste Reuse and
Recycling Access Act of 1991, as amended, requires each development project
to provide an adequate storage area for collection and removal of recyclable
materials. The environmental document should include/discuss standards to
provide adequate recyclable storage areas for collection/storage of recyclable
and green waste materials for this project.
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Ms. Diana Kitching
July 23, 2009
Page 3

3. Solid Waste: Current estimates indicate that daily solid waste generation in
Los Angeles County will exceed the available daily disposal capacity in the near
future. The construction and demolition of the proposed project and the
operation over the life of the project will increase the generation of solid waste
and negatively impact the Solid Waste Management infrastructure. Therefore,
the proposed environmental document should identify what measures will be
implemented to mitigate the impact. Mitigation measures may include the
recycling of construction and demolition debris and the development of
infrastructure in the project to facilitate recycling.

please contactIf you have any questions regarding environmental comments,
Mr. Corey Mayne (626) 458-3524.

If you have any other questions or require additional information,
Mr. Toan Duong at (626) 458-4921.

Very truly yours,

GAIL FARBER
Director of Public Works

41 DENNIS HUNTER, PLS PE
Assistant Deputy Director
Land Development Division

MA:ca
P:\Idpub\CEQA\CDM\ CITY OF L.A. - THE WILSHIRE GAYLEY PROJECT-DEIR.doc
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July 16, 2009

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Kitching,

One Galeway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

RECEIVEU
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

JUL 22 2009

ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

213.922.2000 Tel
metro.net

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Wilshire Gayley Project. This letter conveys comments and recommendations from
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) concerning issues that
are germane to our agency's statutory responsibilities in relation to the proposed project.

Although the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR satisfies the provisions of the Congestion
Management Program (CMP), you should also be aware that there are a variety of important
transit services in the area and future services being planned or studied that have not yet been
adequately addressed in the ErR. Specifically:

1. Current bus service: Wilshire Boulevard currently has very high levels ofbus transit
service and ridership with various bus lines that travel by and stop at or near the
proposed project site_ Although the Draft EIR indicates that all project construction
activities are expected to occur on-site and therefore not impact any bus operations,
please be advised that Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator should
be contacted at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus
lines. Metro should also be contacted if any changes to existing stops and zones are
anticipated either during or after construction. Other Municipal Bus Service Operators
may also be impacted and therefore should be included in the FEIR and included in
construction outreach efforts.

2. Wilshire Bus Lane Project: Metro, in partnership with the City ofLos Angeles, is
currently moving forward with an Environmental Assessment for a federally-funded,
peak period exclusive bus lane along Wilshire Boulevard within the City of Los Angeles.
The bus lane is anticipated to operate in the AM and PM peak periods and prohibit
general purpose traffic from using the curb lane on Wilshire Boulevard between 7:00
9:00 a.m. and 4:00-7:00 p.m. The FEIR should discuss the transit and non-transit modal
share of the project in the context ofmobility along Wilshire Boulevard with a potential
exclusive bus lane. Please contact Metro Project Manager Martha Butler if you require
further information about this project. Ms. Butler can be reached at 213-922-7651 or
butlerm@metro.net.

3. Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study: The proposed project site is within the study
area for the Westside Extension Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) which is currently underway.
This study is evaluating a potential extension of the heavy rail subway to the Westside
including a station in Westwood. Some of the locations under consideration for a
Westwood area station are immediately adjacent to the Wilshire Gayley property. That
project should consider locating on the property a proposed future subway portal
(escalator and elevator). It does not appear that a subway portal would fit on the corner of
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the property the way the Wilshire Gayley Project is currently designed. Metro therefore
requests that the corner of the property be re-designed to more easily accommodate a
future subway portal that facilitates easy access to connecting bus service. Further, Metro
would request the developer to ensure that the design of the hotel, including the parking
garage and ramps, coordinates with, and does not impinge on the design of the future
subway tunnels and station so that each project can accommodate the other, avoid future
expense, disruption and delay for both parties. Please contact Metro Project Manager
David Mieger ifyou require further information about this project. Mr. Mieger can be
reached at 213-922-3040 or miegerd@metro.net. Information about the study can be
found on the Metro website at
http:j jwww.metro.netjprojects-studiesjwestsidejdefault.htm.

Metro looks forward to reviewing the Final BIR. Ifyou have any general questions regarding
this response, please call me at 213-922-6908 or by email atchapmans@metro.net. Please
send the Final EIR to the following address:

Metro CEQA Review Coordination
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-23-2
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Attn: Susan Chapman

Sincerely,

Susan Chapman
Program Manager, Long Range Planning

cc: Martha Butler
lody Feerst Litvak
David Mieger
Roger Martin
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FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-80)

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

File: SC.CE.

DATE: July 17, 2009 RECEiVED
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

TO: Diana Kitching, Planning Assistant
Environmental Review Section
Department of City Planning

JUl 22 2009

ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

FROM: Brent Lorscheider, Division Manager
Wastewater Engineering Services Division
Bureau of Sanitation

SUBJECT: The Wilshire Gayley Project - Notice of Completion Draft EIR

This is in response to your June 4, 2009 letter requesting a review of your proposed
project. The Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential
impacts to the wastewater and stormwater systems for either Option #1 or Option #2 of the
proposed project.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged
with the task of evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available
wastewater capacity exists for future developments. The evaluation will determine
cumulative sewer impacts and guide the planning process for any future sewer
improvements projects needed to provide future capacity as the City grows and develops.

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

O' #1)ptlon
Type Description Average Daily Flow per Proposed No. of Average Daily Flow

Type Description Units (GPO)
.(GPO/UNIT)

Existing
Gas 8tation 430 GPO/8TATION 18TATION (430)

Retail 0.08 GPO/80.FT 9,87380.FT (790)
ProDosed

Retail 0.08 GPO/80.FT 6,51080.FT 521
.Restaurant/Bar 0.5 GPO/80.FT 9,97580.FT 4,988

4-BR Condo 240 GPO/OU 100U 2,400
Hotel 130 GPO/RM 134 RM8 17,420

Fitness Center 0.25 GPO/80.FT 4,50080.FT 1,125
8pa 0.8 GPO/80.FT 3,00080.FT 2,400

Coffee 8hop 0.28 GPO/80.FT 3,80080.FT 1,064

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\The Wilshire Gayley Project - NOC Draft ElR.doc

t.keelan
Text Box
Letter No. 5

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Text Box
1

t.keelan
Text Box
2



Lobby I 0.08 GPO/80.FT I 2,75080.FT 220
Administration I 0.15 GPO/80.FT I 34,206 80.FT 5,131

Total 34,049

)otlon
Type Description Average Daily Flow per Proposed No. of Average Daily Flow

Type Description Units (GPO)
.(GPO/UNIT)

Existina
Gas 8tation 430 GPO/8TATION 18TATION (430)

Retail 0.08 GPO/80.FT 9,87380.FT (790)
ProDosed

Retail 0.08 GPO/80.FT 6,51080.FT 521
Restaurant/Bar 0.5 GPO/80.FT 9,97580.FT 4,988

1-BR Condo 120 GPO/OU 1340U 16,080
4-BR Condo 240 GPO/OU 100U 2,400

Fitness Center 0.25 GPO/80.FT 4,50080.FT 1,125
80a 0.8 GPO/80.FT 3,00080.FT 2,400

Coffee 8hop 0.28 GPO/80.FT 3,80080.FT 1,064
Lobbv 0.08 GPO/80.FT 2,75080.FT 220

Administration 0.15 GPO/80.FT 34,206 80.FT 5,131
Total 32,709

O' #2

SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes the existing 8-inch
line on Gayley Ave RIW, an existing 12-inch line on Wilshire Blvd, and existing 30-inch line
on Gayley Ave. The sewage from both 8-inch and 12-inch existing lines feed into the 15
inch line on Kelton Ave before splitting into a 21-inch line on Ohio Ave and 15-inch line on
Santa Monica Blvd. The flow in the 21-inch line on Ohio Ave feeds into a 24-inch line on
Ayres Ave before finally discharging into a 30-inch line on National Blvd. The flow in the 15
inch line on Santa Monica Blvd continues into an 18-inch line on Malcolm Ave and then a
21-inch line on Overland Ave before finally discharging into a 24-inch line on National Blvd.
The sewage from the existing 30-inch line on Gayley Ave flows into a 39-inch line on
Westwood Blvd before discharging into a 33-inch pipe on Rochester Ave.

Based on our existing gauging information, the current approximate flow level (d/D)and the
design capacities at diD of 50% in the sewer system are as follows:

Pipe Diameter Pipe Location Current Gauging dID 50% Design Capacity
lin) (%)
8 Gayley Ave R!W * 561,724 GPO
12 Wilshire Blvd * 1.19 MGD
15 Kelton Ave 25 2.07 MGD
21 Ohio Ave 30 4.36 MGD
15 Santa Monica Blvd 18 2.26 MGD
24 Avres Ave 52 8.03 MGD
30 National Blvd 61 7.38 MGD
18 Malcolm Ave 22 3.39 MGD
21 Overland Ave 21 4.46 MGD
24 National Blvd 24 4.55 MGD
30 GavlevAve 31 10.3 MGD

File LocatIOn: \DIV Flles\SCAR\CEQA Revtew\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\The Wilshire Gayley Project ~ NOC Draft EIR.doc
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39
33

* No gauging available

Westwood Blvd
Rochester Ave

*
29

15.27 MGD
17.74 MGD

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate
the total flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be
needed as part of the permit process to identify a sewer connection point. If the public
sewer has insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a
point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and
connection permit will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed
to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project.

If you have any questions, please call Abdul Danishwar of my staff at (323) 342-6220.

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division is charged with enforcement of the
provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

SUSMP AND STORM WATER INFILTRATION

The proposed project is subjected to Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)
regulations. The proposed project is required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact
of stormwater runoff as outlined in the gUidance manuals titled "Development Best
Management Practices Handbook - Part B: Planning Activities". In addition the "SUSMP
Infiltration Requirements and Guidelines" prioritizes the use of infiltration and bio-filtration
systems as the preferred methods to comply with SUSMP requirements. These documents
can be found at: www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/businesses/susmp/susmpintro.htm.

GREEN STREETS

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green
Street elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right
of-way to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of
stormwater runoff and other environmental concerns. If the proposed project includes public
right-of-way improvements and presents an opportunity to include Green Street elements as
part of the project. The goals of the Green Street elements are to improve the water quality
of stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve air quality, reduce the
heat island effect of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of sidewalks, and encourage
alternate means of transportation. The Green Street elements may include infiltration
systems, biofiltration swales, and permeable pavements where stormwater can be easily
directed from the streets into the parkways. For more information regarding implementation
of Green Street elements, please call Wing Tam at (213) 485-3985.

WET WEATHER EROSION CONTROL

A Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required for construction during the rainy season
(between October 1 and April 15 per Los Angeles Building Code, Sec. 7002). For more
information, please see attached Wet Weather Erosion Control Guidelines.
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STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for land disturbance activities
over one acre. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during the duration of construction.

WPD staff is available at your request to provide guidance on stormwater issues. Should
you have any questions, please contact Meher Irani of my staff at (213) 485-0584.

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The City has a standard requirement that apply to all proposed residential developments of
four or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other
development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such
developments must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For
more details of this requirement, please contact Special Projects Division.

Special Projects staff is available at your request to provide guidance on solid resource
issues. Should you have any questions, please contact Daniel Hackney at (213)485-3684.

er" .

r-------,<SB/,re~n--<t~L""o.ti;C;heider, Division Man<;;;'

Wastewater Engineering Services Division

cc: Meher Irani, BOS
Daniel Hackney, BOS
Rowena Lau, BOS

Attachments:
Wet Weather Erosion Control

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\The Wilshire Gayley Project - NOe Draft EIR.doc
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Wet Weather Erosion Control
The official rainy season in the City of Los Angeles is from October 1st to April 15th

During the rainy season, developers are required to provide erosion control measures at
their construction sites to prevent dirt and debris from the spilling out into adjacent
properties and the public right-of-way.

The procedures for enforcing erosion control requirements are specified below:

1. Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division provides a list of on-going
grading projects (projects with active grading permits) to the Bureau of Contract
Administration.

2. Bureau of Engineering provides a list of on-going B-permit projects for work in the
public right of way to the Bureau of Contract Administration.

3. Contract Administration sends a letter to all developers that have an active grading
permit and/or B-permit and that are determined to have a potential for erosion or
flood hazard stating that the permittee must prepare an erosion control plan.

4. The erosion control plan must be designed in accordance with standards maintained
by the City Engineer and must be prepared by a licensed engineer registered in the
State of California.

5. Erosion control plans shall be submitted to the Bureau of Engineering for review and
approval no later than September 1st. The plans shall be submitted to the Permit
Section of the Bureau ofEngineeling's district office in which the project is located.

6. Erosion control plans submitted to the Bureau of Engineeling will be forwarded to the
Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety for review and
comments.

7. Permittees shall make the required revisions to the erosion control plans as indicated
by both the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Building and Safety.

8. Approved erosion control plans will be forwarded from the Bureau of Engineering to
the Bureau of Contract Administration and to the Department of Building and Safety.

9. Approved erosion control plans must be maintained on-site plioI' to September 15th

and throughout the entire rainy season.

10. Erosion control inspection will be made primarily by Contract Administration
inspectors with assistance from Building and Safety grading inspectors.

11. Violators of erosion control requirements will be cited and grading and/or
construction work will be terminated.

12. Deblis from construction sites not complying with erosion control measures shall be
cleaned up by the developer. If the permittee is non-compliant, the Bureau of Street
Services will provide street maintenance and will charge the developer for the cost of
clean up.
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Badrlno Universal Fitness
1112 caylBY AVBnUB

Westwood Vi1Iage -los AngRIeR. CA ao024
l3ml 383-3601

badrinok@yahoo.oom

July IS, 2009

Via Facsimile: (213) 978-1343 (FAX) • Via email: diana.kitching@lacity.org

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Loordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street. Room 750
los Angeles, GA 90012

Re: ENHDD8-23GB-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project. ID!l51·1O!J55 Wilshire Boulevard and 1151-1157
Gavley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 9IJI(24)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

My studio is located across the street from the proposed site for the Wilshire Gayley hotel project. Ihave
worked in Westwood Village for more than 10 years, and have owned my business in Westwood Village for morp.
than five years. This project is just what Westwood and the Village needs.

This new hotel/condo project will greatly improve aprominent corner of Westwood that is currently dilapidated,
The empty building and abandoned gas station are very unattractive, and do not holp tho business community. A
beautiful new hotel will be a great benefit to Westwood. The addition of new hotel visitors will be a great boost
to existing Westwood businesses, by bringing new customers and new energy to the Village. We really need it!

I have seen the design for this project. and it is beautiful. Weslwood de~med i:I hulel pruje(;l uf lhis quality. I
have many clients who live and work in Westwood, as well as Brentwood. and my clients would be very happy to
have a heautiful new hotel in the area. with underground parking and valet service. The design for the outdoor
[mnl. Ihp. rp.~I~lIr~nl. "nd ground floor retail space will be very welcome in this ama. I am in full support for
the approvals requested for this project. Please build it without delay.

Sin~7 / .\.

~;:r
Badrino Kochtane
Owner/3-Time Kickboxing ~hampion

WO SPlIliafllB in helPlll\l you IUSB wRIght aDd QBt nt
Cardio IillkboXill\l- Privatu Klckbnxlng •Circuit Training
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Via Facsimile: (213) 978·1343 (FAX) • Via email: dlana.ki/ching@lacity.org

campus shoe repair
10936 weyburn avenue

westwood village' los angeles, ca 90024
(310) 208-8749· (310) 208-7229

csrshoes@hotrnoll.com • www.carnpusshoerepClir.com
1\1 til)

~~.~\~S~l'i\~\',J()

J\Ul 2120GB

July 19. 2009

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Sprinq Street, Room 750
Los Angeles. CA 90012

Re: ENV-2008·2368-EIR (Wilshire Gayley project, 10951·55 Wilshire Blvd. and 1151-57 Gayley Ave.; Los Angeles, 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

I own Campus Shoe Repair, the second oldest business in Westwood Village, which has served the Westwood and UCLA
cnmmunities since 1931. I have owned my business for 15 years. and have worked here for 20 years. I strongly support
Ihe Wilshire Gayley project. which is located just a few blocks from my business. and submit the follOWing comments:

This new hotel/condominium project will be a significant oenefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles. The project
site is currently severely underutilized, It consists of an empty Hollywood Video building and a former gas station. This
adds nothing to Westwood The proposed projecl wiligreaUy illl~rove Ihe site with a beauliful builuillg Ihal will ~~ aYdlewdY
for Westwood, The Flatiron design is perfect for the site, and is compatible with the Westwood business district. The design
has its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard. while the building steps down to respect the existing character 01 the Village.

This project will bring afirst class hotel to Westwood with subterranean parl(ing and valet service without creating significant
traffic impacts or other negative enVironmental impacts. This hotel IS ideally located for Visitors to UCLA and Westwood.
The proximity to the Village will also encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk to local restaurants, retail shops,
service businesses, theaters and museums, thus increaSing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales tax.

The project will also greatly improve the pedestrian experience at this comer of Westwood by beautifyinq the site w"h
mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard, The project will
creale aconsistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width on Gayley Avenue and along ils Wilshire frontage. This
improvement will replace asidewalk that currently narrows to three feel in some places. This improvement, along with other
sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian experience at this key entry point into the Village.

Additionally, lhe project is well located for hotel guests to be able to take advantage of existing public transportation,
including the Metro Rapid Bus, lAX Flyaway Bus. as well as the planned Metro Subway stalion for the Wilshire Subway line,
just west of the project site. This will reduce the need for additional vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents.

I fully suppon the entitlement requests for this hotel, and believe they are appropriate for this Imponant proJect.

Sincerely Yours.
\

~
Vicken Bamokian
Owner

The most complete shoe service in Town
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Diddy Riese Cookies, Inc
926 Broxton Avenue

Los Angeles. CA 90024

T 310.208.0448' F 310.443.9700

July 21,2009

Via Facsimile: (2/3) 978-1343 (FAA!

Via email: (/illllll.kitchi"g@lacity.org

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator

Los Angeles Department of City Planning

200 North Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and

1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

I am a Westwood business owner and resident, and have owned my business and lived in

Westwood for 29 years. My business and residence are located near the project site in

Westwood.

I am writing to express 111)' strong support for the above captioned project, and to otTer the

following comments:

This project will be a significant benefit to \VCShvood as well 3S the city of Los Angeles:

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas

station. The site is now unanractivc. underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a

vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally

significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles.

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site consists
of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared fomler gas

station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a graceful, slender,

and iconic structure that will make much better usc of the site and contribute aesthetically

and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire Boulevard.
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• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for the
surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty commercial
building and a fonner gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the internationally
renowned finn ofRobert A.M. Stem Architects, will replace this eyesore with a stunning
new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood community, and a magnificent
new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and the city ofLos Angeles.

The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials
wiD enhance Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture:
• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stem Architects, is

reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City.

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy of
Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood.

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to Westwood.

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village,
and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community.

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by an
internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire community.

The project wiD enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood:
• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and the

proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian interest.

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice pedestrians,
compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in Westwood Village.

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet ofcommercial retail space wrapping along the majority
ofthe building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on Wilshire Boulevard
will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life throughout the Village.

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and
streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian experience.

• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk ofno less than ten feet in width along
Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard. This improvement will replace a
sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This improvement, along with
other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian environment.

The project wiD greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities,
UCLA, and will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district:
• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class

business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business travelers and
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other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable economic impact
by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community.

• The addition ofupscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district is
currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and motel
properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and Westwood
Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or
apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood.
The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this significant shortfall of First
Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film
Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA Commencement Weeken~ as well as the daily
business needs of the Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit.

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, ground
floor retail stores, and by community requeS4 a high quality full service restaurant that can be
used by Westwood business executives, residents of the Westwood area, as well as visitors.

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental impacts.

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood area.

The projed is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution:
• The size and massing ofthe building is appropriate for the location. Its height is consistent

with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character ofbuildings to the east along
Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site.

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 29
stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high and 355
foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 stories will fit
into its surroundings and complete the line ofhigh-rise buildings along Wilshire.

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, slender,
architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind ofelegant and timeless design
statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood.

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and
created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video rental
store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually displeasing.

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long underutilized
hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in Westwood.

The projed represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate:
• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by

providing a unique mix ofhotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and
restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will
enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood.
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• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has its
height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley

Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of the Village.

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four

stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower scale
commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually compatible with other

high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of the

property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the project.

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested

General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change are necessary to
achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate.

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a

commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, setbacks

would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes no sense.

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly desirable
project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous community benefits.

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses:
• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 condominiums

does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The increased FAR and

height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway to Westwood.
Traffic impacts are determined by the number ofunits not the size of the building.

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and ten

condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional

Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent buildings.

• The project will not affect any ofthe existing, residential or low-intensity commercial
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially

zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are all

well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets.

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive:
• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated to

achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating from the
U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended.
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The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit:
• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's needs

can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and valet service.

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not having

their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational intensity will
be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise commercial and office uses.

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so hotel

guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips.

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use ofpublic transportation.

• Additionally, the project's addition of. and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other services

and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents.

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site:
• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated

a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to turn north on

Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an intersection or signal.

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also

enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36.

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has improved
traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow oftraffic on Gayley safer.

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant:
• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk

to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax.

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in the
Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village.

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will complement
existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the Wilshire Corridor.

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family

homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences.

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion:
• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel,

restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in decline.

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range ofjobs.
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Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat.
He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed
and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office
tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La
Reina mixed used project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed
and impeccably maintained.

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he has
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his
time, talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of
Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's
former business improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council
(headquartered in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in
Westwood Village. Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen ofour business community, he is a
neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and
successful business community.

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in
Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.

Sincerely Yours,

i~'c
Mark Perry,
President
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Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Ste 110, Los Angeles CA 
310-430-2919 fax 310- 310-836-1605 
destinationgreenevents.com 
 
 
 7-20-2009 
  
Ms. Diana Kitching 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
  
Re:  ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and 
1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024) 
 
Dear Ms. Kitching: 
 
I am a Westwood stakeholder, and have worked in and for Westwood for the over 5 years.  The 
weekly farmers market and community/ event operates near the project site/within the Westwood 
Village business district/in Westwood. 
 
I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the 
following comments: 
 
This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 
• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas 

station.  The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a 
vibrant business environment in Westwood.  Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally 
significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles. 

• The project site is currently severely underutilized.  Existing development on the site consists 
of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared former gas 
station.  The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a graceful, slender, 
and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and contribute aesthetically 
and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire Boulevard. 

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for the 
surrounding residential neighborhoods.  The current property houses an empty commercial 
building and a former gas station site.  The proposed hotel, designed by the internationally 
renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stern Architects, will replace this eyesore with a stunning 
new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood community, and a magnificent 
new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and the city of Los Angeles. 

 

t.keelan
Text Box
Letter No. 9

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
1



Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Ste 110, Los Angeles CA 
310-430-2919 fax 310- 310-836-1605 
destinationgreenevents.com 
 
The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials 
will enhance Westwood’s character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 
• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is 

reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 
• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy of 

Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood. 
• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot.  The 

developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to Westwood. 
• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village, 

and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community.  
• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by an 

internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire community. 
 
The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 
• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and the 

proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian interest. 
• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice pedestrians, 

compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in Westwood Village. 
• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 

Boulevard.  Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the majority 
of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site’s point on Wilshire Boulevard 
will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life throughout the Village. 

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and 
streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian experience. 

• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width along 
Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard.  This improvement will replace a 
sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This improvement, along with 
other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian environment. 

 
The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, 
UCLA, and will be a major boost to the vitality of the  Westwood Village business district: 
• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class 

business hotel along with ten condominiums.  It will attract upscale business travelers and 
other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable economic impact 
by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community. 

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district is 
currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms.  Over the last decade, three hotel and motel 
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Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Ste 110, Los Angeles CA 
310-430-2919 fax 310- 310-836-1605 
destinationgreenevents.com 
 

properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and Westwood 
Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or 
apartment projects.  This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood.  
The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this significant shortfall of First 
Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area.  Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film 
Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily 
business needs of the Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, ground 
floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service restaurant that can be 
used by Westwood business executives, residents of the Westwood area, as well as visitors. 

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental impacts. 

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood area. 
 
The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 
• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location.  Its height is consistent 

with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to the east along 
Wilshire.  It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site. 

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 29 
stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high and 355 
foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard.  The proposed project with 29 stories will fit 
into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along Wilshire. 

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village.  A tall, slender, 
architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and timeless design 
statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and 
created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video rental 
store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually displeasing. 

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long underutilized 
hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in Westwood. 

 
The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 
• The project will reinforce Westwood’s character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 

providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and 
restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will 
enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 
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Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Ste 110, Los Angeles CA 
310-430-2919 fax 310- 310-836-1605 
destinationgreenevents.com 
 
• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has its 

height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley 
Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of the Village. 

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses.  It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four 
stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower scale 
commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually compatible with other 
high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of the 
property.  The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the project. 

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested 
General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change are necessary to 
achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate. 

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted.  The existing 
Hollywood Video  building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required.  With the small size of the lot, setbacks 
would make the design impossible.  A setback along an alley especially makes no sense. 

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly desirable 
project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating  numerous community benefits. 

 
A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 
• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 condominiums 

does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code.  The increased FAR and 
height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway to Westwood.  
Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units not the size of the building. 

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and ten 
condominiums.  Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional 
Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent buildings. 

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity.  It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially-
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot.  The project is 
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property.  These dwellings are all 
well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets. 

 
The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 
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Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Ste 110, Los Angeles CA 
310-430-2919 fax 310- 310-836-1605 
destinationgreenevents.com 
 
• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment.  The project is anticipated to 

achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating from the 
U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 

 
The project’s subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 
• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood.  The hotel and restaurant’s needs 

can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and valet service. 
• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not having 

their own car), the project’s traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational intensity will 
be less than the Regional Center’s existing surrounding high-rise commercial and office uses. 

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so hotel 
guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips. 

• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public transportation. 

• Additionally, the project’s addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other services 
and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents. 

 
The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site: 
• Moving the alley to the property’s north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated 

a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to turn north on 
Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an intersection or signal.   

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA’s Lot 36. 

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has improved 
traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on Gayley safer. 

 
The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 
• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk 

to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in the 
Village’s restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will complement 
existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the Wilshire Corridor.  

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community.  The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences. 
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Westwood Village Farmers’ Market 
10920 Palms Boulevard, Ste 110, Los Angeles CA 
310-430-2919 fax 310- 310-836-1605 
destinationgreenevents.com 
 
 
The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 
• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel, 

restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in decline. 
• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs. 
 
Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat.  
He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder.  He has developed 
and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office 
tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La 
Reina mixed used project now under construction.  All of these projects are beautifully designed 
and impeccably maintained. 
 
I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community.  For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his 
time, talents, leadership, and active support:  as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of 
Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood’s 
former business improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council 
(headquartered in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in 
Westwood Village.  Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a 
neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and 
successful business community. 
 
I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay.  Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steve Whipple 
Market Operator and Manager 
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Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wi ish ire Gayley project, 10951-10955
Wilshire Bouievard and 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue, Los Angeles, CA
90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

I am writing in support of the proposed luxury hotel project on
Wilshire @ Gayley Avenue. I am the Director of the Los Angeles Film
Festival, Southern California's largest film event that takes place
each June in Westwood Village drawing in access of 85,000 people.
The Festival has been in Westwood since 2006 and we use the
theatres, restaurants, storefronts, hotels, and sometimes even the
streets for Our venues, events, and screenings.

While we have enjoyed excellent relationships with both the Hotel
Palomar on Wilshire Blvd. and W Los Angeles/Westwood Hotel (we
use these venues for events and filmmaker, festival guests, and
sponsor accommodations), we have begun to outgrow these location
options. The addition of a third upscale hotel property would help
the Festival expand its offerings to local movie fans as well as
expand our opportunities to accommodate visiting guests. As the
Festival continues its growth trajectory, the need for such a hotel will
become even more important. In addition, the project would replace
what is a long-abandoned bUilding that is an eyesore on the major
thoroughfare leading into Westwood Village.

As an arts event, we are also excited about the prospect of the
addition of a bUilding designed by Robert A.M. Stern. There is some
impressive architecture in Westwood Village and on Wilshire Blvd.
This project has the potential of being another award-winning piece
of architecture for the west side.
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Via Fax: 213-978-1343
and

Via email: Diana.Kitching@/acity.org

July 20, 2009

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
CITY OF LOS ANGELES
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles CA 90012

Re: Comment letter to DEIR
ENV-2008-2368-EIR - Wilshire Gayley proposed project
10951-10955 Wilshire Blvd. and 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue, Los Angeles CA

Dear Ms. Kitching:

Our company owns and manages a portfolio of office buildings in Southern California,
including 10921 Wilshire Boulevard, Los Angeles CA 90024, which is a 147,876 square
foot building known as "Westwood Medical Plaza". The actual ownership entity is "WW
Westwood LP" and the assessor parcel number is 4363-023-032.

Our property is located directly across the street (across Gayley) from the proposed
"Wilshire Gayley" project.

In connection with this proposed project, we have reviewed the Draft ErR, and offer the
following comments regarding the environmental impacts of the Wilshire Gayley project:

1. In the AestheticsNisual Resources chapter of the DEIR is Figure IV.A-6. This is
a diagram showing all existing high-rise buildings along Wilshire Boulevard in the
vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed project is on the north side of
Wilshire Boulevard, and as proposed, will have height of 427 feet.

The buildings to the east are 180 feet in height (Westwood Medical Plaza), 230
feet in height, and 360 feet in height.

Across Wilshire Boulevard to the south, the height of the high-rise buildings from
~~ea~are289fu~,99~,B~,~~,200_255~Md~0

feet.

To the immediate north of the project site, the diagram shows three existing
buildings whose heights are 22 feet, 45 feet and 55 feet.

REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT • INVESTMENT • MANAGEMENT

23521 Paseo de Valencia, Suite 200 • Laguna Hills, CA 92653 • Telephone (949) 460-5380 • Facsimile (949) 586-0470
www.themullercompany.com
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Comment letter to Wilshire Cayley DEIR
July 20, 2008
Page 2 of II

COMMENTS:
The subject project's proposed building height is significantly taller than any
other building in the area. It will be:

• 2'h times the height of the closest building to the east (Westwood Medical
Plaza)

• Over 9 times the height of the closest building to the north (Westwood
Village Square)

• Almost 18% taller than the next-tallest building in the area

Further, most of the existing high-rises shown on Figure IV.A-6 have much lower
FARs than the proposed project, in terms of the size of the land footprint and the
number of square feet of improvements.

The building height and/or FAR of the proposed project is not consistent with:
• The Design Review Board Specific Plan criterion, with the 40-foot height

limit of the Westwood Village Specific Plan
• The Design Review Board Specific Plan criterion to consider conformity

with the L.A. Municipal Code, since it would exceed the maximum 2.0:1
FAR limitation of the C4-2D zone, as well as the "receiver site" maximum
3.0:1 FAR

Allowing the proposed Height District change to 4D means a change to an
allowable FAR of a whopping 13 to 1 - significantly greater density than allowed
under the present zoning. In contrast, the existing and previous land uses on this
site - the video store and gas station (since demolished) - are one-story
structures, while the proposed project will be 29 stories tall. While the actual
project will have an FAR closer to 11 to 1, this is still a profoundly significant
increase over what is allowed today on the subject site.

The EIR neatly resolves many inconsistencies, including the significant height
and FAR impacts, by the conclusions that there are "no impacts" with height or
density because there will be:

• A proposed General Plan Amendment
• A proposed Westwood Village Specific Plan Amendment (to remove the

north parcel from the jurisdiction of the Specific Plan)
• A proposed Height District change to Height District 4D

Using this logic, virtually any land use related changes, no matter how onerous,
could be proposed and an EIR conclude that there are "no impacts" and "no
inconsistency" --- because with enough General Plan Amendments, Specific Plan
Amendments (to carve a site out of an existing Specific Plan area as is being
done with this project), and Zoning Code Amendments --- the environmental
impacts somehow go away.

If the City approves this project, as proposed, with all the necessary planning
related amendments and variances to allow for such extreme density, height and
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Comment letter to Wilshire Goyley DEfR
July 20, 2008
Page 3 of f I

lack of setbacks, what will happen to properties on the north side of Wilshire
west of the project? There are several acres of low density development and
parking lots leading up to Wilshire and Veteran, which arguably have better
access and wider roads than the subject project. Won't the property owner to
the west (UCLA) want the same? To approve this project as proposed, versus a
lesser Alternative, is opening Pandora's Box to allow this level of density, height
and lack of setbacks in other parts of Westwood.

2. Under the Municipal Code, a maximum of 120 hotel rooms would be allowed on
the project side.

Under the Code, a maximum of 120 condominium units would be allowed on the
project site.

COMMENTS:
Instead, the proposed project's Option 1 would develop 134 hotel rooms plus 10
condominium units - i.e., 24 units more than Code allows.

Only in a mere footnote, does the EIR state - without any analysis of the
environmental impacts - that there will be a "proposed ZA Adjustmenf.

The proposed project's Option 2 would develop 144 condominium units - again
24 more units than the Code allows.

However, nowhere in the Project Description which describes the discretionary
approvals needed, is there an acknowledgement that:

• The project's Option 1 and Option 2 exceeds the allowable number of
units by 24 units, or a 20% increase over Code, or

• A Zoning Adjustment (or greater discretionary approval) is required for the
additional 24 units

With regard to Option 2, housing density bonuses may be allowable in Los
Angeles, where:

• The proposed project contains affordable housing
• The proposed project is in the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area
• A few other specific exceptions

This project meets none of those criteria. It is not providing even one unit of
affordable housing. So, why is this project being allowed a 20% increase over
Code in the number of units under both Option 1 and Option 2, and why didn't
the EIR study this impact?

And, in the Project Description, under "Anticipated Approvals", the EIR did not
mention that a Zoning Administrator Adjustment would be reqUired. In fact,
without an analysis of the Code and the required approval process, is it even
accurate for the sole reference to this - in a mere footnote on Page IV. 0-23 - to
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Comment leiter to Wi/shire Gayley DEIR
July 20, 2008
Page 4 of11

state that "a proposed ZA Adjustment would aI/ow a 20 percent increase of 24
units, for a total of 144 units'? Where in the Zoning Code does it allow for this
project to have a density bonus of 20% with a mere ZA Adjustment?

