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. IN THE HEART OF WESTWOOD VILLAGE
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April 5, 2002 . | avEE WED
Ms. Maya E. Zaitzevsky AR 0.9 295,
Los Angeles City Planning Department ENWRONMEM '
Environmenta! Review Section | [
200 North Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 2000-3213
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

I aim the owner of the Royal Palace Westwood Hotel, a 35-room inn located at 1052
Tiverton Avenue. Ihave operated this small business since 1982, and have owned the
real property and improvements since 1989,

This current “Project Palazzo Westwood” (Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 2000-
3213) is seriously flawed and in need of review and revisions. This letter is to request
that you deny the Project applicant’s following requests for discretionary approval;

1) f) Allow commercial uses along Tiverton Avenue in Subarea 2.

2) Obtain exceptions from the Westwood Village Specific Plan requiring a 15-foot
landscape buffer along the Tiverton frontage, and to permit mechanical equipment in
the unoccupied towers.

3) Obtain a General Plan Amendment re-designating Tiverton Avenue from a Secondary
Highway to a Collector Street.

You cannot allow Tiverton Avenue to be used for commercial uses, My property was
“down-zoned” in the early 1990°s which resulted in a significant reduction in my
property’s value. If the City of Los Angeles® Department of City Planning were to give
approval to allow Tiverton Avenue for commercial uses, it would be completely
inconsistent and against the interests of the residential property owners on the east side of
the street. The fact that the other side of the street consists of residential properties
makes it obvious that there is no way that this Project Palazzo Westwood should be
exempt from a 15-foot landscape buffer along the Tiverton frontage.




I'look forward to a favorable resolution to this matter. If you have any questions or
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 310 473 6564. Thank you.

Sincerely,

g_@‘rw\.w

John Beccaria
Owner
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Los Angeles Depariment of City Planning

Environmental Review Section

200 North Spring Street, #£763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: EIR Case No. ENV-2000-3213; Palazzo Westwood Project
Draft EIR No.. SCH #2000101123

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

The following comments and the attachments are provided in response to the Draft Environmental
impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed "Patazzo Westwood Project”, dated February 21, 2002.

As local homeowners and residents of Westwood for more than 35 years, our family members are
stakeholders with a“vested interest in the future iiveability of this community. We are committed to
supporting the highest standards of practice for responsible, community-based land use and development
planning, high-quality revitalization efforts and historic preservation, congestion mitigation, and public safety
throughout the Westwood area. '

in our review of the DEIR, we find that the proposed “Palazzo” project physical design as presented with the
corresponding text, to be so seriously flawad that the project shoukd be re-designed.

The “Street Level Retail" Plan, Figure 111-3 is extremely difficult to read and shouid at least be eniarged and
presented on an 11"x17" fold-out format for improved legibility. May we please be provided with an enlarged
and more complete set of the graphics, site plan, fioor plans, sections, and eievations on 11°x17°? Please
forward a set to the above address. Thank you. The reader should be able to discemn the finish floor
elevations in particular. ‘ _

The proposed project physical design contains numerous major urban design and planning deficiencies
which are not addressed in the DEIR. Please provide 8 detalled wiitten response o each = virx
auestions:

1. Is the "Palazzo” project proposed to include multiple sunken enfrance plazas? The “Street Level
Retail* Plan, Figure 1-3 appears to show approximately four (4) sunken entrance plazas. Is the Casden
project proposing to buiid (4) sunken entry plazas to provide pedestrian access to the “Street Level Retall’
which appears to be located mostly below street level? Please describe the design concept or philosophy
for the sunken plazas.

2. if the "Street Level Retail" entrances are to be located below street level, how many feet below
street level {grade) is each entrance proposed to be located? Please provide the respective retail entrance
finish floor elevation in each case: &t the southwest and at the southeast corners of the Glendon
intersaction with Weyburn, and at the west and east sides of Glendon at the mid-project area?

3. What is the maximum vertical difference in feet between the finish floor eievation of the 54,000 sq.
ft. space and the sidewalk lavel on the east side of Glendon?

4. Please describe the treatment and use of the Glendon frontage between the parking garage
entrance drive and the proposed commercial truck loading dock bay at the south? Also, please clarify if the
commercial truck dock is proposed to accommodate three (3) or two (2) truck positions. The “Street Level
Retail" Plan, Figure ill-3 shows 3 trucks and the Noise Monitoring & Loading Dock Locations Plan, Figure
V.G-1 shows 2 trucks; which is correct?
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5. Domedoorsshownonmeeiondonfronmgeprovidedirectacoesstomeﬂnimnoorofme&.ooo
5q. . space? Wil the west wall of the 54,000 sq. ft. space be a solid; opaque wall as is customary with
grocery (speciaity) markets, or will it be glazed? Piease describe how this segment of Glendon frontage will
create a “pedestrian-friendly” environment for people.

6. Piease describe the role of the commercial truck loading dock in creating a “pedestrian-friendily”
environment for people.

8. The Simulated View of Proposed Project, Figure V.A1-13 shows a palr of glass doors on the east
ﬁdedeonbetweenWeWumwmmwagedmes.ﬂomwﬂhmnddemuaMopaqm
solid walls. Please explain the function of the glass doors and describe how the blank walls co ute to
* creation of a vitalized, pedestrian-friandly urban environment for people. :

9. Please explain how the proposed sunken entrance plazas and the above Issues of direct podestrian
access to retail space (items 1 — 6) will corform to the City of Los Angeles Mixed Use provisions of the LA
Municipal Code (Section 13.09).

10. Please provide written confirmation that the Commanding Officer of the Community Aflairs Group of
the LAPD has conducted a pubiic safetyNisual surveillance analysis of the lines of sight for each proposed
sunken enfrance plaza, and has provi the written findings to this DEIR. Also, please provide written
confirmation that the Commanding Officer of the Community Affairs Group of the LAPD has provided the
developer and the architect with a copy of the City of Los Angédles DESIGN OUT CRIME Guidelines,
published by the Crime Prevention Through Envirornental Design (CPTED) Task Force, November 1997.

Please refer to the attached letter to Mr. Dan O'Donnel, LA. Dept. of City Planning, of February 24, 1998,
for additional information and an annotated bibliography on the subject of sunken plazas in the urban
environment. Two additional books which address some of the problems associated with sunken plazas
are;

Agsociation by Pushkarev and Zupan,

gsign, by Oscar Newman. Macmittan

We suggest that until the project is re-designed to provide direct pedestrian retal access, the DEIR
for this project should be suspended. After re-design, the DEIR will need to be re-written to include the
comrections to the project and be re-circulated for comments, prior to further processing.-

only to replace it with a mutti-bay semi-tractor trailer, service dock directly across the Glendon Avenue from
another historic bilding which presentty houses Café Moustache.

