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Enviramenml Review Section C EIVED
%] Nexth Figuaroe St Room 1300 CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Las Angeles, Ca, 90012
DEC 012000
Re: NOP Paiazzo Westwood
Casc No ETR Na. 2D00-3213 ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT
Dear Mr. Lino:
varax: /3 §Bo - 55¥R
mamwwmmoumm Jon. § itring th Im,dmswhummhtﬂ
3m¢1md-tdliomh=26.:murinzal ------ i giadission, snxdy mnd selysis o the
draft EIR for the shove project. l‘ ‘ .
Thisisyetandlu'emﬂ'wu';iﬂpq'ﬁ.hamnsu'iumnd propemed for s size in recent
yETL Airmdymeh:veuuﬂd!hnp-ujnua idential Beverly ater becmse of its bualk wnd scaie.
Thepojnaupq-saﬂ.mof:halmﬁz excoptions and exe pimlnght.qclntnhm
been planned, ignoring the specifics of the Wesw Village Spesific )
inqﬂammly:vﬂmﬁn:wqiuaimmdm e Specific Plmn, mu:lﬂhr.mtorq:mmd
msid:pu;’cazm:nﬂvu:allrmiﬂmﬁﬂw ixdd nsa, developed ung the Speciic Plan criteria
lna'damwtlumﬂ:::mdmwﬂnﬁmd: estwoad Village Spexif Plun we reqame the EIR:
¥ ldmﬁfy-chSp:iﬁcPhnc::;tim t, by it cOrTeggo mmeSpdﬁ:
Plen suzmber, along with & detailed lmnxtion why the elpeption is acx:ght OF precEEmary.
The project remidential uses density than the resident |unshy;n-ninduﬂ='mo
Wesrwood Villege Specific Plan. : i
b, We requext the EIR idmaify the num of rexidertial unify pormitied for this site wndar the
Westwood Village Specific Plan, '1 the criterin st 0 ﬁhmﬁcﬁgﬁﬂcmﬁ
ududhsmymtnmmd;-khnmdumuﬁy ol Plemar idertify fre FAR permined
wﬁ:sﬁ&:m&ﬁsﬁ.m&em ¢ fowth in the Spacific Plan.
The;ruju:tMmdmdmmBmdmlmdminaﬁumi the wndergroand perkmg

muﬂmmwﬂmﬁ:ﬂmm yingle project.
. Pleass revicw end comryert in the o the logalities o [se wought exsement, in effect tre

i afmmmuebywpmtndu Jore m arder to build the project to the
s:qn.ﬂiemddmﬁ!qulﬂ- '

The developer tmcks 3 density bons by in ' o1 wadlalament in the projecs design.
R:lph:wai;iuﬂyidmﬁﬁadatupﬂﬂil 3 yropemedt b ,m-ﬂ.ﬂ:mnkl..nd;hljmt
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wil] bind the doveloper to
the commercial lament i




mmmmmiyrqmraﬂmlmmhmumm the muly level parking
sructire and one entranice/exist for anto raffic inrvd the muld level g smucnre for the coxmmercial
clement

e. Plesse require the EIR to idemify the pumbers of parking gpeces required under the Spezific
Plan and ar the City eade for the residentig] el=sment, md o the commercial element

|

lhcprm::m’ll require removal of parking spaca] on surface lors within the project
and explam how,are they being

site. How many surface parking mhcmgghm' o
accammodared within d:: 3 level md:rg‘mmd garsge.

leraqnmadat:i‘leﬂm!wuof the mzto traffic W1l fow in and ot of the Glandon
p::nl,lndwhnmiupﬁmmm required to provait a backup of auto traffic ioto

Weyburn from the Glendon portal. rquhﬂ:cdmﬂhwmidmﬁ:lminin
the building west of Glepdon will be from the sige
Plesse require b detailed vehicle flow patern for eazh Jeve
up of vehicles will be prevented during peak use hours. Idg
parking sreas within each level of l-
Plense idstify how the drug store will be servicad by cong
the adequacy of anly rwo cuck wells o service the prope i 60,000-aq. £ markst. Plexse

nddress the overall adequacy nt'cumTa-nnl vehicle sccesg to the cormmercial element of the

project
The developer is requeming a widening afﬂ-:a:idn"plhalmg Glendao

f  Plepss arsalyzs the Inpaets of imﬁcﬂow;lmg endan a3 the consequence of this
rexnest. Fle:.sae:phmwhyunna:esmymmm jdend i

The projeet mlisfm-"ﬁ:emud"prdmmﬁaﬁm_ ) of the resid ..; elcnent

B lerqmadmldh:dsﬂpng'hfwabdm. oy the “themed™ gardens. The
will be sited on what in cffiec is the roof level of fhe commercial element. It is nox

* is piarmed for this G vel residential o sgjlspace end where, Plese require 2
detailed site plan. ; _

Ihepog:dprupmau-hwmanﬂq:um is within a dense
y adjecent to these propoied s

h. Ploase pss=ss the environmenul im on residential un
and identify what mitigation is requiréd, such as douhle B & windows, extarior wall
muniation, etc,
Please alsn address the environments| imperzs of resider uses being sited at the project Lee

line adjecent to an alley thae provides) croial defiveryiaccess to the weet riilding of the
p-:ue:tmdﬂ:emmmllhuﬂdmgs the east sids of B alley.

The developer is seeking madificetion of setbvack r ents and heigh

i Plnsaarplmnwhys:th:k Tequirements lmad:pm of the Wea
what circumemness justify s waiver. t
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projest beyond the scopo wnd ::alepmmﬂ:dmdﬂth Specific Plan.
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i Plicase require the EIR 10 indﬂﬂbldﬂi apalysis of cach
amendment actioos xd il other dimaiu%a'y actions Ted

Yours gruly,

Tom Paterson

Office Manager

Holmby- Westwood Property Ovners Assocration

1081 Westwood Blvd
Los Angeles Ca., 950024
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MadisonMarquette

No. 27
December 1, 2000
ECEIVED

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL DEC 04 2000
Mr. Jirnmy Liao ENVIRO NMENTAL
Project Coordinator 7 UNIT
City of Los Angeles

221 N. Figueroa Street, Room 1599
Los Angeles, California 50012

Re: : 0. .32
Dear Mr. Liao:

We are writing in reply to the notce of preparation for the Pzlazzo Westwood project, Madison
Marquette is the owner and/or manager of the former Bullock’s Westwood building at the intersection
of Weybum and Glendon and & number of other buildings on or near Westwood Boulevard, adjacent 1o
or in the vicinity of the project site.

As we are now underway with our project to revitalize the former Bullock’s building and other
properties nearby, we welcome other new development in Westwood. As you will see below, we
mainly have questions so that we can understand the impacts that might occur from the construction and
use of the Palazzo project and to ask that you consider a]] appropriate mitigation measures.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

s Where will the “nophabitable” architectura] elements be located ir the project and
what are the heights?

o What is the current width of the sidewalks and street?

e How many lanes of traffic will be accommodated on the street after itis narrowed?
» Exactly how close to the adjoining properties will be the excavation?

« How many feet deep will the excavation be?

« Where will loading operations occur within the project?

CONSTRUCTION ISSUES

e What is the construction schedule both in terms of start and duration and howrs of construction?

« How will the canstruction interfere with pedestrian and vehicular access to adjoining and nearby
properties? '

e ‘What sre the haﬁl Toutes?

e Wil the alley and Weyburn be open at all times? If not, why not and what will be the access
partern?

«  What measures can be required 1o ensure normal access 10 adjoining properties?

« What type of impacts might oceur from excavaton?

1400 Mendnn Averms Swite 1900 Lns Angales. Californis 80024 Tel: 810/443-7500 Fax: 310/908-7604 wuno.modisonmarqueite.com
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City of Los Angeles
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o How will the adjoining properties be protected?

e 'Will tie-backs be required for underground shoring and where? If so, what provisions
ar¢ going to be made to obtain access rights from adjoining properties?

« How will the historic buildings in the area be protected?

EARTH (DEMOLITION / GRADING)

e Where may subsidence occur? Also see our questions above regarding excavaton.
e What possible damage to adjoining properties could be caused by the possible subsidence?
s What specific steps will be taken to mitigate any potentiel impacts?

AIB QUALITY

e What are the air quality impacts on 2djoining properties during construction?
« How much dust will there be from excavation?

e How will adjoining properties be protected during grading and excavation?

WATER
¢ What changes in drainage and runoff are anticipated?
¢ How will these affect adjoining properties?

+ Will there be initigation for op-site detention?

LAND TISE

¢ Exactly what language is proposed for the amendments to the Westwood Village Specific Plan?

« How will the armendments ensure that other impacts may not result from others using the new
provisions?

e What are the cultural resource impacts from the proposed amendments? See below for further
cultural resource questions.

e  Given need for amendments to the existing Specific Plan, will there significant land use impacts?

NATURAL RESOQURCES / RISK OF UPSET

« Have Phase I and/or Phase II environmental studies been completed? If so, will they be included in
the EIR?

« How much methane is at the site? What mitigation measures will be used for safety during
construction? What mitigation measures will be included n the project long term?

s In addition to methane, what other gases exist on site? Is there hydrogen suifide?

s What is the potential for impacts to adjoining properties from these issues and what measures will -

be implemented to protect adjoining properties during and after construction?
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HAZARDS
e As asked above, what are the hanl routes?

o How will the adjoining and nearby properues and their patrons be protected from soil
contamination and asbestos?

TRAFFIC/PARKING

s  What will be the ingress and egress condition on Glendon?

o What is the anticipated queue length into the parking structure on Glendon?

» How many lanes will there be?

» Wil there be any twrn pocket lanes?

¢ Hitis only one lane north bound, what is the impact on cars proceeding north on Glendon past the
project's parking structure?

e  What will be the impact from the sireet narrowing on fire and emergency vehicle access?

+ How close to Weybumn will the parking structure entrance be?

+ During and after construction what will the impact be on the alley?

» Wil adjoining properties be able to use the alley berween Glendon and Westwood for loading and
unloading at all times?

e Wil there be on street parking on Glendon?

e How is the loss of the existing public parldng at the site compensated for?

» How many trucks can accommodated on site for loading?

o How many trucks sre projected daily and when?

e Is there enough capacity for the truck 10 stage on site or will they be lined up on the street?

CULTURAL RESQOURCES

e What impact will the height and location of the new project have on the adjoining cultural
resources, including the former Bullock's building and approximately six other buildings identified
as cultural resources under the plsn? |

« Does the project conform to the Specific Plan's requirement for 2 historic certificate of
appropriateness? '

« Why does the notice of preparation not mention potential cultural resource impacts on the adjoining
and nearby cultural resources?

« Exhibit 3 states a conclusion but does not analyze why there are no impacts on the former
Bullock's; shouldn't this be covered in the EIR's discussion of potential cultural resource impacts?

«  What is the cultural resource impact on the existing view corridor up Glendon to the former
Bullock's building from narrowing the street and exceeding the height and setback limits on both

sides of the sweet? See below.
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AESTHETICS

«  Will the EIR discuss the potential gesthetic impacts from namowing Glendon, exceeding the height
limmits and setback requirements and amending the Specific Plan?

UTILITY SERVICES
e The notice of preparation does not mention any potential impacts 10 SEWEIS, electrical service; fire
flow and water flow.

« What s the available sewer capacity in the area?

e Does DWP have sufficient infrastructure in the area to serve the project?

» Whatis the capacity of the water systemn and fire flow systemn”?

e What impacts will there be o utilities, such as electrical and sewer service?
e What utilities are located under Glendon? How will these be rerouted? |
«  Are there any utilities within the alley? If so, will they be affected?

CONCLUSION

Thank you for the oppornmiry to ask that these questions be addressed in the EIR. We look forward 10
reviewing the EIR.