Wouldn't this significant inconsistency - to allow 20% more units - require more
than a mere Zoning Administrator Adjustment, and shouldn't the EIR have
studied this Land Use inconsistency and impacts?

3. An inadequate amount of Open Space is being provided under Option 2.
Pursuant to Page IV.D-23 of the EIR, it states:

"In addition, Option 2 would require a variance for open space requirements
relative to the design of the residential balconies."

COMMENTS:
Nowhere else in the EIR, including in the Project Description which describes the
discretionary approvals needed - is there an acknowledgement that a Variance
is required related to Option 2's open space requirements.

4. Page IV.D-9 of the EIR describes Westwood Community Plan and its community
issues and opportunities, including the need for "provision of more affordable
housing".

COMMENTS:
None of the proposed 10 condominium units under the project's Option 1 would
be affordable, and none of the proposed 144 condominium units under Option 2
would be affordable. Further, the project's developer is seeking a 20% bonus
density related to the number of units.

Yet, there is no analysis in the EIR of the provision of affordable housing, or even
mixed-income housing as part of the project, as a way to mitigate the impact of a
20% increase in units (versus what is allowable under the Code).

5. The EIR's Traffic and Circulation chapter uses Project Trip Generation reflected
in Table IV.G-4 and Table IV.G-6. These tables allow a credit for "less existing
land uses". The "existing land uses" are shown in the tables as a Video Store
generating 312 daily trips and a gas station generating 1,348 daily trips. With an
allowance for pass-by trips, these two "existing land uses' generate net daily
trips of 892.

COMMENTS:
The former Hollywood Video Store and the gas station should not be counted as
"existing' land uses:

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
3Cont'd

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Text Box
4

t.keelan
Text Box
5

t.keelan
Text Box
6



Comment letter to Wilshire Gayley DEIR
July 20, 2008
Page 5 0111

o The Hollywood Video Store closed in March 2008 (at least 15 months
before the proposed project's DEIR was released) and the premises
have remained vacant - there is no activity going on and no traffic trips
being generated tolfrom this site

o The gas station closed in May 2006 (over 36 months before the
proposed project's DEIR was released). The gas station itself has
been demolished and there is no activity going on and no traffic trips
being generated to/from this site.

o Fehr & Peers, the EIR traffic consultant, took original traffic counts in
November 2007, after the gas station closed. Fehr & Peers took
additional traffic counts on April 8, 2008, after the Hollywood Video Store
closed. How can the non-operating former uses of a video store and gas
station be attributed 312 daily trips and 1,348 daily trips respectively in
the project's traffic study, when the traffic counter couldn't possibly have
seen vehicles accessing these sites?

Why are these past uses - one of which has not been an active land use for in
excess of 3 years -- allowed to be counted in the existing trip calculation toward
the Trip Generation analysis? It ends up skewing the proposed project's trip
generation figures. The "Net Incremental Trips" subtract out 892 daily trips, 48
AM Peak Hours Trips, and 109 PM Peak Hours Trips for "Existing Trips" 
which results in the estimated "Net Incremental Trips" of the proposed project
being artificially low.

6. The Project Description contains numerous references that the project will
include "a public restaurant, a coffee shop, a business center with meeting
rooms" and other uses. The Project Description chapter contains Table 11-1,
called "Summary of Proposed Land Uses for Option 1 and Option 2", reflecting:

Use Option 1 - Approx. Square
Footage (Net) Rooms

Option 2 - Approx. Square
Footage (Net)

Retail 6,510 SF
RestauranUBar 9,975 SF
Condominiums 10 units
Hotel Rooms 134 rooms
Fitness Center 4,500 SF
Spa 3,000 SF
Coffee Shop 3,800 SF
Lobby 2,750 SF
Admin/Back of House 34,206 SF

6,510 SF
9,975 SF
144 units
o rooms
4,500 SF
3,000 SF
3,800 SF
2,750 SF

34,206 SF

COMMENTS:
Nowhere in the Project Description or in the above table, does it tell the reader
how many square feet will be utilized for a business center.
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Commentleller to Wilshire Gayley DEIR
July 20, 2008
Page 6 of11

Nowhere in the Project Description or above table does it tell the reader how
many square feet will be utilized for meeting rooms (which meeting rooms
generate a high parking requirement and generate traffic trips),

Further, it seems odd that for Option 2 (the 144 unit Condominium project), that
almost 35,000 square feet would still be required for "back of house", This
amount of space is understandable for hotel use, but not for a condominium
project, yet it is reflected as the same number in the above table,

7, In the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the EIR, Table IV,G-4 shows
"Project Trip Generation" for Option 1, reflecting:

Land Use Size
Residential Units
Luxury Condominiums 10 du
Hotel
Hotel 134 rooms
Restaurant
Quality Restaurant 9,975 ksf
Retail
Specialty Retail 6,510 ksf
Less Existing Land Uses
[ video store & gas station 1

COMMENTS:
No other land uses are calculated into the Project Trip Generation than those
above,

Why doesn't the Project Trip Generation table for Option 1 reflect:
• The coffee shop of 3,800 square feet? Will this be closed to the public?

Unless it will be closed to the public, the coffee shop use should have been
calculated as part of the Trip Generation,

• The day spa of 3,000 square feet? Is the developer willing to restrict use of
the spa to hotel guests only?

• Meeting rooms? Typically, meeting rooms at hotel facilities are a revenue
generator for the hotel, and have banquet amenities as a resource, Why
hasn't the EIR described how many square feet of meeting rooms will be
provided and why didn't the Trip Generation account for meeting rooms?

To omit the above uses described elsewhere in the EIR, from the Project Trip
Generation seems like an oversight, and may make the trip generation numbers
artificially low,

8, The EIR contains virtually no description of how large the hotel rooms will be, or
how large the condominium units will be, The EIR does not tell the reader how
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Comment letter to Wilshire Gayley DEIR
July 20, 2008
Page 7 ofII

large the floor plates will be for Floors 5 through 29. However, when discussing
the number of hotel rooms per floor (under Option 1) and the number of
condominium units per floor (under Option 2), the spread of hotel rooms and
condominium units on a f1oor-by-f1oor basis is almost identical.

COMMENTS:
The Project Description chapter of the EIR contains a mere footnote in Table 11-1
stating:

"... the unit size would range from approximately 300 square feet to
approximately 6,730 square feet of useable floor area".

The footnote does not indicate if it is talking about hotel rooms or condominium
units.

This is a huge range - 300 square feet to 6,730 square feet. What is the
average size of a hotel room or a condominium in this project?

Also in the footnotes under Table 11-1 is this:

"The condominiums and hotel rooms would have a total of 197,994 square feet.
The 10-for sale condominiums would be 4-bedroom units" (talking about Option
1).

While no hotel room size or condominium unit size is provided, other than an
overly broad range of 300 square feet to 6,730 square feet, with 144 total hotel
rooms or condominiums, the average size would compute as 1,375 square feet
(197,994 + 144).

Also in the footnotes is:
"The condominium units would have a total of 197,994 square feet. One hundred
thilty four of the for-sale condominiums would be 1-bedroom units and 10 of the
for-sale condominiums would be 4-bedroom units."

We raise the same issue as in our NOP comment letter: If the ultimate project is
a commercial hotel, then typically hotel rooms are much smaller than residential
condominium units - even one-bedroom condominiums.

The following is from USA Today's "Hotel Hotsheet" column of October 16, 2006:
'What is the overage size ifa U.S. hotel room these days? About 325 square feet, says veteran
hotel analyst Bjorn Hanson if Pricewaterhouse-Coopers. He says luxury hotel rooms rypically
overage over 470 square feet, but that "some if the biggest rooms are in economy hotels,
particularly extended-stay hotels."

By inference, since the EIR provides so little information, the hotel rooms in the
proposed project would be quite large versus the industry standard, even for
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Comment letter to Wilshire Gayley DEIR
July 20. 2008
Page 8 af II

luxury business hotel rooms. It raises the issue of whether the 134 hotel rooms
will have inner-connecting rooms with doors that lock, which would allow the
hotel operator to effectively have more than 134 hotel rooms to "rent". Will the
developer be limited through a mitigation measure or condition of approval to be
permitted no more than 134 rentable rooms if Option 1 is developed? Otherwise,
the traffic, air quality and other environmental impacts estimated in the EIR would
be under-estimated if there are additional hotel rooms.

9. Per the Project Description chapter of the EIR, we are told repeatedly that the
project, under Option 1, will be a "lUXUry business hotel' that will serve "luxury
business needs".

However, in reviewing the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the EIR, the
hotel rooms under Option 1 were categorized as "aI/-suites hote!' pursuant to
text found on Page IV.G-15 and IV.G-30.

COMMENTS:
There is virtually no meaningful description in the EIR of the hotel rooms, other
than the seemingly inconsistent terminology of these being "luxury business
hoter rooms as indicated in the Project Description chapter, but termed "aI/
suites hoter rooms in the Transportation and Circulation chapter.

The EIR makes the sweeping statement that the hotel rooms "would range in
size from approximately 300 to 6,734 square feef' - which is a huge range - but
does not describe in even approximate numbers the average size of the hotel
rooms, or the amenities. For example, if these are luxury business hotel rooms,
they would typically not include a kitchen. However, if these are to be all-suites
hotel rooms, then a kitchen may be standard.

The Institute of Transportation Engineer's ITE Manual defines All Suites Hotel
as "... a place of lodging which provides sleeping accommodations, a small
restaurant and lounge, and a small amount of meeting space. Each suite
includes a sitting room and separate bedroom; often kitchen facilities are
provided within the suite. These hotels are located primarily in suburban areas."

The ITE Manual also has different trip generation formula for:
• Hotel (ITE Code 310), versus
• Business Hotel (ITE Code 312), versus
• All Suites Hotel (ITE Code 311)

The Transportation and Circulation chapter reflects that the ITE Code used in the
Project Trip Generation Study for Option 1 related to hotel use was "310", which
seems curious since the EIR describes the type of hotel as "luxury business
hoter and elsewhere as "aI/-suites hoter.
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This begs the questions:
• What kind of hotel is this?
• Why does the Project Description chapter of the EIR describe this as a

"business hater, while the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the
EIR describes this as an "all-suites hater, but then the EIR's trip
generation formula is based on "hater (which is a different ITE category
than "business hotel" or "all suites hotel")?

10. The "General Description of Environmental Setting" mentions the presence of the
10921 Wilshire building (Westwood Medical Plaza), which is directly across
Gayley from the proposed project, and the proposed project's nearest neighbor
to the east.

COMMENTS:
This EIR chapter fails to mention or describe the eXisting supergraphics
advertising signage area facing Gayley on the 10921 Wilshire building, which
signage area is legal and permitted by the City of Los Angeles.

Further, the EIR fails to identify and analyze the impacts that the proposed
project will have on the 10921 Wilshire signage area which faces Gayley,
including blocking the views of the signage area due to the proposed project's
massive height and lack of any setback from Wilshire Boulevard.

There was no analysis in the EIR, for example, of an Alternative wherein the
proposed project would have a greater setback from Wilshire Boulevard, to
mitigate blocking the views of the 10921 Wilshire Boulevard signage area.

Pursuant to Section 21002 of the Public Resources Code related to CEQA: "The
Legislaturefinds and declares that it is the poliry ofthe state thatpublic agencies should not approve
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives Orfeasible mitigation measures available which
would substantiallY lessen the significant environmental effects ofSItch projects.. ."

The Code requires a setback from Wilshire Boulevard. No amendment or
variance should be permitted to allow the project to have zero lot line fronting
onto Wilshire Boulevard.

The EIR should have analyzed an Alternative where the proposed project
provides enough of a setback from Wilshire Boulevard to mitigate the impact of
blocking the views of the 10921 Wilshire Boulevard signage area facing Gayley.

Since Code only allows 120 hotel rooms, or 120 condominium units (versus the
144 proposed), a project with a greater setback from Wilshire Boulevard which
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might result in lesser rooms or units, would be more consistent with Code and
help mitigate this impact.

Further, the City should be aware, since they are a party to a legal agreement,
that there is a signed Settlement Agreement between the City and 10921
Wilshire building's ownership (Westwood Medical Plaza - just to the east of the
proposed project) giving Westwood Medical Plaza's ownership the right to the
supergraphics sign area on the side of our bUilding facing Gayley.

Surely, the City will not voluntarily agree to waive its own Code requirements
related to setbacks, density and number of allowable hotel and condominium
units to accommodate a yet-to-be approved project, thus violating its own
Settlement Agreement with an existing property owner?

The only way the City can approve this project as currently proposed, is through
a discretionary process whereby the City would approve a General Plan
Amendment, a Specific Plan Amendment, and numerous Variances from what is
allowed by Code. To approve this project as currently proposed, would
result in a 29-story building replacing a one-story building. To approve this
project as proposed (and without setbacks from Wilshire Boulevard) would
allow the project applicant to develop its building out to Wilshire
Boulevard, blocking the views to Westwood Medical Plaza's legal
supergraphics advertising signage area, and effectively violating the
Settlement Agreement entered into in good faith between Westwood
Medical Plaza's ownership and the City of Los Angeles.

The City should refuse to certify this EIR, or require a Mitigation Measure that
guarantees that the neighboring owner to the east of the project - i.e., Westwood
Medical Plaza - will be compensated for the impacts from the proposed project
and its economic losses as a direct result of the City allowing the proposed
project to block views of the supergraphics signage.

In the event the project is approved by the City as currently proposed by the
applicant, then for any subsequent claims made to the City that the City's
discretionary actions violated the intent of the Settlement Agreement, the project
applicant should be reqUired to defend and indemnify the City.

As outlined above in items 1 through 10, there are inconsistencies, omiSSions of
analysis, and lack of information in the DEIR related to several significant issues which
cause the DEIR to be inadequate.
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Thank you for your review of our comments.

Very truly yours,

Jon ull r
Princ al
THE M LLER COMPANY
(owners & operators of 10921 Wilshire Boulevard)

c: Christian Dubia, Esq. - Dubia Erickson et al

Comment leller to Wilshire Gayley DEIR
July 20, 2008
Page /I af /I
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Oakley's Barber Shop
1061 Gayley Avenue

Los Angeles. California USA
(310) 208-6559

July 19, 2009

Via Facsimile: (213) 978·1343 (FAX)
Via email: diana.kitching@lacity.org

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
los Angeles, CA 90012

90034

RECEIVE')
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Jlll 21 200S
ENVIRONMENTAl.

UNIT

Re: ENV-200B-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project. 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and 1151
1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

I am the owner of Oakley's Barber Shop, the oldest busine!>s in Westwood Village, which has sBrved
Westwood for 80 years. I have been active in our Westwood business district for the past 15 years.

As a Oayley Avenue neighbor two blocks immediately north of the project site, I wish to express my
enthusiastic support for the Wilshire Gayley project noted above, and offer the following comments:

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles. The site is
currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas station. The site is
now unattractive, unClerutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a vibrant business environment
in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally significant building will greatly benefit
Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles.

The striking design of the project and RS use of quality materials will enhance Westwood's character
as a community of unique architectural and cultural significance. The project will create a beautifUl
new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village, and a major point of interest in our community.

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood. The project
will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire Boulevard, The ground floor
retail space wrapping along the majority of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the
site's point on Wilshire Boulevard will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more Vibrant street life.

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, UCLA. and will
be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district. The project will enhc1nce
the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class hotel and ten condominiums. It will
attract upscate business travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant
favorable economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize eXisting Ousinesses in the Village.

The size and massinq of the building is appropriate for the location. It fits in with its flllrrnnndings and
will be a significant improvement on the site. The proposed project is in an area dominated by high
rise bUildings ranging from 15 to 29 stories. The building will provide a much needed gateway into
westwood Village. A tall, slender, arChitecturally significant bUil(1lng will make an elegant design
statement beneficial to Westwood. The shape of the property has until nOW prevented the highest
and best use of the site, and created a hardship that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station,
video rental store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and Visually displeasing.

EotabfuJ:hcd SlOptomber 1929 . Oldesl ~utin9Buuines3 in Westwood VUlage
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The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by providing a
unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and restaurant uses, all of
which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will enhance the eXisting, vibrant
urban live/work environment in Westwood, The design thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29
stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby
fitting seamlessly into the lower scale commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually
compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. The request for the
height district change shOUld be supported because it is a result of the small size of the lot, not a
result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested General and Specific Plan
modifications and height district and zone change are necessary to achieve a landmark building
providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate. The request for relief from the setback
requirements should be granted. A setback along an alley especially makes no sense.

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commerci"luses. The
increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway to
Westwood. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional Center, the
height is entirely appropriate and wrnpatible with existing adjacent tJUiIClings.

The project's SUbterranean parking and RCCe~~ to public transportation will be .. benefit, and will not
negatively affect parking in Westwood. The project's needs can be accommodated on site with a
four-level SUbterranean parking garage and valet service. Additionally the project's proximity to retail,
restaurant, and oiller services will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and residents.
Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning With Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated a
dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles Rttempted to tllm north on Gayley
Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an intersection or signal.

Finally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is a
longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns
several of the most outstanding projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower, Murdock
Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used
project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably
maintained. I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the
highest standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For decades he
has demonst",ted great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his
time, talents, leadership, and active support as past Chairman of: the LA West Chamber of
Commerce, our former Westwood's business improvement district), and the Los Angeles Business
Council. Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a neighbor who is
totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant business community.

As a Westwood Village business owner and Gayley Avenue neighbor, I am proud to add my strong
support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with others in the Westwood community, the
Mayor and our past Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much
needed project can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.

Establlshed September 1929· Oldest.t.::.Xu;t:m.g' Busmess in Westwood Village
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1055 westwood blvd 
w e s t w o o d  v i l l a g e  
los angeles 90024 

 
telephone (310) 208-3131 
facs imi le  (310) 824-5317 

 
July 21, 2009 
 
Dear Ms. Diana Kitching, 
 I am writing on behalf of the proposed Wilshire-Gayley project to offer my wholehearted 
support for this tremendous improvement to Westwood Village.  My family has been in business 
here for 62 years and are extremely excited to see such a world class establishment constructed 
in our “little village.”  After years of steady decline in the area, a project like this would bring 
much need vitality back to Westwood, offering glamour, class, and economic improvement to 
the area. 
 There are clearly a boon of reasons why the Gayley-Wilshire project will be beneficial to 
the area.  As a business owner, however, I am most concerned with the overall image and 
productivity of Westwood.  The site in question has been a disaster for as long as I can remember 
and we are thrilled at the idea of it being utilized with such a stunning building.  The architecture 
is world class, creating a gateway to the Village and the Wilshire corridor  for all to see.  But not 
only is it beautiful, it is truly functional.  Moving the alley is a brilliant decision for both the 
hotel and traffic on Gayley.  That has long been a dangerous “intersection”, and turning it in to a 
functioning roadway by aligning the streets will both ease traffic and create much safer driving 
conditions in that vicinity. 
 In addition, the project will provide additional parking for the area, and an increase in 
foot traffic in the Village.  Guests of the hotel will enjoy the retail and dining experience that 
Westwood offers, and these businesses will benefit from the increase in traffic.  This of course 
also leads to increased revenues for the city 
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Scrubs Unlimited

PAGE 01/02

~NVIRONMENTAI.
UNIT

JUl 21 2009

RECEPflE~)
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

10930 Wcyburn Avenue. Suire A .. Westwood ViUage.. Los AngcJc:s:, CA 9002'1

Phone: 310.208.7669· Toll Free: 866.267.3079' Fax; 310.208.7559
Email: service@scrubsunlimited.com· Web: www.scrubsunlimited.com

July 19. 2009

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
los Angeles, CA 90012

Via FAX: (213) 978-1343' Via email: diana.kitching@lacitv.org

Re: ENV-2008-2368-BR (The Wilshire Gayley project 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue;
Los Angeles. CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

Iam alifelong Westwood resident. have worked in Westwood Village for nearly 25 years. and my family has owned commercial
property in Westwood Village for 15 years. Iown two businesses in Westwood Village: Scrubs Unlimited on Weybum Avenue
(for ten years) and aBaskin Robbins ice cream franchise (whICh Ipurchased this year) on Kinross Avenue,located less than two
blocks from the project site. Previously Iowned and managed Butler-Gabriel Books in Westwood Village for nine years. Iam a
Board member of Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association, amember of the Westwood Host Committee for the Los
Angeles Film Festival. and a past Board member of the Westwood Village Community AI~ance (Westwood's Business
Improvement District). My wife works at the UCLA Medical Center, and we arc raising our family just afew blocks from the
Village. Westwood ViRage holds avery special place in my heart.

Iam writing to express my strong support for the Wilshire Gaytey project. and to offer the following comments:

Westwood's economy has experienced more than its share of ups and downs over the past several year.>. This project will be a
significant boost to the Westwood economy as well as the city of los Angeles. The project site currently is severely
underutilized. The site consists of avacant one·story commercial bu~ding and acleared former gas station. The proposed
project would significantly improve this unsightly property with agraceful. slender, and iconic structure that will make much
better use of the site and contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire Boulevard.

The project, which is designed by the award-Winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is reminiscent of the iconic Aatiron building
in New York City. This striking and beautiful design will generate significant pedestrian interest and activity, enhance the
Vibrancy of Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood. This classic Ratiron
design is the perfect solution to th~ ~i7~ ~nd sh~fl~ of Ihis challenging site.

The project also will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood, The hotel will have ground noor
neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian uses in
Westwood Village. The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks to further enhance the

labcoats • Scrubs· Uniforms' Shoes· Medical Accessories' Custom Monogramming
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pedestrian experience. The project also will create aconsistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width along
Gayley Avenue and the Wilshire Boulevard frontage. This improvement, along with other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will
signifICantly improve the pedestrian environment at this prominent comer of W~shire Boulevard in Westwood.

The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a Rrst Class hotel. ground floor reta~ stores, and ahigh quality
full service restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, Westwood neighbors, as well as visitors to UClA
All Village businesses will benefit from the increased foot traffic and commerce created by this project. The project's proximity
to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service
bUsinesses. and entertainment venues. thus increasine patronaee to eYi~ting hlJ~ine~~e~ and generating new sales and sales tax.

The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is consistent with the buildings across Wilshire
Boulevard and the character of buildings to the east along Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be asignifICant
improvement nn the site. Of note. the project steps down to fit into the exiting scale and height of Westwood Village. The
shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site. and created ahardship situation that led to
high tri(}-generating uses (a gas station. video rental store, and previously acar rental outlet) that were architecturally and
Visually displeasing. This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning along underutilized hardship
property into what will become anew architectural treasure in Westwood. TechnicJI zoning issues should not prevent a
beautiful structure and ahighly desirable project that wm serve as agateway to Westwood, with numerous community benefits.

Because the majority of the project will be ahotel use (and with most hotel guests not having their own car). the project's
traffic impacts, parldng demands, and operational intensity will be less than the Regional Center\ p.Yisling surrounding high.rise
commercial and office uses. The site is well integrated with eXisting publiC transit systems so hotel guests and project residents
will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips. Tnc MTA has proposed afuture Westwood/UCLA subway
station on UCLA property immediately west of the project site, which will further encourage use of public transportation.

Additionally, Iam well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat He is a longtime Westwood
property owner. developer. and key stakeholder. He has developed and owns several of the most outstanding projects in
Westwood. including Center West office tower, Murdock Plaza. Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominiums, and Plaza
La Reina mixed used project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed Jnd impeccably mJintained.

IsullDD!t the entitlements !l'Quested for this project. which will create substanlit.benefits for the Westwood com!!!!!!!itY aod
the tity of Los Angeles. Iam proud to add my strong support for thiS beautiful and exciting project, and join with others in the
Westwood business and residential communities in urging the city to expedite the approval process for this needed project

rr'~~~
~Gab~

Trustee, Gabriel Family Trust
Owner. Scrubs Unlimited and Baskin Robbins - Westwood Village
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1008 Broxton Avenue
los Angeles, California 90024

(310)208-8404 Fax: 208-1067

July 19, 2009

Via Facsimile:

shc1es Iewery
(213) 978-1343 (FAX); Via email: diana.ki!chinq@}acity.orq 'UR "1J '" ;::

ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and
1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

My husband and lawn Shanes Jewelry at 1008 Broxton Avenue in Westwood Village (one street east
of the project site). We arc proud to be the oldest retailer on Broxton, haVing been in business on
thi~ $trcct for nearly 40 Ye'<:U~. We arc also longtime Westwood property owners, residents and
neighbors in Westwood Hills (northwest of Westwood Village), where we have raised our two children.
We also own ann m::tnRgp. s:tpArtm~nt~ in Westwood's North Village, adjacent to the UCLA campuf).

Our entire family is thrilled to add our support to the proposed Wilshire Gayley project noted above.
As longtime Westwood residents, busiuess owners, and propertY owners we 1001<: forward to the very
positive impact this project will have on all of Westwood. All Westwood businesses stand to benefit
tremendously from tht': inr.rt"sHu,,:n foot traffu:' and business that this project will bring to the Village.

In addition to being a most welcome addition to our business community, this project also will be a
WOIl\.!<;,'fu! ttmenity for Westwood's resIdents, Including our Westwood Hills neighbors. The current
site houses an empty commercial building and a former gas station, The proposed hotel will replace
thh:; eyp'sofe: wlth ~ ~tllnn;,nB n~w gah:."'way icon for the entire Westwood community. The graceful

Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of this challenging triangular lot.

The proximity of this new hotel to We~t\IYvod Vi1li::(~C will cu(;uun:ige huld gu.csts and p:roject residents

to walk to local restaurants, retail shops, scrvice businesses, theaters and museums, thus increasing
pat.ronage: to p.xi~ting h11.~inl?'~s.~~,generating new tax revenue, and reducing the need for :a.ddiHonal

vchicle trips in the area. Its adjacency to MTA's proposed Wilshire subway station is a huge benefit.

The project is (;(Ju~,tJ.G\li1;h:::: willi tIn:: Wc::>twuuu Villttgc: bu~iIlt:~S c.1i~lricl. The design has its height and

mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down at the northern cnd of the project site to
respect the exi~t.ing C':h~r;:,r.tf'.:r of t.hp. VillRgp.. Thf": ~i7:f': Rnti mA~:q,1neof thr: hlli1(1ine fitA in with ;t~

surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site. We support the entitlements
:requested for this project, whieh will bring about many long lasting community benefits.

We also havc great respect for this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat, a longtime Westwood property
owner end developer, and pa.st Chair-rn.:an of Westwood's Business Improvement District. He has

developed and owns several of Westwood's most significant projects, aU of which arc beautifUlly
designed and impeccably maintained. He is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood. We
are delighted to add our support [or this wonderful project, and urge the city to expedite the approval
process so this project can proceed without delay. Thank you [or your thoughtful consideration.

Most Sincerely, <:.~

~ J )()..\)L.-.

Wendy Shane
Owner
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July 19. Z009

The Tanning Club Westwood village

1132 Westwood BlVd.
LOS AngeleS, CA 90024

Tel: 310.208.6161

JUL 21 2llJ0

ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

Ms. Diana Kitching. Environmental Review Loordinator
Los Angeles Oepartment of City Planning
ZOO North ~pring Street. Room 750
los Angeles, GA 90012
FAX: (213) 978·1343 • Email: diana.kitching@lacity.org

Re: ENV-Z00S-2368-EIR (Wilshire Gayley project. 10851-10955 Wilshire Blvd. Ii 1151-1157 Gayley Ave.; Las Angeles, 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

Ilive in Westwood Village on Glendon Avenue and have owned and managed The Tanning Club - Westwood Village lor nearly six
years. As a neighbor who lives. works. and owns a business in the Village. Ienthusiastically support the Wilshire Gayley project.

The beautifully designed hotehondominiuO! proje(;\ will bring major benefits to Westwood as well as the city of los Angeles, The
current property houses an empty commercial building and aformer gas station site. which creates adepressing point 01 entry
into Westwood. The tJesign for the project Is truly exceptional. and thiS new landmark tower will replace an eyesore site With a
stunning new gateway icon and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood Village and the entire city of los Angeles.

This project will enhance the economic loundation 01 Westwood by providing a First Class business hotel will full amenities and
services plus ten r.nnnnmini"ms. It will altraet upscale busina•• travalars and visitors to Westwood Village. which will have a
significant favorable economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize e~isling Westwood businesses. The increase in
sales tax revenue. hotel bed lax. and the general inereosa in trade and commerce throughout Westwood will be agr."\ bendil.

This hotel is ideally located lor visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood area, and is perfectly positioned to integrate
with existing public transportation, so hotel guests and residents will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips.

The project is "umpulible with both Wilshire Boulevard and the Westwood Village business district. lhe design has its height and
mass on Wilshire, while the bUilding steps down to the north of the project site. to respect the existing character of the Village.

The project also will promote increased pedestrian activity and interest in Westwood Village and on Wilshire Boulevard with its
ground lIoor retail snar.e. exn~nsive "se of picture windows. greatly anhanead landscaping. and widoned and improved sidew.lks.

Technicalwning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly deSirable project that will serve as a gateway
to Westwood and a new economic anchor. Ifully support the project's requested entitlements, which will create significant
benefits to our Westwood Village business district the greater Westwood community, and the city of los Angeles.

Iam proud to add my support for this exciting project. and urge the city to expedite the approval process lor this important and
beneficial opportunity. As d '"'idenl uf Westwood Village. and as aVillage business owner. Ieagerly look forward to its completion.

Sincerely Yours.

b~<4
George Torbay ~
Owner
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.ENVIRONMENTAl.
UNIT

JUl 21 2009

IRECE~VE
CITY OF LOS ANGELESWestwood VillagoJUly 19, 2009

Ms. Diana Kitching, Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning

200 North Spring Street. Room 750
Los Angeles. CA 90012
Via Faqjmile: (213)978.1343 (FAX) • Via email: diana.kitching@lacity.org

. Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and 1151·1157

Gayley Avenue; lo~ Angeles, CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

I am wriling in reference to the proposed Wilshire Gayley project captioned above, and the Draft EIR .

By way of background, I serve as Chairman ot the. Westwood Village Busin>::;" A"ociulivII, Cv-Oluir of
the Westwood Host Committee for the Los Angeles Film Festival, a member of the Westwood Village
Farmers' Market Advisory Boord. and a foundino Roord member of the Friends of Westwood Library.

OLir restaurant has been in business in Westwood Village tor nearly a decade, and is located three
blut,;kshurrl the project slle. AddiTionally i have known this developer. Mr. Kambiz Hekmat,for neariy

15 years. I enthusiastically support the Wilshire Gayley project, and offer the tollowing comments:

This project will be a significant bene.!it to Westwood as well os the city ot Los Angeles. It will be a most
welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for the surrounding residential .
neighborhoods The project site currently is occupied by on empty commercial building and a tormer

gas station. It contributes nothing to our business district, our city's economy, andcreat~sa negative
imp"mivn 01 Westwood of If western edge. The proposed hotel, deSigned by the Internationally
renowned firm ot Robert A.M. Stern Architects, will replace this eyesore with a stunning new gateway
icon for Westwood Village and the entire We,twood community. The Flotir<:>n building dosignis fhe.
perfect solution to the size and shope at this irregularly shaped, challenging lot. Its striking design will
generate pedestrian interest, enhonce the vibrancy of Westwood Village, and hring fl Irthf'r rli,linr;tion
and accolades to Westwood as a.community ot unique architecture and cult.ural distinction.

This magnificenl nevvbuilding also will enholl(';", Itle pedesIrian experience at this gateway point into

Westwood. The extensive use of street level picture windows will engage pedestrians in the Village,
.and the proposed landscaping ond waler feature in fhe circular enlrance will 01,0 cidd pedestrian

interest. The project also will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the 'sidewalks
and streelscaoe on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard with a consistently wider ,idp.wnlk nt nn
iess than ten teet in width on Gayley Avenue and the Wilshire frontage. All of these improvements will

greatly enhance the pedestrian experience at this very important gateway corner into Westwood.

This project also will provide on enormous boost to the vitality and image ot the Westwood Village
hl.l~in<?~s distric!. This Iv<ury holel will bolster fhe economic loundation of Westwood by prOViding a lir,t

class business hotel along with ten luxury condominium~. It will attract upscale business travelers and

other visitors to Westwood Villape, which will have a significant favorable economic imoact by
bringing new cusfomers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community.

Of parlicular nofe, the addition of upscale holel rooms in Westwood is especially weicorTl"', os VUI

district is currently underserved by First Cla~s holel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and motel
ropartiasin Westwood (the former Holal Del Capri. Century WHshire Hotel. ondWestwood Motor Innl

10853 Lindbrook Ori~ .. 'L.os Ang(lle5, CA 90024 .. Phone; 310.201.0011 • Fax; 310~2'09.0051 .. www.tcngu.c;Dm
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have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or apartment projects. This
has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood. The proposed Wilshire Goyley hotel
project will address this signiticant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major
annual events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood village, UCLA Commencement
Weekend, os well os the daily business needs of the Westwood business and residential communities,
will greatly benefit. This hotel is ideally located for visitors to UCLA and the greater Westwood area.

This project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by providing a
unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and restaurant uses. all of
which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will enhance the existing. vibrant
urban live/work environment in Westwood.

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution to a most
difficult site. The size and massing at the OLJilrlino is <:1PPropriClte for the location. Its height is comdent
with the bUildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to the east along Wilshire. It
tits in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site, provldino a much neerlerl
gateway into Westwood Village. A tall. slender. architecturally significant building is needed to make
the kind at timeless design statement necessary for an enduring and beneficial impact on Westwood.
The Shape at the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and created a
hardship situation that ted to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video rental store, and previously
a car rental oullet) thot wel'e (mel Iile:clulully und visually displeasing. This gracefUl project and classic
design is to be commended tor turning a lOng underutilized hardship property into what will become a
m;:!w orchit~cturol treasure in Wsstvvoocl.

The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business diSirict The design has its height and
mass on Wilshire Iloulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley Center, immediately
north of the project site, to respect the existing character of the Village. The project is designed to be
consi$tent With, ono sensitive 1o, uujucent land uses. It thougntfully transitions tram a height ot 2'1
stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four stories, or 40 feel. at the northern property line, thereby
fitting seamlessly into the lo","cr ;calc commerciol district in Westwood Village while remaining visuully
compatible with other high-density high.rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.