Similar 1o the previous Smadra project, the developer certainly knew the WVSP regutations before acquiring
the property. And simiiar to Smedra, determined that the local laws should be amended to suit Casden’s
private development cbjectives at the expense of the Integrity of the WVSP. In removing such public
protections as height restrictions, setback requirements, residential denslty fimits, the proposed
amendments would be made at the expense of what remains of the public realm and the urban fabric of the
Village, and at the expense of the antire surrounding community.
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To paraphrase from the Smedra DEIR, for example: . . . the project proponent is requesting (9) Specific
Pian amendments to make the WVSP consistent with its project, . . " (emphasis added; see the
previous "Village Center Westwood” DEIR Page IV-H-8). Obviously such amendments would permit the
"Palazzo® project to proceed unimpeded by the regulatory guidelines and public protections of the WVSP.
The developer has engaged in a considerable mis-information campaign in order to subvert the public
protections and legal purpose of the WVSP. While claiming to be in contormance with the "spirit and intent”
of the WVSP, the developer is simultaneously requesting to waive the current planning and development
reguiations to suit the “Palazzo™ proposal. The developer has requested building height measurement,
allowable density of units per square footage of site area, elimination of setbacks, and other regulations
which the subject project should properly be required 1o foliow.

11. Westwood Village already is a “unified develooment™ and was originally planned and deveioped as
such in 1929, to provide and. sustain a village fabric of mixed uses including mutti-unit residential, to serve
the surrounding community. Giendon Manor is an historic part of that original, pioneering and visionary
urban plan. The WVSP simply does not need the proposed Amendment No. 1, and the L-A.M.C. Mixed Use
ordinance already prohibits grade separated, indirect pedestrian access to street level retall. The WVSP
already provides for street level retall and mixed use which, unlike the *Palazzo”, the retall is directly
accessible from the sidewalk. Please see the noted architectural historian, Richard Longstreth’s: City

antar 10 Regional Mall: Architecture, the Automobiie. and Retailing in Los Angeles. 18 B850, MIT Press,
1997, pp. 165-167, for an authoritative clarification of why the Village already constitutes a “unified
del’lvelop;aehnt' and some proper perspective on the historic significance of the original mixed use Westwood
Village .

Proposed Amendment No. 1 is for a “unified development™ within a “unified development”, and
actually runs counter 1o the essential spirit and intent of the original Village and the WVSP which is
designed to preserve the existing, historic variation in the Village character. Rather than a “unified
development™ on the subject site, variation in form, architectural vocabulary, detail, and physical character
would conform more closely with the spirit and intent of the WVSP. To quote Longstreth: “At Westwood, the
guidelines Janss established for building exteriors were probably vaguer than at Santa Barbara, enabling
architects to work with a loosely defined spectrum of histonical resources associated with Mediterranean
Europe. Variety in form, detail, and character was encouraged.”

Please review the cited literatufe. And piease explain fully for inclusion in the DEIR, that it Is the
proponents of the “Palazzo” project that want the regulatory reliaf that would result from Amendment No. 1,
and that it is not neaded for the WVSP which is an enforceable City Ordinance unto itself. Please explain
that there Is no legal or regutatory need for proposed Amendment No. 1. from the City of Los Angeles
standpoint, and that the L.A.M.C. Mixed Use Section 13.09 already applies as a City-wide ondinance.

12. The proposed WVSP Amendment No. 1 is wholly un-necessary and recundant. It is a specious
proposal concocted merely o afiow the developer to declare that the historic 1070 Glendon Manor would be
inconsistent with the “Palazzo’s unified development” and so should be demolished In order to make room
for the truck dock with apartments above. Glendon Manor must be preserved as Casden's Cuitural
Resources consultant recommends on page 113 of the DEIR. The "Palazzo” project should be redesigned
to accommodate preservation of Glendon Manor, much like the Nansay Project did. The Nansay Project,
both preserved and respected Glendon Manor as a pan of the mixed use urban fabric of Westwood Village.

13 Piease explain why the truck dock shoutd not be relocated to the southeast rear of the 54,000 sq. ft.
space off Tiverton.

14. Please describe why the other eight (8) proposed amendments o the WVSP would be either
unacceptable, or possibly acceptablie, to the City of Los Angeles. And should all (8) amendments be
acceptable to the City, would such amendments apply anly to the proposed "Palazzo” project site, or would
all the amendments apply to the entire WVSP area within its boundaries Village-wide, including the subject
site? If not applicable to the WVSP area-wide, specifically which amendments are proposed to be
applicable only for the “Palazzo” gite?
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15. As the developer has requested, and clearly expects, that the public protections of existing height
fimits, buiiding setbacks, unit density, FAR allowances, bike ratio, and other regulations will be removed
from the WVSP. Since such relief from regulation is expected to be provided by the City of Los Angeles
solely to accommodate the proposed project, please explain the public purpose and justification for the
years owvosrl;: and thousands of public and ctizen volunteer hours that went into preparing and adopting the
current .

16. In our view, the proposed project Is iliogical and unaccetable at this location, in its physical form,
with apparantly (4) or more sunken entry plazas and below grade retall floors, we would emphasize,
constitutes a major design and planning flaw. Such planning and design etrors in the subject project are all
antithetical to recognized and sound urban design, land use and circuation planning, and community
development principles. The subject project calls for curb-to-curb namowing of imeplaceable Glendon
Avenue, ostensibly for the purpose of widening the sidewalks in order to create a “pedestrian-friendly”
environment. The propesed harrowing represents the developer's desire to control the street to the point of
attempting to privatize Glendon for the benefit of the developer at the expense of the City of Los Angeles'
taxpayers. Piease explain how the proposed curb-to-curb narrowing will not result in a reduction of street
capadtyi in a highly congested urban context where, if anything, additional circulation right of way is needad,
not iess.

* There many other major problems with the proposed project and the process conducted by the City
Councitman's office, in addition to the errors and omisslons in the DEIR which will be addressed, referenced
by section and page number.

Based on the above citations and review of the subject DEIR, we heroby request nofification of the
administrative intentions for next steps, 1o conduct either a Revised Project and DEIR, or a Supplemental
DEIR, or other procedure o be prepared and circulated for public review and comment, to address all of the
above notad issues in written form prior to preparation of a Final EIR.