Michael A, Tewslt _
Vice President, Development

MAT:mg
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Ed Reyes or Jimmy Liao, Project Coordinators
22IN. Figueroa St, Room 1500

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: EIR No. 2000-3213

To whom it may concern,

My husband and I have lived at 10844 Weyburn Avenue since April 1999, We are both doctors continuing
our specialized waining education at UCLA Medical Center. Our desire to live in & quie: neighberiood
within & short walking distance ied us to the apanument we now live in. We live in amenvironment where
there are 8 units including our own, We have cormmitted ourselves to living here for 3 years, We regard
our zpartment as we would our house. In fact it is much fike a little house. It faces Weyburn between
Hilgard and Tiverton. We have grear concerns regarding a decrease in our standard of Eving. We do not
condone a project which would change the peacefilness of our surroundings. Havmg spoken with several
neighbors who bave rented their apartments here for approximarely ten years, it is my understanding that
they have concerns similar 1o our own. ‘My husband and I do pot want an increase in traffic (3 wark
- trucks) and first and foremost an incresse in the noisc level. We would be directly affected by early traffic
and construction crews arriving daily. Can you promise that these wrucks will oot take residential routes in
and out of our area? I am 0ot 50 sure, as we live on one of the main side streets to your proposed venure.
I do not see the bepefit to the neighbarhood to have our streets widened, meaning an increase in traffic. I
. am glready too aware of the great difficulty in getting through our area every Thursday when there is 2
Farmer’'s Market on Weyburn. Add a big grocery store and whar will the traffic be like on a daily basis
right in frant of our home? Not1o mention the aunosphers of 2 fairly quier living space. To sddress the
areas you have listed a5 having a possible environmenta] impact where can I start? #2 onthe listis a
prablem.  Just where will this hauling and construction take place? Surely it will not be limited 1o the site.
T am assuming trucks of same Jdnd will be hauling debris, and dir right through the arez where we live,
Would your familics appreciate an increase in the dust they breathe in. We walk to work every day and
ofien righr down Weyburn How will you protect the residents in this neighborhood from developing aduh
onset asthma? This project will do what to the nature we enjoy in our landscape? I am not a “wree hugger™
bowever we enjoy the trees adjacent 1o our home. These trees add much charm 1o where and why we chose
to live hare. When we are home we do not fee! a3 though we are surrounded by sky rise buildings. We
chose 10 live here becanse # is a residential neighborhood.  This project is proposing a change in thet very
environment 1o make it commercial We do not want our streer widened 10 epable mare maffic to come and
go more smoothly. It is an increase in traffic op our srrest we do not want, We do nor wanr & light
intersection constructed at the intersection of Weyburn and Tiverton either. Right now, we believe there is
no need and we do not want this projest to rasult in that peed. Additionally, Widening our sireet oAll result
in cutring down the trees we'and many pzople enjoy daily. They are a beautiful and natural part of this
landscape where we live. The tree in our bay window means a lot to me, as I ofen sit in my living room
admiring the scenery it presents. It lends 2 feeling of privacy to us and we do not want that enriching
aspect of our horse destroyed. We see it and enjoy it every day.

oAl b o Your heme and LonSidied~on .
%Mq

%Qﬂu—\#‘r—

Jason and Jannifer Merrirt h
10844 Weyburn Ave,
Los Anpelas, CA 90024
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No. 29

Deceamber 4, 2000
[ RE
Mr. Jimmy Liso Project Coordipator CEIVED
Eqvircomental Review Section CITY OF LOS ANGELES
City of Los Angeles
am’ﬁsg’ﬁfﬁm 1500 i DEC 04 2000
. : : ,
E ENVIRO
Re: NOP Palazzo Wesrwood ! ! ONMENTAL
Casz No. EIR No. 2000-3213 [ \
Dear Ms. Lisc: !
Via FAX: 213-588-5542 |
m;mqumaWGW 'ymml’rihymmherl
regarding the sbove project. : l
Wehawmiuwudthoprl&igplntphnmdnppl'mul commenterdisnbmitted by the syplicant.
It is estimated the project will requive 3 yexrs of cchatructi
m:whmthnddnglmmbhm oachitnent permit I- vacation under
Glendon Avenus 1o arcammonate the subroerenesy perking. We prow ¢ this means the closing and
removel of Glendon Avesrue for the durstion of th project. The garag pojﬂitdnuihduumiﬁng
1.5 manths start to finish, ichding 4-manths forgrading and 115 bahs for construction of the pwage.

: I
ltappw:hnppﬁaﬂmndhnﬂhpdﬂhq.&hﬁy \ght withour the subsurface
vocation of Glandan. The clogure of Glenden wasmisch m s in | previous project We
request an additianal ject alternative be od in the ETR for ff poﬂ,ifhﬁti’ﬂ!ku
peoposed goes forwxrd. We the EIR definh a parmisible proydy in aquare foot, mesting the
- requirements of the Westwood Village hn, exciuding sy -aal o fuce vacation of Glendan.

The panting of the subsarface vacation to the do bloper appesrs to cc it .lgilimicvﬂmby
the City of Los Angeles to the deveioper. Plesse Yond the aquare fgge o of the surface wea of the
mwﬁumm#mhuﬂﬁ,mdw muvﬂuqmﬂummdmﬁe
ma:havlluenfug-ojmlmdmm:ﬂ:of flendon. The envirghm mtna] impact of the closure of

Glenden fixr 15,5 moaths must be addreaged in &

Wemmamﬁmnfmcpnﬁcdu 0P il the fillongpg is accamplished. The subsurface
vacation of Glendan raises significant public polidy nd legal issucs thy should he resolved pricer to the
mmmtoftheudeam-':nm piec cannet go farwe npqadwiﬁnzh-m'ﬁz
vacetion. ‘
Womnqhimﬁmmepi’muﬂ’ nnjing regending the raghes for the subsurface vacstian snd
the cloving of Glendon for construction. Wo Uk jss request wn opindin from the LA City Azeney
mdhsm:lcp!iqafmquu.‘ Sciting, © eppropris || ory citations mnd city approvel
Fudmfwmme“:ﬂ-rﬁc o, Whe public sppre mk-mmmm
subsurface vacation? What is the rignif gee of n “revocable Linirince encroachment permit for

soughit
xn entire block?
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Wealsomnhupubliemafdssequut.pmm
muﬁaﬁmswdwmdﬂ&uofﬁh )
and between City of Los Angeles depanmants,
and the subsrface vacstion under Glendon.
commumication Bily within the scope of privileged | i

Webﬁmmeﬁgﬁﬁammmshwﬁtﬂdhamhdpﬁ EtonyCity of Los Angeles sction
togofarwndwianOPmdmfa'ﬁepojm. i '

e ||

Office Manager »
Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association

CC: Board
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SAVE WESTWOOD VILLAGE

Dedicated 1o Quality Revitalizution

Decamber 4, 2000

Mr. Ed Reyes
221 N. Figueroa St,, Room 1500
Los Angelzs, CA 90012

" RECEIVED
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

DEC 042000 -

Re: ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

Palazzo Westwood
EIR No. 2000.3213

Response to NOP

Dear Mr. Reves!

We are making the following comments, under protest, to

the NOP for the above project. We submit these without in any

way waiving our objections, and we hereby reiterate our previous
objections to continuation of the NOP and EIR process for this
project at this time. A copy of my letter to you dated November 30,
2000 is attached and incorporated herein by this reference.

A. Pre-existing Project. For the reasons set forth in my enclosed
letter of November 30, 2000, this NOP and entire EIR process
should be suspended, withdrawn or otherwise terminated until such
time as (a) the pre-existing project on this very same property
(including all of its numerous aspects) is formally withdrawn or
otherwise terminated; and (b) we receive timely notice of all
matters regarding this property.

B. No Notice Although we are an appellant of record on various
pending appeals on the pre-existing project on this very same
property and have also received notices from the City on the pre-
existing project in the past, we did not receive the NOP for this
project, but had to Jearn about it “through the grapevine.”

C. Time Duress. I received materials on this NOP by fax from you
on Friday, We were given only one business day to review this
material.

D. Incomplete Material. Upon reviewing the 10 pages of materials
you faxed me on Friday, it is apparent on its face that this is not a
complete copy of the relevant marerials. In particular, missing are
the original Notice of Preparation referred 1o on the first page of the

1093 Broxion Ave, Box G20, L A., CA 500124 Phone/Fax (310) 358.7622
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fax, as well as the Attachments described as "Vicinity Map, Radius Map, Site Plan.”

Subject to the above objections, all of which are hereby preserved, we submit the following
comments: »

1. Acreage. The property is described as 4.98 acres. This presents the same issue as the
pre-existing project, and is pot accurate unless all of Glendon Avenue is included. The
actual property owned by the developers is approximately 4 8¢res, pot approximately 5 acres
as is being represented.

a. Please ensure that the acreage is measured and described accurately.

b. Is Glendon Avenue O &Ry portion of public right of way (£.B.. sidewalks) being
included in the acreage calculation for this project?

c. What amount of acreage are the FAR calculations based on?
d. What is the true permitted buildzble for this propeny, using only the tand owned

by the developers, and calculating it strictly under the existing Specific Plan and other
applicable laws, including corner commercial, taking into account permitted height, setbacks,

~ minimmum gpartment sizes, etc.?

2. Street Vacation. The project involves 2t least two partial vacations of Glendon Avenue:
approximately half the surface, and the entire subsurface.

This raises a similar issue to that involved in the pre-existing project. Under
California Streets & Highways §8333, private easements arc owned by all properties in the
original subdivision tract map and are not extinguished by vacation of the public easement.
Owners have up to tWo years 10 record notices of non-extinguishment with the county
recorder.

Under Danielson v. Sykes, 157 Cal. 686 (1910), this private casement extends to all
streets in the subdivision, not just those gbutting pmicuiar lots.

Under Noreross.y Adams, 263 C.A-2d 362, 365, 367 (1968), the city may also be
liable. '

When this issue came up in the pre-existing project, approximately 1,600 potential
claimants for damages were identified.

a. What are the legal and economic consequences of a proposed partial strest
vacation, especially the city's possible economic liability?




DEE s, GaGEee 1 20 o RAM incal Asscclates I e St P T T B,

Mr. Ed Reyes

Re: Palazzo Westwood
December 4, 2000
Page3

b. How will the project be impacted if notices of non-extinguishment cloud title of
the property?

¢ How much extra buildable does the developer get by such @ vacation?

d. With respect to the subsurface vacation, what are the consequences to surrounding
property and business owners during the construction period — the new tenants scheduled 10
open in the Macy's building in the fail 2001 (including Expo Design Center, Ralph's Fresh
Fare Market which have been formaly announced, and also possibly Long's Drugstore and
Bed Bath & Beyond in negotiations), the recently renovated Arden building which is now
almost fully leased, the other smaller businesses along Glendon, emergency vehicle access to
the UCL A hospital and the Westwoad Horizons retirement community?

e. How will 2 narrowed Glendon Ave. impact traffic circulation in the Village,
especially with regard to the anticipated impact of the new multi-tenant retail at the Macy's
building, the filling up of the Arden building, the completion of the Legacy Apartments on
Wilshire just cast of Glendon and the various other large multi-family projects under
construction in the Wilshire Corridor, and emergency vehicle access to the hospital and
Westwood Horizons retirement community?

£ How will the existence of a subsurface garage affect the ability of emergency
vehicles, trucks and other traffic to traverse Glendon Ave.?7 This was also an issve in the pre-
existing project - when the street was to be replaced over the subsurface garage, it was not
going to be strong enough to carry such vehicles. The same issue has arisen in Pasadena,
where the old mall on Colorado Blvd. is being torn down — the street over the subterransan
garage is not strong enough to handle regular traffic.

3. Glendon Manor Historic Building. This project proposes 10 demolish the aparment
building at 1070 Glendon Avenue. This building was declared historic by the State in 1998
after voluminous hearings and proceedings at which the developers were abundantly
reprasented. Glendon Manor was built in 1325. It is one of only twelve original buildings
remaining in the Westwood Specific Plan area, and as evidenced by provisions in its original
grant deed and contemporansous press articles, is closely associated with the opening of the
UCL A campus here in that same year. '

We are enclosing copies of the State's notice of determination, minutes of the hearing
(excluding attachments other than Glendon Manor) at which that determination was made,
and formal findings of fact determined after a second hearing.

a. What alternatives are there to demolishing this historic structure? 1t is, after all,
residential property and the propsed project is primarily residential. Why not incorporate this
building into the project?
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b. Include as an alternative and/or required mitigation that this building must be
rehabilitated and incorporated into the residential portion of the project. As & state-
designated historic building, it qualifies for a more lenjent building code and various tax

. bl‘e.aks. K

c. Include as an altemative and/or mitigation that this building must be offered for
sale to those who would preserve it. '

d. We understand that the building currently houses seniors and/or disabled and/or
Jow jncome tenants, What is the impact of demolishing this type of affordable housing in
Westwood?

e As an historic building, what other impacts does this have on the proposed project
~ e.g., height restrictions, setback requirements, subsurface vacation restrictions.

4. Relationship with Pre-Existing Project. A tract map was approved for the pre-exisiting
project that includes among other things the vacation of Glendon Avenue, re-draws lot lines

on the eastern half of this very same propenty and creates commercial condominiums, which
is currently on appeal. In addition, numerous other approvals were given for various matrers
in connection with the pre-existing project (including, e.g., use of the State Pedestrian Mall

LBW for Glendan Avanue which tmﬁ}:tgd-“th%‘ﬂ& apprcwed -SII'.&EI..V_ﬂGaﬂ_O_D)s some Qf_.‘ﬁh} Ch I

are also currently on appeal, and others for which no wririen notice of determination was ever
sent so appeal ime not triggercd.

a. What exactly is the status of pre-existing projest and each of the decisions,
determinations and apprevals made in connection therewith?

b. What part, if any, of the approvals for the pre-existing project might be used for
this project?

c. Will forma) withdrawal or termination of the pre-existing project (and al! of its
numerous aspects) be a condition of this project going forward?

5. Parking. The developers claim that their proposed parking meets the requirements of
both the Specific Plan and Municipal Code.

a. Provide a clear, unambiguous and detailed description of how this conclusion is
reached | i.e., detailed calculations of required parking,

b. How many of the 1,550 proposed spaces are reserved for residential use, and how
many for retail use?
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c¢. How many spaces are replacements for the currently available public parking on
the site -- note that the vast majority of the property consists of surface parking lots available
for public parking,

d. How many spaces are replacements for the lost on-street parking?

¢. Exactly how much on-street parking will be lost — ¢.g., by the narrovnng of
Glendon Avenue, and along Tiverton and Weyburn?

f How many spaces are replacemnents for covenantéd parking on the existing lots?

g. Will the retail parking be available for use by customers Village-wide, or only for
customers of businesses on site?

h. Will the retail parking provide 2-hour free parking or otherwise be part of a
Villege-wide validation system?