Ihe request tor the height district change should be supported because it is a result at the small size of
the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested General and Specitic
Pion modificotions and heigl..,t disllicl unu .£unt:: t.:tlonge are necessary TO aChieve a landmork bUlloing

providing a galeway 10 westwood, and are site appropriate. The request for relief from the setback
requirements should be granted. The existing Hollywood Vidco bUilding is on the properly line and il
the project were considered a commercial building. '10 setback would be required. With Ihe small
size at the lot. setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback oiona on nlley "'\r>",r:ciolly makes
no sense. Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly
desirable project that wili serve as 0 gateway to Westwood, creating numerous community benefits.

The hotel/condominium project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and
rElstaurant's need5 can be accommodated on site with a four-level sublen'oneol' pUlkill\,j \,jululJe und
valet service. Because the majority at the project wili be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not
hovino their own car). the nrnj",r.t'\ tmlfi, impnr:cts. parking demonds. and operational intensity will be
less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise commercial and office uses.
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Additionally, the site is well integrated with existing public transit systems so hotel guests and residents
will have strong incentives to not create additional vehicular trips. The MTA has proposed a future
Westwood/UCLA Melro sUbway station tor the Purple Line extension along Wilshire Boulevard (the
"Subway to the Sea" Jon UCLA property immediately west of the site. This will further encourage use of
public transportarion. rurther, the project's proximity to restaurants, retail shops. museums, theaters.
and other amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents.

The project also will result in sater and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site. Relocating
the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated a dangerous
traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to turn north on Gayley Avenue from
the tormer gas station. without the benetit of an Intersection or Signal. Additionally. the preparatory
site work also has enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36. Of
note, the project is anticipated to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEEDJ
Silver roting from the U.S. Green Duilding Council. w!'liG!"1 is COfnr"It'rluulJlt::!.

The City will benefit from sales tax. hotel bed tax. and other tax revenues from the project. AS
mentioned above. the proximity to Westwood Village will encourage guem and residents to wolk to
local restaurants, shops. service businesses. and entertainment venues, thus increasing potronage to
existing businesses and generating Increased revenue. The project also will provide much needed
construction jobs as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel. restaurant. spa. and in the ground floor retail
shop, at a time when Jobs are in steep decline within the city and stote.

On a personal nole, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat.
who is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed
and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office tower.
MurdoCk ~Iaza, ~alomino restaurant. Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed
used project now under construction directly across the street from our restaurant. All of these projects
are beautifully designed and impoccably maintained. J ani confidt.fll lilul MI. Hl:::!!k.ltH.)1 will ue;:vttlop.

operote and maintain this new hotel to the highest standards. in keeping with the tine character of the
Wp1i.fwQo(i community. For decadt;?s he has demonstra1ed great pride and personal interett in

Westwood. and hos generously oltered his time. lalents, leadership. and active support: as post
Chairman of the LA. West Chamber of Commerce. past chairman of the Westwood Village
Community Alliance. Inc. (WestWOOd'S tormer business improvement district). longtime Board member
01 the Park Westwood Homeowners Association. past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council
Iheadquartered in westY-'ood). and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood

Village. Mr. Hekmat is nol only a leading citizen of our business communily. he is a neighbor who is
Torally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant business community.

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project. and join with othe" in
the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past Councilman.
in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed projecl in Westwood can
proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress ot this project.
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Via Facsimile, (213) 978-1343 (FAX)
Via Itl1lnil: Jinnll.kifching@)acity.org

Ms. Diana Kitchin~

Environmental Review Coordinator

Los Angeles Department ofCity Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: ENV-2008-2368-E1R (The Wilshire Gayley project, 1095 1-10955 Wilshire BOlilevard and 1151
1157 Gayloy Avenue; Los Angel03, ell. 90024)

De:fIr M~. KifChine"

1 all) a Westwood prope,1y owne,', and have owned my property in Westwood for 7 years. I own a

number of properties in Westwood Village including one propcrty located on Gayley Avenne ncar the
project site.

J am well acquainted with the reputation of Mr. Kamhiz lJekmat. He is a longtime Westwood property
OWllerl dcvelope!"! and key stakeholder. He 1135 dc:vclopcd nnd ovvns .severa,1 of the: ffiQ::5t bcautiClll project:s

in Westwood, including Center West office lower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood
condominium tower) and PJS241 L", Reina mixed used proj(lct nQW unrlcr (';onsfTllcrinn. All ofthe,;r.

projects are beautifully designed and impeccably mainlamed.

t am confidentlhat Mr. Hckmat will develop, operate and maintain this new holcl to the highest

standards, in keeping with the fine character oftne Westwood community. Mr. Hekmal is not only a
Icading citizen of our business community; he is a neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of

Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful community.

I am proud to add my enthusiastiC support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with otherS in
urging th~ city to expedite rhe approval proce:ti~ ~o thj,~ much nceded project et\n proceed without delay.

Sincerely Yours,

Topa Management Company

[). ,- I' (" ....t! I>X H' Ie' !' v"I,.{,;I

John E. Anderson
Chairman ofthe Board
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Sandy Brown 
 

 
 
July 12, 2009 
 
Diana Kitching 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 759 
LA, Ca   90012 
 
Via e-mail:  Diana.Kitching@lacity.org 
 
Re:   The Wilshire Gayley 
 10951-10955 Wilshire Blvd. and 1151-1157 Gayley Ave. 
 LA, CA   90024 
 
 ENV-2008-2368-EIR 
 
Dear Ms. Kitching: 
 
Having received the Notice of Preparation for the above named project and having 
attended the Public Scoping Meeting, I am requesting that my support for The Wilshire 
Gayley be entered into the official record. 
 
I have been an active member of the Westwood community for nearly forty years and 
believe this project is absolutely appropriate for this site and will greatly enhance the area 
and create a magnificent gateway to Westwood.  I have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, assessed the request for General and Specific Plan 
Amendments, Zone changes, Height District change, Adjustment, subsurface vacation, 
and other actions described in the Draft EIR.  While these requests are numerous, they 
are not unusual for projects on the Wilshire corridor.   
 
What the architect, internationally known and respected, Robert A.M. Stern, designed for 
this unusually shaped lot or lots is no less than spectacular.  Our city should be honored 
to house this unique and ambitiously designed structure that is most appropriate for this 
location.  Multiple high-rise towers already contribute to the visual significance of the 
commercial corridor and the Wilshire Scenic Corridor to the east and the Federal office 
building to the west. 
 
I appreciate the mixed-use plan that will provide housing, neighborhood serving ground 
floor retail and restaurant uses, all of which are welcomed in Westwood as evidenced in 
testimony at the meetings I attended. 
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The scheduled meetings that the MTA has had in Westwood have strongly suggested a 
future subway station to the west of and adjacent to this project that would encourage the 
use of alternative transportation for employees as well as residents and guests of this 
proposed development, thereby encouraging car trip reduction.  Furthermore, Wilshire 
Blvd. is a major bus transportation corridor that will undoubtedly serve to reduce 
vehicular trips to this site.  Hotel use creates fewer trips than an office or medical 
building but more important is the fact that trips created by hotels are not made during 
peak hours. 
 
The Wilshire Gayley addresses and is sensitive to the commercial district in Westwood 
Village where development to the north is just several stories in height.  The project 
design for the new development transitions from a high-rise along Wilshire to 40 feet on 
its north side, thereby creating compatibility with the Village.   
 
The project under either scenario of 134 hotel rooms and 10 condominiums or just 144 
condominiums is permitted under the code.  The extraordinary architectural design for 
this irregular lot resulted in the need for increased FAR and height.  However, the 
sensitivity of the design to adjacent properties and its prominence as Westwood’s 
gateway dictate the importance of and necessity for the requested approvals. 
 
The loss of jobs throughout the region has created headlines in our daily news coverage 
for months, if not years.  Here is an excellent opportunity to provide construction jobs, 
jobs within the hotel, and neighborhood serving commercial uses.  Here is a developer 
whose project is close to being shovel-ready.  The need to create jobs is now!  The need 
to address environmental concerns is now!  This development will create jobs and does 
address the environment.  It is anticipated to achieve a LEED Silver rating from the U.S. 
Green Building Council. 
 
For all of the above stated reasons and because I am familiar with the superior quality, 
workmanship, attention to detail, and concern for the neighborhood of both the developer 
and architect, I not only strongly support but also urge the city to approve The Wilshire 
Gayley.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
SANDY BROWN              
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10350 Wilshire Boulevard, APT. 1003    LA, CA   90024 
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July 20, 2009

Via Facsimile: (213) 978-1343 (FAX)

Ms. Diana Kitching

Environmental Review Coordinator

Los Angeles Department of City Planning

200 North Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RECEIVE!)
CITY OF LOS MIGELFs

JUt 21 200g

~I'JVIRONMENTLiI
UNIT

Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire
Boulevard and 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

I am a Westwood property owner and my family has owned property in the Village for
over 40 years. We own property on Weyburn Avenue, Gayley Avenue and Westwood
Boulevard. My father was very active in the old Westwood BID and I have been very
active in trying to establish a new Westwood BID.

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer
the following comments:

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los
Angeles:

• The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a
vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful,
architecturally significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city
of Los Angeles.
• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the
site consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a
cleared former gas station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site
with a graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the
site and contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor
on Wilshire Boulevard.
• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge
boon for the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an
empty commercial building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel,
designed by the internationally renowned firm ofRobert A.M. Stem Architects, will
replace this eyesore with a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the

NORTH AMERICAN REALTY
INVESTMENT & OEVElOPMENT

8447 WilSHIRE BOULEVARD SUITE 200 BEVERLY HillS. CA 90211

PHONE 323-852-9888 FAX 323-852·9880

t.keelan
Text Box
Letter No. 20

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
1

t.keelan
Rectangle



JUL-20-2009 12:40 NORTH AMERICAN REALTY 323 852 9880 P.003

Westwood community, and a magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire

Westside, and the city of Los Angeles.

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities,

UCLA, and will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business

district:
eQ The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a

First Class business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale

business travelers and other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a

significant favorable economic impact by bringing new customers to patronize

existing businesses in the Westwood community.

e The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our

district is currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade,

three hotel and motel properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century

Wilshire Hotel, and Westwood Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for

three new luxury condominium or apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of

more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood. The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project

will address this significant shortfall of First Class hotel rooms in the Westwood

area. Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival held in Westwood

Village, UCLA Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily business needs ofthe

Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit.

eThe project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hote~

ground floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service

restaurant that can be used by Westwood business executives, residents of the

Westwood area, as well as visitors.

eThis project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with

subterranean parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative

environmental impacts.

eThis hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater

Westwood area.

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are

appropriate:
eThe project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los

Angeles by providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground

floor retail and restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land

uses and which will enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in

Westwood.
eThe project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design

has its height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the

existing Gayley Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing

character of the Village.

eThe project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It

thoughtfully trausitions from a height of29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only
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four stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into

the lower scale connnercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually

compatible with other high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.

- Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area

portion of the property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that

portion ofthe project.

-The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result

ofthe small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The

requested General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone

change are necessary to achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to

Westwood, and are site appropriate.

-The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing

Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered

a connnercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot,

setbacks would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially

makes no sense.

-Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly

desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous

connnunity benefits.

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and

commercial uses:
-The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144

condominiums does not exceed the number of units pennitted under the code. The

increased FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a

landmark gateway to Westwood. Traffic impacts are determined by the number of

units not the size of the building.

- As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms

and ten condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the

Westwood Regional Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with

existing adjacent buildings.

-The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity

commercial neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the

nearest residentially-zoned property, which is currently developed as a connnercial

parking lot. The project is approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially

developed property, and more than 1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned

residential property. These dwellings are all well-buffered from the project by

intervening connnercial buildings and streets.

The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a

benefit:
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• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and
restaurant's needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean
parking garage and valet service.
• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests
not having their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and
operational intensity will be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding
high-rise commercial and office uses.
• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems
so hotel guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional
vehicular trips.
• The MTA has proposed a future WestwoodJUCLA subway station on UCLA
property immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use ofpublic
transportation.
• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other
services and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and
project residents.

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and
restaurant:

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project
residents to walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and
entertainment venues, thus increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating
new sales and sales tax.
• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new
residents in the Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in
Westwood Village.
•The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will
complement existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the
Wilshire Corridor.
• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local
Westwood community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in
single-family homes, condominiums or apartments to buy andlor trade up their
housing preferences.

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on
completion:

.The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the
hotel, restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in
decline.
• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of
jobs.
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Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz
Hekmat. He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder.
He has developed and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood,
including Center West office tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park
Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La Reina mixed used project now under
construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed and impeccably maintained.

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the
highest standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community. For
decades he has demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has
generously offered his time, talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of
the L.A. West Chamber of Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village
Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's former business improvement district), past
chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council (headquartered in Westwood), and as a
major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in Westwood Village. Mr. Hekmat is not
only a leading citizen ofour business community, he is a neighbor who is totally
committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and successful business
community.

TOTAL P.OOG
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July 19, 2009 
  
  
Re: Comments on ENV-2008-2368-EIR 
                           Wilshire-Gayley Project 
  
Dear Ms. Kitching: 
  
As a life long resident of Westwood I have a great deal interest and concern about the future 
development of Westwood.  I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report and attended two 
community meetings to review plans for the proposed development at the corner of Wilshire Boulevard 
and Gayley Avenue.  I strongly support the proposed Wilshire Gayley project of a 134 room first class 
hotel, ten condominiums and ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses.  Westwood Village 
and the Westwood community will benefit greatly by having such a quality development. 
  
The location is ideal for a project of this size.  Its size and massing are consistent with other buildings 
along Wilshire Boulevard.  Its proximity to the freeway and future public transit will discourage traffic 
from going into the residential community.  This project will encourage pedestrian activity throughout 
Westwood and benefit  the economy of existing restaurants and retail uses in the Village.   Its 
strikingly beautiful architecture will create a much needed elegant gateway to Westwood Village. 
  
I am familiar with other high quality projects that Mr. Hekmat has developed in Westwood, and I feel 
confident that he will continue his excellent standards for quality development in the proposed Wilshire 
Gayley Project.  I am in support of the requested approvals for this project.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Joyce Foster  
joycelfost@aol.com   
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July 22, 2009

Via Facsimile: (213) 978-1343 (FAX)
Via email: dialla.kitchillg@Jacity.org

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and
1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

I anl a Westwood property owner, and have owned my property in Westwood for 65 years. My

property is located on Gayley Avenue.

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the

following comments:

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles:

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas
station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a
vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally
significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles.

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site consists
of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared former gas
station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site witll a graceful, slender,
and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and contribute aesthetically
and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire Boulevard.

JAKOSKY PROPERTIES
503 32NO STREET, SUITE 200

NEWPORT BEACH
CALIFORNIA 92663
949 • 673 • 0500

FAX 949 • 673 • 2258
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• Tlus project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for the
surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty commercial
building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the internationally
renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stem Architects, will replace this eyesore with a stunning
new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood community, and a magnificent
new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and the city of Los Angeles.

The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials

will enhance Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture:

• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stem Architects, is
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City.

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy of
Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood.

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to Westwood.

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village,
and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community.

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by an
internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire commmuty.

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood:

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and the
proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian interest.

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that "'ill entice pedestrians,
compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in Westwood Village.

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the majority
of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on Wilshire Boulevard

will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life throughout the Village.

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and
streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian experience.

• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width along
Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard. This improvement will replace a
sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This improvement, along with
other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian environment.

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities,
UCLA, and will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district:

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class
business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business travelers and
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other visitors to Westwood ViUage, which will have a significant favorable economic impact
by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community.

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district is
currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and motel

properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and Westwood
Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or
apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood.
The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this significant shortfall of First

Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film
Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily
business needs of the Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit.

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, ground
floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service restaurant that can be
used by Westwood business executives, residents of the Westwood area, as well as visitors.

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental impacts.

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood area.

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution:

• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is consistent
with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to the east along
Wilshire. It fits in with its sUIToundings and will be a significant improvement on the site.

• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 29
stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high and 355
foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 stories will fit
into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along Wilshire.

• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, slender,
architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and timeless design
statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood.

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and
created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video rental
store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually displeasing.

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long underutilized
hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in Westwood.

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate:

• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and
restaurant uses, all of which are complementary Witll surrounding land uses and which will
enhance tlle existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood.
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• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has its
height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley

Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of the Village.

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It
thoughtfully transitions from a height of29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four
stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower scale
commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually compatible with other
high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.

• Ofparticular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of the
property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the project.

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested
General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change are necessary to
achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate.

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a

commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, setbacks
would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes no sense.

• Teclmical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly desirable
project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous community benefits.

A hotel is the ideal usc for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses:

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 condominiums
does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The increased FAR and
height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway to Westwood.
Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units not the size of the building.

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and ten
condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional
Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent buildings.

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are all

well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets.

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive:

• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated to
achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating from the
U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended.
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The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit:

• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's needs

can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and valet service.

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not having

their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational intensity will

be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise commercial and office uses.

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so hotel

guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips.

• The MTA has proposed a future WestwoodlUCLA subway station on UCLA property
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public transportation.

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other services

and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents.

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site:

• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated

a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to tum north on

Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an intersection or signal.

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36.

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has improved

traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on Gayley safer.

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant:

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk

to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus

increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax.

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in the
Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village.

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will complement

existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the Wilshire Corridor.

• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood

community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family

homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences.

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion:

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel,

restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in decline.

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range ofjobs.
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Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat.
He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed
and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office

tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La
Reina mixed used project now under construction. All ofthese projects are beautifully designed
and impeccably maintained.

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest
standards, in keeping with the [me character of the Westwood community. For decades he has
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his
time, talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of
Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's

former business improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council
(headquartered in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in
Westwood Village. Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a
neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and
successful business community.

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed proj ect in

Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.

Sincerely Yours,

~T7
Jack Jakosky
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LAKE & LAKE
Consulting, Inc.

Strategic Research

Laura Lake, Ph.D.
President

1557 Westwood Blvd. #235, LA, CA 90024
laura.lake@gmail.com

(310) 470-4522

July 9, 2009

Diana Kitching

Environmental Review Coordinator

Los Angeles Department of City Planning

200 North Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: SUPPORT FOR WILSHIRE GAYLEY HOTEL (ENV. 2008-2368-EIR)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

It is my pleasure to submit comments in support of your environmental review for the elegant

business hotel/condo project proposed by Mr. Kam Hekmat.  This has been a difficult site to

develop because of its triangular shape and small size.  Until now it has been a challenge to

find a way to use the land for its highest and best use.  Mr. Hekmat and his architect, Robert

Stern, are to be congratulated on their solution to this thorny problem. We know from his

other projects that Mr. Hekmat will demand only world-class architects, and the very best

materials and construction.

Before getting into specifics, I also want to comment on the process followed by the

developer, who has engaged the community from the beginning, soliciting suggestions for

architects, and providing amenities requested by community leaders.  This early, informal

discussion has made the project a joint effort – we all believe that it will be a success and

that it will enhance our community and our city.   We share a sense of pride in this project

since it reflects our shared vision for Westwood.

The DEIR is clear, well-organized, and shows that the hotel project will be an environmentally

superior project.  This is great news.

This project is to be commended not just because it does not create any significant adverse

impacts, but because:

• it has outstanding architectural merit,

• it will remove soil contaminated with hydrocarbons from the previously removed gas

station,

• pedestrian amenities, 

• improves circulation and safety in the Village by moving the alley to align with

Lindbrook Drive at a signalized intersection,

• respects the Westwood Village Specific Plan’s scale and massing, 

• eliminates a blighted site;
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• blocks a commercial billboard on the Westwood Medical Plaza that the community

objects to;

• increases the supply of hotel rooms in a regional center that has lost hotel rooms over

the past decade;

• increases the revenue for the city through the transient occupancy tax of 14%;

• provides a gateway to Westwood Village,

• includes a public restaurant sought by the community,

• is located adjacent to the Westwood subway station on UCLA’s Lot 36,

• introduces a residential use rather than an office use in the Westwood Regional

Center, and thereby reduces potential traffic generation for this area, and

• substitutes substandard narrow sidewalks to standard 10 foot dimensions.

Again, I commend the preparers of this EIR for such a careful and accurate presentation of

the project and its environmentally-friendly attributes.

Sincerely,

Laura Lake
Laura Lake, Ph.D.

President

cc: The Hon. Paul Koretz

Lisa Trifiletti, CD5
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Carole Magnuson
11147 Ophir Drive

Los Angeles, California 90024
Email: chmagnuson@mac .com Facsimile: 310-472-8914

July 14,2009
RECEIVED
CITY OF LOS IINGELES

Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 978-1343 (FAX)

JUl17 2009

ENIIIRONMENTAL
UNIT

RE: Comments
Draft and Environmental Report No. ENV-2008-2368-EIR
The Wilshire Gayley Project
10951-10955 Wilshire Blvd. and 1351-1157 Gayley Avenue

Dear Ms. Kitching:

My husband and I own a home in Westwood, andhave lived and worked here for 45
years. During that time, I have been active in community affairs, serving as Director of Localand
Neighborhood Relations for UCLA, as a member of the Westwood Community Design Review
Board, and as president of the Westwood Hills Property Owners Association. This experience and
my nearly lifelong commitment to the Westwood community qualifY me to comment on the above
referenced project.

After carefully reviewing the DEIR cited above, I am satisfied that the developer has fully
addressed all of the issues raised during the scoping process and has provided adequate mitigation
for all of the community and environmental impacts that have been identified. As proposed, this
building will enhance the prestige and livability of the Westwood community by providing much
needed high-quality hotel rooms and a first class restaurant in a beautiful building that is destined
to become an architectural landmark.

The Flatiron Building design proposed by the project's internationally renowned
architect, Robert A. M. Stern, brilliantly resolves the challenging issues presented by the
irregularly shaped site, allowing a graceful, well-proportioned structure to rise from a triangular
base. Like the Hollywood Video store that it replaces, the new building is built to the west
property line, which seems entirely appropriate and necessary in context. The project height
departs dramatically from the existing structure, providing a desirable balance to the high-rise
structures opposite to the south, completing the western gateway to Westwood Village. The
design responds as well to the lower-tise Westwood Village environment to the north with a
stepped fal'ade that links it beautifully with the neighboring buildings. The few zoning and
planning changes and exceptions that are required to accomplish the design are well justified by
the quality oftheproject and its potential value to the community and to the City of Los Angeles.

The community will benefit from the proposed use as a high-quality hotel with
condominiums. UCLA alone attracts more than a quarter million visitors each year to athletic and
cultural events, as well as many more who come to attend conferences and workshops, conduct
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Page 2 or 2 Magnuson, Comments
Draft and Environmental Report No. ENV-2008-2368-EIR

business, obtain medical care, and visit students. The hotel will also serve these visitors as well as
the business community on the Wilshire corridor and nearby residents who need additional
housing for guests.

The proposed hotel is a good choice for this site because, in spite of the anticipated high
level of patronage, tbe proposed Wilshire Gayley Project will generate less traffic than would
other commercial uses that might be considered for the site. Traffic generation may be reduced
further by attractive public transportation options, many of which are already available in the
Westwood community and on the UCLA campus. With the completion of the Red Line subway
stop nearby, the Wilshire Gayley Project will be accessible by public transit from ahnost every
point in the city. It is anticipated that many patrons of the restaurant will arrive as pedestrians who
will enjoy improved landscaping and sidewalks that are part ofthe project.

Finally, as a Westwood resident, I am pleased that the proposed project will qualify for a
level of LEED certification, thereby helping to set a standard of excellence in environmentally
sound building practices for other developers to follow.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document and I look
forward to watching this excellent project rise in my commuuity.