Thank you for your review and consideration of comments to the DEIR for the proposed subject project.
Respectfully submitted, '

b2 <7/

Michael S. Metcalfe
Principal

cc: Save Westwood Viliage
Westwood Homeowners' Association, Inc.
The Honorable Jack Weiss, Los Angeles City Councll, CD5
Renee Schillaci, CDS Planning Deputy
The Honorable Ruth Galanter, Los Angeles City Council, CD6
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February 24, 1998

Mr. Dan O'Donnel, City Planning Project Mearing Examiner Page 508
Los Angeles City Planning Commission

221 South Figueroa Street, Suite 310

Los Angseles, CA 90012

RE: CITY PLAN CASE NO. 96-0133-PA WESTWOOD PLANNING AREA;

And EIR Case No. ENV-2000-3213; Palazzo Westwood Project
Draft EIR No. SCH #2000101123 April 7, 2002
Dear Mr. O'Donnel;

The following Annotated Background/Bibliography on Sunken Plazas is provided in reference
to our Letters of Comments to the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports (D/FEIR) of January 9,
1988, July 28 and May 25, 1997. The following material Is aiso provided as a supplement to our testimony
at the Public Hearing ot December 18, 1997 regarding the subject project. Please review and append this
Background/Bibliography as appropriate 10 the respective City Planning Case Files as it is intended fo
provide added supporting documentstion for the Los es City Planning Commission's consideration of
. the case against approval of construction of any sunken in Westwood Village.

As noted in earfier comments, sunken plazas have long been opposed by city planners, urban designers,
knowledgeable real estate developers, and various public agencies for their inherently disruptive and
damaging effects on the continuity of retall frontages and pedestrian circulation in commercial urban
districts. Because of the inherent physical isolation and visual separation from the street, existing sunken
plazas have consistently failed to function successfully, and due fo their relatively high economic recovery
costs, often remain as failed and vacant urban piaces in many citias. That's why New York City for example,
denles open space bonuses for plazas more than three feet below street level and on important streets in
central business districts, prohibits them altogether.

In the past, the City of Los Angeles has permitted & number of unforiunate examples of failed sunken plaza
projects which have proven fo be damaging and costly commercial development mistakes. Given the
benefit of "undamental lessons leamed"” from past experience, including the experience of gther cities,
wchpmjectsmould never have been officially approved.for construction to begin with, and gertainly such

A o _repeated. Especially since the Westwood Village Specific Plan (WVSP) is
designed 1o aserve enhance and eu;end the essential pedestrian streetscape, scale and urban fabric
within the historic Janss/Molmby tract area.

Perhaps one of the more dramatic and costly sunken plaza failures has been the City's own Los Angeles
Mall, adjacent to City Hall in the Civic Center, where the north sunken plaza roughly physically
approximates the depth below grade, scale, and spatial isolation of the subject proposal in Westwood
Village. Following years of commercial and fiscal losses, tenant space vacancies, poor access, etc., the Los
Angeles City Council has recently reviewed recommendations to approve funding for Phase 2 of an on-
going Los Angeles Mall revitalization feasibllity study in which the City would incur substantial recovery
costs. The City Department of General Services reports that the Los Angeles Mall Revitalization
Redevelopment Team could incur total project costs in excess of $300,000! and a rewvitalization concept
pian prepared by Gensler and Associates for the City reports that the “retrofit", which would bring all retall
activity up to street level to facllitate re-use of the space, would cost on the order of $6.6 million2.

Moreover, as of November 1997, as directed and established by the Los Angeles City Council, the City's
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) Task Force has prepared and published the
City of Loz Angeles "DESIGN OUTY CRIME"™ GUIDELINES which provide development
recommendations intended to preciude construction of just such a sunken piaza as proposad in the subject
project. Under DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS, Natural Surveillance: Visual Connection, page 8, the City
of L.A. guidelines state: *Provide a good visual connection between commercial and public environments
such as streets, common areas, and sidewalks."3
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Mr. Dan O'Donnel, City Pianning Project Hearing Examiner

RE: CITY PLAN CASE NO. 96-0133-PA, ot. seq. WESTWOOD PLANNING AREA
And EIR Case No. ENV-2000-3213; Palazzo Westwood Project
Draft EIR No. SCH #2000101123 April 7, 2002

Since the subject sunken plaza is proposed to be situated at 30' (thirty feet) below grade (referencing the
elevation of the intersaction of Weybum Glendon Avenus), the sight lines for natural surveillance and
vistal connection from Weybum Avenue it sidewalk down to the sunken plaza are obstructed, the
plaza would not be visibie from the street and sidewalk, and fkewise, the street and sidewalk would not

We recognize that the project's sunken plaza scheme is driven by the developer and the retall anchor
tenant's (Ralph's Market) desire to avoid locating on the street level which would require higher ground rent
charges, and that by locating the largest parcentage of fotal project GLA (Gross Leasable Area, including
the market, a drug store and other tenant space) on subterranean levels, the project would be, conceptually
at least, more profitable for the investors. (Ralph's is also a major investor, and we believe they are
unaware of the sunken plaza's potential for damage to the Village.)

We aiso recognize that the sunken plaza scheme, in tum, drives the need for the acquisition and
privatization of the Glendon Avenue public right-of-way {an unwarranted bonus), which is then counted as
additional site area in the calculation of the Floor Area Ratio (another unwarranted bonus), and that the
sunken plaza scheme in combination with the acquisition of Glendon, the 3400 movie-seat muttiplex, and
the consequent demolition of the historic Glendon Manor buikding then in turn, collectively drive the need for
the specious and unacceptable, proposed Westwood Village Specific Plan (WVSP) Amendment.

Ostensibly proposed by the City Councilman to "up-date" the WVSP in order to "revitalize" the Village, the
Amendment is clearly proposed for at least two other primary reasons: first and foremost, to change the
law, including the underlying zoning, in order to satisfy the developer and the investor's requests and to
*mitigate” and facilitate official approvat of this otherwise illegal project (which is not uniike the old fashioned
and presently illegal practice of "spot zoning" in the history of Los Angeles} at the expense of al other local |
property owners, and secondarily, to eliminate or, in effect, repeal the constraints of the WVSP which Is the
law that would specifically prohibit their otherwise illegai project.

However, as an official Project Hearing Examiner in support of good, responsible urban design and
planning practices alone, if the subject project application is forwarded o the Los Angeles City Planning
Commission for their review, please emphasize the urgent need for the Commission's special attention to
the issues of this proposed sunken plaza project. The responsibility for risk avoidance and prevention of
such a costly urban design and development mistake should serve as the basis for withholding any further
project approvals, and/or a halt in any further permit processing, with the stipulation that the entire sunken
plaza element be eliminated from this applicant's project plans.