6. Amendment of Specific Plan. The Specific Plan was carefully researched and negotiated
among all the various Westwood constituencies over a period of several years -- businesses,
property owners (specifically including the active participation of the developers’
predecessors in interest on this very property), homeowners, UCLA, etc. The final result was
based on a fully integrated view of the Village as 2 whole, and involved numerous negotiated
compromises by all parties.

a. Why can't the developers, who knew the terms of the Specific Plan before they
acquired the property, build within the Specific Plan? If they didn't think they could
profitably do so, then they shouldn't have acquired the property.

b. The alternatives must include a project that substantially complies with the
Specific Plan, and does not require amendments of the Plan.

c¢. The Specific Plan cannot be amended for the benefit of one project. What is the
impact on all the other property owners who don't get such special treatrent?

d. The Specific Plan cannot be amended on the basis of 2 project EIR. The EIR for
the Specific Plan itself is more than ten years old. If amendments are contemplated, then the
entire Spemﬁc Plan area should be looked at comprehensively, as an integrated whole in light
of current circumnstances {including, ¢.g., the State historic dasignation of Glendon Ma.nur
increased traffic, new development at UCLA and in Wilshire Corridor), and a new
Plan EIR shouid be prepared involving all the various constituencies.
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e. Provide the specific language for the proposed Specific Plan amendments 25 part
of the EIR, rather than springing themn on the public a few days before public hearings as »as
done with the pre-existing project.

7. Tragt Map and other Approvals. :

a. Are there any tract map approvals involved in this projest? If so, specify what

they are in detail. '

b. Specify in precise, clear and unambiguous detail all other approvals that are
required or being sought, &.g., conditional use permits, liquor licenses, efc. == how many, in -
what locations, on-site, off-site, antertainment, number, types and sizes of restaurants, etc.

c. Specify details on "lot tie agreement,” and density transfers.

d. What signage variances are contemplated — for what businesses, what kinds of
signs, etc.

8. Variances/Exceptions. Does this project qualify for any variances of exceptions under
the existing legal standards for such determinations? If so, what are they? If not, why not?

9. Byjldable/Density Calculations. We understand thar the proposed number of apartments

is approximatety 150% more density than the developers are entitled to under the existing
law.

a Brovide a detailed description and calculation of what buildable the developers are
entitled to under the Specific Plan and other applicable laws, including corner commercial.

b. Sj:vecify exactly what bonuses the developer is relying on, e.g., neighborhood
serving uses, residential above commercial, density transfers (and from where), etc., and how
much additional square footageis gatned for cach.

c. How does the actual proposel differ from what they are entitled to under existing
law?

d. What is the miminum square footage size for apartments under existing law?

e. How are proposed tenant amenities, e.g., pool, healthclub, gardens, factored into
the caleulations?

10. Commercial Encroachment. The Specific Plan raquires the iots fronting on Tiverton to
be residential if a hotel is not built, What are the impacts of permitting commercial use {even
though no commercial 26CEss, there will apparently be 2 blank wall at stre=t ievel) on this
small, primarily residential ctreet? How will it affect the value of nearby residential
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properties? What possible justification for such encroachment, especially as 2 Ralph's
grocery is definitely not going into this project.

11. Grocery Store. A full-service Ralph's Fresh Fare Market is now going into the Macy's
building across the strest from this project, as announced publicly on November 30, 2000.
Apparently, the developers of Palazze Westwood were hoping that Raiph's would come into
their project, which is now clearly not going to happen.

& What business will go into the space designated for a grocery store? Will it be 2
grocery or something else? If a grocery, which one? .

b: How do you realistically protect against granting bonuses for something that may
not actually happen, or that changes a year or so after being built, as happened when Irvine
Ranch Market went out of the project at Moraga and Sepulveda, which is now used for
offices instead of being neighborhood-serving?

12. Heisht/Setbacks. What justification is there for permitting excess height or reduced
setbacks for this project, and/or for re-defining how height or setbacks are measured for this
project? Why can't the developer build within the height and setbacks provided under the
Specific Plan, which were specifically designated in order to preserve the low-rise, small-
scale Village atmosphere against encroachment by high-rises such as the Arden building
(iropically being cited by the developer as an ostensible reason for such redefinitions).

13. Affordable Housing/Public Amenities/Public Access. -
a, Is there any affordable housing/low income housing being provided in this project?

b. Are any public amenities being provided in this project?

| c. Will there be a public access through the middle of the block between Tiverton
Ave. and Glendon Ave., and between Glendon Ave, and Westwood Blvd.?

14, RBicycle Spaces. The proposed project is exactly the type of project where more rather
than less bicycle spaces should be provided -« bicyeles are a perfect means for residents in
the 350 units of the projsct to get around the Village and nearby UCL A campus. What
justifications are there for lowering the number of bicycle spaces?

15. Traffic. Conduct all new traffic studies. Assume ful] occupancy of surrounding
buildings, including all the high-rise office buildings and the apartments and condos in the
Wiishire Corridor, and full occupancy of the retail space in the Village, especially with the
new multi-tenant retail uses coming onlfine in the Macy's building. In addition, in caleulating
wraffic from UCLA, do not simply extrapolate from projections in the long-range
development plan which is what was done for the pre-existing project -- take into account
UCLA's occupancy in the Village as well as on campus, the new grad student housing being
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built on Veteran south of Strathmore with provisions for another 2,400 cars, the new hospital,

the new extension school in the Gap building, ete.

Picase call me directly at 310-470-0770 if you have any questions. Fhank you.

enc,

Very tﬂﬂy

o-Pms:d nt
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FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC.
WILSHIRE GLENDON ASSOCIATES

CENTER WEST, LIMITED
Via Fax 213-580-6542
[ REC
Dscember 4, 2000 CITY OF LES,AKGELEDS

Ed Reyes DEC 04 2000
Environmental Review Section ,

Los Angeles City Planning Department | E”V'RgﬁgENTAL
221 N. Figueroa St.

Logs Angeles, CA 30012

Re: EIR 2000-32213 Notice of Preparation Palazzo Westwood
Dear Mr. Reyes:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond on the Notice of Preparation for Palazzo
Westwood. This letter is in behalf of Friends of Westwoad, Inc., Center West , Limited,
and Wilshire Glendon Associates. :

Amending Specific Plan: The Specific Pian is now eleven yaars old. ltis Inat
appropriate to amend the plan for a singie project, but rather, to prepare a plan-area
EIR and identify changes that benafit all stakeholders, not just this applicant

The applicant has not shown why he cannot build within the envelope permitted
by the plan, which is twice the buildable allowed under Prop U.

Please provide a baseline of entitlements under the plan, before showing the
requested entilements. in other words, what the.applicant is entitled to by right, and

_what additional entitliements he is geeking. In instances where additional entitlements
sre baing requestied, please indicate the public benefit

Acreage: 4.98 acres is not accurate. Our caleulation is approximately 4 acres.
Please correct this figure. | had pointed this out in my earlier letter (Ocicber 31, 2000)
and it was not corrected. The density permitted on this property shouid be reduced
accordingly. '

Glendon Manor: Since 1888, when the Wastwood Viliage Specific Plan was adopied
the State of California provided a method whersby iocal groups eould norninate a

building to the State Cultural Heritage Commission. This was done successiully by
Save Waestwood Village and Friends of Westwood mare than two years ago.
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This is not a delay tactic: two develapers would like to buy and restore this historic

building. Please provide a mitigation measure of offering this building for sale at
fair market vajue o that it can be preserved.
Please provide an alternative project that has Glendon Manor preserved and
respects the helght restrictions for bulldings adjacent to cultural resources.

Thus there is now more than one way to be designated a cultural resource, and this is
not reflected in the current specific plan.

Please note that the destruction of a cultu:él resolirce within Westwood Village denies
the applicant the nght fo a subsurface vacation, samething that he is requesting.

Density: Pleass state what the permitied density is under the plan. Whet percent
incremse is 350 units? The application states some units would be as small as 750
square feet. This would violate the R-3 density Q econdition for Westwood Village
which requires a2 minimum of B0 square feet per unit.

Would the requested density constitute R-4 or R-5 density”?

Please state base density and then the density granted for bonus with mi:ﬁed-use
projects and any other bonuses.

Contrary to recent statements made by Mr. Casden in the Los Angeles Business
Journal, there was never a plan for high dengity housing in the Village, only in the
Wilshire Corridor. There j& still the highest density permitted in the City in the
Wilshire Corridor of Westwood. Indeed, there is considerabie high dansity housing
currently under construction in the Westwood Wilshire Scanic Corridor.

The Village Specific Plan was designed to preserve the Village as 3 low-rise,
pedestrian oriented, Until 1989 there was no height limit for the Village. This height
limit was agreed to by all parties: the City, UCLA, 'LABC, community groups, and
property owners. : .

Affordable Housing: There s a dearth of affordable housing on the Westside. It does
not make sense to demolish axisting housing {Glendon Manor, 42 units).

The applicant does not indicate if any of the proposed housing is to be affordabie.

Glendon Avenue: Wide (17 foot) sidewalks are commendabie if they come froem the
applicant's property, not Glendon. Please analyze the following impacts of reducing
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Glendon Avenus by 50 percent:

» What is the impact in additional buildable creating the sidewalks from Glendon

Avenus in terms of square foctage and percant of additional buildabie?

How many an-street parking spaces are jost? A

How much revenue is lost to the parking meter district? :

What is the impact on Ingress and egress for the Macy’s and Arden Buildings?

What are the impacts on the circulation system of the Village? .

This constitutes a partial vacation of Glenden Avenue. What are the liabillty and

damage conseguences for this vacation under the State Law (Streets and

Highways)? Further, what is the liability for the city?

. is notice of this action being sent to al! property and business owners within the
original tract map?

Subsurface Vacation: Are the rights of property ownars in the Village impaired or
altered through a subsurface vacation?

= Do they have the right to notice of this proposal, starting from the Notice of
Preparation?

n Did they receive notice of the NOP, and have they been apprized of their rights
by the city? _

. Does the city have the authority to grant this subsurface vacation without the
permission of business and property owners within the original tract map?

» What liability does this action create for the city?

n What damages are property owners entitied to for this action?

Rotail Element and Bonuses: Since Ralphs Market is going into the Macy's buiiding, it
would appesr that the applicant is not entitied to a bonus for a market. For this reason,
a new praject alternative nesds to be developed without & retail elemeant on the esst-
side. There should be many benefits: height limit compliance, far less expansive
parking, etc.

Comner Retall Ordinanea: this ordinancs specifically protects adjacent rasidential
properties from overly tall structures or long hours of operation. The height limit under
this ordinance is 40 fest, rather than 45 feet along Tiverton. Please provide an
alternative project that conforms with this law as well, '

It is not clear how much retail is on the east or westside of Glendan Avenue.

Street Tras Removal: please provide raplacement trees of equal size as @ mitigation
measure. ,

d
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Setbacks: The required setbacks slang Tiverton provide a bufier for the adjacent
residential properties and maintain the residential character of Tiverion Avenue.
Likewise, the stepped-back reguirement for structures over 40 feet is intended to
provide a pedestrian-friendly ambisnce, not big boxy structures.

x  How much sdditional buildable is crested by eliminating the setbzck?

Contrary to the application, structures are permitted above 40 feet, if ihey step back.
Further, since Glendon Manar ig a five story building, thers is no problem in a 55 foot
building dwarfing it

A solid wail on the Tivertan frontage, even with the satback, Is not in keeping with the
residential nature of Tiverton Avenue. | should be an articulated surface, and have no
commercial intrusion. Also, it appsars from the plot pian (ef very poor quality fo
decipher) that there may be commercial access to the site from Tiverton (2 staircase).
No commercial access reans no commercial access. le this an erar?

An alternative project should includs structures that obey the required step-back
above 40 feet. :

Traffic; the traffic analysis needs to inciude an updated figure for UCLA that refiects
new developments an and off campus (i.e., include Village tenanzy). Do not rely on the
old Long Range Development Plan figures, which are out of date.

Correspondence should be sent to:

Friends of Westwood, Inc.
1015 Gayley Ave., #1063
Los Angeles, CA 80024

Phone 310-470-4522
Fax 310-470-2944 _
E-mail: lakedcounci@hotmail.com

Centar West, Limited and Wilshire Glendon Associates
10877 Wilshire Boulevard, Third Fioor
Los Angeles, CA 80024

Phone 310-824-3000
Fax 310-824-2424
E-mail: indivestinc@aol.com

Pa
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Sincerely,

Laura Lake, Ph.D.
President
Friends of Wastwood. Inc.
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Ed Reyes DEC 04 2000
Environmental Review Section ENVIRONMENTAL
Los Angeles City Planning Depariment UNIT

221 N. Figuerca St.
Los Angeles, CA 80012

Re: EIR 2000-3213 Notice of Preparation Palazzo Westwood

This letter amends the earlier submission today to clarify the basis of including
Center West, Ltd. And Wilshire Glendon Associates in the NOP comments. These
entities wish to go on record in opposing only the issues associated with the
narrowing of Glendon Avenue.

Tha% a /

Laura Lake, Ph.D.
President
FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC.

Phone: 310-470-4522

FAX: 310-470-9544
E-mail: 1akedcouncili@hatmail.com

1015 Gayley Ave, PMB 1082, L.A., CA 80024
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CENTER WEST, LIMITED

Via Fax 213-580-5542

' RECEIVED
December 4, 2000 , CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Ed Reyes | _ DEC 04 2000
Environmental Review Section
Los Angeles City Plannmg Department ENVIR%%?%ENTAL
221 N. Figueroa St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: EIR 2000-3213 Notice of Preparation Palazzo Westwood

This lstter is to amend the earlier submission today, to include Arden Realty in its objection to0
narrowing Glendon Avenue. Please send correspondence on this to:

Bart Porter

Arden Realty

11601 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Thank you,

Laura Lake, PR.D.
Presidem .
FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC.
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15158 Highway 2 # 119
Baulder Creek, Ca 95886
831-427-535135
12/4/00
Cover, plus “Comments...” pagesl-16 and CROSS REFERENCE BY IMPACT pages 1-3,
20pages total inclnding cover
City of Los A?é:lcs -
artment of City Planming ..
Ed Reyes or Fmny I iao, Project Coordinator RECEIVED
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1500 CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Los Angeles, CA 90012
re: EIR 2000-3213 ' DEC 05 2000
213-580-5546
FAX 213-580-1176 ENVIRONMENTAL
FAX 213-5B0-5542 i UNIT B

This FAX includes comments regarding possible adverse impacts of the projects
propesals. There axe 16 pages included here (large type for convenience) and the referred to
“CROSS REFERENCE BY IMPACT™ which consists of 3 pages.