Very sincerely

~~~
Carole Magnu's6n

cc: Councihnan Paul Koretz
Mr. Kambiz Hekmat
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METCALFE ASSOCIATES
Urban Design
Development Planning
142i Pandora Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90024
Ph/Fax: (310) 474·6418
Email: m.metcaIfUliverllon.net

MlcbafJl S. Metealle
PrincIpal

July 14, 2009

Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Pianning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Fax: (213) 978-1343
Email: DIANA.KITCHING@LACITY.ORG

RE: ENV·2008·2368·EIR
The Wilshire Gayley Project

Dear Ms. Kitching:

Page 1 of 2

This is to follow·up my letter of August 19, 2008 and to reaffirm our household's positive support for the Wilshire
Gayley project. I have reviewed the Draft EIR ENV-2008·2368·EIR, The Wilshire Gayley Project, State
Clearinghouse No. 2008081010 and the Attachments.

We fully support all aspects of the Wilshire Gayley Project, especially those that exemplify appropriate TOO (Transit
Oriented Development), "Smart Growth" and "Walkabilfty" in terms of land use, urban planning and "Sustainable
Development" principles. We fully support the proposed land use intensification with appropriate high·density for
future ridership to be located immediately adjacent to the future Westwood Metro Rail subway station portal and
plaza, as planned byLAMTA on the west side of the site, between Gayley and Veteran. The DEIR provides a
reliable assessment Of impacts in its accounting of the potential future adjacent property development as pianned
for Lot 32 In the UCLA LRDP (Long Range Development Plan), and all other proposed projects within the quarter·
mile to one-third mile TOO radius.

We were especially pleased to find the DEIR review with regard to the project's consistency with the Applicable
Policies of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element, the City Walkability Checklist, the
Westwood Community Plan, the WestwOOd Village Specific Plan, and the regional planning policies of the SCAG
Compass Blueprint criteria and the implications of AB32 and the requirements for reduced GHG emissions.

The Wilshire Gayley Project will reinforce the existing Westwood Regional Genter by providing a unique mix of
housing, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and restaurant uses, all' of which are complementary with
surrounding land uses and enhance the eXisting, vibrant urban live/work enVironment.

We are pleased that the project is carefully designed to be compatible with the Westwood Village neighborhood.
The design has its height and mass on Wilshire BOUlevard and the building steps down next to other buildings in
the Village. The project is thus designed to be consistent With, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. The massing of
the building will transition in intensity from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four stories, or 40
feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower-intensity commercial district in Westwood
Village While remaining visually compatible with other high-density high·rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.

The project would not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial neighborhoods in the
Vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially-zoned property, which is currently developed as
a commercial parking lot. The project isapproximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially·developed property,
and more than 1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are all well·
buffered from the project by the existing intervening hlgh·rise commercial bUildings and the surrounding streets.

More/
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METCALFE ASSOCIATES
July 14, 2009
Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator Page 2 of 2

The site is well ihtegrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so project residents and guests
would have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips. The LAMTA proposed future subway station on
property next to the project site will further encourage the use of alternative public transportation. Additionally, the
project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail/entertainment and other services and amenities would
reduce the need for vehicular trtps by project residents and guests.

We fully support the requested plan amendments, zone and height district changes and adjustments, the requested
Conditional Use Permits, and the administrative process and procedures required to facilitate and expedite the
necessary approvals for this project. The Wilshire Gayley Project will bring enormous and long needed economic
benefits, hospitality, employment, local business activity, fiscal revenues, and prestige to the surrounding
Westwood and UCLA community.

Please call me at (310) 474-6418 or email tom.mil\c.l.Jf§.@Ji..ri.on~1Jm if I can assist you in any way regarding this
very important Project.

Respectfully SUbmitted,

Michael S. Metcalfe, M. Arch. Urban Design, GSAUP, UCLA '70
Prtncipal

cc: Mr. Kambiz Hekmat, Wilshire Gayiey, LLC
khekmat@indivest.com
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Richard Raddon 
1914 11th Street #2 

Santa Monica, CA 90404 
310-722-0871 

  
 
July 21, 2009 
  
Via Facsimile:  (213) 978-1343 (FAX) 
Via email:  diana.kitching@lacity.org  
  
Ms. Diana Kitching 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
  
Re:  ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire 
Boulevard and 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024) 
  
Dear Ms. Kitching: 
  
I am former Director of the Los Angeles Film Festival and I am a die hard supporter of 
the Westwood community. 
  
I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project. I know that the 
project will be a major lift to both the citizens and businesses located in around 
Westwood Village.  Events such as the Los Angeles Film Festival depend on a vibrant, 
exciting, and modern atmosphere and this development will be a very welcomed addition 
to the community. 
  
Also, I am well acquainted with the reputation and integrity of this developer, Mr. 
Kambiz Hekmat.  He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key 
stakeholder.  I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new 
hotel to the highest standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood 
community. 
  
I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project.  Please 
keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 
  
Sincerely Yours, 
  
  
Richard Raddon 
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COLDWELL BANKER
LDlN & MARK ROGO
Society of Excellence

(310) 777-6213
(310) 385-8090 fax
mark@markrogo.:::om

July 20, 2009

Via Facsimile: (213) 978-1343 (FAX)
Via email: diano.kltching@jacity.org

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
los Angeles, CA 90012

RECEIVEID
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Jtll 21 2U09

&1WlIlOIIM&",rAI.
UNIT

Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955
Wilshire Boulevard and 1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; los Angeles, CA
90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching;

I am v\lriting this letter to you as a private citizen, but also as a 30+ year homeowner in

Westwood, as well as an active participant in Westwood activities. These include my role as the
SecretarylTreasurer of the Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association, board member of

the Blair House Homeowner's Association" member of the Westwood Village Rotary Club, and
newly elected President of the Friends of the Westwood Library.

I am writing this letter to express my strong support for the above captioned
project, and to offer the following comments:

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles:

• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas

station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a
vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally

significant building "'ill greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles.

~........
RESlDEl\TJAL BROKERAGE

301 North Canon Drive, Suite E
Be',crly Hill,. CA 9·:)210

Owm:d ;\r:d Opcmu.:d By NKI LLC.
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Jul 20 09 06:36p ROGO OFFICE 3103858090 p.2

. COLDWELL BANKER
LYNN & MARK ROGO

SocieL)' of Excellence

(3 lO) 777-6213
(310) 385-8090 fax

m<1rk@rnarkrogo.cOI:1

• The project site is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site consists
of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared former gas
station. The proposed proiect would significantly improve the site with a graceful, slender,
and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and contribute aesthetically
and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire Boulevard.

• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for the
surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty commercial
building and a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the internationally
renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stem Architects, will replace this eyesore with a stunning
new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood community, and a magnificent
new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and the city of Los Angeles.

The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials
will enhance Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture:
• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stem Architects, is

reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron bnilding in New York City.

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy of
Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood.

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape ofthe lot. The
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to Westwood.

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village,
and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community.

• The project should be commended fur its imaginative, creative, high quality design by an
internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire community.

The proJect will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood:
• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and the

proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian interest.

• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice pedestrians,
compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in Westwood Village.

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire

~
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Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet ofcommercial retail space wrapping along the majority
ofthe building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on Wilshire Boulevard
will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life throughout the Village.

• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and
streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian experience,

• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk ofno less than ten feet in width along
Gayley Avenue and the frontage ofWilshire Boulevard. This improvement 'will replace a
sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This improvement, along with
other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian environment.

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities,
UCLA, and will be a major boost to the vitality ofthe Westwood ViUage business district:
• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class

business hotel along with ten condominiums. It will attract upscale business travelers and
other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable economic impact
by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community.

• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district is
currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and motel
properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and Westwood
Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or
apartment projects. This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood.
The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel pr~jectwill address this significant shortfall of First
Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film
Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily
business needs of the Westwood business and residential conummities, will greatly benefit.

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood wi.th a First Class hotel, ground
floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service restaurant that can be
used by Westwood business executives, residents ofthe Westwood area, as well as visitors.

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental impacts.

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood area.
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The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution:

• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is consistent

with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character ofbuildings to the east along

Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site.

.. The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 29

stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high and 355

foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 stories will fit

into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along Wilshire.

.. The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village. A tall, slender,

architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and timeless design

statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood.

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and

created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video rental

store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually displeasing.

.. This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long underutilized

hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in Westwood.

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate:

.. The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by

providing a uuique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and

restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will

enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood.

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district The design has its

height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley

Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of the Village.

• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It

thoughtfully transitions from a height of29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four

stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower scale

commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually compatible with other

high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.

• Ofparticular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of the

property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the project.

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the

small size ofthe lot not a result ofa project that is too big for the location. The re..
• •

:. -q,
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General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change are necessary to
achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate.

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and if the project were considered a
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, setbacks
would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes no sense.

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly desirable
project that 1N:ill serve as a gateway to Westwood. creating numerous community benefits.

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses:

• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 condominiums
does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code. The increased FAR and
height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway to Westwood.
Traffic impacts are determined by the number ofunits not the size of the building.

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and ten
condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional
Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent buildings.

• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are all
well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets.

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive:
• The developer has demonstrated concern for the enviroument. The project is anticipated to

achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating from the
U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended.
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The project's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit:
• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's needs

can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and valet service.

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not having
their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational intensity will

be less than the Regional Center's existing surroU11ding high-rise corwnercial and office uses.

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so hotel
guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips.

• The MTA has proposed a future WestwoodlUCLA SUbway station on UCLA property
immediately adjacent to the site, which ",'ill further encourage use ofpublic transportation.

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other services
and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents.

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site:
• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated

a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to tum north on

Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an intersection or signal.

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also

enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36.

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has improved
traffic cil'culation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on Gayley safer.

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant:

• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk

to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax.

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in the
Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village.

• The ground floor neighborhood serving corwnercial uses and restaurant will complement
existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the Wilshire Corridor.

• The site provides irwnediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood
community. The high end residential units will allow residents lhing in single-fi
homes, condominiwns or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferen
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The project will resnlt in much needed jobs both dnring construction and on completion:
• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel,

restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in decline.

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range ofjobs.

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat.
He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed
and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office
tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La
Reina mixed used project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed
and impeccably maintained.

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest
standards, in keeping with the fine characterof the Westwood community. For decades he has
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his
time, talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of
Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's
former business improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council
(headquartered in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in
Westwood Village. Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a
neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and
successful business community.

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor, in urging
the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in Westwood can proceed
without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.
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July 20, 2009

Montana Regency
390 S_ Sepulveda #311
Los Angeles, CA 90049

(310) 344-8474/ JSomers@PCCLA.com

RECEiVEDcnv OF LOS ANGELES

Ms. Diana Kitching
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department ofCity Planning

200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

,JUl 21 2009

~NVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

Re: ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and
1151-.1157 GaylE:)' Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024)

Dear Ms. Kitching:

1 have been a Westwood property owner and community advocate for neady a decade. My
home is located near the project site and I travel through the vicinity on a daily basis.

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the
following comments:

This project will be a sign16eant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles:

• The site is currentIy occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas
station. The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a
vibrant business environment in Westwood. Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally
significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles.

• The project sile is currently severely underutilized. Existing development on the site consists
of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared former gas
station. The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a graceful, slender,
and iconic structure that wiII make much better use of the site and contribute aesthetically
and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire Boulevard.

• This project is a most welcom.e addition to our business community, and a huge boon for the
surrounding residential neighborhoods. The current property houses an empty commercial
building aod a former gas station site. The proposed hotel, designed by the internationally
renowned finn of Robert A.M. Stern Architects. will replace this eyesore with a stunning
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new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood community, and a magnificent
new luxwy hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and the city of Los Angeles.

'fhe project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality llIaterials
will enhance Westwood's character as a community of unique architectural and culture:

• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is

reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City.

• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy of
Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood.

• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot. The
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to Westwood.

• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village,

and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community.

• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by an
internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire community.

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood:

• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and the
proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian interest.

• The hOlel wiJl have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice pedestrians,
compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in Westwood Village.

• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire
Boulevard. Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the majority
of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site's point on Wilshire Boulevard
will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life throughout the Village.

• The project wiU beautif'y the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and
streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian experience.

• The project will ereate a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width along
Gayley Avenue and the frontage ofWilsbire Boulevard. This improvement will replace a
sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This improvement, along with

other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian environment.

'fhe project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities,
UCLA, and will be a major boost to the vitality of the Westwood Village business district:

• The project will enhance the economic foundation ofWestwood by providing a First Class
business hotel along with ten condominiums. [t will attract upscale business travelers and

other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable economic impact
by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community.

• The addition ofupscale hotel rooms in. Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district is

currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms. Over the last decade, three hotel and motel
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properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and Westwood

Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or

apartment projects. This has resulted .in a loss ofmore than 250 hotel beds in Westwood.

The proposed Wilsh.ire Gayley hotel project will address this significant shortfall of First

Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area. Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film
Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily

business needs of the Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit.

• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, ground

floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service restaurant that can be

used by Westwood business executives, residents ofthe Westwood area, as well as visitors.

• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean

parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental impacts.

• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood area.

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution:

• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location. Its height is consistent
with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character ofbuildings to the east along

Wilshire. It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site.

o The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 29

stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high and 355

foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed project with 29 sto.ries will fit

into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along Wilshire.

• The building will provide a much needed gateway io.to Westwood Village. A tall, slender,

architecturally significant building is needed to makc the kind of elegant and timeless design

statement necessary for an enduring benefici.aI impact on Westwood.

• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and
created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video rental

store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually displeasing.

• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long underutilized
hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in Westwood.

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlem.ent requests are appropriate:

• The project will reinforce Westwood's character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by

providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and

restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will

enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work CDvironment in Westwood.

• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has its

height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley

Center, immediately north of thc project site, to respect the existing character of the Vi lIage.
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• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses. It
thoughtfully transitions from a height of29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four
stories, O.f 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamJessly into the lower scale
commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually compatible with other
high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard.

• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of the
property. The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the project.

• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested
General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and wne change are necessary to
achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate.

• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted. The existing
Hollywood Video building is on the property line and iJ the project were considered a
commercial building, no setback would be required. With the small size of the lot, setbacks
would make the design impossible. A setback along an alley especially makes no sense.

• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly desirable
project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating numerous community benefits.

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses:
• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 condominiums

does not exceed the number ofunits permitted under the code. The inereased FAR and
height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway to Westwood.
Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units .not the size of the building.

• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed. the permitted 134 hotel rooms and. ten
condominiums. Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional
Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent buildings.

• The project will not affect any of th.e existing, residential or low·intensity commercial
neighborhoods in the vicinity. It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot. The project is
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property. These dwellings are all
well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets.

The project is tboughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive:

• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment. The project is anticipated to
achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating from the
U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended.

The pro.lect's subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit:
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• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood. The hotel and restaurant's nccds
can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and valet servi.ce.

• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not having
their own car), the project's traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational intensity will

be less than the Regional Center's existing surrounding high-rise commercial and office uses.

• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so hotel

guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips.

• The MTA has proposed a future WestwoodlUCLA subway station on UCLA property
immediately adjacent to the site, which wiII further encourage usc of public transportation.

• Additionally, the project's addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other services
and amenities will reduce the nced for vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents.

The p..-oject will ..-esult in safer and improved vebicular .ingress and egress on th.e site:

• Moving the alley to the property's north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has eliminated
a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to tum. north on
Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an intersection or signal.

• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also
enhanced pedestrian access in and out ofWestwood Village from UCLA's Lot 36.

• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has improved
traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow oftraffic on Gayley safer.

The City will benefit from saJes ta;< and other tax revenues from. the hotel and restal\rant:
• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to walk

to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus
increasing patronage to existing businesscs and generating new sales and sales tax.

• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in the
Village's restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in. Westwood Village.

• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will complement

existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the Wilshire Corridor.

• The site proVides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood
community. The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family

homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences.

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion:

• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel,
restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in decline.

• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range ofjobs.

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmal.

Hc is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder. He has developed
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and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office
tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La
Reina mixed used project now under construction. All of these projects are beautifully designed
and impeccably maintained.

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest

standards, in keeping with the fine character ofthe Westwood community. For decades he has
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his
time, talents, leadership, and active support: as past Chainnan ofthe L.A. West Chamber of
Commerce, past chainnan of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood's
former business improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council
(headquartered in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in
Westwood Village. Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen ofour business community, he is a

neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and
successful business community.

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in
Westwood can proceed without delay. Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project.

Sincerely Yours,

~----=--
Jason H. Somers

Westwood Resident and Advocate
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Ms. Diana Kitching 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
  
Re:  ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and 1151-1157 Gayley 
Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024) 
 
Dear Ms. Kitching: 
 
I am a condo owner-resident of North Village, which is a section of Westwood Village. In my 10 years in the 
neighborhood I have seen the community having a really tough time. With few exceptions the neighborhood has lost 
its lure as a destination area in LA. 
 
The project I am writing about is just the perfect one to help turn Westwood around. The building is proposed by 
Mr. Kambiz Hekmat. He is well known in our community with a wonderful reputation.  I met him today for the first 
time and was impressed by his dedication to creating a better Westwood. 
 
The present site is ugly and potentially dangerous. There is no street life at this intersection. Previous buildings, 
including the current unoccupied Hollywood video rental store have brought no benefit to our area. The proposed 
Wilshire Gayley project: 

o will create new jobs 
o will bring the southern tip of W.V. alive and create a much more desirable street 

presence 
o will turn that block into a pleasing corner with attractive landscaping 
o will provide a luxury hotel with restaurants and boutique retail stores. 
o will draw upscale clientele. 
o will provide needed hotel rooms 

 
With a Metro stop planned for next door, it should not negatively impact on traffic. The parking seems sufficient for 
the space as long as it a hotel. 
 
The design carries the feeling of the Wilshire corridor yet it does not overpower the village. The hotel clientele will 
increase village business-restaurants, drug stores, yogurt shops, etc. 
 
From my non professional view, the structure works very well for the site and I urge you to expedite the approval 
process for the building. This is a needed and welcome addition to our community. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
Roxane Stern 
North Village Residents Association 
11053 Strathmore Dr 
Los Angeles CA 90024 
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July 17, 2009 
 
Ms. Diana Kitching 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
 
RE: SUPPORT FOR WILSHIRE GAYLEY HOTEL (ENV. 2008-2368-EIR) 
 
 
Dear Ms. Kitching: 
 
 I own a business in Westwood and am also president of one of its homeowner 
associations.  I am writing to support the hotel/condo project proposed for Westwood by Mr. 
Kam Hekmat.  My support reflects the care and consideration he has paid to his proposed project 
and to the needs of Westwood residents. 
 
 Mr. Hekmat has consistently demonstrated his commitment to Westwood by chairing the 
Westwood BID, working closely with Westwood community leaders, and hiring nationally-
acclaimed architects to design landmark buildings for our community.  The fact that the architect 
for this project, Mr. Robert Stern, was recommended to Mr. Hekmat by Mike Metcalfe, past 
president of Westwood Homeowners Association, is just one sign of Mr. Hekmat’s efforts to 
involve the community in his projects. 
 
 The EIR shows that this project will provide fewer trips than the office buildings that 
have been built in the surrounding area, and will offer a restaurant for the public as well as hotel 
visitors.  These are important considerations and we value his thoughtful approach to this project. 
 
 I am happy to support his newest venture, and wish him great success. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
       Terry A. Tegnazian 
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July 2, 2009 
 
Diana Kitching 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
RE: Environmental Report No. ENV-2008-2368-EIR (Wilshire-Gayley Hotel) 
 
Dear Ms. Kitching: 
 
As a long-time community leader with experience as homeowner president, Neighborhood 
Council president, and chair of a local Design Review Board, I wish to share with you my 
thoughts about the environmental analysis for the Wilshire-Gayley Hotel. It is an excellent EIR. 
 
I also want to commend the developer for reaching out to the community from the very 
beginning, from soliciting suggestions for architects to providing a public restaurant in his 
project.  Our requests were heard, respected and faithfully followed.  In my experience, this is 
amazing.  So it is my pleasure to support this elegant addition to Westwood. 
 
The EIR is thorough, and shows how there are no significant adverse impacts.  I agree with the 
analysis, and want to point out additional benefits to the city: 
 
1. A world-famous architect; 
2. The loss of hotel rooms in Westwood over the last few years and the increasing demand 

for such accommodations. 
3. Improved traffic circulation and pedestrian safety by moving the alley north and aligning 

it with Lindbrook Drive. 
4. Pedestrian amenities like wider sidewalks. 
 
In short, this is a big plus for Westwood and the city. 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Terri Tippit 
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7/21/09 

  

  

Ms. Diana Kitching 

Environmental Review Coordinator 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

200 North Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 

  

Re:  ENV-2008-2368-EIR (The Wilshire Gayley project, 10951-10955 Wilshire Boulevard and 
1151-1157 Gayley Avenue; Los Angeles, CA 90024) 

  

Dear Ms. Kitching: 

  

I am a Westwood (business owner/property owner/merchant/resident/neighbor/stakeholder), and 
have (owned my business/owned my property/lived/worked) in Westwood for (#) years.  My 
(business/property/home) is located (on Gayley Avenue/near the project site/within the 
Westwood Village business district/in Westwood). 

  

I am writing to express my strong support for the above captioned project, and to offer the 
following comments: 

  

This project will be a significant benefit to Westwood as well as the city of Los Angeles: 
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• The site is currently occupied by an empty Hollywood Video store and an abandoned gas 
station.  The site is now unattractive, underutilized, and does not contribute in any way to a 
vibrant business environment in Westwood.  Replacing it with a beautiful, architecturally 
significant building will greatly benefit Westwood Village and the city of Los Angeles. 
• The project site is currently severely underutilized.  Existing development on the site 
consists of a vacant one-story commercial building with roof top parking and a cleared 
former gas station.  The proposed project would significantly improve the site with a 
graceful, slender, and iconic structure that will make much better use of the site and 
contribute aesthetically and functionally to the existing commercial corridor on Wilshire 
Boulevard. 
• This project is a most welcome addition to our business community, and a huge boon for 
the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  The current property houses an empty 
commercial building and a former gas station site.  The proposed hotel, designed by the 
internationally renowned firm of Robert A.M. Stern Architects, will replace this eyesore with 
a stunning new gateway icon for Westwood Village and the Westwood community, and a 
magnificent new luxury hotel for Westwood, the entire Westside, and the city of Los 
Angeles. 

  

The project is of exceptional beauty, and its striking design and use of quality materials 
will enhance Westwood’s character as a community of unique architectural and culture: 

• The project, which is designed by the award-winning Robert A.M. Stern Architects, is 
reminiscent of the iconic Flatiron building in New York City. 
• This striking and beautiful design will generate pedestrian interest, enhance the vibrancy of 
Westwood Village, and bring further architectural distinction and accolades to Westwood. 
• The Flatiron building design is the perfect solution to the size and shape of the lot.  The 
developer should be applauded for bringing a world class architectural design to Westwood. 
• The project design will create a beautiful new gateway entry portal into Westwood Village, 
and a significant new point of interest in the Westwood community.  
• The project should be commended for its imaginative, creative, high quality design by an 
internationally renowned architect to Westwood for the benefit of the entire community. 

  

The project will enhance the pedestrian experience at this gateway point into Westwood: 
• Expansive transparent windows at street level will engage pedestrians in the Village, and 