While we recognize many other difficult problems associated with this poorty-conceived project and the
DEIR/FEIR process, we are confident that the Public Hearing Examination and review process will find and
implement the most appropriate public procedure from this point forward. Please don't hesitate 1o call me at
(310) 474-6418 or write to the address on this letterhead # there are any questions, or if we can assist you

in way.
Thank you for your review and consideration of this important community development matter.

Respectfully submitted,

V-2

Michael S. Metcalfe
Co-president, Save Westwood Village

cC: The Honorable Jack Weiss, Los Angeles City Coungcil, CDS
The Honorablle Ruth Galanter, Los Angeles City Council, CD6
The Honorable Cindy Miscikowski, Los Angeles City Council, CD 11
The Honorable James Hahn, Mayor, City of Los Angeles
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Mr. Dan O'Donnel, City Planning Project Hearing Examiner

RE: CITY PLAN CASE NO. 08-0133-PA, ot. seq. WESTWOOD PLANNING AREA

And EIR Case No. ENV-2000-3213; Palazzo Westwoad Project
Draft EIR No. SCH #2000101123 April 7, 2002

An Annotated Background/Bibliography on Sunken Plazas: The Urban Design and
smnnlng Case Against Approval of Construction of Sunken Plazas in Westwood
age

1. Los Angeles City Council - Journal/Council Proceedings

Tuesday, November 18, 1997, Council Chamber - Room 340, City Hal! - 10 AM

item No. (18) - 96-2106 / S1 7 CD9 -

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY and GENERAL SERVICES COMMITTEE REPORT relative to
Phase 2 of the Pre-Development Feasibility -Los Angeles Mall Revitalization Plan.
Referred To Public Works Committee - Rofl Call #18

for tha City of Los Angeles Department of General Services;
Includes critique & analysis of failed sunken plaza and re-use "retrofit" construction cost budget
estimate and financial proforme benefits analysis;
Gensler and Associates / Architects, Lead Constltant,
in association with Asset Strategies inc., 1985

PreparedtwﬂxeLosAngdesCﬂmePreverﬂbn%EnﬁmmemalDesign(CPTED)
TaskForceasdirectedaMestablHtedbymeLosAmelesthOound

Consisting of the following City Departments

L.A. City Planning, Mr. F. P. Eberhard, DeputyDure&raMTaskFomeChairman

L.A. Police Department, Crime Prevention Section L.A. Housing Department

L.A. Community Redevelopment Agency L A. Building and Safety
L.A. Department of Transporiation Bureau of Street Lighting
ent of Public Works Counciimember Laura Chick, 3CD

Ref: DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS, NATURAL SURVEILLANCE: Visual Connection, page 8; -
Guidelines preciude visual (sightiine) obstruction between streets and public common areas;
Appendix B includes a very useful reterence Biblibgraphy

Published November 1997

4. The Social Lite of Small Urban Spaces
by William H. Whyte, The Consarvation Foundation, 1980
This seminal basic text of empirical research in the scholarship of urbanism is widely recognized
as fundamental, required reading for all students of the behavior of people in the urban
environment. For exampile, the book is required reading for applicants for graduate admission to
the Departments of Architecture, Urban Design, City and Regional Planning, and Landscape
Architecture and Environmental Planning at the College of Environmental Design at the University
of Califomia at Berkeley, among many others.

CiTY: Rediscovering the Center

by William H. Whyte, Doubleday, 1968

The saquel to the previous book includes further critique and analysis on the fallures of sunken
plazas in urban commercial settings. This book documents the Street Life Projact which provided
the basis for a PBS Network *Nova" science series documentary entitled Public Spaces/Human
Places produced by WGBH in Boston, and includes a Digest of the New York City Open-Space
Zoning Frovisions {Appendix A) and Mandating of Retailing at Street Leve! (Appendix B), both of
which serve to prohibit construction of sunken plazas in the city with the nation's highest
poputation density. The author inciudes acknowladgment of the participation and assistance of
Mr. Con Howe, Director of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning.

by Dr. Paud Zucker, cdlumbia University Press, 1859

One of the classic urban planning and design references, Zucker's analysis demonstrates that
streets and squares (a.k.a. plazas) are functionally interdependent and inseparabie, and require
unobstructed visual connection and unobstructed direct pedestrian access to be successful.
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An Annotated Background/Bibllography on Sunken Plazas: The Urban Design and
Planning Case Against Approval of Construction of Sunken Plazas In Westwood
Village. .

7. Resign Thinking

by Peter G. Rowe, The MIT Press, 1986

Prasently the Dean of the Harvard Graduate School of Design, Mr. Rowe conducted a series of
developmental case studies on instruction in the creative process of architecture, which found
that "urban place making” and “urban form becomes more highly resolved" as the designer
acknowledges "the public domain of the street®.

by Jordan M. Rosenfeld, Urban Land, Joumnal of the Urban Land Institute (UL!), December 1997
“The ability 10 enter a public plaza in the normal course of pedestrian movement is of immense
importance to the way peopie use that space. Visibility and direct access from the other elements of
the urban circutation system (i.e. sidewalks & crosswalks) must be continuous.” (page 53, emphasis
added)

Another ULI publication, 1968

A decidedly non-academic guide for commercial developers, advises that the (ourrent) trend has
heen awayfrom “insutar design® in "an effort 1o offset the il effects on surrounding activity”,
toward "open air pacple-oriented spaces" (page 182).

10. Bedesigning City Squares and Plazas

by Francisco A. Cerver, ARCO/Maarst Books International, 1997 _

The author points out how sunken plazas can be deliberately designed to be "isolated from the
rest of the city" in circumstances where such separation is the desired result, such as the recently
completed Tokyo Town Hall Complex and Citizen's Plaza In Japan (page 188).

11. \ .
by Mike Davis, Vintage Books, 19982 '

Davis addresses the continuing, "piecemseal privatization” and “"destruction” of the public realm
*by de facto surrender to corporate-defined redevelopment priorities for elite enclaves™ (page 227)
and referances the Hollywood Pubtic Library with its "sunken entrance” as a prime example of
deliberate disconnection and signal of separation and fimited access from the local community

(page 239).