Ihope you will carefully review the comments as even if some comuments may be based
ou incomrect/incamplete information or mistaken assumptiors, and even if there is reduncy, T
think you will find that a number of issues are raised which warramt scrions consideration.

Please dont hesitate to contact me for clarification or discussion

Thank youn very much for your consideration.

e e e —— o pe———
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13158 Highway 9 # 119
Boulder Creek, Ca 3580856

851-427-5513
12/3/00

Cover, plus “EIR impact categories” '_R_ EC

Deparment of City Planning

Ed Reyes or Jimmy Liso, Project Coordinator

221 N. Figuerca St., Room 1500 BEC 07 2000
Los Angzeles, %390012 , .

213-580-5546 ENVIRONMENTA(
FAX 213-580-1176 UNIT

E
City of Los Angeles CITY OF LOSIAKGELD

ES

FAX 213-580-5542

This FAX includes “CROSS REFERENCE BY IMPACT EIR 3213" a 3 page
chart which is referred to in the mble of Contents of my comments. A “Y™ indicanon for
each cate of impact means that facet of the project proposal might result in an adverse
impact of that type. Discussion of the impacts shounld be generally found in the
comesponding section of the comments.

By the way, when 1 FAX'd the comments emlier, because of some idiosyncracy of
the FAX procsas, it was in two ansmissions. The second ranzmission immediately
followed the first transmission which included seven pages including the cover. The
second transmission consisted of 13 pages, with no cover. The pages of the second
transmission all contain the footer {at the bottom of the page) which identifies the document
as “COMMENTS REGARDING THE POSSIBLE NMENTAL TMPACTS OF
PALAZZO WESTWOOD (EIR NO. 2000-3213)Olerich). .

If the immediacy of the second trapamizsion didn't result in all the pages being
together, the footer should make it easy to identify which pages go together (the comments
prges arc numbered as well).

I will ory to send 8 FAX mgain to the other FAX number as well, it would not
receive the FAX thiy afterncon.

Thank you,




G. OLERICH
13158 Highway 9 # 119
Bouider Creek, Ca 95806

831-427-5513
1273/00
Cover, plus “Comments..."” 16 pages

City of Los AnEelcs - _
Department of City Planning "  RECEIVED
Ed Reyes or Jimmy Liao, Project Coordinator CITY OF LOS ANGELES
ﬁl E FilgumE:‘L S;.o&%om 1500 _
s Angeles,

Ee: wzls DEC 07 2000

13- .
FAX 213-580-1176 ENVIR%I;IJI@YENTAL
FAX 213-580-5542

This FAX includes comments mMng possible adverse impacts of the projects
pxéo osals. There are 16 pages included here (large type for convenience) and the referred to -

0SS REFERENCE BY IMPACT" will be forthcoming shortly. Itis not needed for
utilization of the comments.

1 hope you will carefully review the comments as even if some comments may be
based on incorrect/incomplete information or mistaken assumptions, and even if there is
reduncy, | think you will find that 2 number of issues are raised which warrant setious
consideration.

Please don't hesitate to contact me for clarification or discussion.

Thank you very much for your consideration.




COMMENTS REGARDIN. THE POSSIBLE ENVIRONMEN:AL IMPACTS OF
PALAZZ0 WESTWOOD (EIR NO. 2000-3213)

" Introduction These comments are organized by project feature for each faature
noted here to have adverse impacts. The comments are organized that way because
the best means to eliminate (or mitigate) impacts is to eliminate those parts of
the proposal which cause adverse impacts. A cross reference of types of impact
noted to project features causing them is included at the end ot the
discussion/comments sections.
This arganization scheme should make it clear that an overwheming number of
adverse impacts would not accur if the developer designed his project within the
restrictions of the existing specific plan and that there is no reason to not limit
any project at this site to those restrictions.
Limitation- incompilete information available
Limited information was made available before the stated deadline, despite
repeated requests to obtain comprehensive information regarding the project.
There may be impacts that are not evident or clear in the available information,
and the impacts that are herin address may not have been addressed properly
because of the limited availability of information.

it is presumed that the only change to streets as part of this project is the
change in width of Glendon Ave. and the change of the sidewalk width on Giendon
Ave. and the [eft turn pocket to be placed on Glendon Ave.

It is not clear by the project application made available to the public what
- the location of the trees to be removed is. Therefore, informed comment about
said removal is impossible. It is presumed that the trees to be removed are
limited to the appiicant’s property.
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ALTERNATIVES
CROSS REFERENCE BY IMPACT

DISCUSSION:

1. HEIGHT/SCALE .
55 foot height fronting on Tiverton would be out of proportion to the residential
usage on the East side of Tiverton. To allow an exception to the Height imit on the
West side of Tiverton would create an “urban corridor” of proportions such that
the 2 story structures on the East side of the street would be dwarfed. The
specific plan allowed MAXIMUM height is just that a MAXIMUM height, with
appropriate upper story setbacks applied. Changing or making exception to the
specific plan woulid impose significant detriment to residents and property
owners of the East side of Tiverton., Exception to the height limit would destory
the transition from commercial to lower density residential that was envisioned
by the original zoning of both sides of Tiverton as residential, and probably even
the planning of the original tract.

Increasing allowable height allows considerably greater density and massing on
one side of the street effectively increasing the residential density of the street,
solely to the benefit of the developers of the West side of Tiverton, at the expense
of the residents and property owners-an the East side of Tiverton (impacts of
traffic, air pollution, parking, noise, aesthetics, shadow, lighting and
glare). This is in contradiction to the specific plan for the area (land use
impacts). Historically both sides of Tivarton were zoned residential. Height
limits were placed on both sides of Tiverton. For the express and SOLE purpose of
accomodating a Hotel on the West side of Tiverton, in 1989 an exception was made
to residential use for the lots on the West side of Tiverton to aliow a Hotel. This
-was a result of 2 long painstaking, collaborative process because at the time it
was indicated another hotel was needed in the area. Since that time UCLA has
buiit housing for medical center visitors who had previously needed hotel space,
and the perceived need for 2 hotel to possibly be developed appears to have been

. accomodsated by other means. The specific plan allows for that, in which case the

lots on the West side of Tiverton are to be used only for residential usage. This is
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part of an overall plan wiat considers the tradeoffs that each property must make
for the area as a whole.

a)LAND USE PLANNING adverse Impacts {re: height and density) Allowing
increased density on the West side of Tiverton and excepting height limits placed
by the specific plan will have not only the impacts of the praject itself, but there
will be preassure for similar “liberajizations” to be provided to the East side of
Tiverton, as there can be no legal justification for excepting the West side and not
the East side, which would become 3 littie istand of low rise, lower density
residential. It can be anticipated that cumulative increase in density and usage on
both sides of Tiverton would result in impacts that compound significantly beyond
even the impacts made immediately by the project. Sticking to the limitations of
the specific plan would prevent such 3 scenario, which otherwise could prove to
be a signifleant impact,

To not stick to the spacific plan, particularly 'to modify the specific plan
expressly for one particiular project, sounds incontrovertably to be spot zoning,
and not in the public interest. How can civic planners justify maintaining the East
side of Tiverton as R3 etc. while aliowing such height and density on the West
side of Tiverton? :

2. THE LOCATION OF COMMERCIAL IN A RESIDENTIALLY RESTRICTED AREA

Commercial use along Tiverton:

Allowing the supermarket to use the lots froniting on Tiverton will resuit in
adverse environmental impacts by virtue of the increased denisity of usage,
reduced setbacks, increased noise and light sources and 24 hour duration that this
will allow which otherwise would not be possible at this site.

Placing retail uses on lots restricted to residential use, which were
restricted to residential use obviously as a means to buffer residential use on the
East side of Tiverton from nearby commercial useage, is an intrusion into the
residential usage existing in the area. Jt would alss be bad planning and a bad
precedent. It has been established that a transition from commercial to
residential is best accomplished by having the backs of the residential adjacent to
commercial. The proposal places commercial on the West side of Tivarton facing
the front side of the Residential area iocated on the East side of Tiverton. Even if
it is the back side of the commercial usage, the result is multiple adverse effects
to the existing residential usage on Tiverton. These include noise, as the
commercial (24 hour) noise sources are 150' closer and not buffered by
residential structures in between. The noise source is 24 hours, and the elevartions
indicate windows, and possibly glass doors, at the supermarket level fronting on
Tiverton, Giass will allow a much greater degree of noise to escape than a
windowless concrete wall, which would be located backing to the rear of Tiverten
fronting lot residential usage if commercial usage is not allowed on the lots
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fronting Tiverton accoru.ig the the restrictions in the existing specific plan | for
the area. o
Another adverse impact is in the area of Light/ and glare (fixed). An
windows fronting on Tiverton will aliow the 24 hour light to infiltrate an area
sensitive to such impacts because residents have their bedrooms directly exposed
to such light sources. Any other illumination for commercial purposes (signa!ge,
security,work or emergency lights) would have adverse impacts as well).
Aesthetic Impacts would result from the disproportional and increase
resuiting from the greater density that would occur by allowing the developer to
have greater residential density then allowed by the specific plan, in addition to
commercial usage underneath. The impacts of density could even further be
increased independently and additionally if the. commercial area proposed for the
existing lots fronting on Tiverton is used for FAR or other density bonuses.
Even if the applicant didn't exceed the residential density as allowed by the
specific plan for the lots on Tiverton (and he is also requesting to exceed that
density), Just adding the commercial usage underneath is in addition to the
‘residential density and has impacts accordingly. In addition to impacts regarding
aesthetics, the increased density of structure and of use will have adverse
impacts in regards to traffic, noise, parking, light and shadow, signage
and landuse planning. .
Placing the commercial usage on the lots fronting Tiverton will also have
additional adverse impacts because the side yard and setback requirements
normally benfititing a residential area would be elevated above the commercial
which would effectively turn the area from a residential character to a
commercial character because street level will have commercial setbacks, and
any other setbacks (if they indeed are not waived) will be elevated above strest
lavel, ‘

a) Desirability of market was not sufficient to make exception to
residential restriction. at time of specific plan drafting.

The provision of bonuses for incorporating a supsrmarket in the area indicat 1
that the time of the creation of the specific plan that the desirability of a market
in the Westwood Village area was considered carefully. Placement of a
supermarket was not considered so important at the time consideration was givan
to drafting of the specific plan as to be included as an additionsl exception to!the
restriction to residential use only for the lots fronting on Tiverton. There is rno
reason how to place the supermarket at all on the area of the lots fronting
Tiverton. To do so would be to make zoning changes based on the requests of a
single developer, not for the public benefit, and in addition to other adverse
impacts that would have directly and indirectly, to do so would have adverse
impacts on land use planning. If any developer can say, “The only way you can get a
market is my way, with the market placed on residential land” and plans are (
altered according to such manipulations, this gives a message to all developers, it
doesn’t matter what restrictions there are on a property, you can manipulate your
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way into lifting the res.,ictions to your desires if you persist. Such disregard of
planning has widespread longterm significant impacrs.

b) PLACING COMMERCIAL IN A RESIDENTIALLY RESTRICTED AREA HAS
IMMEDIATE AS WELL AS PRECEDENTIAL :ADVERSE IMPACTS REGARDING
LAND USE PLANNING

The lots fronting on the West side Tiverton were historically zoned residenial,
matching the East side of Tiverton, a proven succesful civic planning approach.
Only so as to allow the anticipated hotel was a C2. overlayed, and this was only
acceptable in the context that the specific plan very specifically restricted the
lots fronting an Tiverton to residential use, making the lots effectively .
residential, except in the pessible exception of the anticipataed hotel, To allow
other than hotel or residential usage of iots fronting on Tiverton would be to

promote vested interest developers using a inch by inch, concession by concession

strategy to achieve otherwise unachievable accomodations that benefit the
developer not the public, A market can be placed at this site without is intruding
onto the lots fronting Tiverton.

Without consistant application of existing building restrictions haphazard
development is encouraged.

c)FAR AND OTHER BONUSES AVAILABLE FOR COMMERCIAL USE ON LOTS
FRONTING ON TIVERTON AVE.

1.If the applicant’s propoesal relies on benus FAR area and residentiaj density
bonuses based on the square footage (including square footage of the supermarket
area place in the lots fronting Tiverton which are currently restricted to
residential use) of the “below grade” supermarket, and

2. If that square footage includes supermarket area that Is not allowed under
the current restriction to residertial usage of the specific plan regarding the lots
fronting on Tiverton; : _

in that case allowing commercial in a residentially restricted arsa will also
independently have additional significant adverse impacts due to the increased
density of the project resuiting form bonuses which is even grester than just the
* increased density -resulting from the addition of commercial density to residential
density that allowing commercial usage on the lots fronting Tiverton results in.