the proposed landscaping and water feature in the circular entrance will add pedestrian 
interest. 
• The hotel will have ground floor neighborhood serving retail uses that will entice 
pedestrians, compatible with other ground floor pedestrian oriented uses found in Westwood 
Village. 
• The project will promote pedestrian activity in Westwood Village and on Wilshire 
Boulevard.  Some 6,500 square feet of commercial retail space wrapping along the majority 
of the building frontage on Gayley Avenue and along the site’s point on Wilshire Boulevard 
will encourage pedestrian traffic and foster more vibrant street life throughout the Village. 
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• The project will beautify the site with mature landscaping, and improve the sidewalks and 
streetscape on Gayley Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard to enhance the pedestrian experience. 
• The project will create a consistently wider sidewalk of no less than ten feet in width along 
Gayley Avenue and the frontage of Wilshire Boulevard.  This improvement will replace a 
sidewalk that currently narrows to three feet in some places. This improvement, along with 
other sidewalk landscaping upgrades, will significantly enhance the pedestrian environment. 

  

The project will greatly benefit the Westwood business and residential communities, 
UCLA, and will be a major boost to the vitality of the  Westwood Village business district: 

• The project will enhance the economic foundation of Westwood by providing a First Class 
business hotel along with ten condominiums.  It will attract upscale business travelers and 
other visitors to Westwood Village, which will have a significant favorable economic impact 
by bringing new customers to patronize existing businesses in the Westwood community. 
• The addition of upscale hotel rooms in Westwood is particularly welcome, as our district is 
currently underserved by First Class hotel rooms.  Over the last decade, three hotel and motel 
properties in Westwood (the former Hotel Del Capri, Century Wilshire Hotel, and Westwood 
Motor Inn) have been demolished to make way for three new luxury condominium or 
apartment projects.  This has resulted in a loss of more than 250 hotel beds in Westwood.  
The proposed Wilshire Gayley hotel project will address this significant shortfall of First 
Class hotel rooms in the Westwood area.  Major annual events such as the Los Angeles Film 
Festival held in Westwood Village, UCLA Commencement Weekend, as well as the daily 
business needs of the Westwood business and residential communities, will greatly benefit. 
• The project will provide important amenities for Westwood with a First Class hotel, ground 
floor retail stores, and by community request, a high quality full service restaurant that can be 
used by Westwood business executives, residents of the Westwood area, as well as visitors. 
• This project will bring a First Class hotel and restaurant to Westwood, with subterranean 
parking, without creating significant traffic impacts or other negative environmental impacts. 
• This hotel is ideally located for visitors to both UCLA as well as the greater Westwood 
area. 

  

The project is appropriate for this challenging site, and offers an elegant design solution: 
• The size and massing of the building is appropriate for the location.  Its height is consistent 
with the buildings across Wilshire Boulevard and the character of buildings to the east along 
Wilshire.  It fits in with its surroundings and will be a significant improvement on the site. 
• The proposed project is in an area dominated by high rise buildings ranging from 15 to 29 
stories. There are nine high-rise buildings west of Glendon, including 360 foot high and 355 
foot high towers across Wilshire Boulevard.  The proposed project with 29 stories will fit 
into its surroundings and complete the line of high-rise buildings along Wilshire. 
• The building will provide a much needed gateway into Westwood Village.  A tall, slender, 
architecturally significant building is needed to make the kind of elegant and timeless design 
statement necessary for an enduring beneficial impact on Westwood. 

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
1Cont'd



• The shape of the property has until now prevented the highest and best use of the site, and 
created a hardship situation that led to high trip-generating uses (a gas station, video rental 
store, and previously a car rental outlet) that were architecturally and visually displeasing. 
• This graceful project and classic design is to be commended for turning a long underutilized 
hardship property into what will become a new architectural treasure in Westwood. 

  

The project represents the best land use, and the entitlement requests are appropriate: 
• The project will reinforce Westwood’s character as a Regional Center in Los Angeles by 
providing a unique mix of hotel, residential, neighborhood serving ground floor retail and 
restaurant uses, all of which are complementary with surrounding land uses and which will 
enhance the existing, vibrant urban live/work environment in Westwood. 
• The project is compatible with the Westwood Village business district. The design has its 
height and mass on Wilshire Boulevard, while the building steps down to the existing Gayley 
Center, immediately north of the project site, to respect the existing character of the Village. 
• The project is designed to be consistent with, and sensitive to, adjacent land uses.  It 
thoughtfully transitions from a height of 29 stories along Wilshire Boulevard to only four 
stories, or 40 feet, at the northern property line, thereby fitting seamlessly into the lower scale 
commercial district in Westwood Village while remaining visually compatible with other 
high-density high-rise buildings on Wilshire Boulevard. 
• Of particular merit is the respect for the scale and massing of the Village-area portion of the 
property.  The project is well within the 45-foot height limit for that portion of the project. 
• The request for the height district change should be supported because it is a result of the 
small size of the lot, not a result of a project that is too big for the location. The requested 
General and Specific Plan modifications and height district and zone change are necessary to 
achieve a landmark building providing a gateway to Westwood, and are site appropriate. 
• The request for relief from the setback requirements should be granted.  The existing 
Hollywood Video  building is on the property line and if the project were considered a 
commercial building, no setback would be required.  With the small size of the lot, setbacks 
would make the design impossible.  A setback along an alley especially makes no sense. 
• Technical zoning issues should not prevent a beautiful iconic structure and a highly 
desirable project that will serve as a gateway to Westwood, creating  numerous community 
benefits. 

  

A hotel is the ideal use for the site and complements the nearby office and commercial uses: 
• The project with 134 hotel rooms and ten condominiums or alternatively 144 
condominiums does not exceed the number of units permitted under the code.  The increased 
FAR and height is necessary to permit a building design that will be a landmark gateway to 
Westwood.  Traffic impacts are determined by the number of units not the size of the 
building. 
• As a mixed use project, the project will not exceed the permitted 134 hotel rooms and ten 
condominiums.  Since the southern portion of the site is located in the Westwood Regional 
Center, the height is entirely appropriate and compatible with existing adjacent buildings. 
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• The project will not affect any of the existing, residential or low-intensity commercial 
neighborhoods in the vicinity.  It is approximately 300 feet from the nearest residentially-
zoned property, which is currently developed as a commercial parking lot.  The project is 
approximately 530 feet from the nearest residentially-developed property, and more than 
1,350 feet from the nearest single-family zoned residential property.  These dwellings are all 
well-buffered from the project by intervening commercial buildings and streets. 

  

The project is thoughtfully designed to be environmentally sensitive: 
• The developer has demonstrated concern for the environment.  The project is anticipated to 
achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating from the 
U.S. Green Building Council, which is to be commended. 

  

The project’s subterranean parking and access to public transportation, will be a benefit: 
• The project will not negatively affect parking in Westwood.  The hotel and restaurant’s 
needs can be accommodated on site with a four-level subterranean parking garage and valet 
service. 
• Because the majority of the project will be a hotel use (and with most hotel guests not 
having their own car), the project’s traffic impacts, parking demands, and operational 
intensity will be less than the Regional Center’s existing surrounding high-rise commercial 
and office uses. 
• The site is well integrated with existing public transit and major circulation systems so hotel 
guests and project residents will have strong incentive to not create additional vehicular trips. 
• The MTA has proposed a future Westwood/UCLA subway station on UCLA property 
immediately adjacent to the site, which will further encourage use of public transportation. 
• Additionally, the project’s addition of, and proximity to, restaurant, retail and other services 
and amenities will reduce the need for vehicular trips by hotel guests and project residents. 

  

The project will result in safer and improved vehicular ingress and egress on the site: 
• Moving the alley to the property’s north edge, aligning with Lindbrook Drive, has 
eliminated a dangerous traffic situation that previously existed when vehicles attempted to 
turn north on Gayley Avenue from the former gas station, without the benefit of an 
intersection or signal.   
• The project has created a superior traffic intersection at Lindbrook Drive and has also 
enhanced pedestrian access in and out of Westwood Village from UCLA’s Lot 36. 
• The project is to be commended for moving the alley at great expense, which has improved 
traffic circulation in Westwood Village, and made the flow of traffic on Gayley safer. 

  

The City will benefit from sales tax and other tax revenues from the hotel and restaurant: 

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
1Cont'd



• The proximity to Westwood Village will encourage hotel guests and project residents to 
walk to local restaurants, retail stores, service businesses, and entertainment venues, thus 
increasing patronage to existing businesses and generating new sales and sales tax. 
• The project will generate significant local spending by hotel guests and new residents in the 
Village’s restaurants, merchants, shops, and service businesses in Westwood Village. 
• The ground floor neighborhood serving commercial uses and restaurant will complement 
existing retail, restaurant, and services in Westwood Village and on the Wilshire Corridor.  
• The site provides immediate access to housing, jobs and services to the local Westwood 
community.  The high end residential units will allow residents living in single-family 
homes, condominiums or apartments to buy and/or trade up their housing preferences. 

  

The project will result in much needed jobs both during construction and on completion: 
• The project will provide much need construction jobs, as well as ongoing jobs in the hotel, 
restaurant, spa, and neighborhood service retail uses, at a time when jobs are in decline. 
• The hotel, restaurant, and ground floor commercial uses will offer a wide range of jobs. 

 

Additionally, I am well acquainted with the reputation of this developer, Mr. Kambiz Hekmat.  
He is a longtime Westwood property owner, developer, and key stakeholder.  He has developed 
and owns several of the most beautiful projects in Westwood, including Center West office 
tower, Murdock Plaza, Palomino restaurant, Park Westwood condominium tower, and Plaza La 
Reina mixed used project now under construction.  All of these projects are beautifully designed 
and impeccably maintained. 

  

I am confident that Mr. Hekmat will develop, operate and maintain this new hotel to the highest 
standards, in keeping with the fine character of the Westwood community.  For decades he has 
demonstrated great pride and personal interest in Westwood, and has generously offered his 
time, talents, leadership, and active support:  as past Chairman of the L.A. West Chamber of 
Commerce, past chairman of the Westwood Village Community Alliance, Inc. (Westwood’s 
former business improvement district), past chairman of the Los Angeles Business Council 
(headquartered in Westwood), and as a major sponsor of the Los Angeles Film Festival in 
Westwood Village.  Mr. Hekmat is not only a leading citizen of our business community, he is a 
neighbor who is totally committed to the betterment of Westwood, and a more vibrant and 
successful business community. 

  

I am proud to add my enthusiastic support for this beautiful and exciting project, and join with 
others in the Westwood business and residential communities, along with the Mayor and our past 
Councilman, in urging the city to expedite the approval process so this much needed project in 
Westwood can proceed without delay.  Please keep me apprised of the progress of this project. 
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Sincerely Yours, 

  

Jon D. Vogel, O.D. 

Village Eyes Optometry 

1069 Broxton Ave\ 

Los Angeles, Calif., 90024 

  



 



JAN-13-2002 04:24 FROM:DAHEDING & SAFETY 131085524606

July 20, 2009

TO: '312139781343

fai 213-978-1343

P:3

Piana Kitching
Environmen1al Review Coordinator
Department of City Planning
ZOO North Spring, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

WiJ~hire Gayley project ENV-2008-2368

RECEiVE!}
CITY OF LOS ANGErER

JUl 21 ZDU~

Dear Ms, Kitching:

Will the City allow both proposals - hotel or residential - to proceed t~ hearings? Is the
intent of the applicant to modify the planning application for either a hotel or condo,
without further need for environmental review? Is the draft report a project or pwgram
EIR because it analyzes more than One option for the site? OIER p. 1-8

I

Where is the closest height dislTiet 4 zoning, allowing 13:1 FAR by right?
,
i

Why arc the westwood village specific plan, community plan and zoniilg inconsistent?
OEIR p, 1-30. Did the applicant relocate the alley, creating a site that .~\Taddles two
pImming areas. or was the relocation at the request of the City? I

What is the statu, of the alJey relocation VAC 20080946978? Why was the relocation
exempt from CEQA when the resolution to vacate went before Coullci\ on March 25,
2008? If the purpo.~e is to create a four-way intersection (OEIR p. 1-52J), should
dedications be required to change the alley to a street per BOE standards? Did the
intersect,ion ~ignal changes contemplatc the use of the alley for the maip entrance to the

I

building? I

Is the lot area shown on the Asse~sor's map correct - 9,910 sf on the so~th parce1llnd
1J..240 on thellor!h parcel for a total of 21,150 sf, ratherthan 23.941 st? Is the applicant
required to reduce the buildahle lot area by the dedication of the replacement alley to
Gayley? What are the highway dedication widths along Wilshire and Gayley? Will the
buildable lot area be further reduced by (he dedications required under the condo tract
approval? If so, by how much? What is the buildable lot arca for purpqses of calculating
entitlements? Will FAR be allowed to exceed 13:)? .

Ba.8ed on the eorree( lot area, is the total allowable density today 78 un!ts residential. 110
units hotel, compared to the proposed 144 units? The fi()rth communitYiclllnmercial
parcel is 11,240 sf piUS the area to the centerline of the alley (approx. 1!Jx130=1 ,300 sf)
12,540 sf at one U1.1it per 400 sf lot area =32 units. or one unit hotel pei, 200 sf =64 unit,.
The south regional commercial parcel is 9. J I0 ~f at one unit per 200 sf for mixed use
residential or hotel =46 units. What will be the required affordable eo~ponent in
exchange for a density increase above the maximum R5?
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JAN-13-2002 04:24 FROM:OAHEOING & SAFETY 131085524606 TO:912139781343
I

P:4

Based on the correct lot area, is the total allowable floor area today 42J740 sf, compared
to the proposed 261,883 sf'? The north parcel is 11,240 sf at 2:1 base FAR (without
transfers) '" 22,480 sf. The south parcel is 7,000 sf at 1: 1 FAR and 2, (10 sf at 6: 1 FAR =
20.260 sf, OEJR p. \-5-6. i

I

When granting thc new alley connection back to Gayley, did the Applicant reserve the
airspa.ce rights above the alley as shown in the site plan? Has LAFD reviewed the plan to
determine that emergency access w.iU not be impacted by driving under the building?
OEIR p. 1-61. Wi\J the subsurface vacation of the alley to allow constnllction of a parking
garage require that the entire alley be closed during cOlJstroctioll? DEll< p. 11-18. What
is required to maintain the alley for emergency vehicles? How do you keep residents
from using the alley northbound to go to Kinross?

,
Will the applicant provide residential floor plans showing the required ~rivate open space
per unit that. is not. shown in the rendering? Will the terrace restaurant seating be counted
as pubJic open space? Will the lobby mot.or court turnaround be counted as public open
space? Is mitigation measure F-8 (3) allowed? What. arc the Quimby fcc credits allowed
by recreation and parks department? 1-87 :,

Why can"t the applicant provide a parking summary with this rep0l1 showing that the off
site parking spaces are available within the othcr buildings? Will code:parking evolve
into variances or shared parking analysis with all of the other buildings? OElR p. 1-10/93,

Is the ehmination of residential side yard setbacb an adju,tmelJt or va~.iance?OEIR p. J
14 How can the City impose !lie setback requirement on the adjacent parcel utility
ca.scment? DEIR p. I-58. L~ this a change in City policy, such that dev~lopers will be able
to purchase "yard easements" on adjacent properties to support the findings necessary to
eliminate setbacks? If the pool deck extends 15 feet into a 10 foot alley, is the applicant
required to eliminate the rear yard 20 foot setback as well? .

i

Wit.h aU of the hazardous materials testing that was done, can the appli~ant pwvide water
quality reports for the pennanent dewatering - NPOES permit or industrial wast.e
discharge permit? OEJR p. 1-46. Why did the City waive the soil gas test at the
environmental review stAge when the site i, located in 11 methane buffer zone? DEIR p.
1-47. How will the methane venting system work t.ogether with the permanent
dewa.tering system? I

I

Nc emergency vehicles traveling nOith on Gayley to the new UCLA rrledical center
affected by construction lane closures? Will the applicant's eontract.or be prohibited from
later filing hardship exemptions at st.reet services to allow laue closure~ at peak times?
What is Ihc maximum number of lanes that may be clo,ed at any givenltimc? DEIR p. 1
72188
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APPENDIX B: OFF-SITE PARKING 

 



 



























 

APPENDIX C: LEED FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION REGISTERED PROJECT 
CHECKLIST 

 



 



LEED for New Construction v 2.2 
Registered Project Checklist

Last Modified: May 2008 1 of 4

Project Name:

Project Address:

Project Totals (Pre-Certification Estimates) 69 Points
Yes ? No

Certified: 26-32 points Silver: 33-38 points Gold: 39-51 points  Platinum: 52-69 points

Sustainable Sites 14 Points
Yes ? No

Yes Prereq 1

Credit 1

Credit 2

Credit 3

Credit 4.1

Credit 4.2

Credit 4.3

Credit 4.4

Credit 5.1

Credit 5.2

Credit 6.1

Credit 6.2

Credit 7.1

Credit 7.2

Credit 8

Alternative Transportation, Low-Emitting & Fuel Efficient Vehicles 1

1

1

1

1

1

Required

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Construction Activity Pollution Prevention

Site Selection

Development Density & Community Connectivity

Brownfield Redevelopment

Alternative Transportation, Public Transportation

Alternative Transportation, Bicycle Storage & Changing Rooms

Alternative Transportation, Parking Capacity

Site Development, Protect or Restore Habitat

Site Development, Maximize Open Space

Stormwater Design, Quantity Control

Stormwater Design, Quality Control

Heat Island Effect, Non-Roof

Heat Island Effect, Roof

Light Pollution Reduction

Water Efficiency 5 Points
Yes ? No

Credit 1.1

Credit 1.2

Credit 2

Credit 3.1

Credit 3.2 1

1

1

1

1Water Efficient Landscaping, Reduce by 50%

Water Efficient Landscaping, No Potable Use or No Irrigation

Innovative Wastewater Technologies

Water Use Reduction, 20% Reduction

Water Use Reduction, 30% Reduction

WILSHIRE/GAYLEY

10955 Wilshire Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90024

38 17 9

SILVER

8 4 2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

3 1 1

1

1

1

1

1



LEED for New Construction v 2.2 
Registered Project Checklist

Last Modified: May 2008 2 of 4

Energy & Atmosphere 17 Points
Yes ? No

Yes Prereq 1

Credit 1

Credit 2

Credit 3

Credit 4

Credit 5

Credit 6 Green Power 1

1

1

1

1 to 3

 1 to 10

RequiredFundamental Commissioning of the Building Energy Systems

Optimize Energy Performance

On-Site Renewable Energy

Enhanced Commissioning

Enhanced Refrigerant Management

Measurement & Verification

Yes Prereq 1 RequiredMinimum Energy Performance

Yes Prereq 1 RequiredFundamental Refrigerant Management

*Note for EAc1:  All LEED for New Construction projects registered after June 26, 2007 are required to achieve at least two (2) points.

10.5% New Buildings  / 3.5% Existing Building Renovations

14% New Buildings / 7% Existing Building Renovations

17.5% New Buildings  / 10.5% Existing Building Renovations

21% New Buildings  / 14% Existing Building Renovations

24.5% New Buildings  / 17.5% Existing Building Renovations

28% New Buildings / 21% Existing Building Renovations

31.5% New Buildings  / 24.5% Existing Building Renovations

35% New Buildings  / 28% Existing Building Renovations

38.5% New Buildings  / 31.5% Existing Building Renovations

42% New Buildings  / 35% Existing Building Renovations

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

2.5% Renewable Energy

7.5% Renewable Energy

12.5% Renewable Energy 3

2

1Credit 2.1

Credit 2.2

Credit 2.3

Credit 1.1

Credit 1.2

Credit 1.3

Credit 1.4

Credit 1.5

Credit 1.6

Credit 1.7

Credit 1.8

Credit 1.9

Credit 1.10

4 8

3

1

1

1

1

4

1

-->



LEED for New Construction v 2.2 
Registered Project Checklist

Last Modified: May 2008 3 of 4

Materials & Resources 13 Points
Yes ? No

Yes Prereq 1

Credit 1.1

Credit 1.2

Credit 1.3

Credit 2.1

Credit 2.2

Credit 3.1

Credit 3.2

Credit 4.1

Credit 4.2

Credit 5.1

Credit 5.2

Credit 6

Credit 7

Materials Reuse, 5% 1

1

1

1

1

1

Required

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Storage & Collection of Recyclables

Building Reuse, Maintain 75% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof

Building Reuse, Maintain 95% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof

Building Reuse, Maintain 50% of Interior Non-Structural Elements

Construction Waste Management, Divert 50% from Disposal

Construction Waste Management, Divert 75% from Disposal

Materials Reuse, 10%

Recycled Content, 10% (post-consumer + 1/2 pre-consumer)

Recycled Content, 20% (post-consumer + 1/2 pre-consumer)

Regional Materials, 10% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured 

Regional Materials, 20% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured 

Rapidly Renewable Materials

Certified Wood

Indoor Environmental Quality 15 Points
Yes ? No

Yes Prereq 1

Credit 1

Credit 2

Credit 3.1

Credit 3.2

Credit 4.1

Credit 4.2

Credit 4.3

Credit 4.4

Credit 5

Credit 6.1

Credit 6.2

Credit 7.1

Credit 7.2

Credit 8.1

Low-Emitting Materials, Paints & Coatings 1

1

1

1

1

1

Required

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Minimum IAQ Performance

Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring

Increased Ventilation

Construction IAQ Management Plan, During Construction

Construction IAQ Management Plan, Before Occupancy

Low-Emitting Materials, Adhesives & Sealants

Low-Emitting Materials, Carpet Systems

Low-Emitting Materials, Composite Wood & Agrifiber Products

Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control

Controllability of Systems, Lighting

Controllability of Systems, Thermal Comfort

Thermal Comfort, Design

Thermal Comfort, Verification

Daylight & Views, Daylight 75% of Spaces

Yes Prereq 2 RequiredEnvironmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control

Credit 8.2 1Daylight & Views, Views for 90% of Spaces

6 1 6

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

14 1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1



LEED for New Construction v 2.2 
Registered Project Checklist

Last Modified: May 2008 4 of 4

Innovation & Design Process 5 Points
Yes ? No

Credit 1.1

Credit 1.2

Credit 1.3

Credit 1.4

Credit 2 1

1

1

1

1

LEED® Accredited Professional

Innovation in Design:

Innovation in Design:

Innovation in Design:

Innovation in Design:

3 2

1

1

1

1

1

Sustainable education in public area

 Innovative concrete mix

Daylight harvesting

Transportation programs



 

APPENDIX D: DOCUMENTATION REGARDING PREVIOUS USES ON THE 
PROJECT SITE 

 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Submitted to  
LA Department of Transportation 

(LADOT) for 
Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) Process 



VENDOR NAIVIE

VENDOR NU$/IBER

cHEcK NUMBER 100099VITT.SHTRE GAYLEY, LLC

47 BA

2044 CAlvl
2005 cAt4
2OO5 CAM
2OC7 JAN
JUL DEC
JULY O?
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27-JIl\r-0?

oa566"l
o0566'7
00 55 61
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00s65i
0a5667
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01 JLri\-07

005 661
005667
aa566l
005 667
005557
oo5 6 6f
005667

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
c.00
0. c0
0.00

0.00

{ R4 5 r4
I ntA t1 )

1 L-tQ A)
I 10C f 1
L I LAJ - - !

1 ql( 1q

f f4n qtr

I 44-, 6a

2OO4 CAi'{ TAX INS
2OO5 CAIV1 TAX rNS
2006 CAM TAX INS
2OO7 Jzu{_MAY CAI{
JUI,-DEC 06 MAR 01
JULY 07 RENT/NNN
JLrlvE 0'7 RENT/NNN

T(-LL
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01-JLn{-0?
01-JIJN-07

JUN 2 ij 2007

Wachovia Bank, N.A

1
1

6l .0r2;H:12

1 00098

90 DAYS

PAY sixty-Four Thousand one Hundred sixLy-one Dollars And 49 Cenfs****

Hollywood EnLerLainment Co-

Hollywood Entertainment Co
9275 SW Peyton Lane
Wilsonville, OR 97070
503-570,1600

WILSHIRE GAYLEY, LLC
C/A TNDIVEST, INC
]-0877 WTLSIIIRE BtVD. SUrTE 3OO
LOS ANGELES. CA 90024

r{TOOOO tOOOqBl' r:08I I lO t dErt eU ?qqoo 5r{E 5 ?0il.

IO
THE

ORDER
OF
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HOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINIIEM

May 16,2AA7

@ oor

Wilshire Galey, LLC
c/o lndivesq Inc-
10877 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 300
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Re: Hol\n+ood video store No.: a05-667 (Los Ange{es/wcsh+aod v,Ilage)
lA95I Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 9002{('.prenisss")
2A04-2007 Parcel Mainlendftce Costs Reconcilfations

Dear Laadlord:

A recent review of Tcnant's records indicates that Tenant has not received alnual
reconcilialions of the Parcel Maintenance Costs in connection with th.e l,ease ibr the above-
refbrenced Premises.

Pursuant to Section 4.2(bxiii) of the Lease, Wit'hlr ninety (g0) d,rys following the end of
each calendd year, Landlord shall furnish Tenant with a statenenq certifie{ as true a.ndlorrect by a
Certified Public Aecouatant oraaofftcer of Landlord, showing the totsl ]'arcll Marnterisnce Costs
tbr the calendar year just expired and the arnouat of Tenant's prcportio,:rate share of sucb parcel
Maintenance Costs and paytnents made by Tenant during such calend.ff y()ar- uncler this Lease-
Landiord's statement shall include supporting docr:menlation for Psreel lvl,aintqrance Costs.

Please forward Landlord's reconciliations for the yoars 2004 through}O}l, as well as for the
period beginning January 1,2007 and ending June [8, 2007 along with the nupl,orting docurnenratiorr
at your eadiest cotrventence. Upoo receipt of the tbregoing, Tenant 'rill revierv and process
accordingly' If you have any qucstions conceming this matter, pluu*" conrzrct I ae at (:I03) 57b-l t gO,
or via email at eddirysr@)hlyw.eom,

Sincerely,

HOLLYIVQOD ENTERTAINMEhTT C,)RPORATION

Rachel Eddings
Occupancy Cost' Coordinator

Michael Lackner: Lease Compliauce Specialist
Dearura Adana: Regional Aa-ei Mailt-r

L\oCarSdEl\00J C \600\CSJ66t HE trllrdoo

a €uBSlBrARY OF MOV]E GALLERY, tNC

t.keelan
Rectangle



ll
------. ---- ------------- a

il,ease Date iOrlglnal Lessor t#MthfMth Begln llease Number I

i --------- -----------l
i9?-91-131:-_1::::-9::ry:i11:i----------------_31---31-91:1:91y39::191991----i
AGNCY I;EASE IIUIvIBER: 251065
IN PAlTvImfT OF: crouxd Rent

REjUARKS: GAYLEV*A}T / ITTOBROOK

TRACT: 1 COIIT{TIIY: US STATE: CA
Prospect: Centra-L Callfornla and Arlzona
Asset Area:Western

LEGAI (Part of ):1157 W CATLEY A\G, IoS

/....(f
COTOCOPHTILIPS COMPA}TY RMTAI RECEIPT

023382

NET ACRM
. oo0

PAYMN.IT

$16 ,851.05

$.o0
$16,85i,.05

55574

Buslness Unlt :Wlrolesafe

COIINTY: LOS ANGETES

ANGU,ES 9002+

(BA# 0205e36o01)

I

FOR T}IE CREDIT OF:

WIISHIRE GA].LSY I-LC
SUITE 3OO-
10877 WI],SHIRE BT,VI)
],OS ANGELES
TAX ID:2t)-L766'7LE

(DPS# 0205956o01)

Accr: ' cA 90024

TOTAI BANK SMYICE CHARGE
TOTAII, AMOTT'IT PAID

'1 7-15750 N, 11-05

CONOCOP}{ILLIPS CoFIPANYr.d. bo{ rsoo ,

SARfL Vfi,flU-, OX. 24,Oo5..;Zi50o: .

.t. I l

irr:qp. No. ntqoqdazs/o .S€f1aI No. 251O65.
Perlod, coveied. ql manths BEG{ifNING.g4-0r-eooz
Oiieck^Date o3-A?.=A-o07 ' . :': '....jr::,,',,,,,',

,'_ .: :, -";,. tl..-.; :.::_
' .1.. -... : .::i,_

: :. *{***xxx1:6;gbi+DOf,fanS a11nr os{:9,:

SUITE 5OO
. gd67?''wir,sHrf,E sirvD
],OS A}IGffiES .;i .

Drclschr Brql Trurt Comprny D-hwrrt

''j.' !;cA 90024-

ilr0005J5?l.rr, r:O1 I tB018Or: o05lglll"r'



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Additional Documentation Regarding 
Previous Uses On-Site 



Conoc
V
oPh illips

ffi
Sheila Hunt
Rents Payable

December 15,2006

Wilshire Gayley LLC
10877 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 300
Los Angeles, CA 90024

RE: Lease #251055
I157 W. Gayley Avenue

Dear Landlord:

Your January 2007 rent payn.rent for the above referenced properfy includes an increase in rent to
$16,85 1.03, _effective January l, 2007.

The calculation for the new rent amount is shown below. The index used is the consumer price Index for
Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers for the Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange Count *.u 1SZ-84:r00).

October 2006 203.5 /.
October 2005 200.0 : t.\tj5 x $16,561.21 : $16,851.03 '//

$16,561.21 x 1.02o/o $16,892.43 (MAXIM{IM)

Ifyou should have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (9ls) 661-0992.

Sincerely,



.WILSHIRE GAYLEY LLC

.I0951 WILSHIRE BLVD,, LOS ANGELES, CA
2oo7-opERATtNG EXPENSES (ACTUAL)
PERIOD: $AOU|7 TO O6t1gt}7

TENANT: HOLLYWOOD VTDEO

Actual
Tenant Share
of Operating

Exp.

19.20
114.O4

180.93
240.OO

0.00

19.20
114.04

180.93
240.O0

0.00

5541?

27.71

E

PEST CONTROL
ELEVATOR
TELEPHONE (FLS)
GARDENING/LANDSCAPE
MESSENGER

TOTALCAM EXPENSES @1OO

MGMT.FEE-S% OF CAM biled @ 100%

PROPERTY INSURANCE:
(Per attached worksheet)

6/1t07 - 6/18/07
6/1tO7 - 6t18/07
6/1/07 - 6/18/07
611to7 - 6/18/07

18 days@1.0667
18 days@6.335
18 days@1.226
18 days@13.333

554.17

27.71

307.1 8

1,281.42

307.1 8

'1,281.42

2J?OA8

0.00

_2t1941

2,170.48

REAL ESTATE TMES:
Pro-rated @ ($eS,ge+.01/865=71.19 x 18 days)

TOTALACTUALOPERATING EXPENSES TOTAL

LESS: ESTIMATED PAID BY TENANT

UNDERPAYMENT BY TENANT

i:\WlEhire-GiiteyzoOTACIuat eassih roushExpns.t BJuneoz. t zg



IhDIVffir
10877 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUTTE 3OO

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024
(310) 824-3000 Fax (310) 824-2424

Make checks payable to: INDIVEST, lNC.

Charoe Date Reference Descriotion

06-01-2007

INVOICE/B ILLING STATEMENT
WILSHIRE-GAYLEY,LLC
10877 WILSHIRE BLVD., SUITE 3OO

LOS ANGELES, CA 90024-4341 Dare: 06-01-0?

LANDSCAPING SVCS-6 I L I O7 -61 18 I 01
( 18 Days @I3.333lday)

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

TOTAL DUE AND PAYABLE

Premises: 10951 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, C A 90024-4341

Statement for: 06-0I-2007
Account: 986

Page No: I

Charge PMT. CRs.PPD Amount

240.00

240.00 240.00

240.00

$240.00 $240.00

L:\MyDocumonts\2007LandscapeWG\|nv987. 1 23



'WILSHIRE GAYLEY LLC
10951 WILSHIRE BLVD., LOS ANGELES, CA
2007-0PERAT|NG EXPENSES (ACTUAL)

PERIOD: 01 IO1 lO7 TO Osl31 lO7

TENANT: HOLLYWOOD VIDEO

Tenant Share
Actual of Operating

Period Des"ription Operating

PEST CONTROL
ELEVATOR
TELEPHONE (FLS)
GARDENING/LANDSCAPE
MESSENGER

TOTAL CAM EXPENSES @1OO

MGMT.FEE-S% OF CAM billed @ 100%

PROPERTY INSUFIANCE:
(Per attached worksheet)

REAL ESTATE TMES:
Pro-rated @ ($25,984.01/365=71.1 9 x 1 51

TOTAL ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENSES

LESS: ESTIMATED PAID BY TENANT

OVERPAYMENT BY TENANT

1/1/07 - 5/31t07
1/1107 - 5/31t07
1/1/07 - 5/31/07
1/1/07 - 5t31to7

days)

5 mos.@32.00
5 mos.@190.06
5 mos.
5 mos.@400/mo.

111lo7-513't/o7

1/1/07-5t31t07

TOTAL

160.00
950.30
180.93

2,000.00
0.00

3,29L?3

164.56

3,291.23

164.56

2,576.93

10,749.69

160.00
950.30
180.93

2,000.00
0.00

16,782.41

2,576.93

10,749.69

16,?82A1

(18,070.00)

(1,287.59)

I :\Wilshire-Gayley2OOTActual PassThroughExpnsRev2. 1 23



Billing Date: MtzStOT page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 O41O2l
AccountNumber: 01 1789 127539335700
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

verrzan

LYS
Description

Business line - measured rate
Interstate Subscriber Line Charge
Total

Unit Rate

22.95
6.50

22.95
6.50

$ 29.4s

(Apr 25 to May 25)

ASIC SERVICE T AND STIRCHARGBS: Federal excise tax
+ [.os Angeles city tax
s f-u.n{ing to supfort the public Utilities Comrnission6 911 State Tax- -

z Temporary^surcharge.as allowed by public Utilities commissiona calilornia Relay Service and Communications o"ui."r pu"J'
e CA High Cost Fund - B
to Califomia Teleconnect Fund surcharge
n CHCF-B Rate Adjusrment
rz CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
t: CA High Cosr Fund - A
t+ Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Verizon basic charges

.90
3.02

.03

.t2

.94

.09

.31

.03
CR .98

.27

.05

.76
$ 5.54

$ 34.99
MONTHLY SERYICE - NON-B C (Apr to May 25)

Description

ts Non-published listing
Total

Qty
I

Unit Rate

l.s0 1.50
$ 1.50NO-N-BASICSERWCEffi

to Federal excise tax
tz Los Angeles city tax
ts 9l I State Tax
ts Temporary surcharge.as allqwed by pubric Utilities commission
z o Ca I i &mia 

"Rel ay S ehicg ; ; C;#,; ;Iiti.;;-D;;ic-ei}rifra"
zr CA High Cost Fund - B
22 CHCF-B Rate Adiustment
zt CA Universal Lifefine Telephone Service

Total

.05

.16

.01

.06

.01

.02
CR.06

.02
$ .27

Yerizon non-basic charges ** g 1.77**Non-payment of nonlbasic service charges WILL NoT result in the disconnectionof your local telephone servtce.

verizon Reads 'rtes $ 36'76

If you have checked the box on the fusi oage of your.phone bill or called your localbusiness oflice and signed up ro. be . r-it"luEy Cti"-pr6;, a"ta"ideauctible $ldonation will be inchided qbnthll, ,{r;h" V"'rir"" ;il;; JftfrL"UiU. Conrriburionswill beneht verizon Reads tnc. Verizon R"adr-r";. iJ'i'i.r"prrnt corporarioncreated by Verizon Communications Inc. t9 iJ-ai'si"i" i"iT..ri,ide fund-raisinsprogram. to support literacy qrograms. Verizon Reads l;;.,";-.i;;i ;;#;T"revenue rs monev contnbuted by the general public. Even if y"" "h"i[1[;6; o.
:*iHf "$r'.xy,""H,:ffi";';',t jBJtr"fl :fk';"X,/'"JfIrl{i"1""+x%*""
tinue your literacy donation, call the pn.* 

""-uJ, u"#^oi";* 2 of your bill.
C.HANGE IN CHARGES

Califomia changes program rates:
pgsinnine 0410112507, youic_e dual parry relay service charge will increase from0.05 percenr ro 0.37 peicent, cA Hish drtilil-b;#il;ir'd#;;; f-ir"ibopercent to 1.30 oercenr, and the cA"Universd aif"li";f"T.pti"L service charsewill decrease aorn r.zs'p"r."ni to 

-r. ti;;; ;i;;r;; ;:;;;Jr"il.'il."#?s;are collecred bv verizon and sent to the'c^fif;-il p;i;il tr;ifiilcommission
where thev are used to provide -"irri i'Jt" t"recommunications sLrvices throushoutthe state. see califomiu' nJu/ s.*i"Jl"a" co*unications Devices Funrl. -

01 1789 3102086429 041027 0o 09 oM10'HBRDAI 00008303 A10000053475
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'ru we never stop working for you.

Billing Date: O3l25lO7 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 041027
Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

MONTHLY SERWCE - BASIC (Mar 25 to Apr 25)

22.95
6.50

s 29.4s

Description

r Business line - measured rate
z Interstate Subscriber Line Charge

Total

: Federal excise tax
+ [,os Angeles city tax
s Funding to support the Public Utilities Commission
o 91 I State Tax
z Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
s California Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
s CA High Cost Fund - B
to California Teleconnect Fund surcharge
tt CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
tz CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
t: CA High Cost Fund - A
t+ Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Yerizon basic charges

Qty Unit Rate

I 22.95
I 6.50

.90
3.03

.03

.12

.94

.01

.48

.03
CR .98

.31

.05

.63
$ s.55

s 35.00

MONTHLY SERVICE -

Description

I s Non-published listing
Total

NON-BASIC (Mar 25 to Apr 25)

Qty
I

Unit Rate

l.s0 1.50
$ 1.50

NON-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
to Federal excise tax
tz Los Angeles city tax
ra 9ll State Tax
ts Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
zo CA High Cost Fund - B
zt CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
zz CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Yerizon non-basic charges **

.05

.16

.01

.06

.03
CR.06

.02
$.n
$ 1.77**Non-payment of non-trasic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection

of your local telephone service.

Total Verizon charges $ 36J7
Verizon Reads
tf-you have checked the box on the first page of your phone bill or called your local
business offr9e and signed up to be a Litera-y Champibn, a tax deductible-$l
donation will be included monthly in the Ve'rizon seition of the biil. Contributions
will benefit Verizon Reads [nc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program.to support literacy programs. Verizon_Reads lnc.'s-principal .source of 

-
revenue is money contributed by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business office to sign up, you are not required to pay the literacy
donation. Phone service will not be ierrninated if you do not coniribute. To discon-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone number listed on page 2 of your bill.

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

Important billing information
When you provide a check, you authorize us either to use information from your
check to make a one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to piocess
this transaction as a check. If you wish to be excluded from this process, pliase
call 1-888-500-5358. When we use information from your check io make ln
electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as
the same day we receive your payment, and you will not receive your check back

**************************

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 03 CA212.HBRDA1 00024508 C10000139497
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&' we never stop working for you.

Billing Date: O2l25lO7 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number : 310 208-6429 O41O27
Account Number. 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

MONTHLY SERVICE - BASIC (Feb 25 to Mar 25)

I

2

Description

Busiless line - measured rate
Interstate Subscriber Line Charge I
Total

Qty Unit Rate

I 22.95
6.50

22.95
6.50

s 29.45

RATE, ADJUSTMENTS
Description

: Rate increase (Feb 15 to Feb 24)
Business line - measured rate
Total

Qty
I

Days
t0

Amount

s .t24 t.24

s l.u
BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
+ Federal excise tax
s [,os Angeles city tax
o Funding to support the Public Utilities Comrnission
i 9ll State Tax
s Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
s California Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
ro CA High Cost Fund - B
tt California Teleiomect Fund surcharge
tz CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
r: CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
t+ CA High Cost Fund - A
ts Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Yerizon basic charges

.94
3. l6

.03

.13

.99

.01

.50

.03
cR 1.03

.32

.05

.63
$ 5.76

$ 36.45

MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Feb 25 to
Description

to Non-published listing
Total

Qty
I

Mar 25)

Unit Rate

1.50 1.50
$ 1.50

NON-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
tz Federal excise tax
18 [,os Angeles city tax
1e 911 State Tax
20 Tempora-ry surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Comrnission
zr CA High Cost Fund - B
22 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
z: CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total

.0s

.16

.01

.06

.03
CR.06

.02
$ .27

Verizon non-basic charges ** $ I.7Z**Non-payment of non-trasic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection
ofyour local telephone service.

Total Yerizon charges
Verizon Reads

If yp,, have_checked the box on the first page of your phone bill or called your local
business offrce and sigred up to be a Lite^racy Champibn, a tax deductible $ I
donation will be included monthly in the Verizon section of the bill. Contributions
will benefit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nadionwide fund-raising
program,to support liter-acy programs. Verizon_Reads Inc.'s principal source of -
revenue is money contributed by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business ofiice to tigl rrp, you are nol required io puy the literacy
donation. Phone service will not be ferminated if you do not coniribute. To discon-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone numbdr listed on page 2 of your bill.

CHANGE IN CHARGES

Changes to your Directory Assistance Service
Beginning Tuesday, May l, 2007,the rate for l,ocal Directory Assistance will
cllpge from $.35 to $.75 per cail and the rate for National Directory Assistance
will change from $.95 to $1.50 per call. The monthly Calt Allowanc-es will also

$ 38.22

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 09 CA212'HBRDA1
/ 00023496 C10000147941



We never stop working tor you.

Billing Date: 01125/07 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number . 3102A8-6429 O41O27

Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

MONTHLY SERVICE - BASIC (Iarl 25 to Feb 25)
Description Qtv

t Business line - measured rate I
z Interstate Subscriber Line Charge I

Total

Unit Rate

19.22
6..50

t9.22
6.50

{ r{7t

BASIC SERYICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
: Federal excise tax
+ I-os Angeles city tax
s Funding to support the Pubtc Utilities Comrnission
6 911 State Tax
r Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