12.
EditedbyAlienJ Scott and Edward W. Soja,UnivarsltyofGalifomlaPress 1996
In Chapter 2, The Firgt American Citv by Richard S. Weinstain, following a quote of Elias Canetti,
author of Crowds and Power, addressing (American) corporate power and bureaucratic routine as
expressed in the towers and plazas of New York City, Professor Weinstein notes: "These
dangerous and deadening expressions of routine are antiurban and as threatening to the pubiic
realm in the city, where they destroy the life of the street, as they are when they support the
fragmentation of the extended city, where the street doesn't matter at all.” In sum, if not checked
and advised of the consequences in advance, the unconstrained joint forces of corporate power
and bureaucratic routine will predictably co-opt and consume whatever it can of the public realm.

The above represent just a small sample of the body of urban design and planning literature warning
against the risks and problems of sunken plazas. There are also many experienced professionals who have
commented based on their respective experiences with sunken plaza projects. Several such letters of
testimony in opposition to sunken plazas have been previously submitted fo the above referenced L.A. City
Planning Case Files, copies of which are available on request. Please call (310) 474-6418. '
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re: EIR 2000-3213

213-580-5546
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This FAX includes comments regarding possible adverse impacts of the projects
proposals. There are 16 pages included here (large type for convenience) and the referred to
“CROSS REFERENCE BY IMPACT™ will be forthcoming shortly. It is not needed for
utilization of the comnments.

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, I think you will find that 2 number of issues are raised which warrant serious
consideration. '

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

Thank you very much for your consideration.




COMMENTS REGARDING THE POSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF
PALAZZO WESTWOOD (EIR NO. 2000-3213) /

Introduction These comments are organized by project feature for each feature
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 organization scheme should make it clear that an overwheming number of
adverse impacts would not occur 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- incomplete 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 Glendon
Ave. and the left 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 applicant’s property.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
1. HEIGHT/SCALE

a) LAND USE PLANNING adverse impacts
2. THE LOCATION OF COMMERCIAL IN A RESIDENTIALLY RESTRICTED AREA

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

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

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

d) MARKET PROPOSAL MAY CREATE UNKNOWN ADVERSE IMPACTS IF
IMPLEMENTED NEXT TO THE NEW RALPH’S
3. OPEN SPACE _
4.ACCESS TO COMMERCIAL FROM TIVERTON
S.NEW MEANS OF DETERMINING THE GRADE HEIGHT IS MEASURED FROM.
6.DENSITY OF PROJECT
7.TRANSFER OF DENSITY
8. RESUBDIVISION (REDRAWING OF LOT’S)

9. CLUBHOUSE

10. MOTORCOURT

11.WAIVER OF 15’ SETBACK AND SIDE YARD REQUIREMENTS

12, REMOVAL OF STREET TREES
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13 ngigguéw: PROPOSALS MAY HAVE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS
14. IN
15.REMOVAL OF EXISTING STREET PARKING

16. NARROWING GLENDON

17. SUBSURFACE VACATION

18. VARIANCES FROM THE L.A. MUNICIPAL CODE:
19. DEMOLITION OF 1070 GLENDON AVE.

20. SIGNAGE
21. NOISE (CONSTRUCTION) -
21. AIR POLLUTION (CONSTRUCTION)

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 limit 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 would 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 allowabie 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 on 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 Tiverton 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 allow a Hotel. This
was a result of a long painstaking, collaborative process because at the time it
was indicated another hotel was needed in the area. Since that time UCLA has
built housing for medical center visitors who had previously needed hotel space,
and the perceived need for a hotel to possibly be developed appears to have been
accomodated 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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fronting Tiverton according the the restrictions in the existing specific plan for
the area. '

Another adverse impact is in the area of Light/ and glare (fixed). Any
windows fronting on Tiverton will allow 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 (signage,
security,work or emergency lights) would have adverse impacts as well).

Aesthetic impacts would result from the disproportional and increased
resulting 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 street
level.

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 supermarket in the area indicates
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 given
to drafting of the specific plan as to be included as an additional exception to the
restriction to residential use only for the lots fronting on Tiverton. There is no
reason now 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 ¢an manipulate your
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way into lifting the restrictions to your desires if you persist. Such disregard of
planning has widespread longterm significant impacts.

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

The lots fronting on the West side Tiverton were historically zoned residential,
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 on Tiverton to residential use, making the lots effectively
residential, except in the possible exception of the anticipated hotel. To allow
other than hotel or residential usage of lots 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 proposal relies on bonus FAR area and residential 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 residential usage of the specific plan regarding the lots
fronting on Tiverton: _

in that case allowing commercial in a residentially restricted area will also
independently have additional significant adverse impacts due to the increased
density of the project resulting form bonuses which is even greater 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 project 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 Ralph’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 effects 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 succeed, 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 allowed to
have other retail, the EIR (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 developer 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 concern with the
possibility of a vacant supermarket area and the liklihood of it belng 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 . If 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 planning, traffic,
parking, air pollustion, 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 superfiuous 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 commercial enterprise,
it can be anticipated in light of a new Ralph’s across the street from the

project’s proposed supermarket area that the supermarket area will be put to
other commercial use, with adverse affects. Please do not disregard these
impacts now with the dismissal that “another 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 ER’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 (including neighboring residents and property owners)
accompanies any allowance of commercial usage on Tiverton, allowing such usage
should be consider to have impacts as broad as if unrestricted commercial usage
was allowed. This is because it has occured time after time that a restriction
made initially by the city becomes appealed or disregarded by the beneficiary of
‘the liberalization. Developers either by intent or the natural course of things have
gained more and more concessions through an incremental means than they would
ever have been allowed if they had asked for the full extent intially. i.e. The
environmental impacts are analyzed 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, or 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 proposal to
use area currently restricted to residential use (with the sole exception of a
hotel) for commercial. The only possible inducement for 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, etc.), or one will go out of business, and the
other site will be used for other commercial activity- which would mean there
was no purpose 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 employed 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 to put a limit on density of projects to benefit the
public at large, and to prevent overly dense developments from incluencing the
character of the city. It is evident that, at the extreme, a neighborhood of massive
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unbroken monolithic structures 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 allow
the open space to not be from the Earth to the sky, but from 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 as more and more
developers took advantage of such an opportunity.

Further, allowing developers to not meet 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 can both maintain (or increase) the density of
development, and command higher prices for units with private interior |
courtyards. Following such a policy (there is no persuasive reason as to why this -
development would be an exception) would result in a multitude of adverse
impacts city wide.

If the project’s open space provided is deﬁcuent in regards to local,
municipal or other open space requirements the project will have additional
adverse impacts in regards to all impacts resulting 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 iook at
the map indicates that there is first floor access from Tiverton to the market via
stairs, and a sidewalk from Tiverton to the elevators to the market and bicycle
parking.