If the praject proceeds with the proposal to place supermarket usage on the
lots fronting Tiverton, it is evidently for the purpose of increasing FAR and any
other applicable bonuses for the rest of the project, because the econimics of
locating a second supermarket across from Raiph’s don’t make sense in light of
the high risk of failure of a second supermarket in such a location. If both markets
succeed, the adverse effacts are significant and encompass a larger geographical
area because that will mean that supermarket patrons are coming from beyond the
neigborhood area envisoned by the specific plan to be served by the supermarket.
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If the markets don’t su.ceed, what enforcement of the covenant to maintain that
area as supermarket is likely. Enforced vacancy? Demolition of the portions of the
project that were only allowable as the result of bonuses? Neither of these are
likely, most likely the owner will request the supermarket area be sliowed to
have other retail, the ERR (if any is required) will say the change from
supermarket to other retail is not such a big change as to hold significant -
impacts, and the lots fronting on Tiverton will have gone from restricted to
residential to full commercial without the impacts ever at once having been fully
adddressed. Since this is a highly anticipatable scenario, the draft EIR being
presented now should include consideration of such possible impacts.

At a bonus area increase of one foot per foot of supermarket, the increased
profitability of the project from the increased density allowed is sufficient
incentive for a developer to construct such a market even facing the prospect of a
vacant market area until the deveioper could persuade the city to waive the
covenant. Thus, if the developer proceeds with the supermarket proposal, and
agrees to a covenant,this does not allow the EIR to dismiss coricern with the
possibility of a vacant supermarket area and the liklihood of it being converted to
other commercial use.

When the bonuses for neighborhood retail and a supermarket were included in
the Specific Plan, the restriction of the lots fronting on Tiverton was also
included. The specific plans allowance for bonuses did not include the degree of
bonuses . [f the developer is allowed to use any commercial usage on the lots
fronting Tiverton for FAR or any other bonuses the total of these bonuses will
exceed the maximum amount of bonuses otherwise allowable under the specific
plan, which has adverse impacts in regards to land use pianning, traffic,
parking, air polustion, aesthetics,noise, light and glare.

d) MARKET PROPOSAL MAY CREATE UNKNOWN ADVERSE IMPACTS IF
IMPLEMENTED NEXT TO THE NEW RALPH’'S

A second supermarket is superfluous for Westwood, so whatever
justification of puroported beneficial effects of placing the commercial in
residential is promoted by the applicant is no longer valid. If the project does
proceed with a supermarket, adverse impacts will occur as a result of either it
going out of business, in which case the premises might be made available to a
different commerclal enterprise, _ | :

it can be anticipated in light of 3 new Ralph’s across the street from the
project's proposed supermarket area that the suparmarket area will be put to
other commercial use, with adverse affects. Please do not disregard these
impacts now with the dismissal that “"anothar environmental impact would be
prepared then to consider that if it takes place in the future”. This eventuality is
highly anticipatable now. The conclusions of the EIR should not be blindfolded by
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“incremental® approvals- whereby the developer stage by stage has EiR’s that
indicate the adverse affects to be “not significant” or “mitigatable” wheras If -
the approvals were considered at one time they undeniably would be significant
and unmitigatable. :

in addition to other adverse impacts, unless a deed restriction to the benefit
of all affected parties (inciuding neighboring resldents and property owners)
accompanies any allowance of commercial usage on Tiverton, allowing such usage
shiould be consider to have impacts as broad as if unrestricted commercial usage
was allowed. This is because it has occured time after time that z restriction
made initially by the city becomes appesled or disregarded by the beneficiary of
the liberalization. Developers either by intent or the natural course of things have
gained more and more concesslons through an incremental mezns than they wouid
ever have been allowed if they had asked for the full extent intially, i.e, The
enviranmental impacts are anatyzed as insignificant because compared to the
present condition the change is not so great. For example, the change from parking
lot to the backside of commercial usage which has no access whatsoever, ar the
change from the backside of commercial to loading, or from commercial loading to
rear public entrance etc. are not as likely to be determined to have significant
unmitagatable environmental impacts than from parking lot to store front.

Further signficant impacts should be considered regarding the propeasal to
use area currently restricted to residential use {with the sole exception of a
hotel) for commercial. The only possibie inducement far this proposal is that it
would bring a supermarket to Westwood. The impact will be adverse if there are
two supermarkets in Westwood. Either they will both be successful, compounding
the Intensity of use (traffic, noise, stc.), or one will go out of business, and the
other site will be used for other commercial activity- which would mean there
‘was no purpese for intruding commercial into the residentially restricted area.

If the developer “revises” his application in light of the new development
that a supermarket is moving into Macy's, any revision which still contains any
commercial usage for the Lot’s fronting on Tiverton should require a new notice of
preparation of an EIR, as to much of the community and interested parties, the
placement of a supermaket at that location has different ramifications than any
other commercial usage.

3.0PEN SPACE .
- Placement of the market structure under the residential sets an interpretation of
what “open space” is for the puposes of residential development that could have
significant adverse environmental impacts, particularly if it is empioved in other
developments. Can a developer circumvent part of the pupose of “open space”
requirements, which were imposed not just for the benefit of the project
residents themselves, but te put a limit on density of projects to benefit the
public at large, and to prevent overly dense deveiopments from incluencing the
character of the city. It is evident that, at the extreme, a neighborhood of massive
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unbroken monglithic stiuctures with no open space creates a character that
humans don’t find attractive for residential purposes. In addition To the
aesthetic impacts, a liberal interpretation of open space requirements to aliow
the open space to not be from the Earth to the sky, but frorn commercial
development beneath residential up, would result in impacts to traffic, air
pollution, noise, lights and glare, parking. And presuming such an
interpretation would be allowed in a consistant fashion, adverse impacts to
infrastructure (fire, police, water, power) will take place 25 more and more
developers took advantage of such an opportunity.

Further, allowing developers to not mest setback and side yard requirements
(as the applicant is requesting) makes something of a mockery of .open space
requirements. Instead of decreasing density and providing open space for a less
dense urban character, the open space is robbed from the public at large, and used
to benefit the developers who ¢an both maintain (or increase) the density of
deveiopment, and command higher prices for units with private interior
courtyards. Foliowing such a policy (there is no persuasive reason as to why this
development would be an exception) would result in 2 multitude of adverse
impacts city wide. '

If the project’s open space provided is deficient in.regards to local,
municipal or other open space requirements the project will have additional
adverse Impacts in regards to all impacts resuiting from increased density, as
well as adverse impacts directly from the lack of open space to the area.

4_ACCESS TO COMMERCIAL FROM TIVERTON -

The request for comments for preparation of a draft EIR is evidently
incorrect and misleading as it indicates that no ingress or egress to the
commercial area is proposed to be available from Tiverton Ave., A careful look at
the map indicates that there is first floor access from Tiverton to the market via
stairs, and a sidewalk from Tiverten to the elevators to the market and bicycle
parking. ’

Market entrances being set back from the street will not significantly deter
commercial patrons who have reasons otherwise to make use of such entrance.
Short of a permanant physical restriction (a wall) this access will invite
commercial traffic. If those entrances were not to be used, they would not be
included In the structure. They are not significantly farther from Tiverton than
the Glendon entrances are from Glendon. - -

Such access will present adverse impacts by virtue of increasing pedestrian
and bicycie traffic (access from Tiverton to commercial bicycle parking is evident
on project 1st level and subterranean drawings) to commercial levels in the
residential area of Tiverton. Also this will increase peaple parking on Tiverton
for the Market -it just takes 2 few people who discover these entrances (inciuding
employees) to exacerbate the parking situation significantly. The entrances will
result in increased commercial traffic on Tiverton as people are encouraged to
cruise for parking on Tiverton by the proximity of these entrances on Tiverton If
CONMMENTS EECARDING THE PRSSEHE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PALAZZD WESTWOOD (ER NO. 2000.3213)(Olench} 8
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they find a place to pai~ on Tiverton it may be notably closer, as well as faster, to
these entrances from Tiverton than anyother: entrances are from the underground
parking structure and elevators). ' |

Such access, even if not the main access, will have significant adverse
impacts regarding traffic,noise and parking.

There are a variety of motivations that could resuit in commercial patrons
going to some effart to use entrances other than via the entrance on Glendon. The
cost, inconvenience, and possible inavailibiity of parking in the commercially
provided underground lot, as well as the time and difficulty entering and exiting
the commercial parking area and having to wait for elevators to access the market
will all contibute to market patrons using Tiverton, in addition to traffic jams on
Glendon from the proposed narrowing and traffic backups from commercial
“loading trucks on Glendon. Removal of street parking from Glendon and the
evidently minimal parking provisions proposed for the project will exacerbate the
search for parking, and make more likely the use Tiverton as a route for patrons of
the market by patrons intending to make use of any entrances with access from
Tiverton,
| There is no reason to believe the “mator court” would at ali limit use of
Tiverton for access to the commercial portions of the project.

Further, the elevations show what might possibly be doors at the market
level fronting on Tiverton.

Noise, air pollution, glare and light will all be impacted by any degree of
commercial access being available from Tiverton Ave,

§.NEW MEANS OF DETERMINING THE GRADE HEIGHT IS MEASURED FROM.
| Changing the criteria for measuring height will result in an adverse impact

of aesthetlcs form building massing that is disproportional to the massing on
the East side of Tiverton. o -

Changing the means of determining heights on iots of more than one acre is
again spot 2oning which has advaerse impacts in land use planning.
Changing the means of measuring height will have additional adverse impacts to
the degree that other development can take advantage of this means to increase
height greater than currently allowed by the specific plan

Changing the means of detarmining height will allow increased height for
the project. This will have an adverse impact on the environment in regards to
noise because of the increased amount and location of nolsz sources, including
noise cumulatively emanating from an increased area of residential units in
addition to additional mechanicals (HVAC etc.) to service the additional units
above the currently allowable height limits. This could could be mitigated by
having the units on Tiverton at 3 stories, then open space, then 4 stories further
West.

The increased allowabie height will have alsc adverse impacts from the
increased area of lighting facing the street, glare from the additional window
area facing the street, and adverse impact regarding the shadow of the project.
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-6.DENSITY OF PRO. T :

The quantum Ieap in dansity requested by this project either 1. has no
benefit to the overall puplic good and therefore would be illegal to accomodate
“spot zoning” in such a Case, (which has significant adverse impacts in the areas
of land use planning, noise, traffic, air poliution, parking thting and
glare and aesthetics or 2. The need for housing is so great in the area that

proportion that in time requests for comparabie éxceptions are made on the East
side of Tiverton and other surrounding areas based an the precedential allowance

7. TRANSFER OF DENSITY .
Transfer of density aliowances from property on the West side of Glendan to
the area betwesn Glendon and Tiverton will result in increased density in the area
of the project with the Ciosest proximity to the residential area on the East side
of Tiverton. This ares has a greater sensitiity to increases jn noise,
traffie,parking demand, lighting and giare, air pollution and pedestrian
traffic (particutarly at night) because of low seale residential usage on the East
side of Tiverton, Weybumn East of Tiverton and both the East and West sides of

applicant proposes to increase density between Tiverten and Glendon, and utilize
the “potential” West of Glendon that hasn't been used by his proposing the same
density West of Glendon as the praposed increase of allowable density Fast of

Giendon. _
Transfer of density would allew an overall increased density than the

project would otherwise have, Further, it should not be presumed that because 3
deveioper is not using the maximum allowabie density in any one portion of z
project that the developer would otherwise utilize this density. To do so 3
developer would have to plan thelr project first and faremost in reagards to
maximum density, which may not actually be economically attractive.
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-Considerations (othe, _han utilizing maximum density allowable) of construction
cost, economic return on different types and scales of development, and inability
to meet other crieteria neccessary to take advantage of the maximum allowable

density are all réasons that are always present.
The non utiization of maximum allowsble density on the West side of

Glendon should not be considered to have significant mitigative effects because it

8. RESUBDIVISION (REDRAWING OF LOT’S)
The resubdivision could have significant adverse impacts in regards to

Rezoning the lots on the West Side of Tiverton Ave to be commercial could
result in the possibility of aven greater residential density than ig otherwise
being evaluated for environment impacts. - This is because, as provided by AB2755,
if the approval is made, and a latar developer asks to make changes or propose 3
nNeéw project as ab2755 Specifies that commercial can be changed to residential
usage. This could have adverse impacts of increased traffic, nolse, ajr
pollution and parking. '

9. CLUBHOUSE ‘

If the area of the project delineated as the “clubhouse” is not
restricted to residential use it could have adverse impacts of nNoise, traffic,
parking, lighting, |

If the clubhouse is used for events, weddings, meetings, performances,
soclal events it will concentrate activity at it's locatian more like a commercial
establishment than a series of residential units wouid. Jt's impacts would be
signficantly adverse accordingiy,

Mitigation couid take Place by placing residentially occupied units (
townhouses or 1 bedreom units) on Tiverton, and placing the clubhouse in an inner
Courtyard, where presumabie it would not disturb the residents who would have

Tiverton whose residents dg not have a say in the planning of clubhouse usage, nor
vested rights to use the ciubhause.
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Adverse Impacts f. .n the Clubhouse could be mitiydted by placing a less
noise and traffic producing (l.e. residential occupancy) use on Tiverton and siting
the Clubhouse further away from Tiverton.

10. MOTORCOURT 4

. Unless adequate screening is implemented as a requirement of approval the
project LIGHT AND GLARE from the headlights of exiting vehicles on Tiverton
would have an adverse impact on the surrounding residentiai area.

If the motor court located on Tiverton serves residential units greater in
quantity or density than is allowed by the present specific plan on the six
residentially restricted lots fronting on Tiverton as they exist currently, then
adverse impacts of Increased traffic, noise, lighting and glare, and air
poilution will all impact Tiverton Ave., which has R3 usage on the East side.