s Califomia Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
e CA High Cost Fund - B
to California Teleconnect Fund surcharge
1l CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
t2 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
13 CA High Cost Fund - A
i+ Federal Universal Service Fee
ts Federal Universal Service Fee from 0l/02

Total
Yerizon basic charges

.19
2.64

.02

.10

.79

.01

.40

.03
CR .82

.26

.04
CR.46

l.t2
$ 4.92

$ 30.64

MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Jan 25 to Feb 25)

Description

to Non-published listing
Total

Qty
I

Unit Rate

I .50 1.50
s t.50

NON-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
tz Federal excise tax
te [,os Angeles city tax
ts 9ll State Tax
20 Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
zr CA High Cost Fund - B
22 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
23 CA Universal Lifefine Telephone Service

Total

.05

.16

.01

.06

.03
CR.06

.02
$.n

Verizon non-basic charges ** $ 1.77
**Non-payment of non-basic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection
ofyour local telephone service.

Total Verizon charges $ 32.4r

** * * * ** *** * ?t rl **tat* rk rt **** *rk

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

Verizon Reads
If you have checked the box on the first page of your phone bill or called your local
business oflice and sigrred up to be a Literacy Champion, a tax deductible $l
donation will be included monthly in the Verizon section of the bill. Contributions
will benefrt Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program.to support literacy prgglq1ns. Verizon-Read-s Inc.'s^principal_sogrce of
revenue is money contributed by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business offi.ce to sign up, you are not required to pay the literacy
donation. Phone service will not be terminated if you do not contribute. To discon-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone number listed on page 2 of your bill.

Important billing information
When you provide a check, you authorize us either to use information from your
check to make a one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to process
this transaction as a check. If you wish to be excluded from this process, please
call l-888-500-5358. When we use information from your check fo make an
electronic fund transfer, funds may be withdrawn from your account as soon as

01 1789 3102086429 04',t027 00 07 CM12'HBRDA1 00023028 C10000.132521



.WILSHIRE GAYLEY LLC
10951 WILSHIRE BLVD., LOS ANGELES, CA
2006-0PERAT|NG EXpENSES (ACTUAL)
PERIOD: 01/01/06 TO 1A31|OG

TENANT: HOLLYWOOD VIDEo

Actual
Tenant Share
of Operating
ExpensesOpera

PEST CONTROL
ELEVATOR
TELEPHONE (FLS)

GARDENING/LANDSCAPE
LANDSCAPING REPAIRS
MESSENGER
OFFICE SUPPLIES
TOTALCAM EXPENSES @1OO

MGMT.FEE-S% OF CAM billed @'100%

PROPERTY INSURANCE:
(Per attached worksheet)

REAL ESTATE TAXES
(Per attached worksheet)

TOTAL ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENSES

LESS: ESTIMATED PAID BY TENANT

OVERPAYMENT BY TENANT-2006

l:\Wilshire-Gaylelr2006ActualPassThroughExpnsRev2. 1 23

Jan-Dec
Jan-Dec
Jan-Dec
Jan-Dec
Nov/06

384.00
2,160.36

382.72
4,800.00

500.00
73.43

259.00

384.00
2,160.36

382.72
4,800.00

500.00
73.43

259.00
8,5s9.51

427.98

12Mos.@32
12 Mos.@$180.113

12/25/05-12t25/06
l2Mos @400

TOTAL

8,559.51

427.98

5,450.94

25,509.65

5,450.94

25,509.65

39,948.08

(43,368.00)

__13,1]9.ea

39,948.08
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WILSHIRE GAYLEY LLC
10951 WILSHIRE BLVD.,LOS ANGELES, CA
2005 - oPERATING EXpENSES (ACTUAL)
PERIOD: 01/01/05 TO 12t31tos

TENANT: HOLLYWOOD VTDEO

PEST CONTROL
ELEVATOR
TELEPHONE (FLS)
GARDENING/LANDSCAPE
LANDSCAPING SUPPLIES
MESSENGER
OFFICE SUPPLIES
TOTAL CAM EXPENSES @1OO

MGMT.FEE-I% OF CAM biiled @1}oo/"

PROPERTY INSURANCE:
(Per attached worksheet)

REAL ESTATE TAXES
(Per attached worksheet)

TOTAL ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENSES

LESS: ESTIMATED PAID BY TENANT

OVERPAYMENT BY TENANT-2005

7,784.93

389.2s

Jan-Dec Comm'l.Property lns. 5,233.54

24,119.64

TOTAL 37,527.36

Jan-Dec
Jan-Dec
Jan-Dec
Jan-Dec

384.00
2,040.00

421.27
4,800.00

87.40
35.96
16.30

12Mos.@32
12 Mos.@$170
1425/04-12/25/05
l2Mos @400

Tenant Share
of Operating
EExp.

384.00
2,040.00

421.27
4,800.00

87.40
35.96

7,784.93

389.25

5,233.54

24,119,64

37,527.36

(42,576.7s)

__19p494q)

l:\Wilshire-Gayley200SActualpassThroughExpnsRT. 1 23
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we never stop working for you.

Billing Date: 11(2SIO5 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 O41O2l
Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

Y SERVICE - BASIC (Nov 25 to Dec 25)
Description

t Business line - measured rate
2 Interstate Subscriber Line Charge

Total

Qty
I
I

Unit Rate

t9.22
6.50

19.22
6.50

s 25.72
BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
: Federal excise tax at 3.00'/"
a [,os Angeles city tax
s Funding to suirport the Public Utilities Cornmission
6 91 I State Tax
r Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Comrnission
a Califomia Relay Service and Communications Devices Funde CA High Cost Fund - B
to Cahfomra Teleconnect Fund surcharge
ll CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
t2 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
13 CA High Cost Fund - A
tq Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Verizon basic charges

.78
2.64

.02

.12
CR.24

.06

.46

.03
CR .60

.29

.03

.67
$ 4.26

I 29.98
MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Nov

Description

ts Non-published listing
Total

Dec 25)

Unit Rate

1.50

25 to

Qty
I 1.50

$ 1.50

NON.BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES

**Non-paymen! o{ non-basic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection
ofyour local telephone service.

to Federal excise tax at 3.00V"
t? [.os Angeles city tax
18 9ll State Tax
te Temporary surcha.rge as allcr+'ed by Public Utilities Comrnission
20 CA l{igh Cost Fund - B
2l CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
zz CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Yerkon non-basic charges **

Tatal Verizon
Verizon Reads

-If yg" havlchecked the box on the hrst page of your phone brll or called your local
business offrce and signed up to be a utera;y champibn, a tax deductible $t
donation will be included mbnthly in the Veiizon seition of the bill. Conrributions
will benefit verizon Reads Inc. verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Commu.nications Inc. to administer a nat^ionwide fund-raisins
program.to support literacy programs. verizon Reads [nc.'s principal source of "
revenue.is qqney contri-b-uted by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business office to sign up, you are not required fo puy the literacy
donation. Phone service will noibe ierminated if you do not cdnfribute- io kscon-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone number listed on page 2 of yow bill. --

FOR YOUR INFORMATION
Important billine infornration
rYh"l you provide a clreck,.you aujheriz_e us either to use information from your
check to make a one-time electronic fund transfer from your account or to piocess
this transaction as a check. If you wish to be excluded from this process, pl5a; -
call l-888-500-5358.

.04

.15

.01
CR.O2

.04
CR .05

.02
$ .19

8 1.69

31.67

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 04 CMI2.HBRDAI 00023439 C1000013.t771



Billing Date: 101?5lOS page S of 4
Telephone Number . 31O 208-6429 O4|OZ7
Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
How to Reach Us : See page 2

Unit Rate

t9.22
6.50

19.22
6.50

s 25.72

1O.to
2.&

.02

.12
CP..24

.06

.46

.03
CR .60

.29

.03

.67
$ 4.26

I 29.98

Nov 25)

Unit Rate

1.50 1.50
$ 1.50

.04

.15

.01
CR.O2

.04
CR .05

.02
$ .19

$ 1.69
isconnection

$ 3 r.67

ntrex lines, or ISDN PRI may change
change Carrier Charge (PICC) for -
ISDN PRI may alsoihange. These

MONTHLY SERVICE - BASIC (Oct25 io Nov 25)
Description

t Business line - measured rate
z Interstate Subscriber Line Charge

Total

Qty
I
I

C SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARCES
: Federal excise tax at 3.O0To
+ [,os Arageles city tax
s Funding to support the Public Utilities Commission
6 9Ll State Tax
7 Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities commissit-rna California Relay Service and Commrrnications Devices Funde CA High Cost Fund - B
to California Teleconnect Fund surcharge
l1 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
tz CA Uruversal LrfeLne Telephone Service
r: CA High Cost Fund - A
t+ Federal Universal Service Fee

'fotal

Yerizon basic charges

MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Oct 25 to

ety
I

Description

ts Non-published listing
Total

-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCIIARGES
to Federal excise tax at 3.00%
tz [.os Angeles city tax
ts 9ll State Tax
19 Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
20 CA High Cost Fund - B
2l CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
22 CA Universal Life[ine Telephone Service

Total
Yerizon non-basic charges **

of your
**Non-payment of non-basic seryice charges WILL NOT result in the di
of vour local teleohone service.telephone service.

Total Verizon charges
Verizon Reads

CIIANGE IN CHARGES

Cbanges in Federal ChChanges in l'ederal Charges Beginnine October. 2005
Effective October l, 2005, theTederal-Subscfrber I.ine Charee fi
line business, multiline business and Centrex lines. or ISDN?R
Ellectrve uctoDer l,,zuu), the federal Subscnber l.ine Charse (SLC) for sinsle-
line business, multiline business and centrex lines, or ISDN?RI mdv chane;.
The Non-presubscribed_ Pri--y lnterexchange carrier charge ( pICi) for
multilins business and Centrex'lines or ISDI{PRI mav also""h"r,o" fho*,multiline business and Centrex li

.If ygu havg,checked.the box on the first page of your phone bill or called your local
business 

"4:.. uqd s.ig4e{ up to !e a Iiteiacy Champibn, a tax deductible $l
donation will be included mbnthly in the Ve-rizon seition of the brll. Contributions
will benefit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonoiofit corooration
created by Verizon C.ommunications Inc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program.to support liter_acy programs. Verizon Reads lnc.'s principal source of "
rev-erlue-is qqney contributed by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business oflice to s'im up, you are not required fo oav the literacv
donation. Phone service will noibe ferminated if you ^do not c6nfribute. To'di."on-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone numb6r fisted on page 2 of your bill.

charges h"lp puy for the costs of providing and maintaining the loEal network.

In addition, your Federal Universal Service Fund (FUSF) surcharee mav chanpe
effective octgber l, 2005. The FUSF surcharge, which is authorizid uy ile p'ct
and reviewed quarterly, provides fuirdtog for programs to keep local teiephone

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 04 cA2l2.HBRDAl 00027185 C10000158805



We never stop working for you.

Billing Date: 09/2f,105 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 041027
Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

Unit Rate

19.22
6.50

t9.22
6.50

$ 25.72

.78
2.&

.02

.12
CR .24

.06

.46

.03
CR .60

.29

.03

.67
s 4.26

$ 29.98

2s)
Unit Rate

1.50 l.s0
$ 1.50

.04

.15

.01
CR.O2

.04
CR.O5

.02
s .19

$ t.69

$ 3 r.67

MONTHLY SER\aICE - BASIC (Sep 25 to Oct 25)
Description

t Business line - measured rate
z Interstate Subscriber Line Charge

Total

Qty
I
I

BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCTIARGES
: Federal excise tax at 3 00oh
+ l,os Angeles city tax
s pgading to support the Public Utilities Commission
6 9l I State Tax
u Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utrlities Commission
a Califomia Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
e CA High Cost Fund - B
to California Teleconnect Fund surcharge
11 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
t2 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
t3 CA High Cost Flrnd - A
t+ Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Verizon basic charge.$

MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Sep 25 to Oct

Description

ts Non-published listing
Total

NON-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND ST'RCIIARGES

Qty
I

If you have checked the box on the fust page of your phone bill or called your local
business offi.ce and sigrred up to be a Literacy Champion, a tax deductible $l
donation will be included monthly in the Verizon section of the bill. Contributions
will benefit Vcrizon Reads [nc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofi.t corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program io support literacy programs. Verizon Reads [nc.'s principal source of"
revenue is money contributed by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business office to sign up, you are not required to pay the literacy
donation. Phone service will not be terminated if you do not contribute. To discon-
tinue yow literacy donation, call the phone number listed on page 2 of your bill.

to Federal excise tax at 3.A0Yo
lz l-os Angeles city tax
18 911 State Tax
te Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
20 CA High Cost Fund - B
2l CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
22 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Yerizon non-basic charges **
**Non-payment of non-basic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection
ofyour local telephone service.

Total Verizon chsrges
Verizon Reads

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 04 CM12.HBRDA1 00029070 C10000162s45
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We never stop working for you.

r Payment Received on Jul 28.
z Payment Received on Aug 01.
: Payment Received on Aug 19.
+ Payment Received on Aug 19.
Payment(s) applied to previous ch;uges-

MONTHLY SERVICE - BASIC (Aug 25 to Sep 25)
Qty

I
I

Description

s Business line - measured rate
o Interstate Subscriber Line Charge

Total

MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES AND CREDITS
t [-ate payment charge on $96.36 at 1.500/,

Total

Billing Date: ffilz1ll5 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number : 310 208-6429 O41O2Z
Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

cR 32.31
cR 31.75
cR 32.31
cR 32.80Total CR $ 129.17

Unit Rate

t9.22
650

t9.22
6.50

$ 2s.72

t.45
s l.4s

.83
2.79

.02

.12
CR .24

.06

.50

.03
CR .60

.32

.03

.67
$ 4.53

$ 31.70

Sep 25)

Unit Rate

L50 1.50
$ t.50

.04

.15

.01
CR.O2

.04
CR .05

.02
$ .19

$ r.69
in the disconnection

BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
a Federal excise tax at 3.00Y.
s [,os Angeles city tax
to Funding to support the Public Utilities Cornmission
tt 911 State Tax
tz Temporary sur'charge as allowed by Public Utilrties Commission
t: California Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
14 CA High Cost Fund - B
I s California Teleconnect Fund surcharge
l6 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
tz CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
t8 CA High Cost Fund - A
ts Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Yerizon basic charges

MONTHLY SERVICE
Description

zo Non-published listing
Total

NON-BASIC (Aug 25 to

ety
I

NON-BASIC SER\TCE TAXES AND SURCIIARGES
zt Federal excise tax at 3.000/'
zz Lns Angeles city tax
n 9ll State Tax
24 Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utiiities Commission
2s CA High Cost Fund - B
26 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
27 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Yerizon ncn-bssic charges *x
**Non-payment of non-basic service charges WILL NOT result
ofyour local telephone service.

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 09 CM12'HBRDA1 00026615 C10000.149167



We never stop working for you.

Billing Date. O7l25lO5' Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 O41O27

Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

MONTffiY SER\TCE - BASIC (Jul
Description

Business line - measured rate
Interstate Subscriber Line Charge
'fotal

I
2

25 to Aug25)
Qty

I
I

Unit Rate

t9.22
6.50

t9.22
6.50

s 25.72

MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES AND CREDITS
3 [-ate payment charge on $64.05 at 1.50o/o

Total
.96

$ .96

BASIC SERVTCE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
+ Federal excise tax at 3.00Y"
s [.os Angeles city tax
o Funding to support the Pubiic Utrlities Comrrrission
z 9l I State Tax
s Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Util-ities Commission
s California Relay Service and Comrnunications Devices Fund
to CA High Cost Fund - B
t t Califomia Teleconnect Fund surcharge
tz CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
13 CA Universal Lifefine Telephone Service
ta CA High Cost Fund - A
is Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Yerizon basic charges

.81
2.74

02
.12

CR .24
.06
.48
.03

CR .60
.31
.03
.67

$ 4.43

S 3I.II
MONTHLY SERVICE -

Description

to Non-published listing
Total

NON-BASIC (Jul 25 to Aug 25)

Qty Unit Rate

r 1.50 1.50
$ 1.50

NON.BASIC SBR\TCE TAXES AND STIRCIIARGES
tz Federal excise tax at 3.00Yo
tg l.os Angeles city tax
ts 911 State Tax
zo Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission CR
2l CA High Cost Fund - B
22 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment CR
n CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Verizon non-basic charges ** $ 1.69
**Non-payment of non-basic service charges WILL NO'f result in the disconnection
of your local telephone service.

Total Verizon churges $ 32.80
Verizon lleads
If you have checked the box on the hrst page of your phone bill or called your local
business offrce and signed up to be a Literacy Champion, a tax deductible $l
donation will be included monthly in the Verizon section of the bill. Contributions
will benefit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications [nc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program.to support literacy programs. Verizon.Readg.Inc.'s principal .soyrce of
revenue is money contributed by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business office to sign up, you are not required to pay the literacy
dsnation, Phsne ser+i€e will nst be tenninated if you do nst eostributs. Ts disseri-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone number listed on page 2 of your bill.

CHANGE IN CHARGES

Changes in Federal Charges
Effectiie July l, the Federal sibscriber Line Charge (SLC) for srngle-line business,
multiline business and Centrex lins5, 61 ISDN PRI may change. [n addition, the
Federal Universal Service Fund (FUSF) surcharge may change. The FUSF
surcharge, which is reviewed quarterly, helps keep local telephone rates affordable
for all customers, and provides a discount to schools, libraries, rural health care

.04

.ls

.01

.02

.04

.05

.02

.19

ol 1789 3102086429 041027 00 02 CA210'HBRDA1 00000501 A10000004467



We never stop working for you.

Billing Date: 06125/05 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number : 31 0 208-6429 441027
AccountNumber: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

Unit Rate

19.22
6.50

19.22
6.50

s 25.12

.48
$ .48

.80
2.10

.02

.12
ct{ .24

.06

.41

.03
CR .60

.30

.03

.13
$ 4.42

$ 30.62

25 to Jul 25)

Qty
I

Unit Rate

1.50 1.50
$ 1.50

.04

.15

.01
CR.O2

.04
CR .05

.02
$ .19

$ 1.69

$ 32.3 I

MONTHLY SERVICE -
Description

t Business line - measured rate
2 Interstate Subscriber Line Charge

Total

BASIC (Jun 25 to Jul 25)
Qty

I
1

MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES AND CREDITS
3 [.ate payment charge on $31.75 at l.50oh

Total

BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
+ Federal excise tax at 3.00o/o
s [,os Angeles city tax
o Funding to support the Public Utilities Commission
? 91 I State Tax
s Tempora-ry surcharge as allowed by Public Util-ities Commission
s Califomia Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
ro CA High Cost Fund - B
r r Califomia Teleconnect Fund surcharge
12 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
13 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
tq CA Fligh Cost Fund - A
ts Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Yerizon basic charges

MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-IIASIC (Jun

Description

to Non-published listing
Total

NON-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
tz Federal excise tax at 3.00o/o
18 [.os Angeles city tax
rs 9ll State Tax
20 Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
2l CA High Cost Fund - B
22 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
23 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Verizon non-basic charges *x

of your
**Non-payment of non-trasic service charges IVILL NO'f result in the disconnection
of vour local teleohone service.telephone service.

Total Verizon charges
Verizon Reads
If you have checked the box on the first page of your phone bill or called your local
business office and signed up to be a Literacy Champion, a tax deductible $l
donation will be included monttrly in the Verizon section of the bill. Contributions
will benefit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program io support literacy programs. Verizon Reads Inc.'s principal source of"
ievenue is money contributed by the general public.' Even if you check the box or
call the local business offrce to sign up, you are not required to pay the literacy
donation. Phone service will not be terminaled if you do_ not contribute. To discon-
tinue iour literacy donation, call the phone numbei listeri on page 2 of your bill.

0l 1789 3102086429 041027 00 07 CA21O'HBRDAI 00000s25 A10000002957
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We never stop working for You.

Billing Date: 05/251A5 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number : 3'10 208-6429 O41O27
Account Number: 01 1789 127539335700
Howto Reach Us : See page 2

Unit Rate

t9.22
6.50

t9.22
6.50

s 25.72

.47
s .41

.80
2.10

.02

.12
ctt .24

.06
A1.at

.03
ct{ .60

.30

.03

.73
s 4.42

$ 30.61

Unit Rate

l. s0 1.50
s 1.50

CHARGBS

CR

CR

s

.04

.15

.01

.02

.04

.05

.42

.19

32.

MONTHLY SERVTCE - BASIC (
Description

t Business line - measured rate
z Interstate Subscriber Line Charge

'I'otal

y 25 to Jun 25)
Qty

I
I

MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES AND CRtrDITS
r [.ate payment charge on $31.63 at 1.50"h

'fotal

BASIC \.ICE TAXES AND SURCTIARGES
a Federal excise tax at 3.00oh
s [,os A,ngeles city tax
o Fundinf to support the Public Uti]-ities Commission
t 9ll State Tax
s 'lemporarv surchargc as allowcd by Public UtLllties Commission
s Califbmia-Relay Seivice and Communications Dcvices Fund
to CA Fligh Cost Fund - B
r t Califomia -feleconnect Fund surcharge
rz CHCI]-B Rate Adjustment
rr CA Universal Lifefine Telephone Service
rq CA Hieh Cost Fund - A
rs Federaf Universal Service Fee

'fotal

Yerizon basic charges

MONTHLY SERVICE -

Description

to Non-published listing
Total

NON-IIASIC (May 25 to Jun 25)

Qty
I

NON-BASIC ICF], TAXES AND
tz Federal excise tax at 3.00%
ls l,os Angeles city tax
rs 9l l State Tax
zo Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
zr CA High Cost Fund - B
zz CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
z: CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

l'otal
Verizon non-basic charges ** 8 I'69
**Non-paynrent of nonlbasic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection
of your-local telephone service.

Tot eYrT.on 8es

piog..- i" support literacy qrjrgrqps. Verizon_ReadlInc.'s principal,source of
revenue ls money contribuied by the general public. Even if you check the box or

""U 
tfr" local buiiness office to sign up, you are not required to pay.the lite{lcy.

donation, Phorie service will not-be ieffnirated if you-.do- ast cgntdbulc, To {1-sqq4
ti";; t;;r fiteracy donation, call the phone number listed on page 2 o{'your bill.

Your account credit limit is $5ffi

Verizon Reads
If vo" iiu" checked the box on lhe first page of your phonc bill or called ycur local
buiiness offjce and sigired up to be a Litelacy.Champion, a^tax deductible $l
aonJion will be inchided rnonthly in the Ve-rizon section of the bill. Contributions
-r;li ho."fit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonproht comoration*itt U"""nt Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonproltt corporation
-*aqtpA l- .r Veri-znn Comrnrrnic.ations Inc fo administer a nationwide l'und-rarso""t"a Uy V".iron C-o-ttunications lnc. to administer.a nafionwide fund-raising

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 00 CA210'HBRDAI 00000545 A10000002933



' ffi ver stop workins ror you.

Billing Date: 04125105 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number : 31 0 208-6425 041027
Account Number: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us : See page2

Unit Rate

19.22
6.50

t9.22
6.50

s 25.72

.19
2.65

.02

.t2
CP..24

.06

.46

.03
CR .60

.29

.03

.73
s 4.34

8 3A.06

Unit Rate

1.50 1.50
$ 1.50

.04

.15

.01
cP. .02

.04
CR .05

.02
$ .19

8 L69

$ 31.7s

MONTHLY SERVICE - BASIC (Apr 25 to May 25)
Description

t Business line - measured rate
z Interstate Subscriber Line Chuge

Total

Qty
I
I

BASIC SER\TCE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
: Federal excise tax at 3.000/'
+ [,os Angeles city tar-
s Funding to support the Public Utilities Commission
6 9ll State Tax
; Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
s Califomia Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
s CA High Cost Fund - B
to California Teleconnect Fund surcharge
tt CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
tz CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
t: CA High Cost Fund - A
t+ Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Yerizon basic charges

MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Apr 25 to May 25)

Description

ts Non-published listing
Total

Qty
I

NON-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
to Federal excise tax at 3.00oh
l? [,os Angeles city tax
le 9ll State Tax
tl Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
20 CA High Cost Fund - B
zt CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
22 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Yerizon non-basic charges **
**Non-payment of non-basic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection
ofyour local telephone service.

Total Verizon charges
Verizon Reads
If you have checked the box on the hrst page of your phone bill or cidled your local
business office and signed up to be a Literacy Champion, a tax deductible $l
donation will be included monthly in the Verizon section of the bill. Contributions
will benefit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program.to support literacy programs. Verizon_R.eads Inc.'s^principal .source of
revenue is money contributed by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local buiiness office to iign u[, you are not required fo pay the literacy
donation. Phone service will not be ferminated if you -do not contribute. To'discon-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone number listed on page 2 of your bill.
Your account credit limit is $5(H

CHANGE IN CHARGES

California Changes High Cost Fund A Rate
Beginning 04101P0n5, your"cA High cost Fund A charge will decrease from 0.17
percent to 0.15 percent per month. The fee is collected by Verizon and sent to the
CA Public Utilities Commi55isn where it is used to provide affordable
telecommunications'services within the state. See CA High Cost Fund - A.

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 05 CM1o.HBRDA1 00000559 A10000003231



We never stop working for you.

Billing Date: 03l25lOS Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number : 310 208-6429 041027
AccountNumber: 01 1789 1275393357 00
Howto Reach Us . See page 2

MONTHLY SERVICE -
Description

BASIC (Mar 25 to Apr 25)
Qty

I
I

t Business line - measured rate
2 Interstate Subscriber Line Charge.fotal

Unit Rate

19.22
6.50

19.22
6.50

s 25.72

BASIC SERVICE TAXI'S AND SURCHARGE.S
: Feder:rl excise tax at 3.00Yoq l.os Angeles city tax
s Funding to support the Public Utilities Commission
o 9l I State Tax
I Temporary surcharge as allowed by l,ublic Utilities Commissiorr
e Califomia Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
e CA Fligh Cost Fund - B
to California Teleconnect Fund surcharge
lt CHCF-B Rate Adjustrnent
tz CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service
13 CA High Cost Fuld - A
ta Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Yerizon basic charges

.79
2.64

.02

.t2
CR.24

.06

.46

.03
CR .60

.21

.03

.70
s 4.22

$ 29.94

MONTHLY SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Mar 25 to Apr 25)

Description

ts Non-published listing
Total

Qty Unit Rate

I 1.50 I .50
$ 1.50

NON-BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCI{ARGFf
to Federal excise tax at 3.00"/o
t? [-os Angeles city tax
ts 9l I State Tax
t9 Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
20 CA High Cost Fund - B
2t CHCF-B Rate Adjustmerrt
22 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total

.04

.15

.01
CR.O2

.04
CR.O5

.02
s .t9

Yerizon non-basic charges ** $ L6g**Non-payment of n<lnlbasic service charges WILL NOT result in the disconnection
of your local telephone seryice.

Iotal lertzon chayges I 31.63
Verizon Reads

.If yg" have checked-the box on the lgsJ page of your phone bill or called yourlocal
business offr_ge_ aqd sjgqed up to be a Liteiaay champibn, a tax deductible $l
donation will be included monthly in the Verizon seition of the bill. Contributions
will beneht Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nationwide fund-raising
program.to support literacy prograrns. Verizon Reads Inc.'s principal source of "
rev_enue is rygney contri-b_uted by the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local business office to sign up, you are not required fo puy the literacv
donation. Phone service will nof be ierininated if you do not c6ntribute. 'l'o discon-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone numb6r listed on page 2 of your bill.
Your account credit limit is $500

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 01 CA2I0.HBRDAI 00000555 410000003163
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*ePvefl70n@ We never stop working tor you.

Billing Date: OA25rc5' Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 041027

Account Number: 01 1789 12753*357 00

Howto Reach Us : See page 2

PAYMENTS
t Payment Received on Jan 31.
z Payment Received on Feb 14.

Paynient(s) applied to previous charges

cR 125.37
cR 49.76

Total CR S 175.13

MONTHLY SERVICE - BASIC (Feb 25 to
Description

r Business line - measured rate
q lnterstate Subscriber Line Charge

Total

Mar 25)
Qtv

I
I

Unit Rate

19.22
6.s0

t9.22
6.s0

s 25.72

MTSCBTIINEOUS CHARGES AND CREDTTS
s [.ate payment charge on $125.37 at 1.50o/o

Total
r.B8

$ 1.88

I}ASIC SERVTCE TAXES AND RCHARGES
o Federal excise tax aI 3.00oh .85

2.85
.02
.12

cl{ .24
.06
.51
.03

CR.60
.23
.04
.21
.12

$ 4.80

$ 32.40

z Los Angeles city tax
a Fundinf to support the Public Utilities Comrnission
e 9l I State Tax
to Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Comrnission
rr Califomia-Relay Service and Communications Devices Fund
12 CA High Cost Fund - B
r: Califomia Teleconnect Fund surcharge
r+ CHCF-B Rate Adiustment
ts CA Universal Lifefine Telephone Service
re CA Hish Cost Fund - A
l7 Svc Pr6vider Number Portability Fee
ta Federal Universal Service Fee

'fotal

Yerizon basic charges

1\4ONTIfI,Y SERVICE - NON-BASIC (Feb 25 to l!{ar 25)

Description

n Non-published listing
Total

Qty
I

Unit Rate

1.50 1.50
$ 1.50

NoN-naSIC SERVICE I.AXES AND SURCHARGES
zo Federal excise tax at 3.00Y8
2l [,os Angeles city tax

.04

.15

.01
CR.O2

.04
CR .05

.02
$ .19

$ 1.69
disconnection

22 9ll State Tax
z: Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
zq CA Fligh Cost Fund - B
25 CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
26 CA Universal Lifeline Telephone Service

Total
Verizon non-basic charges **
**Non-payment of nonlbasic service charges tv'ILL NOT resu!1 in thc
of your local telepholte service.

3102086429 041027 00 06 CA21o'HBRDA1 00000567 A10000003157



ffi
We never stop working for You.

MON'THLY S iRVICtr - IIASIC (.Jan ?5 to Ireb 25)
l)escription

r Business line - measured rate
z Interstate Subscriber l,ine Charge

Total

Billing Date: 01125/05 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 O41O27

AccountNumber: 01 1789 1275393357 0O

Howto Reach Us : See page 2

[Jnit Rate

19.22
6.50

19.22
6.50

s 25.72

t6.52

$ 16.52

l.l6
$ l.16

Unit Rate

r .50

.81
2.18

.02

.12
ct{ .24

.06

.49

.03
ctt .60

.22

.03

.21

.'72
$ 4.67

s 48.A7

l.50
s t.50

.04

.15

.01
ct{ .02

.04
ct{ .05

.02
$.19
8 1.69

N()'f result in the disconnection

COWENIIlN'f PAY|VIIINT PLANS

Extended Paynrent Schedule
3 I)aymcnt 3 ol3 included tvith this bill.

l{emainilg balance is $.00.
I'otal

NIISCIILt.ANIIO t jS CI{r\ lt (}ES
a L,aIe payment charge on 5i?7.14

'I'ot:rl

ANI) (]ITEDI'I'S
at 1.507"

ITISTC SI'RVICE .TAXI'S ANI) SUR(]I{AITGIIS
s fjedera] excise tax at 1.00%
o Los Angeles city tax
u liundinf to support rhe Public ljtilities Commission
s 9l I State Tax
9 'I-ernporary surchnrge as allou'ecl by Public Utilities Commission
ro Catflbrnia"Relay Seivice :urd Communications Devices Fund
r r CA ttigh Cost ljund - B
l2 Caliibmia Teleconnect Ilund surchuge
r3 CHCF-ll Rate Adjustrnent
tq CA Universal t,ifeline 'Ielephone Service
rs CA Fligh Cost Funcl - A
t6 Svc Provider Number Portability Fee
rz llederal Universal Service Fee

Total
Verizon basic charges

LY SERVIC - NON-BASIC (Jan 25 to Feb 25)

Description

rr Non-published listing
'fotal

Qty
I

NON.B.I.SI C S IIII\/IC E'I-AX ES ANI) STJR (] TIA R G ES
ts liederal excise tax al' 3.00o/o
20 l os Angeles city tax
zt 9l I State T'ax
22'l'ernporary surcharge as allorved by Public l.ltilities Commission
23 CA lligh Cost Fund - B
24 Cl-lCF-ll Ratc Adjustment
25 CA Universal Lifeline'I'elephone Service

'Iotal

I/erizon non-basic chargcs **
**Non-paynrent ol' nonlbasic service charges WILL
of your local tclephonc sen'ice.

01 1789 3102086429 041027 OO 04 CMIO"HBRDAI 00000577 A10000003363



WILSHIRE GAYLEY LLC
10951 WILSHIHE BLVD., LA CA 90024
2004- opERATtNG EXPENSES (ACTUAL)
PERIOD: 10126104 - 1U31104

TENANT: HOLLYWOODVIDEO

Tenant Share
Actual of Operating

Description Operating Exp. Expenses

PEST CONTROL
TELEPHONE (FLS)

GARDEN ING/LANDSCAPE ($1 00/wk)
MESSENGER

OFFICE SUPPLIES

TOTALCAM EXPENSES @ 1OO%

MGMT,FEE - 5"/" OF CAM EXPENSES

PROPERTY INSURANCE:

(Pro-rated: $5,2241365=1 4.312329 x 67days)

REAL ESTATE TAXES:

Taxes Paid: 7l1lO4-1A31/O4 (184 days)
Escrow Cr: 7l1lO4-1Q/26104 (117 days)

TOTAL ACTUAL OPERATING EXPENSES

LESS: ESTIMATED PAID BY TENANT

OVERPAYMENT BY TENANT

Nov. & December
Oct.25-Dec.25

9Wks@ 100

10/26t04-1A31tO4

13,235.03

(8,415.75)

__l 4q 1o/26t04-1z31rc4

64.00
155.42

900.00

15.80

122.51

64.00

155.42

900.00

15.80

122.51

1,257.73

62.89

1 ,257.73

62.89

958.93

4,8'19.25

7,098.80

958.93

4,819.25

7,098.80

(7,228.00')

____(1?9.2E

I :\W ilshire-Galet2004ACiualPassTniough ExpnsR6. 1 29



We never stoP working for You'

Billing Date: 12125/04 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 310 208-6429 O41O27

AccountNumber: 01 1789 1275393357 00

How to Reach Us : See Page2

ffisIC (Dec 25to lan25)
Description Qtv unit Rate

r Business line - measured rate I 19'22 l9'??

; l";;;&-s"ut.tiu.t-i-i". -tt*g. I 6'50 6 tq
s 25.72Total

COI.IV INNT PAYMENT PLANS

Extended Pavment Schedule
;^i;;;'i "ii'i""r"a"J 

*itt' tt'i. uitt' t6's2

Remaining balance is $16-52.
Total $ 16'52

ffiANDSURCHARGES
a Federal excise tax at 3-00% '19

; il Ar#i"i"itv tu* 2'64

o Funding to suppoi^the Public tltilities Commission '02

'r gll State'lax
g Temporarv surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Cornmission CR '22

; diii[ffi'n.rl'l'sl,?"i;;;; L:;;;"*iirio"' Devices Fund '06

ro CA I'Iieh Cost Fund - B '42

;; E"iif;fr;"r;;";;;"t "Fund surcharge '03

i;;iib?'-"g riiiJ"iilu't'"."t cR qq

r: CA Universal Lileline Telephone Servtce 'Lt
i;dAr-rign-C*t-e""a-a' q?

rs Svc Fr{rgi{qr Number Portabiiity Fee 
.Ad

to Federal Universal Service lree 
S 4.31Total

Yerizon basic charges $ 46.5s

YS ICE - TIASIC ( 25 to Jan

Qty
I

Unit Rate

1.50
Description

tr Non-published listing
Total

1.50
s 1.50

BASIC VICE TAX AND SUR HARGES
ts Federal excise tax at 3.007"
rs [,os Angeles city tax
zo 9l I State Tax
,i ft-p-"w surcharge as allowed by Public t;tilities Commission
zz CA f tigh Cost l;und - B
z: CHCI''-B Rate Adjustmeltt
zq CA Universal Lifefine Telephone Service

Total

CR

CR

$

.04

.15

.01

.02

.03

.05

.02

.18

.23

,, .r:.--------- -1,!:!8;;Ni;;T;i;"ni 
"rnonlr,lsic 

service charges wrLL NoT resrrlt in the disconnect

of your lwal tclepholrc scnicc.

Tota errzon c 8es
Verizon lleads
if yffd;{;l,ecked.the box on the firs.t p"q: Xl-v::Lil"l".:-'ll,:i,:S,:*11"'to"til"'.i";ilffd ""Jiili."ii,pi" [" "l-it.lu!v.cliu'ni.on, 

a"t1x a;g,uct:b^l:,ll
donation wil be i""r,iiJi t;ilhty ; rh. V;hrcn seitiori of thetill. Contributionsdonation wrll be mcludecl rnontruy ln tne venzoll ssuLIUu (I ttrs f,ru. vvrrlrrv!
*iff U"""frt Verizon R;;;; i;" Verizon Reads Inc- is a nonprofit. corporationwill benefit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads Inc- ts a nonprollt. coToratlon.

.t."t.J UV V"ti^" C"*-unications Inc. to administer,a qttgy^td^" ,h119.:llTC
ft;;"* i" ;;;i-il"1-q"y 

-[;-;s;.. -voi'o" Reads lnc''s principal so urce of
revenue rs rnoney .onrtiUui.i-uitn. general public' h-qt f .y^T-:l::l,tl:Pl tt|;iiffiil"J"u"Ji""* .tt*;t ;s' ";, yg,, *". +gt required !o na.v.fhg litega_c1

donation. phone t"*["'i""ifi ""fU"-i"'riii"ated 
if yo.9 do. not c6niribute. To discon-

iii,i!"viiit ii;;;;;y;;;"ii"", *U-titl pt'.". numb6r fsted on page 2 of vour bill'

Your account credit limit is $500

01 1789 3102086429 041027 00 08 CM10.HBRDA1 00000570 A10000003191



verux'p

AD

Make progress every day

D CHA ING SER

l'rilrng uare: 11l2SlU page 4 of 6 \y
Teleohone Nrrmhpr - ?1n rna '.A.^ ^t1^^- a7Telephone Number : 310 208_6425 0410]T a 

:
Account Number: 01 1789 1275393352 0d
How to Reach Us ; See page 2

For 310 208-GtZ9
This section shows partial-month biiling. If you are adding a new product, it showscharges for the 

"u*'u"i of al;;iil;'Shad-the producr u?r"i" your Billine Date.If vou are removinn pp-au7t, it rh,i;;;.ait, io-r-ine i;yr;;; did not haie thepro duct b u t h ad 
",: 

a_&-r ii'! j"a;il ;: 
" v;;# ffi"v.iii,irll, n _ in _ ad v an cecharges in the iubrurllr_i SERVi'CE ,Jr,rorr.

Services Added
Product O""".tp,to

t Non-published lisring | rcg2gll2 Oct 2.t 1.40

F-or 310 20g-6429 
Total Services Addert i:'i0

Product Description
z Initial order 10929g52 Oct 27 49.57

Total Arlding antl Changing Service $ 1.40

+ L,os Angeles city tax .09

: iil$ili.tlsunfort the public Utitities commission 
3Z

z Temporarv surcharge.as allowed by public Utiliries.Commission CR :33; 3f{iffiA:I;tffil'-'i*9 b;#u'il"ti""' o.'i;;'iil;d' 16
ro Califoriia Teleconnicl Fuld surcharge t:Jf
tt CHCF-B Rate Adjustlqenr 

CR 1.64t2 q4 Qniversal Ufefine Teiiphone Servicet: CA High Cost Fund - .57
Total - .09

Yerizon non-basic charges ****Non-payment of noli-basic service charges WILL Nor resurt in the diofyour local telephone s€rvrce.

Tot Verizon
Verizon Reads

l{:Xl1g:1"^*:1,t1",b?.1gn the firsl pace qtyour phone bill
3::1,::::*",:1:l*:*,qlli{;;tj;_","Evbd#t#:li^:;
l:f ti"-:X*,1"_g"rgq"q;;;rr,ry;;h;_v;t",;Tfil?;rfi i,lfrwilr benefit verizon neuds ine-^%ii_#R.;a h;. il;;ffitdrrr;*gg"Jr.created by Verizon Communicati"", f"".^tiprogram to suonort lire,c,, nrn .*4'-a rr^-]-1d-T1-tter,a nationwidefund-raising

s .26

I 3.16

trons
created by Verizon Communicati";-, r";.^i;-;#fi.i:r'#;ii;;lif:gl?9g,1"*pp.,trii"-i#ip',Js"""i,:"V#;lT#jji,iJ.Tin"Jii?i::3#:T
::y,.liT,'^.^TT:::?:t*y"g bi the general p.uri". -er." 

ii iil ;i;;il iil b;
s pnnopal source of
,f you check the box or

:* jffi f "$n?T""*:;?f::,1'-in--"lr:.,:{iliid;"li#i.";*'f :itr:""*:f i""i;. [,*l:,,::::::Ji lll]p""r'.',fi;#; d#"i,";:;?J,iinltlJ,"iTro,,.o.,_tinue vour literacy a"niiio",'"ul"th; ;h;f.fiil1J,:li#"d:l'J:;;'it#l,.,j."oflii
Your account credit limit is $500

x:i-:li:-1*:***l:*+***+**++*4.**+i**,i**+***+,i***,i+++**,r*+***+***,*******'The Federal Eqqel credit QlRortunity Act prohibits. creditors from discrirninar
ffiffi * $:fj:'#i;g:,:1,'lf ^b::i:, :1":, -"*;l;i6# Htionar ori gin, sex,

r's r-cusrau Equat uredrt epRortunity Act prohibits creditors fiagainst credii apfliu',t. o., the basis oi rac. cnrnr reri.,i^- -^-,:o-11 
discrirninating

maritai stalus, age (providea tt" 
"pofi.*Ji'""t"" 

ruu6rurr' uarrurl:tl ongn' sex,
rontractl;G;;fi; ;fi^", narr of rr,.',^^r;^^li:"11"^:1P"?tv to enter into; lrtdilg
trsslslance program; or beca
under the Consumer Credit

::-llf:t} 9::""." iil or purt "ftlilpfr.*t. tassistanie s rncome derives from any public

STnT:;,i:ffiT#hi-,"i::i,ti:l##{fi i-e:;ffi fi ";i,h:q.;;f ::":'"*ff:itff:.0;13:,i;f; :'$"f,'*.{,.lla';dil;%;,
r'trutrr.lt Agency tha-
s the Federal Tradeconimission, 600 pennsvl"-;; A;il;, ii".;:, ilr*ilTfr i.'iti *."

S#*ut,:f ,ii&o.i,1*.rqrmliH[:ff ?:ffi :Ht],tFS,,,.n*u"

called your local
rctible $l

01 1789 3102086429 04,to27 ffi 03 oA21o.HBRDA1 00000585 410000003262



Make progress every day

Billing Date: $l25l$4 Page 3 of 4
Telephone Number: 31O 208-6429 970415
Account Number: 01 1 789 1 1 69591 825 01

How to Reach Us : See page2

Mb-NTmfsERVIcB - BASIC (oct
Description
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BASIC SERVICE TAXES AND SURCHARGES
: Federal excise tax aI 3.00o/o
a [.os Angeles city tax
s Fundinf to support the Public Utilities Commission
6 911 State Tax
z Temporary surcharge as allowed by Public Utilities Commission
a Cafifbrnia-Relay S*\rice and Communications Devices Fund
q CA High Cost Fund - B
to CaLiforiria Teleconnect Fund surcharge
r r CHCF-B Rate Adjustment
12 CA Universal Lifefine Telephone Service
t3 CA High Cost Fund - A
r+ Svc Provider Number Portability Fee
ts Federal Universal Service Fee

Total
Verizon basic charges

.19
2.64
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.14
CR.22

.06

.42

.03
CR.60

.21

.03

.21

.60
$ 4.33

$ 30.0s
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Verizon Reads
If you have checked the box on the hrst page of your phone bill or call_ed y-our local
business offrce and signed up to be a Literacy Charnpion, a_tax deductible $l
donation will be inchided mbntily in the Ve'rizon section of the bill. Contributions
will benefit Verizon Reads Inc. Verizon Reads [nc. is a nonprofit corporation
created by Verizon Communications Inc. to administer a nationwiie fund-raising
prograrn.io support literacy progJams. Verizon.Reads lnc.'s principal-soyrce of
revenue rs money contribuie'd b! the general public. Even if you check the box or
call the local bu6iness offrce to s:im up, you are not required to pay the literacy
donation. Phone service will nof be ferininated if you do not contribute. To discon-
tinue your literacy donation, call the phone numbdr listed on page 2 of your bill.

********

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

REMINDER
Mandatory dialing for the new 951 area code begins on Saturday, October 30, 2004.

If vour Area Code is 909 and your seven-digit telephone number begins with
anv of the prehxes below, voui Area Code changecl to 951 as of July l'7,2004-
Ydur seven-digit telephone number will remain the same. If you-r prefix is
not included oi the updated list below, your area code will not change.