Market entrances being set back from the street will not sngmﬁcantly 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 bicycle traffic (access from Tiverton to commercial bicycie parking is evident
on project 1st level and subterranean drawings) to commercial levels in the
residential area of Tiverton. Also this will increase people parking on Tiverton
for the Market -it just takes a few people who discover these entrances (including
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
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they find a place to park 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 result in commercial patrons
going to some effort 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 “motor court” would at all 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.

S.NEW MEANS OF DETERMINING THE GRADE HEIGHT IS MEASURED FROM.

Changing the criteria for measuring height will result in an adverse impact
of aesthetics form building massing that is disproportional to the massing on
the East side of Tiverton.

Changing the means of determining heights on lots of more than one acre is
again spot zoning which has adverse 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 determining height will allow mcreased 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 noise 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 allowable height will have also 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 PROJECT

The quantum leap in density requested by this project either 1. has no
benefit to the overali public 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 pollution, parking lighting and
glare and aesthetics or 2. The need for housing is so great in the area that
density limits should be increased on BOTH sides of Tiverton. Any finding that
housing needs justify multiplying the residential denisty on the West side of
Tiverton could only but be applied to exceptions from zoning and specific plans for
the East side of Tiverton. This would compound the adverse effects to the
proportion that in time requests for comparable exceptions are made on the East
side of Tiverton and other surrounding areas based on the precedential allowance
of exceptions, amendments, variations etc. for this project. Also, request for such
accomodations for the East side of Tiverton could not be refused because of
objections on the basis of scale, proportion or other such considerations after the
construction of a project of such larger proportions and density on the West side
of Tiverton Ave.

7.TRANSFER OF DENSITY

Transfer of density allowances from property on the West side of Glendon to
the area between Glendon and Tiverton will result in increased density in the area
of the project with the closest proximity to the residential area on the East side
of Tiverton. This area has a greater sensitiity to increases in noise,
traffic,parking demand, lighting and glare, air pollution and pedestrian
traffic (particularly at night) because of low scale residential usage on the East
side of Tiverton, Weyburn East of Tiverton and both the East and West sides of
Tiverton North of Weyburn. Therfore the impacts of the usage are greater when
sited in that area then if a larger portion of the density was located in the
commercial area on the West side of Glendon. These resulting adverse impacts can
be considered likely to be significant adverse impacts, particularly in light of the
sensitity of the adjacent area to impacts.

Transfer of density allows a density greater than was considered likely for
the property as a whole in the civic planning process. In this case it appears the
applicant proposes to increase density between Tiverton 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 proposed increase of allowable density East of
Glendon.

Transfer of density would allow an overall increased density than the
project would otherwise have. Further, it should not be presumed that because a
developer is not using the maximum allowable density in any one portion of a
project that the developer would otherwise utilize this density. To do so a
developer would have to plan their project first and foremost in reagards to
maximum density, which may not actually be economically attractive.
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Considerations (other than utilizing maximum density allowabie) 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 reasons that are always present.

The non utilization of maximum allowable density on the West side of
Glendon should not be considered to have significant mitigative effects because it
removes the impacts from a less sensitive area and places the impacts in an area
more sensitive to the impacts and because he would not likely be able to utilize
maximum density anyway because of other restrictions such as parking etc.

8. RESUBDIVISION (REDRAWING OF LOT’S)
The resubdivision could have significant adverse impacts in regards to
aesthetics because the several separate lots on Tiverton restricted to
residential usage changing to one large lot promotes the possibility of an unbroken
monolithic structure facing the residential usages on the East side of Tiverton.
Rezoning the lots on the West Side of Tiverton Ave to be commercial could
result in the possibility of even greater residential density than is otherwise
being evaluated for environment impacts. This is because, as provided by AB2755,
if the approval is made, and a later developer asks to make changes or propose a
new project as ab2755 specifies that commercial can be changed to residential
usage. This could have adverse impacts of increased traffic, noise, air
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 noise, traffic,
parking, lighting.

If the clubhouse is used for events, weddings, meetings, performances,
social events it will concentrate activity at it’s location more like a commercial
establishment than a series of residential units would. It's impacts would be
signficantly adverse accordingly.

Mitigation could take place by placing residentially occupied units (
townhouses or 1 bedroom units) on Tiverton, and placing the clubhouse in an inner
courtyard, where presumable it would not disturb the residents who would have
control over the activitie's of the clubhouse and the right to use the clubhouse. If
the clubhouse is not placed in an inner courtyard area because it might interfere
with peaceful enjoyment of the project’s residential usage, it should be
considered a significant adverse impact in that it would do so even more
interference with peaceful enjoyment to the residential usage on the East side of
Tiverton whose residents do not have a say in the planning of clubhouse usage, nor
vested rights to use the clubhouse.
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Adverse impacts from the Clubhouse could be mitigated by placing a less
noise and traffic producing (i.e. residential occupancy) use on Tiverton and siting

the Clubhouse further away from Tiverton.

10. MOTORCOURT

‘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 residential 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
pollution will all impact Tiverton Ave., which has R3 usage on the East side.

11.WAIVER 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 possible 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 setbacks 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 waiver or
reduction of setbacks allows increased density, additionally traffic, parking,
shadows, airpollution 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 development next to it to have full setbacks?) significant adverse
effects to landuse planning could be anticipated.

All currently existing setbacks and sideyard requirements should be
recomended to be met. Further, a 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
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project to the Tiverton street front behind the currently required setbacks and
side yards.

The adverse effects of reducing or eliminating setback and S|deyard
requirements should be cobvious. If there are no significant impacts resulting 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 along Tiverton, yet
provides landscaping open areas in it’s interior - except that the project
designer’s seek to create a fortress that does not coexist with the residential
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 size, including a guarantee
of maintence for five years ( and a bond to insure performance) to insure the
mature trees become established. Adverse impacts would incilude aesthetics and
plant life.

Few who live in an area of mature trees would actually want them to be
removed because of buckiing sidewalks. If the buckling is indeed severe (is there a
history of pedestrian accidents there at any of the proposed tree removals) there
are alternative means that could be explored, including rebuilding the sidewalks,
possibly with slight inclines or to avoid the areas of raised roots; and shaving the
roots can be another possible alternative- particualarly 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 access to employment and amenities, most often if there are
streets with full mature trees they will be conisdered more desirable 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 inundated
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 upon 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
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Tiverton and on Weyburn between Tiverton and Hilgard. If 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 location and, possibly, changed nature.
14. PARKING

It sounds like the project provides insufficient parking spaces -for the
degree of density it proposes. 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 a
significant adverse impact.