1LWAIVER OF 15' SETBACK AND SIDE YARD REQUIREMENTS

Eliminating the 15 foot setback requirement along Tiverton will adversely
impact the area by 1. making the area less pedestrian attractive: 2. allow an
increase in density that wouldn’t otherwise be possibie and the attended adverse
Impacts that accompany increased density; 3. eliminate areas that might
otherwise be available for future public Purpose such as bike lanes, emergency
vehicle lanes (this is the access route to UCLA emergency Medical Center), turn
lanes or road widening, 4. Create an urban corridor where currently the low rise of
existing development leaves considerable open space and horizon; 6. Allow the
possiblity of development that will increase shadows in the area; 7. result in
closer proximity of noise sources to adjacent residential usage :

Further, setbacks-and sideyards provide access and staging areas for
emergency services, such as firefighting, which might be adversely impacted.

Building the project without the satbacks will exacerbate adverse impacts
of noise, light and glare, aesthetics,shadows. it appears that increased
density allowable for the site by virtue of eliminating just the setbacks alone
equals almost 25,000 square feet (15'x<350'> {on Tiverton) x5 (stories)) of
increased building area which is 2.5 times the total square footage of an
apartment complex on the East side of the street. So to the extent waivar or
reduction of setbacks allows increased density, additionally traffic, parking,
shadows, airpoilution adverse impacts due to density and intensity of use will
all be exacerbated. :

By precedential effect (if this project does not have setbacks, what good
does it do for devslopment next to it to have full setbacks?) significant adverse
effects to landuse planning could be anticipatad.

All currently existing setbacks and sideyard requirements shouid be
recomended to be met. Further, 3 means to mitigate (rather than exacerbate) some
of the impacts of the proposed project would be to additionally relocate some of
the planned open areas presently allocated exclusively to interior areas of the

COMMENTS REGARDING THE POSSTRLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT § DF PALAZZO WESTWOOD (E1R NO. 2000-3213)(Olericl) 12
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project to the Tiverton -.reet front behind the currently required setbacks and
side yards.

The adverse effects of reducing or eliminating setback and sideyard
requirements should be obvious. If there are no significant impacts resuiting from
the reduction or elimination of setbacks and sideyards, then there is no reason for
the city to make requirements of setbacks and side yards

Why does the project propose to eliminate setbacks zlong Tiverton, vet
provides landscaping open areas in it's interior - except that the project
designer’s seek to create g fortress that does not coexist with the resadent:al
usage on the East side of Tiverton.

12. REMOVAL OF STREET TREES

It is not clear by the project application made available to the public what
the location of the trees to be removed is. Therefore, informed comment about
said removal is impossible. It Is presumed that the trees to be removed are
limited to the applicant's property.

There could be a significant environmental impact unless Street trees to be
removed are replaced with mature trees of comparable slze, inciuding 2 guarantee
of maintence for five years ( and a bond to insure performance) to insure the
mature trees become established. Adverse impacts would include aesthetics and
plant life.

Few who live in an area of mature trees wouid actuzlly want them to be’
removed because of buckling sidewaiks. If the buckling is indeed sevare (is there a3
history of pedestrian accidents there at any of the proposed tree removals) there
are alternative means that could be expiored, including rebuilding the sidewalks,
passibly with slight inclines or to avoid the areas of raised roots; and shaving the
roars can be another possible alternative- particuzlarly done under the
supervision of an arborist with a program to maintain the tree through any shock
it might experience, Trees are an important quality to any local environment. In an
area with equal aceess to employment and amenities, most often if there are
streets with full mature trees they will be conisdered more desarab!e and more
valuable than areas bereft of mature trees.

When it was revealed that a previous project proposal for the site entailed
the removal of mature street trees, planning officials offices were Ilnundated
with protests from neighborhood residents.

13. MITIGATIVE PROPOSALS MAY HAVE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS
Impacts of increased traffic upon the existing residential usage on Tiverton
and any proposed traffic mitigation should consider the traffic, parking,
noises, and light and glare impacts upen the immediately adjacent existing
residential usage on Tiverton and on Weyburn.

Mitigation measures that might be considered to mitigate traffic impacts at
other locations should be considered also in light of what adverse impacts such
measures themselves may have on the immediately adjacent residential usage on

=N
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Tiverton and on Weybti.. between Tiverton and Hilgard. . such mitigation
measures “rob Peter to pay Paul® so to speak, they cannot really be considered
mitigative measures, as the result is still adverse impacts, the impacts have just

changed locatlon and, possibly, changed nature.
T14. PARKING

It sounds like the project provides insufficient parking spaces for the
degree of density it propeses. The area has historically been needing additional
parking proportitionate to use or greater, and any change which increases the
demand for parking greater than the supply of parking is increased would have 2
significant adverse impact.

15, REMOVAL OF EXISTING STREET PARKING .

- Ellminating streetr parking on Glendon wiil further aggravate area parking
scarcity as some commerclal patrons, and residential guests and visitors are not
going to want to take the time (or expense) to navigate underground parking and

1

" will seach for neighborhood streat parking instead. Also parties parking in the

area for purposes other than the projects uses (these spaces get used now without
the project in place, there is no reason to believe that what ever existing street
parking is used for is going to cease with the addition of the proposed project.)

16. NARROWING GLENDON

Narrowing Glendon could have z significant adverse impact by constricting
traffic, and thereby creating additional traffic and congestion on other area
strests. : : ‘
in addition to having potential adverse impacts in the areas of traffic,
Emergency Services might also be adversely affected because Glendon is 3
secondary route for emergency vehicles into UCLA Medical Center.

17.SUBSURFACE VACATION -
Subsurface vacation of Glendon could have adverse impacts in regards to

transportation, utilities, and water resulting from inavailibility or difficult _
access for any pubiic project that might use such area- utility, public transit or

other future developments.

Underground transportation, new sewer, water, storm drain, utllity ar
communication lines could be limited by private ownership of the subsurface

rights.

18. VARIANCES FROM THE L.A, MUNICIPAL CODE:

Unspecified variances from the Los Angeles Munipipal code referred to by
the project applicant could have impacts of unknown significant degree.
immediately evident impacts wouldbe in the areas of traffic, parking, air
pollution, nolse light glare, shadow, landuse planning etc. resulting from
the increased density the project proposes as opposed to a project conforming
with the open space, setback and other requirements of the specific plan and
municipal codes.

COMMINTS REGARDING THE PUSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PALAZZO WESTWOOD (EIR NO. 2000-5213)(Oleich) 14
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19. DEMOLITION OF 1070 GLENDON AVE.

Will have an adverse impact In the loss of a designated
historical/cultural resource, as well as adverse impacts regarding
aesthetics . Further, demolition of 1070 Glendon Ave. will have an adverse
impact because if it wasn't demolished the height (and density accordingly) of the
project would be limited by restrictions regarding maximum height allowable next
to a cultural resource. This will result In greater density than would otherwise be
possible, resulting in adverse impacts in the aress of traffic, noise, parking,
lighting/glare,shadows, air pollution and aesthetics. .

It appears demolition of 1070 Giendon might be the equivalent of spot zoning
in favor of a specific party, not in the public interest, and would have
environmental impacts beyond it's own immediate impacts as it wouid be cited as
a precedent and example in any requests for change or demolition by the owners of
other historical or cultural resources,

20. SIGNAGE

Tiverton signage (including the corner of Weyburn) should not exceed current
residential signage standards as currently implemented in the residential area of
Tiverton.

21. NOISE (CONSTRUCTION) - should be limited to 9am to 5 pm with staging
located on Glendon and the route should be Glendon/ Wilshire to avoid the
significant impacts such construction noise can have on neighboring residential
uses. : \
" The city of Los Angeies has at various times indicated the desirability of
encouraging retention of older style buildings as an historical and cultural
resource in addition to the Aesthetic contribution they make. The impact of all
nolse, both during construction and after completion, is of a much greater impact
than In areas where the residential buildings are of more recent construction
because the residential units use open windows for ventillation, not
airconditioning. |

21. AIR POLLUTION (CONSTRUCTION) - haul routes should be restricted to
Glendon/Wilshire, otherwise significant impacts to local reSIdent:al usage from
vehicle emissions, dust, noise etc..

- - o e e Wl M N MR A e - e MR R e E RS WM e R e e T e EmeE SN EREERESSs S sns ===

ALTERNATIVES
The Na project, Change in Intensity (if it is a reduction in intensity)

alternatives preferable are preferrable as they have significant less adverse
environmental impacts. Keeping the project within the restrictions of the current
specific plan without exception or variance is economically viable and has no
disadvantages and a multitude of advantages

COMMENTS REGARDING THE POSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT S OF PALAZZO WESTWOOD (EIR NO. 2000-52 13} Olerich) 15
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(ALTERNATIVES- CONTINUED)

It is entirely passible to create a viable project without exceeding the limits
specifiad by the specific pian. | can testify that Residential housing on Tiverton
is desirable, as there is a demand for @ qulet quaint residence which has walking
convenience to Westwood Village, which still retains signficant charm, Filling the
lots fronting on Tiverton with attractive apartmaents, within the height, density
and setback limitations of the specific plan shouid be a reasonably profitable
prospect without destroying the attractivenass of the area which is what makes
it desirable to current residents. Placing 3 super dense 4 story residential over
commercial development will significant impact the scale, aesthetics znd
character of the area, changing a quaint area to an urban cerridor.

The irony iIs that the dewveloper may actually shoot themselves in the foot so
to speak, as there are plenty of areas in Los Angeles that would walcome without
reservation, rather than oppose, development with intrusion of commercial Into
residential with such density, and scale dispropotionate to the existing area, but
the developer wants to locate his project in 3 “desirable” area. The project he
propeses to sexpiait this desirability may well be large enough and strategically
placed to itself serlously diminish the residential “desirability” of the area that
he hopes to exploit. Is not Inappropriate development what can be a rmajor factor
in causing a neighborhood to go into decline?

If building a project at this site within the restrictions of the specific plan
is not feasible for this developer, it is because the current owners of the property
paid tco much based on speculation that they could obtain waivers, changes and
other accomodations. This is a gambie they took, and the public should not pay for
their mistake by tolerating the adverse environmental impacts the reguested
deviances from existing restrictions wouid cause.
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GNSVaN sl
FAYED ONINT
40




7 ofleg

EEE

. SAINOal Iy

A MalA /S 1NISae

sbeuelp 3o Hikojs

T sIaMas

1ata

sug)sAs Uonexumisuco!

sefi jengen

“sawed

T

A

3 ...... e s

WS A

K.h .:.

as pe
o | Mopeys/apays/jamen 1yl

TS Rl et
Arongiess oo
DALY GO -B5KM
ay Juegd
A A oqow b__u.ri
A A Keuopes Amesh ae

SIDVANI ENEAAY @vASOSaNY] (81010
INVOIINDIS §1¥SOJONd| SBNI) JAnuLs| WOVAIAS ONIMVHAE] Aligneal  10dr0ud ]
AALLYOLLIA ‘£1.0 IVAONE 71| 0 WIAIVA'T]] LdNGONDLON OF{ HSNOHEMO ‘6 NOISIAKIRNSAN ‘8PG MEISNVALZ| 10 ALISNS(TY

CLZENRed T emiajayssl)




£ 9be4

[R0NsEj)

SONIUSA |RIAYND

M /saalfisae

abewelp 1ajem uuogs

SHM3S

19]eM

S1WIISAS UOIEIRNUALIOD

Sy | S 2 [ e | e

selpeimen

1amod

S3an

an}

LS
-

ﬁl.l- £ e b

..nu..unw. :

R

B

'

2

Ty SATR AT S g
SR Y
A

SOMNS nd

ssp208 Bupyped

aypen
vopeylodsuen

s50708 pus A yo 1ijfip]

P

FIFEES -

B Ty e R 3
I S R R
A TR LT

gmsm_
MOpRLIS/aPEYS UMY 10

[Py by

Areuojie;s asjou

A

OMIEFLLING Sout -osiol

oy} erd

—

3o fypnbe

A

A
A
A
A
A

Arevoptys Ayyerb e

HAY NOGNHT0

AR TVIEINAN

ONDIHYd

(NOLLD(VALSNOO)

DLLYLSNGD

004 20

V1L WoU|

NOLLVDVA

NOWETD

JAHYIS

NOLLOTIOJ MY *J2

HSION ‘1T

HOYNDIS 0

NOLLIIOWAQ ‘6]

STONVIHVA 81

LIVIHASANS 'L

DNIROYUVH I

HO “TYAOVEIHS )

DNPHHYA Tl

Clzepoedr  wasjeysses)




97_(3»- (fogf_é’g' |
l j B gXO gg'q/_ No. 33




Uow . 1. omDrT
! SR







B i Ll TR e

M

R T ]

7
\ A

T
-

a

. ] P

- i
.o .

e -

»
> -

-t
.
-b
-
v

- e -

x,\\,.
Vgl °*




RECE!|

CIENTlE RWEST | RECETVED T

vV

DEC 1 3 2000
ENVIRONMENTAL

UNIT

e
—————

December 11, 2000

Mr. Ed Reyes

Environmental Review Section

Los Angeles City Planning Department
221 N. Figueroa Seet

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE:  EIR 2000-3213 Notice of Preparation Palazzo Westwood

Dear Mr. Reyes:

We have received a copy of the Friends of Westwood letter in which Center West, Ltd. and
Wilshire Glendon Assaciates were included in the letterhead of such letter objecting to the

above referenced project.

Please be advised that our objection is only for the narrowing of Glendon Avenue.