201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 2A6, 212, 217, 2I8, 222, 231, 212:, ?11, ?3_t,
23 6, 237, 242, 243, 2M, 245, 246, 247, 248, 252, 253, 215,, ?t6-, ?5_7,
258, 259', 264, 265, 27 0, 2',7 1, 27 2, 27 3, 2',7 4, 2'1 5, 27 6, 2',1-'.1, ?'7_q, ?7 9.,

280,281', 283,284, 285, 288, 294, 295, 296, 300,301, 302, 303, 304,
306, 308; 310, 312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 317, 318, 32q,32r,123,124,
325,326',32'1, 328, 329, 333, 334, 33',1, 340, 341, 34?, 341, 1y, 3-!9,
3+7,35L',352; 353, 354, 358, 359, 360, 361, 3'62 367, 368, 392, 3:1,1,

372,375,377,3'78, 402, 413, 415, 431, 436, 440, 442, 443, 45?, 1r3,
454, 461, 4'1 l, 4'19,485, 486, 487, 488, 490, 49r, 492, 493, 500, 50 1,

505, 506, 509, 515, 520,522,527,529,530, 531, 532,533,536,517,
538, 541, 543, 544, 545, 549,550, 551, 552, 565, 566, 567, 5'71:, 57_2,

582,587,588, 600, 601, 602, 609,634,637,639,640, &?, q43, 6l!,
652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 65',7,658, 659, 660, 662, 665, 667, 6'71, 67?,
674,675,676,67',1,6',18,679,680, 681, 682, 683, 684, q8!, q86, qq?,
638, 689, 693, 694, 695, 696, 697, 698, 699, 704,',10',1, 7 10,',| 12, 7 15,
'J1,9, 723,'127, 729, 733, 734, 735,736, 737,'138,',139, 741,',743, 749,
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

The project under Option 1 is expected to create a net increase of 1,291 daily trips, a net increase of
61 in a.m. peak hour trips and a net increase of 84 in new p.m. peak hour trips.  Under Option 2, the
project is expected to create a net increase of 656 daily trips, a net increase of 46 in a.m. peak hour
trips and a net increase of 55 in new p.m. peak hour trips.  Lastly, under Option 3 the project is
expected to create a net increase of 1,598 daily trips, a net increase of 127 in a.m. peak hour trips
and a net increase of 110 in new p.m. peak hour trips.  The trip generation estimates are based on
rates from Appendix “A” of the WLA TIMP and formulas published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 2003.  The attached table, Attachment
A, lists the trip generation results.

DOT has determined that the proposed project will not have significant traffic impacts at any of the
intersections studied.  However, in recognition of the project’s immediate proximity to Wilshire
Boulevard and the heavy traffic volumes that currently exist within this corridor, the project
applicant has offered to augment DOT’s traffic management system near the project site with the
installation of a video surveillance traffic camera.

Attachment B summarizes the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios and levels of service (LOS) at the
study intersections.  DOT recommends that the following project requirements be adopted as
conditions of project approval .  These requirements must be completed and/or guaranteed before the
issuance of any building permits for the proposed project.  

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

• Application Fee
Pursuant to Section 4.D of the WLA TIMP, the applicant shall submit $500.00 for the
application/traffic study review fee.  This fee was paid in full on January 7, 2009. 

• Covenant and Agreement 
Pursuant to Section 4.B of the WLA TIMP, the owner(s) of the property must sign and record a
Covenant and Agreement prior to issuance of any building permit, acknowledging the contents
and limitations of this Specific Plan in a form designed to run with the land.

• Highway Dedication and Physical Street Improvements
Pursuant to Section 4.E.2 of the WLA TIMP, and in order to mitigate potential access and
circulation impacts, the applicant is required to make the following highway improvement:

a. Install ATSAC Video Surveillance Camera
In order to better manage current traffic conditions and address potential project
generated traffic impacts, the project applicant shall be responsible for augmenting
DOT’s central traffic management system with the implementation of a video
surveillance camera near the project site, at a location to be determined by DOT.  The
camera installation shall be completed with all of the hardware and electronic
components necessary to produce a video image at DOT’s traffic monitoring center.
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Should this improvement be deemed infeasible at the time of reconciliation, the City may
substitute an alternative measure of equivalent effectiveness.

Unless otherwise specified, the improvement stated above should be implemented through the
Bureau of Engineering (BOE) B-Permit process.  Construction of the improvement, to the
satisfaction of DOT and BOE, shall be completed prior to issuance of any certificate of
occupancy.  The applicant shall also consult the Bureau of Engineering for any additional
highway dedication or street widening requirements.

Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require the developer’s engineer or contractor to
contact DOT’s B-Permit Coordinator (213) 928-9691 to arrange a pre-design meeting to
finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

4. Construction Impacts
DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to LADOT’s
Western District Office for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work.  The
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes,
hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. 
LADOT also recommends that construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours.

5. Site Access and Internal Circulation 
This determination does not include approval of the project’s driveways, internal circulation
and parking scheme.  Adverse traffic impacts could occur due to access and circulation issues. 
The applicant is advised to consult with DOT for driveway locations and specifications prior to
the commencement of any architectural plans, as they may affect building design.  Final DOT
approval shall be obtained prior to issuance of any building permits.  This should be
accomplished by submitting detailed site/driveway plans, at a scale of at least 1" = 40',
separately to DOT’s WLA/Coastal Development Review Section at 7166 West Manchester
Avenue, Los Angeles 90045 as soon as possible but prior to submittal of building plans for plan
check to the Department of Building and Safety. 

In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design changes, it is highly imperative
that the applicant, prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design efforts,
contact DOT for driveway width and internal circulation requirements.  This would ensure that
such traffic flow considerations are designed and incorporated early into the building and
parking layout plans to avoid any unnecessary time delays and potential costs associated with
late design changes.
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DOT ASSESSMENT APPEAL PROCESS

Pursuant to Section 8.A of the WLA TIMP, an applicant or any other interested person adversely
affected by the proposed project who disputes any determination made by DOT pursuant to this
Ordinance may appeal to the General Manager of DOT.  This appeal must be filed within a 15 day
period following the applicant’s receipt date of this letter of determination.  The appeal shall set
forth specifically the basis of the appeal and the reasons why the determination should be reversed or
modified. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call Hui Huang of my staff or me at (213) 485-1062.

EG:hmh
I:\WLA TIMP\WLA letter samples\WLA07093TAAmendment.wpd

Attachments

cc: Jay Greenstein, Fifth Council District
Jay Kim, Sean Haeri, Mo Blorfroshan, Bill Shao, DOT
Mike Young, DCP
Mike Patonai, BOE
Pat Gibson, Sean Mohn, Gibson Transportation , Inc.



ATTACHMENT A
Mixed-Use Project @ 10955 W Wilshire Blvd

Trip Generation Estimates - Option 1

Land Use

Dwelling
Unit /

Square Feet

Net New
Daily Trips

Net New 
AM Peak Hour Trips

Net New 
PM Peak Hour Trips

Total In Out Total In Out Total

EXISTING USE

Video Store 7,265 (-312) N/A N/A N/A (-32) (-38) (-70)
-30% pass-by 94 N/A N/A N/A 10 11 21 

Gas Station 8 (-1,348) (-48) (-49) (-97) (-60) (-61) (-121)
-50% pass-by 674 24 25 49 30 31 61 

Subtotal Existing Trips (-892) (-24) (-24) (-48) (-52) (-57) (-109)

PROPOSED USE

Hotel 134 1,195 52 38 90 50 52 102 

Condominium 10 42 1 5 6 4 2 6 
 
Specialty Retail 6,510 289 4 3 7 15 18 33 
-10% pass-by (-29) 0 0 0 (-2) (-2) (-4)

Quality Restaurant 9,975 897 7 1 8 50 24 74 
-15% internal capture (-135) (-1) 0 (-1) (-8) (-4) (-12)
-10% pass-by (-76) (-1) 0 (-1) (-4) (-2) (-6)

Subtotal Proposed Trips 2,183 62 47 109 105 88 193 

TOTAL NEW TRIPS 1,291 38 23 61 53 31 84 



ATTACHMENT A (continued)
Mixed-Use Project @ 10955 W Wilshire Blvd

Trip Generation Estimates - Option 2

Land Use

Dwelling
Unit /

Square Feet

Net New
Daily Trips

Net New 
AM Peak Hour Trips

Net New 
PM Peak Hour Trips

Total In Out Total In Out Total

EXISTING USE

Video Store 7,265 (-312) N/A N/A N/A (-32) (-38) (-70)
-30% pass-by 94 N/A N/A N/A 10 11 21 

Gas Station 8 (-1,348) (-48) (-49) (-97) (-60) (-61) (-121)
-50% pass-by 674 24 25 49 30 31 61 

Subtotal Existing Trips (-892) (-24) (-24) (-48) (-52) (-57) (-109)

PROPOSED USE

Condominium 144 602 19 62 81 50 29 79 
 
Specialty Retail 6,510 289 4 3 7 15 18 33 
-10% pass-by (-29) 0 0 0 (-2) (-2) (-4)

Quality Restaurant 9,975 897 7 1 8 50 24 74 
-15% internal capture (-135) (-1) 0 (-1) (-8) (-4) (-12)
-10% pass-by (-76) (-1) 0 (-1) (-4) (-2) (-6)

Subtotal Proposed Trips 1,548 28 66 94 101 63 164 

TOTAL NEW TRIPS 656 4 42 46 49 6 55 



ATTACHMENT A (continued)
Mixed-Use Project @ 10955 W Wilshire Blvd

Trip Generation Estimates - Option 3

Land Use

Dwelling
Unit /

Square Feet

Net New
Daily Trips

Net New 
AM Peak Hour Trips

Net New 
PM Peak Hour Trips

Total In Out Total In Out Total

EXISTING USE

Video Store 7,265 (-312) N/A N/A N/A (-32) (-38) (-70)
-30% pass-by 94 N/A N/A N/A 10 11 21 

Gas Station 8 (-1,348) (-48) (-49) (-97) (-60) (-61) (-121)
-50% pass-by 674 24 25 49 30 31 61 

Subtotal Existing Trips (-892) (-24) (-24) (-48) (-52) (-57) (-109)

PROPOSED USE

Hotel 250 2,230 97 71 168 93 97 190 

Specialty Retail 6,510 289 4 3 7 15 18 33 
-10% pass-by (-29) 0 0 0 (-2) (-2) (-4)

Subtotal Proposed Trips 2,490 101 74 175 106 113 219 

TOTAL NEW TRIPS 1,598 77 50 127 54 56 110 



ATTACHMENT B
Mixed-Use Project @ 10955 W Wilshire Blvd

Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS) - Option 1

No. Intersection Peak Hour
Year 2008 Existing  Year 2012 w/o Project Year 2012 w/Project Project Impact
V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS ) V/C

1
Veteran Av & 
Kinross Av

AM 0.303 A 0.301 A 0.308 A 0.007

PM 0.481 A 0.492 A 0.488 A -0.004

2
Gayley Av & 
Kinross Av

AM 0.326 A 0.319 A 0.320 A 0.001

PM 0.485 A 0.531 A 0.547 A 0.016

3
Gayley Av & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.356 A 0.354 A 0.413 A 0.059

PM 0.444 A 0.455 A 0.599 A 0.144

4
Westwood Blvd & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.351 A 0.347 A 0.371 A 0.024

PM 0.378 A 0.391 A 0.450 A 0.059

5
Sepulveda Blvd & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.897 D 0.928 E 0.928 E 0.000

PM 0.866 D 0.919 E 0.925 E 0.006

6
Veteran Av & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.811 D 0.857 D 0.861 D 0.004

PM 0.897 D 0.960 E 0.966 E 0.006

7
Gayley Av & 
Wilshire Blvd*

AM 0.732 C 0.775 C 0.781 C 0.006

PM 0.823 D 0.885 D 0.898 D 0.013

8
Westwood Blvd & 
Wilshire Blvd**

AM 0.688 B 0.720 C 0.725 C 0.005

PM 0.875 D 0.951 E 0.956 E 0.005

9
Glendon Av & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.672 B 0.715 C 0.717 C 0.002

PM 0.588 A 0.676 B 0.678 B 0.002

10
Glendon Av & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.521 A 0.522 A 0.554 A 0.032

PM 0.599 A 0.630 B 0.687 B 0.057
*Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Blvd, capacity has been reduced by 15% during the PM peak hour period.
**Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Blvd, capacity has been reduced by 25% during the PM peak hour period.



ATTACHMENT B (continued)
Mixed-Use Project @ 10955 W Wilshire Blvd

Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS) - Option 2

No. Intersection Peak Hour
Year 2008 Existing  Year 2012 w/o Project Year 2012 w/Project Project Impact
V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS ) V/C

1
Veteran Av & 
Kinross Av

AM 0.303 A 0.301 A 0.305 A 0.004

PM 0.481 A 0.492 A 0.488 A -0.004

2
Gayley Av & 
Kinross Av

AM 0.326 A 0.319 A 0.321 A 0.002

PM 0.485 A 0.531 A 0.543 A 0.012

3
Gayley Av & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.356 A 0.354 A 0.409 A 0.055

PM 0.444 A 0.455 A 0.577 A 0.122

4
Westwood Blvd & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.351 A 0.347 A 0.360 A 0.013

PM 0.378 A 0.391 A 0.442 A 0.051

5
Sepulveda Blvd & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.897 D 0.928 E 0.928 E 0.000

PM 0.866 D 0.919 E 0.925 E 0.006

6
Veteran Av & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.811 D 0.857 D 0.861 D 0.004

PM 0.897 D 0.960 E 0.963 E 0.003

7
Gayley Av & 
Wilshire Blvd*

AM 0.732 C 0.775 C 0.779 C 0.004

PM 0.823 D 0.885 D 0.897 D 0.012

8
Westwood Blvd & 
Wilshire Blvd**

AM 0.688 B 0.720 C 0.724 C 0.004

PM 0.875 D 0.951 E 0.955 E 0.004

9
Glendon Av & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.672 B 0.715 C 0.716 C 0.001

PM 0.588 A 0.676 B 0.678 B 0.002

10
Glendon Av & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.521 A 0.522 A 0.537 A 0.015

PM 0.599 A 0.630 B 0.684 B 0.054
*Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Blvd, capacity has been reduced by 15% during the PM peak hour period.
**Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Blvd, capacity has been reduced by 25% during the PM peak hour period.



ATTACHMENT B (continued)
Mixed-Use Project @ 10955 W Wilshire Blvd

Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS) - Option 3

No. Intersection Peak Hour
Year 2008 Existing  Year 2012 w/o Project Year 2012 w/Project Project Impact
V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS ) V/C

1
Veteran Av & 
Kinross Av

AM 0.303 A 0.301 A 0.317 A 0.016

PM 0.481 A 0.492 A 0.488 A -0.004

2
Gayley Av & 
Kinross Av

AM 0.326 A 0.319 A 0.321 A 0.002

PM 0.485 A 0.531 A 0.551 A 0.020

3
Gayley Av & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.356 A 0.354 A 0.451 A 0.097

PM 0.444 A 0.455 A 0.608 A 0.153

4
Westwood Blvd & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.351 A 0.347 A 0.387 A 0.040

PM 0.378 A 0.391 A 0.455 A 0.064

5
Sepulveda Blvd & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.897 D 0.928 E 0.928 E 0.000

PM 0.866 D 0.919 E 0.925 E 0.006

6
Veteran Av & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.811 D 0.857 D 0.867 D 0.010

PM 0.897 D 0.960 E 0.969 E 0.009

7
Gayley Av & 
Wilshire Blvd*

AM 0.732 C 0.775 C 0.791 C 0.016

PM 0.823 D 0.885 D 0.898 D 0.013

8
Westwood Blvd & 
Wilshire Blvd**

AM 0.688 B 0.720 C 0.728 C 0.008

PM 0.875 D 0.951 E 0.958 E 0.007

9
Glendon Av & 
Wilshire Blvd

AM 0.672 B 0.715 C 0.718 C 0.003

PM 0.588 A 0.676 B 0.678 B 0.002

10
Glendon Av & 
Lindbrook Dr

AM 0.521 A 0.522 A 0.573 A 0.051

PM 0.599 A 0.630 B 0.685 B 0.055
*Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Blvd, capacity has been reduced by 15% during the PM peak hour period.
**Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Blvd, capacity has been reduced by 25% during the PM peak hour period.
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DRAFT  
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Kam Hekmat, Wilshire Gayley Associates LLC  

Benjamin Hanelin, Latham & Watkins LLP 
Loren Montgomery, Latham & Watkins LLP 

 
FROM: Sean Mohn & Jonathan Chambers 
 
DATE:  November 5, 2009 
 
RE:  Traffic Impact Analysis for the Revised Hotel Alternative  
  Wilshire Gayley Project 
  Los Angeles, California Ref: J1013 
 
 
 

This memorandum presents the results of the traffic impact analysis of the Revised Hotel 

Alternative for the proposed Wilshire Gayley Project as part of the Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR).  Future conditions with and without the alternative, as well as traffic impacts of the 

alternative in relation to those of the proposed project, are discussed in this memorandum.  A 

complete traffic impact analysis conducted according to the City of Los Angeles’ traffic study 

guidelines is available that describes the project background and study methodology in more 

detail. 

 

A brief description of the above alternative including the land use information, trip generation 

estimates, and comparisons to the proposed project (Option 1 and Option 2) trip generation is 

provided in the following sections.  Trip generation, distribution, traffic assignment, and traffic 

impact analysis parameters and assumptions for the alternatives are similar to those we 

outlined for the proposed project in Chapter III of the Traffic Study for the Wilshire Gayley 

Project (Fehr & Peers, March 2009).  A comparative discussion of the alternative’s traffic 

impacts with those of the proposed project (Option 1 and Option 2) for the cumulative plus 

project scenario is also provided in this memorandum.  The traffic impact analysis was 

conducted in the same manner as the proposed project, as outlined in Chapter IV of Traffic 

Study for the Wilshire Gayley Project. 
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Revised Hotel Alternative (250 Rooms) 
 

This alternative would consist of 250 hotel rooms and 6,510 square feet (sf) of ground floor 

retail, as well as a 9,646 sf fourth floor private restaurant intended to serve hotel guests only.   

 

Trip Generation.  As shown in Table 1, the Revised Hotel Alternative is expected to generate a 

net total of 1,598 daily trips on a typical weekday, including 127 and 110 trips during the AM and 

PM peak hours, respectively.   

 
Intersection Impacts.  The trip generation estimates for this alternative are higher than the trip 

generation estimates for the proposed project (Option 1 and Option 2).  Therefore an analysis 

similar to the impact analysis for the proposed project detailed in Chapter IV of Traffic Study for 

the Wilshire Gayley Project is needed for this alternative.  As shown in Table 2, this alternative 

would not result in significant impacts at any of the 10 study intersections. As such, no 

mitigation measures would be required for this alternative.  

 

Congestion Management Analysis.  The trip generation estimates for this alternative are 

higher than the trip generation estimates for the proposed project (Option 1 and Option 2).  

Therefore further analysis is needed for this alternative. 

 

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) freeway monitoring stations closest to the project 

site are on I-405, one north of Venice Boulevard (approximately four miles south of the project) 

and the other south of Mulholland Drive (approximately five miles north of the project).  Based 

on the estimated trip generation detailed in Table 2 and the trip distribution patterns described in 

Chapter III of Traffic Study for the Wilshire Gayley Project, this alternative would generate fewer 

than 150 trips in either direction during the weekday AM or PM peak hours at the above CMP 

freeway monitoring stations.  Thus no further traffic analysis would be required. 

 

The nearest CMP arterial monitoring stations to the project site are along Wilshire Boulevard at 

Sepulveda Boulevard (two blocks west of the project site) and Beverly Glen Boulevard (about a 

mile east of the project site).  As detailed in Chapter VII of Traffic Study for the Wilshire Gayley 

Project, a project impact is considered to be significant if the proposed project increases traffic 

demand on a CMP facility by 2% of capacity (a volume-to-capacity [V/C] ratio ≥ 0.02), causing 
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or worsening level of service (LOS) F (V/C > 1.00).  Under this criterion, a project would not be 

considered to have a regionally significant impact if the analyzed facility is operating at LOS E or 

better after the addition of project traffic regardless of the increase in V/C ratio caused by the 

project.  As shown in Table 2, none of the study intersections are projected to operate at LOS F 

under this alternative.  Therefore this alternative does not significantly impact any of the CMP 

arterial monitoring stations. 

 

 



In Out Total In Out Total
Hotel 310 per Occupied Room 8.92 58% 42% 0.67 49% 51% 0.76
Specialty Retail 814 per ksf 44.32 61% 39% 1.03 44% 56% 5.00
Video Rental Store 896 per ksf 42.94 N/A N/A N/A 46% 54% 9.60
Gas/Service Station 944 per Pump 168.56 50% 50% 12.07 50% 50% 15.18

Daily
Trips In Out Total In Out Total

Hotel 310 250 Occupied Rooms 2,230 97 71 168 93 97 190

Specialty Retail 814 6.510 ksf 289 4 3 7 15 18 33
(29) 0 0 0 (2) (2) (4)

Subtotal     2,490 101 74 175 106 113 219

Video Store 896 7.265 ksf 312 N/A N/A N/A 32 38 70
(94) N/A N/A N/A (10) (11) (21)

Gas Station 944 8 Pumps 1,348 48 49 97 60 61 121
(674) (24) (25) (49) (30) (31) (61)

Subtotal     892 24 24 48 52 57 109

1,598 77 50 127 54 56 110

PM peak hour trip generation rates used from West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan, Updated June, 2003. 

All other trip generation estimates prepared using Trip Generation, 7th Edition , Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003.

Units Daily    
Trips ITE Trip Rates West LA TIMP Trip Rates

Size

Less 30% pass-by trip credit

Net Incremental Trips     

Existing Land Use

Land Use

Proposed Land Use

Less 50% pass-by trip credit

Less 10% pass-by trip credit

Weekday

TABLE 1

ITE 
Code

Weekday
A.M. Peak Hour

  PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES - REVISED HOTEL ANALYSIS  

Trip Rates

Land Use P.M. Peak Hour

ITE 
Code A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

Project Trip Generation



Intersection
V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS

1. Veteran Avenue & AM 0.301 A 0.317 A 0.016 NO
Kinross Avenue PM 0.492 A 0.488 A -0.004 NO

2. Gayley Avenue & AM 0.319 A 0.321 A 0.002 NO
Kinross Avenue PM 0.531 A 0.551 A 0.020 NO

3. Gayley Avenue & AM 0.354 A 0.451 A 0.097 NO
Lindbrook Drive PM 0.455 A 0.608 B 0.153 NO

4. Westwood Boulevard & AM 0.347 A 0.387 A 0.040 NO
Lindbrook Drive PM 0.391 A 0.455 A 0.064 NO

5. Sepulveda Boulevard & AM 0.928 E 0.928 E 0.000 NO
Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.919 E 0.925 E 0.006 NO

6. Veteran Avenue & AM 0.857 D 0.867 D 0.010 NO
Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.960 E 0.969 E 0.009 NO

7. Gayley Avenue & AM 0.775 C 0.791 C 0.016 NO
Wilshire Boulevard PM * 0.885 D 0.898 D 0.013 NO

8. Westwood Boulevard & AM 0.720 C 0.728 C 0.008 NO
Wilshire Boulevard PM ** 0.951 E 0.958 E 0.007 NO

9. Glendon Avenue & AM 0.715 C 0.718 C 0.003 NO
Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.676 B 0.678 B 0.002 NO

10. Glendon Avenue & AM 0.522 A 0.573 A 0.051 NO
Lindbrook Drive PM 0.630 B 0.685 B 0.055 NO

* Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Boulevard, capacity has been reduced by 15%.
** Due to downstream congestion along Wilshire Boulevard, capacity has been reduced by 25%.

All intersections include 0.10 V/C credit allowed under ATSAC/ATCS control, assumed in all future scenarios per LADOT policy.

Significant Project Impact Criteria
If LOS C, must be >= 0.04
If LOS D, must be >= 0.02
If LOS E or F, must be >= 0.01

  2012 FUTURE INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS - REVISED HOTEL ALTERNATIVE
TABLE 2

Peak 
Hour

2012 Cumulative Base 2012 Cumulative Base plus 
Project

Project 
Increase in V/C 

or Delay

Significant 
Project 
Impact
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• Operation Emissions Inventory 
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Wilshire Gayley‐ Refined Option 1
Regional Emission Calculations (lbs/day)

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Existing

Mobile 8 12 87 0 14 3
Area 0 0 3 0 0 0
Stationary 0 1 0 0 0 0
Total Existing 8 13 91 0 14 3

Project
Mobile 17 31 205 <1 32 6
Area 1 2 5 <1 <1 <1
Stationary <1 8 <1 <1 <1 <1

Regional Emission Calculations 10:41 AM 12/8/2009

Total Project 19 41 210 1 32 6

Net Project
Net Mobile 10 18 118 <1 18 4
Net Area <1 2 2 <1 <1 <1
Net Stationary <1 8 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Net 11 28 120 <1 18 4
SCAQMD Significance Thresho 55 55 550 150 150 55
Difference (44) (27) (430) (149) (132) (51)
Significant? No No No No No No

Regional Emission Calculations 10:41 AM 12/8/2009



Wilshire Gayley
Stationary Emissions Calculations

Wilshire Gayley‐ Refined Option 1 Electricity Usage

Electricity Usage

Electricity

Usage Rate a Total Electricity Usage CO ROC NOx PM10 SOx CO2 CH4 NO2
Land Use 1,000 Sqft (kWh\sq.ft\yr) (KWh\year) (MWh\Day) 0.2 0.01 1.15 0.04 0.12 804.54 0.0067 0.0037

Existing Emissions from Electricity Consumption (lbs/day)
Video Store 7.3 10.50 76,283 0.209 0.042 0.002 0.240 0.008 0.025 168.143 0.001 0.001
Gas Station 8.0 13.55 108,400 0.297 0.059 0.003 0.342 0.012 0.036 238.937 0.002 0.001

Total Existing 184,683 0.506 0.10 0.01 0.58 0.02 0.06 407.08 0.00 0.00

Project
Retail 6.5 13.55 88,211 0.242 0.048 0.002 0.278 0.010 0.029 194.435 0.002 0.001
Hotel/Motel 250.0 9.95 2,487,500 6.815 1.363 0.068 7.837 0.273 0.818 5482.995 0.046 0.025
Restaurant 0.0 47.45 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Residential (DU) 0.0 5,627 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Total Project 2,575,711 7.057 1.41 0.07 8.12 0.28 0.85 5,677.43 0.05 0.03

Net Emissions From Electricity Usage 1.31 0.07 7.53 0.26 0.79 5270.35 0.05 0.02

Summary of Stationary Emissions

CO ROC NOx PM10 SOx

Total Existing Emissions (lbs/day) 0.10 0.01 0.58 0.02 0.06
Total Project Emissions (lbs/day) 1.41 0.07 8.12 0.28 0.85
Total Net Emissions (lbs/day) 1.31 0.07 7.53 0.26 0.79

a  Electricity Usage Rates from Table A9‐11‐A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993.
b  Emission Factors from Table A9‐11‐B, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993. 

Emission Factors (lbs/MWh) b

Stationary Emissions 10:41 AM 12/8/2009



Comparison of Option 1 to the Refined Option 1

Wilshire Gayley
Option 1

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Net Mobile 7 11 84 <1 21 4
Net Area 1 1 4 <1 <1 <1
Net Stationary <1 9 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Net 9 22 89 1 21 4
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Difference (46) (33) (461) (149) (129) (51)
Significant? No No No No No No
Refined Option 1- Dec. 2009

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Net Mobile 10 18 118 <1 18 4
Net Area <1 2 2 <1 <1 <1
Net Stationary <1 8 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Net 11 28 120 <1 18 4
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Difference (44) (27) (430) (149) (132) (51)
Significant? No No No No No No
Comparison to Option 1 Emissions
Option 1 Total Emissions 9 22 89 1 21 4
Refined Option 1 Total Emissions 11 28 120 1 18 4
Percent Difference 23% 29% 35% -18% -12% -12%

10:41 AM 12/8/2009



Urbemis2007 Output
Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1

Page: 1
12/3/2009 04:16:00 PM

Source
Natural Gas
Hearth
Landscape
Consumer Products
Architectural Coatings
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

Source
Hotel
Strip mall
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.7 0.0 76.5 23.5

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.7 0.0 42.9 57.1

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 21.8 0.5 99.5 0.0

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 9.6 1.0 99.0 0.0

Light Auto 48.6 0.8 99.0 0.2

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 10.9 1.8 93.6 4.6

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

1,922.25

2,490.01 18,552.47

Strip mall 39.94 1000 sq ft 6.51 260.01

Total VMT

Hotel 8.92 rooms 250.00 2,230.00 16,630.22

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips

Operational Settings:

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Analysis Year: 2012  Temperature (F): 85  Season: Summer

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Summary of Land Uses

1,922.02
16.06 21.00 186.03 0.18 32.03 6.21 18,560.04

1.48 2.18 19.23 0.02 3.32 0.64

CO2
14.58 18.82 166.80 0.16 28.71 5.57 16,638.02

Area Source Changes to Defaults

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM25

1.17 2.10 4.82 0.00 0.01 0.01 2,481.14
0.77

5.62
0.00
0.25 0.04 3.09 0.00 0.01 0.01

2,475.520.15 2.06 1.73 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

File Name: V:\ACTIVE PROJECTS\Wilshire Gayley\Operations\11302009\Refined Option 1 Operations.urb924

Project Name: Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1

Project Location: California State-wide

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Urbemis Output- Summer Operations 10:45 AM 12/8/2009



Urbemis2007 Output
Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1

Page: 1
12/3/2009 04:16:00 PM

92.5

Strip mall 2.0 1.0 97.0

Hotel 5.0 2.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

35.0

% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

Trip speeds (mph) 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles) 16.8 7.1 7.9 14.7 6.6 6.6

Urban Trip Length (miles) 10.8 7.3 7.5 9.5 7.4

Residential Commercial

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Motor Home 1.0 0.0 90.0 10.0

Travel Conditions

Motorcycle 3.5 60.0 40.0 0.0

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 1.0 0.0 20.0 80.0

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.9 0.0 0.0 100.0

Urbemis Output- Summer Operations 10:45 AM 12/8/2009



Urbemis2007 Output
Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1

Page: 1
12/3/2009 04:17:04 PM

Light Auto 48.6 0.8 99.0 0.2

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 10.9 1.8 93.6 4.6

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

1,922.25

2,490.01 18,552.47

Strip mall 39.94 1000 sq ft 6.51 260.01

Total VMT

Hotel 8.92 rooms 250.00 2,230.00 16,630.22

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips

Operational Settings:

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Analysis Year: 2012  Temperature (F): 40  Season: Winter

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Summary of Land Uses

0.64 1,669.28

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 17.32 30.59 205.20 0.16 32.03 6.21 16,120.74

Strip mall 1.80 3.17 21.26 0.02 3.32

PM25 CO2

Hotel 15.52 27.42 183.94 0.14 28.71 5.57 14,451.46

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10

0.00 2,475.52

Area Source Changes to Defaults

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.92 2.06 1.73 0.00 0.00

Architectural Coatings 0.77

Consumer Products 0.00

Landscaping - No Winter Emissions

Hearth

CO2

Natural Gas 0.15 2.06 1.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,475.52

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Winter Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

File Name: V:\ACTIVE PROJECTS\Wilshire Gayley\Operations\11302009\Refined Option 1 Operations.urb924

Project Name: Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1

Project Location: California State-wide

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Urbemis Output- Winter Operations 10:46 AM 12/8/2009



Urbemis2007 Output
Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1

Page: 1
12/3/2009 04:17:04 PM

92.5

Strip mall 2.0 1.0 97.0

Hotel 5.0 2.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

35.0

% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

Trip speeds (mph) 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles) 16.8 7.1 7.9 14.7 6.6 6.6

Urban Trip Length (miles) 10.8 7.3 7.5 9.5 7.4

Residential Commercial

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Motor Home 1.0 0.0 90.0 10.0

Travel Conditions

Motorcycle 3.5 60.0 40.0 0.0

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 1.0 0.0 20.0 80.0

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.9 0.0 0.0 100.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.7 0.0 76.5 23.5

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.7 0.0 42.9 57.1

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 21.8 0.5 99.5 0.0

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 9.6 1.0 99.0 0.0

Urbemis Output- Winter Operations 10:46 AM 12/8/2009



Urbemis2007 Output
Wilshire Gayley- Existing Land Use

Page: 1
10/19/2009 04:59:43 PM

Light Auto 53.7 1.3 98.3 0.4

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 6.8 2.9 94.2 2.9

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

12,099.91

1,660.65 14,901.05

Gasoline/service station 168.56 pumps 8.00 1,348.48

Total VMT

Strip mall 42.94 1000 sq ft 7.27 312.17 2,801.14

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips

Operational Settings:

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Analysis Year: 2009  Temperature (F): 80  Season: Summer

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Summary of Land Uses

4.08 12,407.98

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 12.48 18.78 162.65 0.16 25.76 5.02 15,280.43

Gasoline/service station 10.10 15.25 132.07 0.13 20.92

PM25 CO2

Strip mall 2.38 3.53 30.58 0.03 4.84 0.94 2,872.45

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10

0.01 101.43

Area Source Changes to Defaults

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.32 0.12 3.28 0.00 0.01

Architectural Coatings 0.05

Consumer Products 0.00

Landscape 0.26 0.04 3.21 0.00 0.01 0.01 5.50

Hearth

CO2

Natural Gas 0.01 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 95.93

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

File Name: V:\ACTIVE PROJECTS\Wilshire Gayley\Operations\10192009\Existing Operations.urb924

Project Name: Wilshire Gayley Operations

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Urbemis Output- Existing Summer 11:07 AM 12/8/2009



Urbemis2007 Output
Wilshire Gayley- Existing Land Use

Page: 1
10/19/2009 04:59:43 PM

97.0

Gasoline/service station 2.0 1.0 97.0

Strip mall 2.0 1.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

30.0

% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

Trip speeds (mph) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0

8.9

Rural Trip Length (miles) 17.6 12.1 14.9 15.4 9.6 12.6

Urban Trip Length (miles) 12.7 7.0 9.5 13.3 7.4

Residential Commercial

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Motor Home 0.8 0.0 87.5 12.5

Travel Conditions

Motorcycle 2.3 73.9 26.1 0.0

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 0.9 0.0 22.2 77.8

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 0.0 100.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.4 0.0 85.7 14.3

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 60.0 40.0

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 22.8 0.9 99.1 0.0

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 10.0 1.0 99.0 0.0

Urbemis Output- Existing Summer 11:07 AM 12/8/2009



Wilshire Gayley LOS Analysis- Hotel Alternative

Wilshire Gayley LOS Analysis- Hotel Alternative
Number V/C LOS V/C LOS Impact

1 Veteran Avenue & Kinross Avenue AM 0.301 A 0.308 A 0.007 2.33% No
PM 0.492 A 0.488 A -0.004 -0.81% No

2 Gayley Avenue &  Kinross Avenue AM 0.319 A 0.320 A 0.001 0.31% No
PM 0.531 B 0.547 B 0.016 3.01% No

3 Gayley Avenue &  Lindbrook Drive AM 0.354 A 0.413 A 0.059 16.67% No
PM 0.455 A 0.599 A 0.144 31.65% No

4 Westwood Boulevard & Lindbrook Drive AM 0.347 A 0.371 A 0.024 6.92% No
PM 0.391 A 0.450 A 0.059 15.09% No

5 Sepulveda Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.928 E 0.928 E 0.000 0.00% No
PM 0.919 E 0.925 E 0.006 0.65% No

6 Veteran Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.857 D 0.861 D 0.004 0.47% No
PM 0.960 E 0.966 E 0.006 0.63% No

7 Gayley Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.775 C 0.781 C 0.006 0.77% No
PM 0.738 C 0.749 C 0.011 1.49% No

8 Westwood Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.720 C 0.725 C 0.005 0.69% No
PM 0.951 E 0.956 E 0.005 0.53% No

9 Glendon Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard AM 0.715 C 0.717 C 0.002 0.28% No
PM 0.676 B 0.678 B 0.002 0.30% No

10 Glendon Avenue & Lindbrook Boulevard AM 0.522 A 0.554 A 0.032 6.13% No
PM 0.630 B 0.687 B 0.057 9.05% No

Analyze ?
Peak 
Hour

2012 w/o project 2012 w/project Percent 
Change

LOS Analysis 1 6:57 PM 11/3/2008



Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1
CALINE4 Modeling Results and Estimated Local 1-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)

Projected Background 1-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm) a

Monitoring Station: West LA

Year 1-Hr Concentration
2012 4.4

Intersection
and

Receptor Locations
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c

Exceedance of
Significance
Threshold d

GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 1.8 6.2 1.8 6.2 NO
SE 1.7 6.1 1.8 6.2 NO
SW 1.7 6.1 1.8 6.2 NO
NW 1.7 6.1 1.7 6.1 NO

GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 1.7 6.1 1.7 6.1 NO
SE 1.4 5.8 1.5 5.9 NO
SW 1.9 6.3 1.9 6.3 NO
NW 1.7 6.1 1.8 6.2 NO

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 1.8 6.2 1.8 6.2 NO
SE 1.8 6.2 1.8 6.2 NO
SW 1.8 6.2 1.8 6.2 NO
NW 1.8 6.2 1.8 6.2 NO

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 1.9 6.3 1.9 6.3 NO
SE 2.0 6.4 2.0 6.4 NO
SW 2.0 6.4 2.0 6.4 NO
NW 1.9 6.3 1.9 6.3 NO

a Based on guidance provided by the AQMD Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook

Future Without Project Future With Project

d  The California Ambient Air Quality Standard for 1-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm.

b  The 1-hour traffic contribution (ppm) is determined by inputing total traffic volumes into the CALINE4 model.
c  The estimated local concentration is the traffic contribution + the background concentration.

a  Based on guidance provided by the AQMD Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.

Caline4 2 11:31 AM 12/8/2009



Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1
CALINE4 Modeling Results and Estimated Local 8-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)

Projected Background 8-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm) a

Monitoring Station: West LA
     Average Persistence Factor = 0.70

Year 8-Hr Concentration
2012 2.8

Intersection
and

Receptor Locations
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c

Exceedance of
Significance
Threshold d

GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 1.0 3.8 1.0 3.8 NO
SE 1.1 3.9 1.1 3.9 NO
SW 1.0 3.8 1.0 3.8 NO
NW 1.0 3.8 1.0 3.8 NO

GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 0.9 3.7 0.9 3.7 NO
SE 0.8 3.6 0.8 3.6 NO
SW 1.1 3.9 1.1 3.9 NO
NW 1.0 3.8 1.0 3.8 NO

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 1.0 3.8 1.0 3.8 NO
SE 1.1 3.9 1.1 3.9 NO
SW 1.0 3.8 1.0 3.8 NO
NW 1.1 3.9 1.1 3.9 NO

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD NP

NE 1.1 3.9 1.1 3.9 NO
SE 1.2 4.0 1.2 4.0 NO
SW 1.1 3.9 1.1 3.9 NO
NW 1.1 3.9 1.1 3.9 NO

d  The California Ambient Air Quality Standard for 8-hour CO concentrations is 9 ppm.

a  Based on guidance provided by the AQMD Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.

c  The estimated local concentration is the traffic contribution + the background concentration.

b    The persistence factor is calculated as recommended in Table B.15 in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol  (Institute of Transportation Studies, 
UC Davis, Revised 1997).  This is a generalized persistence factor likely to provide a conservative estimate in most situations.

Future Without Project Future With Project

Caline4 2 11:31 AM 12/8/2009



CALINE4 Output Files‐ Refined Option 1 

CL4 Output           12/8/2009 3:09 PM 

           CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AM NP  
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    479   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    389   5.7     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG   1063   5.7     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG   1063   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG    531   2.6     .0  35.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG    434   5.7     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    372   5.7     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    372   2.6     .0  35.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   2481   2.6     .0  80.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   2425   3.7     .0  75.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   2700   2.8     .0  60.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   2700   2.6     .0  80.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -45  -500   -45 *  AG   3552   2.6     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -45     0   -45 *  AG   2947   3.7     .0  90.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -45   500   -45 *  AG   2908   2.8     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -45  1500   -45 *  AG   2908   2.6     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     0     0     8  -500 *  AG     90   5.7     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0     0   -23   500 *  AG     97   5.7     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0     0   500    23 *  AG     56   3.5     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0     0  -500   -23 *  AG    605   3.6     .0  33.0 
 
 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     85   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -85   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -85   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     85   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     98   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -98   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -98   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     98   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  259. *   1.8 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  354. *   1.7 *   .0   .1   .7   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    6. *   1.7 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .3   .2   .0 
 4. NW3      *   97. *   1.7 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  252. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  278. *   1.5 *   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    8. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   99. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .1   .7   .0   .3   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .1   .9   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .2   .1   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .7   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AM WP  
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    479   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    389   5.7     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG   1102   5.7     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG   1102   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG    552   2.6     .0  35.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG    452   5.7     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    372   5.7     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    372   2.6     .0  35.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   2491   2.6     .0  80.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   2435   3.7     .0  75.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   2718   2.8     .0  60.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   2718   2.6     .0  80.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -45  -500   -45 *  AG   3581   2.6     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -45     0   -45 *  AG   2947   3.7     .0  90.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -45   500   -45 *  AG   2911   2.8     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -45  1500   -45 *  AG   2911   2.6     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     8  -500     0     0 *  AG     90   5.7     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *   -23   500     0     0 *  AG    100   5.7     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *   500     0     0     0 *  AG     56   3.5     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *  -500   -23     0     0 *  AG    634   3.6     .0  33.0 
 