15.REMOVAL OF EXISTING STREET PARKING

Eliminating street parking on Glendon will further aggravate area parking
scarcity as some commercial patrons, and residential guests and visitors are not
going to want to take the time (or expense) to navigate underground parking and
will seach for neighborhood street 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 a significant adverse impact by constricting
traffic, and thereby creating additional traffic and congestion on other area
streets.

in addition to having potential adverse impacts in the areas of traffic,
Emergency Services might also be adversely affected because Glendon is a
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 public project that might use such area- utility, public transit or
other future developments.
Underground transportation, new sewer, water, storm drain, utility or
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, noise 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.
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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 areas 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 would 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 Angeles has at various times indicated the desirability -of
encouraging retention of older styie buildings as an historical and cultural
resource in addition to the Aesthetic contribution they make. The impact of all
noise, 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) - hau! routes should be restricted to
Glendon/Wilshire, otherwise significant impacts to local residential usage from
vehicle emissions, dust, noise etc.. :

------a-_—--—---q—_--------m-—----—------------.---------—-----'---------

ALTERNATIVES

The No 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
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(ALTERNATIVES- CONTINUED)

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

The irony is that the developer may actually shoot themselves in the foot so
to speak, as there are plenty of areas in Los Angeles that would welcome 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 a “desirable” area. The project he
proposes to exploit this desirability may well be large enough and strategically
placed to itself seriously diminish the residential “desirability” of the area that
he hopes to exploit. Is not inappropriate development what can be a major 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 too much based on speculation that they could obtain waivers, changes and
other accomodations. This is a gamble they took, and the public should not pay for
their mistake by tolerating the adverse environmental impacts the requested
deviances from existing restrictions would cause.
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6. CLERICH
13150 Highway 9 # 119

Boulder Creek, Ca 95886

831-427-5513
12/3/00
Cover, plus “EIR impact categories”
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning

Ed Reyes or Jimmy Liao, Project Coordinator
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1500 |
Los Angeles, CA 90012

re: EIR 2000-3213

213-580-5546

FAX 213-580-1176

FAX 213-580-5542

This FAX includes “CROSS REFERENCE BY IMPACT EIR 3213 a 3 page
chart which is referred to in the table of Contents of my comments. A “Y” indication for
each category of impact means that facet of the project proposal might result in an adverse
impact of that type. Discussion of the impacts should be generally found in the
corresponding section of the comments. :

By the way, when I FAX'd the comments earlier, because of some idiosyncracy of
the FAX process, it was-in two transmissions. The second transmission immediately
foltowed 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 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF
PALAZZO WESTWOOD (EIR NO. 2000-3213 XOlerich).

if the immediacy of the second transmission didn’t result in all the pages being
together, the footer should make it easy to identify which pages go together (the comments
pages are numbered as well).

I will try to send a FAX again to the other FAX number as well, it would not
receive the FAX this afternoon.

Thank you,
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FRIENDS OF WESTWOOD
- HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION
‘ SAVE WESTWOOD VILLAGE
WESTWOOD HILLS PROPERTY OWNERB ASSOCIATION

/0 10858 KiNNARD AVENUZ, LA, CA 90014 TR, 310-4704B22 FAX 310-470-6044

R -y

Msy 23, 2002

Emily Gabel-Luddy, Deputy Ditector of Plaaning
City of Loa Angeles
7* Floaz City Hall
~ 200 N, Spring Strest
Los Angeles, CA 50012 .

RE: AMCO/CASDEN/SMEDRA PALAZZO WESTWOOD PROJECT, EIR #2000-3213
Dear Bmily:

Thank you for participating in the May 3, 2002 meeting organizsd by Raaoe Schillasi (CDS).
Itwas beipful to have your staff (Mays Zaitzeveky and Jimmy Liso) and Jack Brown (Deputy City
Aromey) and Rance Schillaci (CD $) discuss the NOP and DEIR for the above project. This letter
is 8 follow-up to that meeting, and is written in behalf of: Friends of Westwood, Save Westwood
Village, Holmby Westwood Froperty Owners Association and Westwoed Hills Property Owners

We save only recently bezn able t obtgin a copy of the LA City ('BEQA Cruiidelines which
were oot available to us st the time of our Mzy 3 mocting. Now that we have bhad the gpportwunity
o review the City CEQA Guidelines, wa wisk to supplement the issues raised during the May 3,
2002 maeting (ageada sttached). For the sdditional reusons cited below, we request & revised NOP
bs prepared and a new ELR be prepared and circulated after independant anulygis by the Department.

1 REVISE AND RECIRCULATE NOP
A Project Description

The project description is mi sleading ead inadequate. The remedy is 1o recirculate an
accurate NOP that sddresses at 1 minimum, the following points:

The below grade remil (7 feet below grads) along Glendan Avenue;

The wue height (8491 feer, not the 55 feet cited in the NOP);

The Goneral Pias Amendment to redesignate Tiverton Avenue;

The Pedesirian Mall Act to natow Glendon Avenus (vequired approval for this
prejece that wis not inctuded in the NOP or the DETR); and

5. The commercial tenant mix has to be identified in order w propoecly analyze traffic

S
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impasts and parking requiremaary. For example, given the fact that full-service
markets and druy stores have already oponed in the ares, the grocery swre and drug
store aptiang for this praject are clearly problematical. Further, we understand that
the saly type of tenant othor than a grocery store specifically identified by the
applicant to its consuitant/leasing agent, Arba Group, was a national motion picture
* exhibitor. Obviously, the parking and iraffic aro mmlly differont for movis thealers

than for generul retail.
B Notice Defects

. There are significant ervors regarding notice tha can anly be corregted through properly
recirculating & aew NOP. Specifically, the City failed to:

1. Direetly consult with community iceders and other concerned persons for
this highly controversial project within 25 ealeadar days of detarmining that
an EIR is required’ To our kmowledge, no community leaders or other
concerned persane were notified ag required By the City's own Quidelings.
In additiom to the swrounding homeownar associations, per the City CEQA
Quideiines, other concemad pevons would obviously inelude all pmm who
ooptacted the City or were othexwisc identified during e C
considerstion of the Smedrll’mn:t(nnixodmpmmmthh mshg)

Testiflod at hossings;

Signed petitians presanted to the City;

Wrots lelters or sent postcards to the City;

Commented om the BIR;

Wrote the Planning Department, CDS, Buresu of Euginocering or

Department of Transpartation or any ather Clty departmeat: and

All propesty owners and businesses within Treet No. 10600 and Tract

No. $768 (Westwood Villgge) who have zights in connection with

Glendon Avenue.

spoee

™

'City CEQA Guidaline Arl. VI:1.5.b "Persans or Organizstions Conoamad With the Eaviranmental Effecs
of (e Proyject

(1) The Lead City Agency shall vansult directly with Ay Depan of oeganization it bolicves will be
concerasd with the aavironmental offocis ef e project

{2) This conmustion requircnant mey bs satisfied sither by foewarding & eopy of 2 Notlee uf Preparation
or the [ritial Study (o the person or crpanimation. 1f nefthar document is uxsd, farmation sufficiont to meet the
oilnum requirements of the Notcs of Prepustion shall be providad.