Very truly yours,

aCHLE Pd P Tl L IRTRTMVELY e

agT WILSEIRE ZOULEVARD =30, OS5 AN GELES. CALIFDRNIA 0224 (I10) FZe- 1600 FAX (21D0) 524.2434
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No. 35

Department of Water and Power ) ) the City of Los Angeles
RICHARD J. RIDRDAN Commizsion 8. DAVID FREEMAN, Ganera! Masuger
Mayor KENNETH T. LOMBARD, Presidest : ’
JUDY M. MILLEE., Vi Pruiger
RICK J. CARUSO
MICHAEL I. KESTON )
DOMINICK W. RUBALCAVA
JOHN C. BURMAHLYN, Sarwery %’TEO?LESIANVGE
MAR 0 7 2001
mﬂﬂﬂn -.March 6, 2001

Mr. Ed Reyes, Project Coordinator
Environmental Review Section

Los Angeles City Planning Department
221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1500
Los Angeles, California 90012

. Dear Mr. Reyes:

Notice of Prgparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report
Palazzo Westwood Case No. 2000-3213

This is in reply to your letters, dated October 27, 2000 and November 2, 2000,
requesting pre-draft comments on possible environmental impacts on the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power's (Depariment) water system by the proposed '
construction of 350 residential apartment units, a supemarket, a drugstore, three
restaurants, and retail stores with three levels of subteérranean parking at ,
1001-1028 Tiverton Avenue in the Westwood Village area of the City of Los Angeles.

The Water Services Organization of the Department owns, maintains, and operates
various water mains in the vicinity of this project.

The existing infrastructure system cannot accommodate anticipated fire flow
requirements for the proposed development. The developer may be required to pay for
the cost to upgrade the existing infrastructure system, including water mains and a
nearby pressure regulator station.

Please refer to the enclosed report for general comments about water supply and
conservation. Historically, 65 percent of Los Angeles’ water has come from the Eastern
Sierra Nevada watsrshed through the Los Angeles Aqueduct System, 15 percent is
from local groundwater sources, and 20 percent has been purchased from the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). These proportions are not

Water and Power Conservation...a way of life

111 North Hope Street, Los Angeles, California OiMailing address: Box 51111, Los Angeles 90051-0100
' Telephone: (213) 3674211 Cabic address: DEWAPOLA  FAX: (213) 367-3287 o




Mr. Ed Reyes -2- March 6, 2001

typical during periods of drought, such as California has experienced in the past when
MWD water made up the majority of our water supply. A return to the above historical
proportions is not anticipated in the near future. if ever, MWD, along with “recycled”
water, will become an increasingly important source of water for Los Angeles. The
MWD's ability to deliver water to Southern California has the potential to be severely
affected by an extended drought and more stringent water conservation measures
should be anticipated.

Please contact Mr. Luis Nuno of my staff at (213) 367-1218, should you require
additional information.

Sincerely,
Susan R. Rowghani
Manager

Wiater Distribution Engineering and
Construction Support

Enclosure

c: Mr. Luis Nuno




IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT ON THE
WATER SERVICES ORGANIZATION AND METHODS OF
CONSERVING WATER

DEPARTMENT OF WATER POWER (DEPARTMENT)

L T ON T WAT V ORGE 0

If the estimated water requirement for the proposed
pProject can be served by existing water mains in the adjacent
street, water service will be provided routinely in accordance
with the Department's Rules and Regulations. If the estimated
water requirement is greater than the available capacity of the
existing distribution facility, special arrangements must be made
with the Department to enlarge the supply line. Supply main

enlargement will cause short-term impacts on the environment due
to construction activities. _

- In terms of the City's overall water supply condition,
the water requirement for any project consistent with the City's
General Plan has been taken into account in the Planned growth of
the water system. Together with local groundwater sources, the
City operates the Los Angeles-Owens River Agueduct and is a
member of the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern
California. These three sources will supply the City's water
needs for many years to come.

Statewide drought conditions in 1875 and 1977
dramatically illustrated the need for water conservation in
periods of water shortage. However, water should be conserved in
Southern California even in Years of normal climate because
electrical energy is required to deliver supplemental MWD water
supplies to the City and the rest of Southern California.
Conserving water will minimize purchases from MWD and contribute
to the national need for energy conservation.

W2 CONSERV. oN

The Water Services Organization will assist
residential, commercial, and industrial customers in their
efforts to conserve water. Recommendations listed below are

examples of steps that would conserve water in both new and old
construction.

1. Automatic sprinkler systems should be set to
irrigate landscaping during early morning hours or
during the evening to reduce water losses from
evaporation. In addition, care must be taken to
reset sprinklers to water less often in cooler )
months and during the rainfall season so that water
is not wasted by excessive landscape irrigation.

2. Reclaimed water should be investigated as a source
to irrigate large landscaped areas.




3. Selection of drought-tolerant, low-water-consuming
plant varieties should be used to reduce irrigation
water consumption. -

4. Recirculating hot water system could reduce water
waste in long piping systems where water must be

run for considerable periods before hot water is
received at the outlet.

5. Plumbing fixtures that reduce potential water loss
from leakage due to excessive wear of washers
should be considered.

6. Lower-volume water closets and water saving

showerheads must be installed in new construction and
when remodeling.

In addition, all development must adhere to City Water
Conservation regulations.

More detailed information regarding these and other
water conservation measures can be obtained from the Department’s
Conservation Botline by calling 1-800-827-5387.
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June 7, 2001

Mr. Jimmy Liao

City Planner, Project Coordinator
Environmental Review Section

221 N. Figuerca S5t., Room 1500
Los Angeles, Ca 90012

Re: EIR No. 2000-3213
Palazzo Westwood

Dear Mr. Liao:

Enclosed for your information is a copy
of comments which we filed in response to a
Notice of Proposed Vacation of subsurface
rights of Glendon Avenue for the above
project.

Very truly youts,

:%%é%i%%77
o~Preside

enc.

1093 Broxton Ave., Box 620 , L. A, CA 90024 Phone/Fax (310) 358-7622
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June 6, 2001

By Fax No. 213-847-8272 & Regular Mail
Mr. Gus Dembegiotes '

Street Vacation Investigation Section
Bureau of Engineering

634 S. Spring Street, Suite 400

Los Angeles, CA 90014

Re: VAC-E1400741
Glendon Ave. (Por/o) bet. Weyburn Ave. & Kinross Ave. -
(Subsurface Vac.)

Dear Mr. Dembegiotes:

This is in response to the City's Notice of Proposed Vacation,
dated April 18, 2001, regarding the above proposed sibsurface
vacation.

1. Surface Vacation Reguired. The Notice of Preparation of the
Envircnmental Impact Report for this project states that this project
will require, among other things, "narrowing” the Glendon Avenue
public right of way to approximately half its current width.

This constitutes a partial vacation of surface rights which
requires a formal application and vacation proceeding with proper
notice. The above-referenced Notice does not include the surface
vacation, and to our knowledge no such application or notice has been
provided to date.

2. Traffic Circulation. The proposed vacations would be highly
detrimental to the already restricted traffic circulation in Westwood
Village, even on a "temporary" basis during construction. Glendon is
one of only three north-south streets in the highly congested Village.

Further, there are several new projects completed or underway
in the Village representing millions of dollars of investment that
require uninterrupted access over Glendon Avenue, including the
newly-renovated office high-rise at 1100 Glendon immediately
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Mr. Gus Dembegiotes

Street Vacation Investigation Section
Re: VAC-E1400741

June 6, 2001
Page 2

adjacent to the south end of the proposed vacation, and the total renovation of the Macy's
buiiding at the north end of the vacation which will be bringing four new, long-awaited, retail
tenants to the Village within the next several months. These businesses rely on Glendon as
their primary path of ingress and egress from both north and south,

It is critical that Glendon Avenue remain fully functional throughout any proposed
construction on this site.

3. Private Easements. Under California Streets & Highways Code ("SHC") §8353(b),
every owner within a Iract has a private easement over all the streets shown on the tract map,
which is not extinguished by the city's vacation of the public easement. The definition of
"street" under SHC §8308 includes ali rights connected therewith, e.g., subsurface as well as
surface.

Under Danielson v, Sykes, 157 Cal. 686 ( 1910j, this private easement extends to all
streets in the subdivision, not just streets abutting the lot. Under Norcross v. Adams, 263
C.A.2d 362, 365, 367 (1968), the government entity may also be liable.

~ The City of Los Angeles has already recognized the rights of the other Westwood
Village property owners in connection with subsurface, as well as surface, vacations.

In approving the Vesting Tract Map No. 52169 for the predecessor project to this one
(on this same property), the City required the developer to get consents and waivers of
damages from other property owners as a condition of the subsurface vacations, A copy of
the relevant three pages from the City's approval is enclosed.

4. Cultural Resource. In 1998, the State of California declared the Glendon Manor
apartment building, which is slated for demolition as part of this project, to be of statewide
historical significance after extensive hearings in which the owner of the building
participated. The State introduced the rules, under which Glendon Manor was designated
historical, several years after the Westwood Village Specific Plan was enacted. Glendon
Manor 1s within the Specific Plan boundaries. Based on the State's determination, this
building has been flagged by the Los Angeles Building & Safety Dept. to protect it from
demolition. '

Section 9.B of the Westwood Village Specific Plan does not permit vacation of a
street for subsurface parking if a cultural resource is demolished:



Mr. Gus Dembegiotes
Street Vacation Investigation Section

Re: VAC-EI140074]

June 6, 2001
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"B. Subsurface Parking. If a cultural resource is demolished or relocated, subsurface
parking in conjunction with any replacement structure may nor extend into the public right-
af-way." (emphasis added.)

S. Depth. We are concerned that the application requests a subsurface vacation beginning
only 4 feet below the surface. '

In the predecessor project on this property, the city required that subsurface vacations
begin 10 feet below the surface. We do not have the technical knowledge necessary to
independently assess this issue, but we must assume that 10 feet is the minimum necessary,
and perhaps more would be preferable. ‘

6. Strength. According to the city's findings in the predecessor project on this property, the
street when replaced was »not going to be strong enough to support the weight of emergency
vehicles -- even with a 10-foot margin before the subsurface vacation began.

Public safety considerations require that the street when replaced will be strong
enough to carry all vehicles, such as cars, large commercial delivery trucks, and ambulances
and fire trucks.

7. Possible Deficiency in Notice saind A lication. The predecessor project on this property
required subsurface vacations for an underground parking structure, nor only for Glendon
Avenue, but also to the centerlines of Weyburn Avenue, Tiverion Avenue and the aliey on
the western edge of the property abutting buildings on Westwood Bivd.

This Notice does not include those other subsurface vacations, and to our knowledge
notice has not been provided by the city to those affected praperty owners. We are
concerned that this application and Notice do not fully reflect all the subsurface vacations
that may be required for this project.

8. Business Goodwill. Businesses impacted by the loss of Glendon Avenue during and/or
after construction may be entitled to damages from the city and/or the developer, as was the
case in the MTA construction under Hollywood Blvd.

9. Community Plan Amendment. Glendon Avenue is shown on the Westwood.

Community Plan map circulation element. We believe that an amendment to the Community
Plan is required in order to vacate any portion of this street.
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10. Residential Condition. Thereisa zoning Q Condition which permits only residential
uses for the lots fronting on Tiverton Avenue which are included in this project site. There is
no assurance in this application that the subsurface parking will be {imited to residential
parking. In fact, the proposed project plan involves commercial uses on the ground floor of
the Tiverton lots, which violates the Westwood Village Specific Plan.

11. No Demonstrable Public Interest. The appl'ication does not demonstrate any public

benefit or public interest that might justify the city's surrending public subsurface or surface
rights in Glendon Avenue. The area proposed for subsurface vacation below Glendon
Avenue represents nearly an acre of property (actually, several acres when multiplied by the
number of levels of parking).

Given the cost of land in Westwood and the cost of constructing subterranean
parking, the requested subsurface vacation, if granted, amounts to a multi-miliion dollar gift
from the city to the developer with no benefit to the public. To the contrary, such a vacation
would interfere with emergency services and the economy of the Village, and create a major
potential liability for the city if consents and waivers of damages from all the other property
owners in the tract are not first obtained.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this applicaﬁon.

Please send al! future notices of vacation, and all documents and proceedings
pertaining to this project, to us and to all business and property owners within the original
Westwood tract. If you have any questions, please call me directly at 310-470-0770.

Veryruly yours,

P
erry A.[Tegnazian
Co-President _

eng.
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In accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 and 17.10.1 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code, the Advisory Agency approved Vesting Tentative Tract No. 52169 for the purpose
of merger and resubdivision composed of 14 lots located at 1000 - 10680 Glendon Avenue
south of Weyburn Avenue for-a. maximum 457,250 square-foot, commercial/residential

project as shown on the map stamp-dated July 31,
advised that the Munici n his _maximum

Therefore, verification should be obtainad-from the Depart

1896, The subdivider is hereby
i i roved density.
ent of Building and Safety

which will legally interpret the ‘Zoning: Code as it applies to this paricular property.
Conditions identified with a “#* may only. be cleared by the Advisory Agency or a City
Planner. For an appointment call (213)-589-5532. ‘The Advisory Agency's approval is

subject to the following conditions:

1.~ That a turnaround area be dedicated at the northerly limit of the remaining public
street portion of Glendon Avenue in conjunci_:ion with the street merger satisfactory

to the City Engineer.

2. That portions of Glendon' Avenue and any ‘other public easements deemed
unnecessary by the City Engineer within.the tract boundaries be permitted to be
merged with the remainder of the subdivision pursuant to Section 66489.20-1/2 of
the State Government Code, and-in addition, the following be done and be

administered by the City Engineer. .