III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     85   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -85   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -85   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     85   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     98   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -98   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -98   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     98   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  259. *   1.8 *   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  354. *   1.8 *   .0   .1   .7   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    6. *   1.8 *   .0   .0   .3   .1   .0   .3   .2   .0 
 4. NW3      *   97. *   1.7 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  252. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  278. *   1.5 *   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    8. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   99. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .1   .7   .0   .3   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .1   .9   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .2   .1   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .7   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD PM NP   
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    357   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    237   5.2     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    683   3.8     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    683   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG   1199   2.6     .0  35.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG    997   5.7     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    406   4.6     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    406   2.6     .0  35.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   2352   2.6     .0  80.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   2319   3.7     .0  75.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   3008   2.9     .0  60.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   3008   2.6     .0  80.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -45  -500   -45 *  AG   2704   2.6     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -45     0   -45 *  AG   2371   3.6     .0  90.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -45   500   -45 *  AG   2515   2.8     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -45  1500   -45 *  AG   2515   2.6     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     0     0     8  -500 *  AG    120   5.2     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0     0   -23   500 *  AG    202   5.2     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0     0   500    23 *  AG     33   3.5     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0     0  -500   -23 *  AG    333   3.5     .0  33.0 
 
 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     85   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -85   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -85   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     85   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     98   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -98   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -98   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     98   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  261. *   1.7 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  352. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    4. *   1.9 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .8   .1   .0 
 4. NW3      *   97. *   1.7 *   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  260. *   1.3 *   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  278. *   1.2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    6. *   1.5 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .6   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   99. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .1   .8   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .1   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .6   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .1   .6   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .6   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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CL4 Output           12/8/2009 3:13 PM 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   GAYLEY AVENUE AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD PM WP  
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    357   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    237   5.2     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    716   4.6     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    716   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG   1219   2.6     .0  35.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG   1020   5.7     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    406   4.6     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    406   2.6     .0  35.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   2358   2.6     .0  80.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   2325   3.7     .0  75.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   3031   2.9     .0  60.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   3031   2.6     .0  80.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -45  -500   -45 *  AG   2731   2.6     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -45     0   -45 *  AG   2371   3.6     .0  90.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -45   500   -45 *  AG   2512   2.8     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -45  1500   -45 *  AG   2512   2.6     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     0     0     8  -500 *  AG    120   5.2     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0     0   -23   500 *  AG    199   5.2     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0     0   500    23 *  AG     33   3.5     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0     0  -500   -23 *  AG    360   3.5     .0  33.0 
 
III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     85   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -85   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -85   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     85   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     98   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -98   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -98   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     98   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  261. *   1.7 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  352. *   1.5 *   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    4. *   1.9 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .8   .1   .0 
 4. NW3      *   97. *   1.8 *   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  260. *   1.3 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  350. *   1.2 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    6. *   1.5 *   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .6   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   99. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .1   .8   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .1   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .6   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .6   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AM NP 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    23 -1500    23  -500 *  AG    754   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    23  -500    23     0 *  AG    566   5.2     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    23     0    23   500 *  AG    442   3.2     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    23   500    23  1500 *  AG    442   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG   1256   2.6     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG    993   5.6     .0  45.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    893   4.4     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    893   2.6     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   3257   2.8     .0  95.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   3143   3.8     .0 105.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   3642   3.0     .0  75.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   3642   2.8     .0  95.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -53  -500   -53 *  AG   2680   2.8     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -53     0   -53 *  AG   2581   4.0     .0  75.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -53   500   -53 *  AG   2970   3.0     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -53  1500   -53 *  AG   2970   2.8     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     0     0    15  -500 *  AG    188   5.2     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0     0   -15   500 *  AG    263   5.6     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0     0   500    15 *  AG    114   3.7     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0     0  -500   -30 *  AG     99   3.7     .0  33.0 
 
 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     48     93   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     48    -93   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -48    -93   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -48     93   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     61    106   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     61   -106   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -61   -106   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -61    106   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  262. *   1.8 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  277. *   1.8 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0 
 3. SW3      *   81. *   1.8 *   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 4. NW3      *  172. *   1.8 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .4   .4   .0 
 5. NE7      *  259. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  279. *   1.5 *   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0 
 7. SW7      *   80. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 8. NW7      *   98. *   1.6 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .2   .9   .2   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .1  1.0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .7   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .6   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 



CALINE4 Output Files‐ Refined Option 1 

CL4 Output      12/8/2009 3:24 PM 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AM WP 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    23 -1500    23  -500 *  AG    758   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    23  -500    23     0 *  AG    570   5.2     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    23     0    23   500 *  AG    444   3.2     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    23   500    23  1500 *  AG    444   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG   1259   2.6     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG    993   5.6     .0  45.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    896   4.4     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    896   2.6     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   3269   2.8     .0  95.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   3152   4.0     .0 105.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   3649   3.0     .0  75.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   3649   2.8     .0  95.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -53  -500   -53 *  AG   2692   2.8     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -53     0   -53 *  AG   2593   4.0     .0  75.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -53   500   -53 *  AG   2989   3.0     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -53  1500   -53 *  AG   2989   2.8     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     0     0    15  -500 *  AG    188   5.2     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0     0   -15   500 *  AG    266   5.6     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0     0   500    15 *  AG    117   3.7     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0     0  -500   -30 *  AG     99   3.7     .0  33.0 
 
III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     48     93   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     48    -93   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -48    -93   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -48     93   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     61    106   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     61   -106   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -61   -106   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -61    106   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  262. *   1.8 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  277. *   1.8 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0 
 3. SW3      *   81. *   1.8 *   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 4. NW3      *  172. *   1.8 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .4   .4   .0 
 5. NE7      *  252. *   1.4 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  279. *   1.5 *   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0 
 7. SW7      *   72. *   1.4 *   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 8. NW7      *   98. *   1.6 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .2   .9   .2   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .1  1.0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .2   .6   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 



CALINE4 Output Files‐ Refined Option 1 

CL4 Output    12/8/2009 3:24 PM 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD PM NP 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    23 -1500    23  -500 *  AG   1029   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    23  -500    23     0 *  AG    874   5.7     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    23     0    23   500 *  AG    989   5.7     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    23   500    23  1500 *  AG    989   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG    621   2.6     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG    520   5.4     .0  45.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    906   5.7     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    906   2.6     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   3472   2.8     .0  95.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   3193   4.0     .0 105.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   3229   3.0     .0  75.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   3229   2.8     .0  95.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -53  -500   -53 *  AG   2973   2.8     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -53     0   -53 *  AG   2841   4.0     .0  75.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -53   500   -53 *  AG   2971   3.0     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -53  1500   -53 *  AG   2971   2.8     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     0     0    15  -500 *  AG    155   5.4     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0     0   -15   500 *  AG    101   5.4     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0     0   500    15 *  AG    279   3.7     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0     0  -500   -30 *  AG    132   3.7     .0  33.0 
 
III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     48     93   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     48    -93   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -48    -93   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -48     93   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     61    106   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     61   -106   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -61   -106   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -61    106   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  262. *   1.9 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  277. *   2.0 *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 3. SW3      *   81. *   2.0 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0 
 4. NW3      *  173. *   1.9 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .2   .6   .0 
 5. NE7      *  188. *   1.5 *   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 6. SE7      *  279. *   1.7 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 7. SW7      *   72. *   1.5 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 8. NW7      *   98. *   1.6 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .2   .8   .1   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .1  1.0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 



CALINE4 Output Files‐ Refined Option 1 

CL4 Output    12/8/2009 3:24 PM 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
               JOB:   SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD AND WILSHIRE BOULEVARD PM WP 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP=   .5 DEGREE (C) 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    23 -1500    23  -500 *  AG   1033   2.6     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    23  -500    23     0 *  AG    878   5.7     .0  45.0 
 C. ND           *    23     0    23   500 *  AG    992   5.7     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    23   500    23  1500 *  AG    992   2.6     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -23  1500   -23   500 *  AG    624   2.6     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -23   500   -23     0 *  AG    520   5.4     .0  45.0 
 G. SD           *   -23     0   -23  -500 *  AG    911   5.7     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -23  -500   -23 -1500 *  AG    911   2.6     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500    45   500    45 *  AG   3483   2.8     .0  95.0 
 J. WA           *   500    45     0    45 *  AG   3199   4.0     .0 105.0 
 K. WD           *     0    45  -500    45 *  AG   3232   3.0     .0  75.0 
 L. WE           *  -500    45 -1500    45 *  AG   3232   2.8     .0  95.0 
 M. EF           * -1500   -53  -500   -53 *  AG   2976   2.8     .0  80.0 
 N. EA           *  -500   -53     0   -53 *  AG   2844   4.0     .0  75.0 
 O. ED           *     0   -53   500   -53 *  AG   2981   3.0     .0  60.0 
 P. EE           *   500   -53  1500   -53 *  AG   2981   2.8     .0  80.0 
 Q. NL           *     0     0    15  -500 *  AG    155   5.4     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0     0   -15   500 *  AG    104   5.4     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0     0   500    15 *  AG    284   3.7     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0     0  -500   -30 *  AG    132   3.7     .0  33.0 
 
III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     48     93   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     48    -93   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -48    -93   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -48     93   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     61    106   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     61   -106   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -61   -106   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -61    106   6.0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  262. *   1.9 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  277. *   2.0 *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 3. SW3      *   81. *   2.0 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0 
 4. NW3      *  173. *   1.9 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .2   .6   .0 
 5. NE7      *  188. *   1.6 *   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 6. SE7      *  279. *   1.7 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 7. SW7      *   72. *   1.5 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0 
 8. NW7      *   98. *   1.6 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .2   .8   .1   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .1  1.0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .4   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .5   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .2   .8   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0 



Title    : Los Angeles County Avg January 15 CYrs 2007 to 2020 Default Title 

Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006 

Run Date : 2007/03/26 10:45:39 

Scen Year: 2012 -- All model years in the range 1968 to 2012 selected 

Season   : Winter 

Area     : Los Angeles 

***************************************************************************************** 

     Year: 2012 -- Model Years 1968 to 2012 Inclusive -- Winter 

     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006 

 

     County Average                          Los Angeles                County Average                  

 

                             Table   1:  Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile)        

                

     Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide           Temperature:  60F  Relative Humidity:  50% 

 

     Speed 

      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL  

 

        3      3.564    5.547    8.551   20.213   28.937   31.587    5.703 

        4      3.450    5.354    8.329   20.213   28.937   31.587    5.558 

        5      3.344    5.173    8.123   20.213   28.937   31.587    5.423 

        6      3.243    5.002    7.690   18.741   26.411   30.346    5.188 

        7      3.148    4.842    7.295   17.390   24.162   29.208    4.971 

        8      3.058    4.692    6.935   16.147   22.156   28.165    4.770 

        9      2.974    4.551    6.606   15.005   20.364   27.209    4.583 

       10      2.894    4.418    6.304   13.954   18.760   26.334    4.409 

       11      2.818    4.293    6.027   12.988   17.322   25.533    4.247 

       12      2.746    4.174    5.772   12.101   16.032   24.801    4.096 

       13      2.678    4.062    5.538   11.286   14.873   24.133    3.956 

       14      2.613    3.956    5.322   10.540   13.829   23.525    3.825 

       15      2.551    3.856    5.122    9.857   12.888   22.972    3.702 

       16      2.492    3.760    4.937    9.234   12.039   22.472    3.588 

       17      2.436    3.670    4.765    8.668   11.272   22.022    3.481 

       18      2.382    3.584    4.607    8.156   10.579   21.618    3.381 

       19      2.331    3.502    4.459    7.684    9.951   21.259    3.287 

       20      2.282    3.424    4.322    7.354    9.381   20.943    3.203 

       21      2.235    3.350    4.194    7.047    8.865   20.667    3.125 

       22      2.190    3.279    4.074    6.761    8.397   20.431    3.050 

       23      2.147    3.211    3.963    6.494    7.971   20.233    2.980 

       24      2.105    3.147    3.860    6.245    7.585   20.073    2.913 

       25      2.066    3.086    3.763    6.013    7.234   19.949    2.851 

       26      2.028    3.027    3.672    5.796    6.915   19.860    2.791 

       27      1.992    2.971    3.588    5.594    6.625   19.808    2.735 

       28      1.957    2.918    3.509    5.405    6.362   19.791    2.682 

       29      1.923    2.867    3.435    5.229    6.124   19.811    2.632 

       30      1.891    2.818    3.366    5.064    5.908   19.866    2.584 

       31      1.861    2.771    3.302    4.912    5.713   19.958    2.539 

       32      1.831    2.727    3.242    4.770    5.537   20.088    2.497 

       33      1.803    2.685    3.187    4.638    5.378   20.257    2.457 

       34      1.776    2.645    3.135    4.516    5.236   20.466    2.420 

       35      1.750    2.607    3.087    4.403    5.110   20.716    2.385 

       36      1.725    2.570    3.043    4.299    4.998   21.010    2.352 

       37      1.701    2.536    3.002    4.204    4.900   21.349    2.321 

       38      1.679    2.503    2.964    4.118    4.814   21.737    2.293 

       39      1.657    2.472    2.930    4.040    4.741   22.175    2.267 

       40      1.637    2.443    2.900    3.970    4.680   22.668    2.242 
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Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1
Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Emission Source CO2E
e (Metric Tons)

Without Project Features
On-road Vehiclesa 4,603 
Electricityb 850
Water 82
Natural gasc 359
Construction 52
Total 5,894

Proposed Project
On-road Vehiclesa 2,665 

Electricityb 701
Water 38
Natural gasc 297
Construction 52
Total 3,701

GHG Savings
Total 2,193
Percent Decrease -37%

e All CO2e factors were derived using the California Climate Action Registry 

a   Mobile source values were derived using EMFAC2007 in addition to  the 
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol; Version 3.0, 
April 2008. 
b Electricity Usage Rates from Table A9-11-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 
SCAQMD, 1993. Water conveyance energy rates from California Energy 
Commission Staff Report:  California's Water - Energy Relationship. 2005
c Natural Gas Usage Rates from  Table A9-12-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 
SCAQMD, 1993.
d  Statewide Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory:  
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei/emsinv/emsinv.htm

Sources:  PCR Services Corporation, 2008.

CO f g C f C g y
General Reporting Protocol; Version 3.0, April 2008
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Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1
Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Electricity
Usage Rate a

Land Use 1,000 Sqft (kWh\sq.ft\yr) (KWh\year) MWh\year
Without Project Features

Retail 6.51 13.55 88,211 88
Hotel/Motel 250.00 9.95 2,487,500 2,488

Total Without Project Features 2,575,711 2,576

Proposed Project
Retail 6.51 11.18 72,774 73
Hotel/Motel 250.00 8.21 2,052,188 2,052

Total Proposed Project 2,124,961 2,125
Electricity Savings 450,749 451

GHG lbs/MWhb lbs metric tons CO2E (metric tons)
Without Project Features

CO2 724.12 1865123.487 846.0050928 846.0050928
CH4 0.0302 77.7864571 0.035283315 0.740949608
N2O 0.0081 20.86325505 0.009463406 2.933655731

Proposed Project 849.68
CO2 724.12 1538726.877 697.9542016 697.9542016
CH4 0.0302 64.17382711 0.029108735 0.611283426
N2O 0.0081 17.21218542 0.00780731 2.420265978

GHG Savings 700.99
CO2 724.12 326,397 148 148
CH4 0.0302 14 0.01 0.13
N2O 0.0081 4 0.00 1

149 Total Annual CO2e

a Electricity Usage Rates from Table A9-11-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993.
b Electricity Usage Rates from California Energy Commission Staff Report:  California's Water - Energy Relationship. 2005
c Emission factors for CO2, CH4, and N2O were derived from the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol; Version 3.1, January 2009.
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Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1
Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Water and Wastewater Generation Factors

Land Use Amount Units AF/Year/Unit MG/Year/Unit MG/Year GPD/Unit MG/Year/Unit MG/Year
Without Project Features

Retail 6.51 KSF 0.24 0.080 0.5 325 0.119 0.8
Hotel/Motel 250.00 KSF 0.24 0.080 20.0 167 0.061 15.2

Total Without Project Features 20.5 16.0

Proposed Project
Retail 6.51 KSF 0.20 0.064 0.4 325 0.119 0.8
Hotel/Motel 134.00 KSF 0.20 0.064 8.6 167 0.061 8.2

Total Proposed Project 9.0 8.9
Water Savings 11.5 7.1

Water Conveyance (Water and Wastewater)
Usage Rate c

MGD kWh/MG (KWh\year) MWh\year
Without Project Features
Water Supply, Conveyance, 
Treatment, and Distribution 0.06 10,200      208,815 209
Wastewater Treatment 0.04 2,500        40,027 40
Total 0.10 248,842.97 248.84
Proposed Project
Water Supply, Conveyance, 
Treatment, and Distribution 0.02 10,200      91,507 92
Wastewater Treatment 0.02 2,500        22,351 22
Total 0.05 113,857.82 113.86
Net Project Water Power Usage 134,985 135

GHG lbs/MWhb lbs metric tons CO2E (metric tons)
Without Project Features

CO2 724.12 180192.2 81.73372763 81.73372763
CH4 0.0302 7.515058 0.00340877 0.071584171
N2O 0.0081 2.015628 0.000914273 0.283424557

Proposed Project 82.09
CO2 724.12 82446.72 37.39717362 37.39717362
CH4 0.0302 3.438506 0.001559679 0.032753256
N2O 0.0081 0.922248 0.000418324 0.129680582

GHG Savings 37.56
CO2 724.12 97,745 44 44
CH4 0.0302 4 0.00 0.04
N2O 0.0081 1 0.00 0

45 Total Annual CO2e

WastewaterWater

GHG Analysis- Revised Option 1.xls 3 of 5 11:33 AM 12/8/2009



Wilshire Gayley- Refined Option 1
Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Usage Ratec
Total Natural 
Gas Usage

Total Natural Gas 
Usage

Total Natural Gas 
Usage

Land Use 1,000 Sqft (cu.ft\sq.ft\mo) (cu.ft\mo) (cu.ft\year) (MMBTU\year)
Without Project Features
Retail 6.51 2.9 18,879                226,548                        231                            
Hotel/Motel 250.00 4.8 1,200,000           14,400,000                   14,688                       
Total Without Project Features 1,218,879           14,626,548                   14,919                      

 
Proposed Project
Retail 6.51 2.4 15,575                186,902                        191                            
Hotel/Motel 250.00 4.0 990,000              11,880,000                   12,118                       
Total Project 1,005,575           12,066,902                   12,308                      
Natural Gas Savings 213,304              2,559,646                     2,611                        

a  Natural Gas Usage Rates from  Table A9-12-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993.

GHG Kg/MMBtub Kg metric tons CO2E (Metric Tons)
Without Project Features

CO2 53.06 791,606.33             359.07              359.07                      
CH4 0.001 14.92                      0.01                  0.14                          
N2O 0.0001 1.49                        0.00                  0.21                          

Proposed Project 359.42
CO2 53.06 653,075.22             296.23              296.23                      
CH4 0.001 12.31                      0.01                  0.12                          
N2O 0.0001 1.23                        0.00                  0.17                          

GHG Savings 296.52                    
CO2 53.06 138,531.11             62.84                62.84                        
CH4 0.001 2.61                        0.00                  0.02                          
N2O 0.0001 0.26                        0.00                  0.04                          

62.90

Natural Gas

Total Annual CO2E
b Emission factors for CO2, CH4, and N2O were derived from the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol; Version 3.1, January 
2009.
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Wilshire Gayley-Refined Option 1
Greenhouse Gas Analysis

On Road Mobile Source
Land Use Annual (tpy) Annual tpy CO2

a

Without Project Features
Retail 422                                   
Hotel/Motel 3,668                                
Total Without Project Features 4,090.82                          

Proposed Project
Retail 245                                   
Hotel/Motel 2,124                                
Total Project 2,369.05                          CO2 g/mi 546.22 1     0.9998750
GHG Savings 1,721.77                          0.420886277 CH4 g/mi 0.03 21 0.0000625
a URBEMIS2007 output N2O g/mi 0.03 310 0.0000625

546.29
GHG TPY Metric TPY CO2E Conversion CO2E (Metric Tons)

Without Project Features  
CO2 4,090.82         4,509.31                           1.00                          4,509.3108860          
CH4 0.26                0.28                                  21.00                        5.9184526                 
N2O 0.26                0.28                                  310.00                      87.3952068               

Proposed Project 4,602.6245454         
CO2 2369.05 2,611.40                           1.00                          2,611.4038150          
CH4 0.15 0.16                                  21.00                        3.4274571                 
N2O 0.15 0.16                                  310.00                      50.6117636               

GHG Savings 2,665.4430357         
CO2 1721.77 1,897.91                           1.00                          1.0000000                 
CH4 0.11 0.12                                  21.00                        441.0000000             
N2O 0.11 0.12                                  310.00                      96,100.0000000        

-1,937.2

d Emission factors for CH4 and N2O were derived from the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol; Version 2.2, March 2007

c Averaged EMFAC2007 fleet values for 0-65mph

Total Annual CO2E

GHG Analysis- Revised Option 1.xls 5 of 5 11:33 AM 12/8/2009



 



 

APPENDIX G: TECHNICAL STUDIES FOR REFINED OPTION 1 
NOISE WORKSHEETS FOR REFINED OPTION 1 

 



 



Roadway Traffic Noise Calculations
Refined Option 1

1 of 4

Project: Wilshire Gayley

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Gayley Ave. n/o Kinross Ave. 35 1436 1729 17290 68.1 65.8 64.3 69.7 67.4 65.9
Gayley Ave. between Kinross Av & Lindbrook Dr. 35 1349 1622 16220 67.8 65.5 64.0 69.4 67.1 65.7
Gayley Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. 35 1481 1799 17990 69.8 66.8 65.1 71.5 68.5 66.7
Gayley Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 35 819 734 8190 65.2 62.8 61.2 66.9 64.4 62.9
Glendon Ave. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 30 594 698 6980 64.6 61.6 59.9 66.3 63.3 61.5

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Gayley Ave. n/o Kinross Ave. 35 1524 1833 18330 68.3 66.0 64.6 70.0 67.7 66.2
Gayley Ave. between Kinross Av & Lindbrook Dr. 35 1435 1751 17505 68.1 65.8 64.4 69.8 67.5 66.0
Gayley Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. 35 1582 1964 19640 70.2 67.2 65.5 71.8 68.8 67.1
Gayley Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 35 851 763 8510 65.4 62.9 61.4 67.0 64.6 63.0
Glendon Ave. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 30 617 725 7250 64.8 61.8 60.1 66.4 63.4 61.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Gayley Ave. n/o Kinross Ave. 35 1536 1844 18440 68.3 66.1 64.6 70.0 67.7 66.2
Gayley Ave. between Kinross Av & Lindbrook Dr. 35 1487 1811 18110 68.3 66.0 64.5 69.9 67.6 66.1
Gayley Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. 35 1650 2034 20335 70.3 67.4 65.6 72.0 69.0 67.2
Gayley Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 35 851 763 8510 65.4 62.9 61.4 67.0 64.6 63.0
Glendon Ave. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 30 617 725 7250 64.8 61.8 60.1 66.4 63.4 61.7

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 67.9% 19.4% 9.7% 97.0%
Gayley Ave. n/o Kinross Ave. 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 Medium Truck 1.4% 0.4% 0.2% 2.0%
Gayley Ave. between Kinross Av & Lindbrook Dr. 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.5 Heavy Truck 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 1.0%
Gayley Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.5 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0%
Gayley Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1
Glendon Ave. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1

Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes
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Roadway Traffic Noise Calculations
Refined Option 1

2 of 4

Project: Wilshire Gayley 

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Westwood Blvd. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 35 1436 1575 15750 67.7 65.4 63.9 69.3 67.0 65.5
Westwood Blvd. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. 35 1659 1727 17265 69.6 66.6 64.9 71.3 68.3 66.5
Westwood Blvd. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 35 1493 1725 17250 68.0 65.8 64.3 69.7 67.4 65.9
Glendon Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. and Wilshire Blvd. 30 966 1015 10150 66.2 63.3 61.5 67.9 64.9 63.2
Glendon Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 30 550 530 5500 63.6 60.6 58.9 65.2 62.2 60.5

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Westwood Blvd. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 35 1513 1650 16500 67.9 65.6 64.1 69.5 67.2 65.7
Westwood Blvd. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. 35 1755 1850 18500 69.9 66.9 65.2 71.6 68.6 66.8
Westwood Blvd. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 35 1592 1831 18310 68.3 66.0 64.6 69.9 67.7 66.2
Glendon Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. and Wilshire Blvd. 30 1080 1284 12840 67.3 64.3 62.5 68.9 65.9 64.2
Glendon Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 30 571 551 5710 63.7 60.8 59.0 65.4 62.4 60.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Westwood Blvd. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 35 1512 1648 16480 67.9 65.6 64.1 69.5 67.2 65.7
Westwood Blvd. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. 35 1782 1642 17815 69.8 66.8 65.0 71.4 68.4 66.7
Westwood Blvd. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 35 1607 551 16070 67.7 65.5 64.0 69.4 67.1 65.6
Glendon Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. and Wilshire Blvd. 30 1080 1284 12840 67.3 64.3 62.5 68.9 65.9 64.2
Glendon Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 30 571 551 5710 63.7 60.8 59.0 65.4 62.4 60.7

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 67.9% 19.4% 9.7% 97.0%
Westwood Blvd. n/o Lindbrook Dr. 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 Medium Truck 1.4% 0.4% 0.2% 2.0%
Westwood Blvd. between Lindbrook Dr. & Wilshire Blvd. -0.2 0.1 -0.2 0.1 Heavy Truck 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 1.0%
Westwood Blvd. s/o Wilshire Blvd. -0.6 -0.3 -0.5 -0.3 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0%
Glendon Ave. between Lindbrook Dr. and Wilshire Blvd. 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0
Glendon Ave. s/o Wilshire Blvd. 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL
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Roadway Traffic Noise Calculations
Refined Option 1

3 of 4

Project: Wilshire Gayley

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Lindbrook Dr. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 35 389 558 5575 63.5 61.1 59.6 65.2 62.7 61.2
Lindbrook Dr. between Westwood Blvd. and Glendon Avenue 35 656 762 7615 64.9 62.5 60.9 66.5 64.1 62.5
Lindbrook Dr. e/o Glendon Ave. 35 1012 1345 13450 67.4 64.9 63.4 69.0 66.6 65.0
Kinross Ave. e/o Gayley Ave. 30 353 668 6680 64.4 61.5 59.7 66.1 63.1 61.3

0 0 #VALUE! - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Lindbrook Dr. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 35 414 601 6010 63.9 61.4 59.9 65.5 63.1 61.5
Lindbrook Dr. between Westwood Blvd. and Glendon Avenue 35 692 838 8380 65.3 62.9 61.3 67.0 64.5 63.0
Lindbrook Dr. e/o Glendon Ave. 35 1077 1489 14890 67.8 65.4 63.8 69.5 67.0 65.5
Kinross Ave. e/o Gayley Ave. 30 378 730 7300 64.8 61.8 60.1 66.5 63.5 61.7

0 0 #VALUE! - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Lindbrook Dr. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 35 576 801 8005 65.1 62.7 61.1 66.8 64.3 62.8
Lindbrook Dr. between Westwood Blvd. and Glendon Avenue 35 826 1005 10050 66.1 63.7 62.1 67.7 65.3 63.7
Lindbrook Dr. e/o Glendon Ave. 35 1211 1656 16560 68.3 65.8 64.3 69.9 67.5 65.9
Kinross Ave. e/o Gayley Ave. 30 377 726 7260 64.8 61.8 60.1 66.4 63.5 61.7

0 0 #VALUE! - - - - - -

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 67.9% 19.4% 9.7% 97.0%
Lindbrook Dr. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 1.2 1.6 1.3 1.6 Medium Truck 1.4% 0.4% 0.2% 2.0%
Lindbrook Dr. between Westwood Blvd. and Glendon Avenue 0.8 1.2 0.7 1.2 Heavy Truck 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 1.0%
Lindbrook Dr. e/o Glendon Ave. 0.5 0.9 0.4 0.9 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0%
Kinross Ave. e/o Gayley Ave. 0.0 0.4 -0.1 0.3

0 - - - -

Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes
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Roadway Traffic Noise Calculations
Refined Option 1

4 of 4

Project: Wilshire Gayley

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Wilshire Blvd. between Veteran Ave. & Gayley Ave. 35 5785 4991 57850 74.5 71.7 70.0 76.1 73.3 71.6
Wilshire Blvd. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 35 4962 4205 49615 73.8 71.0 69.3 75.5 72.7 71.0
Wilshire Blvd. between Westwood Blvd. & Glendon Ave. 35 4535 3939 45345 73.4 70.6 69.0 75.1 72.3 70.6
Wilshire Blvd. e/o Glendon Ave. 35 4372 3924 43720 71.7 69.6 68.2 73.4 71.2 69.8

0 0 #VALUE! - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Wilshire Blvd. between Veteran Ave. & Gayley Ave. 35 6231 5684 62310 74.8 72.0 70.3 76.5 73.7 72.0
Wilshire Blvd. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 35 5372 4877 53715 74.2 71.4 69.7 75.8 73.0 71.3
Wilshire Blvd. between Westwood Blvd. & Glendon Ave. 35 4934 4572 49335 73.8 71.0 69.3 75.4 72.6 71.0
Wilshire Blvd. e/o Glendon Ave. 35 4695 4345 46950 72.1 69.9 68.5 73.7 71.6 70.1

0 0 #VALUE! - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Wilshire Blvd. between Veteran Ave. & Gayley Ave. 35 6279 5735 62785 74.8 72.1 70.4 76.5 73.7 72.0
Wilshire Blvd. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 35 5384 4742 53840 74.2 71.4 69.7 75.8 73.0 71.3
Wilshire Blvd. between Westwood Blvd. & Glendon Ave. 35 4958 4491 49580 73.8 71.0 69.3 75.5 72.7 71.0
Wilshire Blvd. e/o Glendon Ave. 35 4720 4368 47200 72.1 69.9 68.5 73.7 71.6 70.2

0 0 #VALUE! - - - - - -

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 67.9% 19.4% 9.7% 97.0%
Wilshire Blvd. between Veteran Ave. & Gayley Ave. 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 Medium Truck 1.4% 0.4% 0.2% 2.0%
Wilshire Blvd. between Gayley Ave. and Westwood Blvd. 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 Heavy Truck 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 1.0%
Wilshire Blvd. between Westwood Blvd. & Glendon Ave. 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0%
Wilshire Blvd. e/o Glendon Ave. 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.3

0 - - - -

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL
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