PUBLIC COUNTER & CONSTRUCTION SERVICES CENTER
. CITY HALL - 200 N. SPRING STREET, RM. 4808 - (212) 485-7826
VAN NUYE + 6251 VAN NUYS BLVD., 18T FLODR, VAN NUYE D140 - {818} 756-0506

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPONTUNITY = AFFIRMATIVE ACYTION EMPLDOYER

e 3




VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 52169 PAGE 2

a.  That consents to the pubiic streets and easements being merged and
waivers of any damages that may accrue as a result of such merger be

obtained from all property owners who might have certain rights in the area
being merged. :

b. That satisfactory arrangements be made with all public utility agencies
maintaining existing facilities within the area being merged.

Note: The Advisory Agency hereby finds that the public streets and
easements to be merged are unnecessary for present or prospective
public purposes and all owners of interest in the real property within
the subdivision have or will have consented to the merger prior to
recordation of the final map.

3. That the subsurface portions of Weyburn Avenue to the street centerline from a
depth of 10 feet below the street flow line and any other public easements deemed
unnecessary by the City Engineer adjoining the tract boundaries be permitted to be
merged with the remainder of the subdivision pursuant to Section 664 88.20-1/2 of
the State Government Code, and in addition, the following be done and be
administered by the City Engineer:

a. That consents to the public streets and: easements being merged and
waivers of any damages that may accrue as a result of such merger be
obtained from all property owners who might have certain rights in the area

being merged.

b. That satisfactory arrangements be made with all public utility agencies
maintaining existing facilities within the area being merged.

Note: The Advisory Agency hereby finds that the public streets and
easements to be merged are unnecessary for present or prospective
public purposes and all owners of interest in the real property within
the subdivision have or will have consented to the merger prior
recordation of the final map.

4, That the subsurface portions of Tiverton Avenue to the street centeriine from a
depth of 10 feet below the street flow line and any other public easements deemed
unnecessary by the Clty Engineer adjoining the tract boundaries be permitted to be
merged with the remainder of the subdivision pursuant to Section 66499.20-1/2 of
the State Government Code, and in addition, the following be done and be
administered by the City Enginser:
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a. That consents to the public streets and easements being merged and
waivers of any damages that may accrue as a result of such merger be
obtained from all property owners who might have certain rights in the area
being merged.

b. That satisfactory arrangements be made with all public utility agencies
maintaining existing facilities within the area being merged.

Note: The Advisory Agency hereby finds that the public streets and
easements to be merged are unnecessary for present or prospective
public purposes and all owners of interest in the real property within
the subdivision have or will have consented to the merger prior to

" recordation.of the final map.

5, That tentative tract No. 50774 be received and filed prior to recordation of this map
satisfactory to the City Engineer,

8. That the final map of this development'inciudes' the folldwing items satisfactory to
the City Engineer:
a. Plan view at different elevations.
b. Isometric views.
c. Elevation views.
d. Section cuts at all locations where air space lot boundaries change.
7. That a covenant and agreemeént be recorded satisfactory to the City Engineer

binding the subdivider and all successors to the following:

a. That the owners shall be required to maintain all elements of the structure
below the limited street rights-of-way of Weyburn Avenue and Tiverion
Avenue in a safe and usable condition to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer, The City shall be given reasonable access 1o the structure within
and adjacent o the limited street rights-of-way areas for any necessary
inspection, upon reguest during normal business hours. The City may
request the owner to repair or replace damaged, defective or unsafe
structural elements or to correct unacceptabie conditions at the owner's
expense if owner elects not to do so. Owner shall grant reasonable access
to City's contractor to make said repairs.

D. The owner shall be raquired to limit use and occupancy of the structure
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No. 37

FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC.

1015 Gayley Avenue, PME 1083, LA, CA 80024
Tel. 310-470-4522 @ Fax 310-470. ® E-mail: lakedcouncii@hotmall.com

-

June 8, 2001
Via Fax 213-580.5542

Mr. Jimmy Liao

Chy Planner, Project Coordinator
Environmental Review Section

221 N. Figueroa Street, Room 1500
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: EIR No. 2000-3213, Palazzo Westwood

Dear Mr. Liao:

Friends of Westwood belisves that processing this application independently of
the EIR process constitutes piecemeal approval, in violation of CEQA. The -
Bureavu of Engineering_ appsars to treat the application as “the project,” and had no

ihe

Laura Lake, Ph.D.
President

Sincerely,

cc: Prudence Faxon, Friends of Westwood
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FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC,

1015 Gayisy Avenus, PMB 1083, LA, CA 90024
Tel. 310-470.4522 @ Fax 310-476-6544 @ E-malt: lakedeouncii@hotmail.com

June 8, 2001
Via Fax 213-847-8272 -

Gus Dembegiotes

Street Vacation Investigation Section
Bureau of Engineering

534 8. Spring Street, Suite 400
Los Angeles, CA 90014

Re: VAC-1400741 {Glendon Avenue (Porio) bet. Weyburm Ave. & Kinross Ave,
(Subsurface Vacation)

Dear Mr. Dembagiotes:

This letter is in ésponse to the City's Notice of Proposed Vacation, dateq April 18,
2001, regarding the above Proposed subsurface vacation,

To review this request in isolation from the entire application js in viclation of CEQA's
prohibition against piecemeal approval. Savera| aspects of this application involve
zoning and planning issues not addressed in thig application. '

This application should not be processed in the absence of the EIR

Friends of Westwood submitted testimony to the NOP objecting to both a Subsurface
and surface vacation of Glendon Avenue in behaif of Arden Realty, Wilshire Glendon
Associates, and Friends of Westwood. A copy is_enclosed for your infonnatio_n.

2. Community Plan Amendment Required. Glendon Avenue is shown in the
Westwood Community Plan map circulation slement. We belisve that an
amendment of the community plan is required in order to vacate any portion of
this street.
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FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC

Giendon Avenue Vacation E1400741
June 5 2001

residential parking, Indeed, the proposed project involves commercial uses on the
ground flioor portions of the Tiverton lots. This is in violation of the Westwood Village
Specific Plan. '

renovation of the Macy's building at the north end of the vacation which will be bringing

In order o expedite the commercial revitalization of Westwood Village, the city
must not permit aven temporary closure of Glendon Avenue. Construction myst be
conducted in a manner that permits Glendon Avenue to remain fully functional,

4. Business Goodwill Losses. As with Hollywood Boulevarg MTA construction,
businesses impacted by the loss of Glendon Avsnue during construction are entitied to
compensation for damages from the city and/or the developer,

S. Private Easements. Under Caiifornia Streets & Highways Code (“SHC") §8353(b),
every owner within a tract has 2 private easement over all the streets shown on the tract

Under Danislson v. Sykes, 157 Cal. 688 (1810), this private easement extends to
all streets in the subdivision, not just strests abutting the iot. Under Norcross v. Adams,
263 C.A. 2d 362, 365, 367 (1968), the government entity may algo be fiable,

The City of Los Angeles has already recognized the rights of the other
Westwood Village Property owners in connection with subsurface as wel ag surface,
vacations.

tn approving the Vesting Tract Map No. 52169 for the predecessor project to this
one (on this same property), the City required the developer to get consents and
waivers of damages from other property owners as a condition of the subsurface
vacations. A copy of the relevant three pages from the City’s approval is enclosed.
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FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC

Glendon Avenue Vacation E1400741
June §, 2001

6. Cultural Resource, |n 1998, the State of Califomia declared the Glendon Manor
apartment building, built in 1928 and stated for demolttion as part of this project, to be
of statewide historical significance after an extensive series pf hearing on the merits.
Tha owner of the building participated fully in thege proceedings and was also
represented by legal counse! and expert consultants,

Section 9.b of the Westwood Village Specific Plan does not permit vacation
of a street for subsurface parking if a cultural resource is demolished:

‘B. Subsurface Parking. If a cultural resource is demolished or relocated,
subsurface parking Iin conjunction with any replacement structure may not extend into
the public right-of-way,” (Emphasis added.)

the city required that subsurface vacation begin 10 fest below the surface. We do not
have the technical knowledge necessary to independently assess this issue, but we
must assume that 10 feet is the minimum necessary, and perhaps more would be
preferabie, '

8. Strength: We aiso question whether the subsurface structure would be designed
and built to support the weight of emergency vehicles. The predetessor project on this
property did not meet this requirement. Public safety considerations require that
Giendon Avenue be able to carry commerclal delivery ang emergency vehicles.

9. Possible deficiency in Notice and Appiication: Previously, subsurfage vacations
for parking not only for Glendon Avenue, but also to the center-lines of Weybum,
Tiverton and the alley west of the property had been requested. This notice does not

10. No public interest in subsurface vacation. The applicant has not provided |
evidence of a public benefit or public interest that might Justify surrendering public rights
for surface or subsurface rights. The area proposed for subsurface vacation (below
Glendon Avenue) represents approximately an acre of property (actually severa) acres
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FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD, INC

Giendon Avenue Vacation E1400741
June §, 2001

when multipiies by the number of levels of parking). The devsloper apparently wants
the city to give this benefit to him for free.

Given the cost of pProperty in Wesitwood and the cost of constructing subsurface
parking, the requested vacation, if granted, amounts to a multi-million doliar gift from
the city to the developer with no benefit to the public — to the contrary, this application,
if approved, would interfere with emergency services and the economy of the Village.

It is also not in the public interest 1o create 2 major liability for the city if the consents
and waivers from all the other proparty owners in the tract are not first obtained.

in conclusion, we request notice of vacation, both surface and subsurface, be mailed to
Friends of Westwood and all businesses and Property owners within the original tract
map, as required under state law, '

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this application. Please send gl| notices,
reports and other correspondence and documnents pertaining to this project to Friends
of Westwood and all business znd property owners within the original Westwood
Village tract.

Respectfully,

Al

Laura Lake, Ph.D.
President

cc:  Prudence Macgowan Faxon, Treasurar, Friends of Westwood

Attachment: Friende of Westwood, Arden Realty, Wilshire Glendon Associates NOF’
testimony.
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Mr. Con Hows, Director VED
Department of City Planning REC EIV
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Los Angeies, CA 80012 MAY 15 2002
Attantion Ms. Maya E. Zaitzevsky Ewlﬁ%':mﬁ“m

Daar Mr. Hows

Request for Comments on Draft Environmental impact Report (EIR)
P Westwood Case No, ENV- 321

The Los Angeles Departrent of Water and Power (LADWP) has reviewed the draft EIR for the
above-referenced project that was transmitted with your February 21, 2002 letter.

We would like to clarify Volume1, Section V., Subsection |,, ltem 1 and Volume 1, Saction V.,
Subsection K., Item 3. As per our March E, 2001 letter to Mr. Ed Rayes, the developar may he
required to pay for the cost te upgrade the existing infrastructure system, including water mains
and a nearby pressure regulator stafion. The developer is required fo pay to LADWP its fair
share of the cost for the upgrade should the Los Angeles City Fire Department (LAFD) not be
willing or not abie to do so. The LAFD recently stated that it would not pay for upgrade of the
pressure regulator station, Also, there is no construction scheduie, at this time, for the upgrade
of the water main in Wilshire Boulevard.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please call me at (213) 387-1218.
Sincerely,
M_,
LUIS NUNO - \

Engineer of Weastern District
Water Distribution Engineering

Map No, 134-153

Water and Power Conservation ...a way of life

111 Notth Hope Street, Las Angales, Callforniz  Malling addrese: Box 51111, Los Angoles 30051-0100
Telephone: (213) 367-4211 Cable address: DEWAPOLA  FAX: (213) 367-3287 ‘@
Fmytidble shei sy Hteh Nmycle Ve,




STATE OF CALIFORNIA — BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH

120 SO. SPRING ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

PHONE (213) 897-6536

FAX  (213) 897-1337

Ms. Maya Zaitvevsky
Department of City Planning

City of Los Angeles

200 N. Spring St., Room 763

Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Re: IGR/CEQA # 020272NY
Palazzo Westwood
LA/405/31.63
SCH# 2000101123

March 22, 2002

Dear Ms. Zaitvevsky:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Palazzo Westwood project.

We would like to recommend the City to collect and set aside 2 fair share contribution
from the Traffic Impact fees for future freeway main line and ramp improvements.

If you have any questions, please call Mr, Yerjanian at (213) 897-6536 and refer to
IGR/CEQA # 020272NY.

Sincerely,

STEPHEN J. BUSWELL
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Transportation Planning Office
District 7

“Caltrans improves mobility ceross California”




SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Office

- 818 Wt Bavarth Stres]

1210 fioor
Loe Arpeies, Caliomic

80017-3435
{213} 235-1800

£ [213) 2361625

(LLEGIBLE TEXT)

March 12, 2002

Ms. Maya E. Zajtzevsky
Project Coordinator
Departrnent of City Pianning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 783
Los Angeles, CA 80012

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. | 20020101 Palazzo Westwood
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

Thank you for submitting the Palazzo Westwood to SCAG for review and
comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant projects.
SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects and programs with
regional pians. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilifies as a
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws and
regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist focal
agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the
attainment of regional goals and poiicies.

We have reviewed the Palazzo Westwood, and have determined that the
proposed Project is not regionally significant per SCAG intergavernmental
Review (IGR) Criteria and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines (Section 15208). Therefore, the proposed Project does not warrant
comments at this time. Should there be a change in the scope of the proposed
Project, we would appreciate the opportunity to review and comment at that
fime,

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG's March 1, 2002
intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public reviesw and
comment.

The project title and SCAG Ciearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG concerning this Project. Correspondence should
be sent to the atiention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any
questions, please contact me af (21 3) 236-1867. Thank you.

Sincerely,

JEFFREY M. SMITH, AICP
Senior Planner,
Intergovernmental Review