('.l) Porsans or onganizetions thaz witl ba ponvidsrad conzemed will gunersily include the fellowing:

I{nmewnu' 840daiations Incated in the aroe wherg tho major mpacts of the prajoct are liksly.to

b, Pmm or orgenizstions thet hyve subsuntally commestod on e SIR previcusly chreylated fora
simDar project in the zame sras
s Volmuhnmlmh-ﬁﬁ;mhmtoﬂnudcny&muuwummhmtm
gaﬁmmﬂ #fTocad of the lype of project involved or L the area whers the projact will bo
L
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2. Mail notioe by certifisd mail
3. Powthe site sad the area’

I.  REVISE AND RECIRCULATE EIR

A New [nformation
Whencver sigaificant new informetion is presented, e DEIR musc be recirculared."

State CEQA Guidslie Section 15088.5(4) statss that recisoulaiion of & sevised DEIR is
requirsd when “The draft EIR was 50 fimdamenally and basically inadaquats and conclusiogary in
natere that meaningfil public review and comment were precludéd.” With over 100 pages of public
comments documenting such flaws, the DIR must be revisad and recirculated.

' NOP comments raised insues that were ignoved in the DEIR, When addressed; this will also
represest significant now information. rasponding to new information in the FEIR would
therefere not comply with CEQA. of the DEIR is required.

Renes Schillaci (CDS) 10ld us that she had chacked with the City Attorey and was told that
the Jaw did ot require recirculeting the revissd DEIR, that it sould be sddresscd in the FEIR.? Ifthis
is \a fact the City's position, wa request that this response be put in writing.

Also, a1 the Muy 3, 2002 masting, we gaked if thare are criterio used vo determins if a DEIR
needs 10 be recirculated. Jock Brows, Deputy City Atiorey, steted that this is done on a case-by-

' ity CEQA Guidsiine Art, VI=1.5.5(9): “To s8nd copies of tae Natise of Preparation, the Lead Clty
Agonty thall we sither ourt!fied mail or any sthar methed of trasanvittal which provides it wilh 4 recoed that the
notice was rece(ved.” No oae we ¢ identify raceivad the NOP by certified mall.

“sets CEQA Guideline Soction 21093(3)(B) “Public netice of preparation of environmsnal impnet report
or wegacive declaation; publiassion™ requires “Posting of otice by the jead agoncy on-and offesite in the ares where
the project i te be losated.” Thers was no pasting en or near the projsat site for the NOP or DEIR.

__ "State CEQA Uuldeline Scction 21093.1 *'Addition af aww inferguasil; notics and consultatian: “When
gignificard new Informarion i sdded to an savironmentsl impact report after notice bes howr given pursuent to
Beﬂi.en 21092 3ad consulelion bax occured pursuent ta Sectieny 21 104 and 31153, but prior to certifleation, the
public agency shall give potice again purtusar to Section 21092, saé consult agaln pursuant to Scetions 21 106 and
21151 bafere certifying the cavirenmiptit Unpact repart”

Likewise, Bate CEQA Ouidaling Swtian 15028.5(x) “Racireulation of wa EIR Prior to Cortifioation.™
states: “A lend aganey {s required 16 recireulate an £IR whea sigréfionnt informatlon i sdded o the BIR sfter public
::&:;s g'::n of“d;e u:'hbility of the 2raft BIR fur publiv review uader Ssction 15087 byt before centifieation,

is suction, the torm ‘inforsation’ oag Include chrages in e project ar vnvireumdarel setling
widitionnl data or otber [nformation.” 7 ! ta wela

‘Stat= CEQA Ouideline Sactlon 1SORR.S(4XN) strtos cloarly: “In no case shall the lead agansy All s
nspand ts pertincnt carimants ou sipnifican? emAroameontal igtues.” _
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case basis. He did not disclose that there are indead erteria used to make this determination.! Now
that we've had the apportunity to revigw the City CEQA Guidelines, it is elear that the conditions
for recirculation exist, '

B. No Independent Analysia

[u the course of discussions with city staff, we lexsnad thut asither Betsy Weigman of the
Planning Department’s Community Planning Division, nor her stff, had rcviewed the plan
Améndments. Indeod, Renee Schillacl invited Bersy Welsman and her staff 10 attend the May 3
meeting and they declined becauso they claimed they felt that they could ast contribute to the
meeting because they had not reviewoad the pegject. ,

Thus the veracity of claims in the DEIR regarding entitlements, bonuses, ete., were never
indepandently verified by the ¢ity. Purther, comments to the DER filed by the Bursau of
Enginsering and Department of Transpertation indicate that they had not analyzed project data prior
1o issuance of the DEIR for publie review. |

There is oo substantive evidense of independant evaluation, analysis or judgment on the part
of the Lead Aganay.’” Indeed, it was explained by saff at the May 3 meming that the City's
independent evaluation by Comzunity Plaaning and other ssctions only starts when an application
U filed with the City, after the EIR is completad, No spplication had been received for this project.

.+ This does not sgree with the “Developmem Process” flow chart in the City's Guido to
. Undarstanding CEQA (June 1996) that is sttached. In this chart, the EIR process starts nfter an
application Bay boos filed and plan check initiated.

The ebsence of prior revisw by key City deparmnents masns that no independent assessment
Was 8xereisod regarding this EIR, and that the City did sot follow i own procediures, The EIR is
merely a rubber stamp for the consultant's report. The Environmental Review Seetion appesently
reviews the thresholds, but bas no basis for knowing if the project description is ascursts, if the
anglysis is valid, for exaraple, that projeet requests are in compliance with the Specific Plan. This

R

“Ciry CEQA Guideline At V1-9,¢ *Supplansating and Recirculating an Inadequate EIR” siates “The EIR
shall ba supplamevted and recirculuied for publie review If the Dycision-Making Bedy fiads any of the fhllowing:
(1) The Land City Agency did not edegquately discuss substratinl sdverse eavironmental impacts or fassible
sliernarives in tha draft BIR proviousiy sireulated for publls review;

(2) The information contained in the draft IR previously circulated for publle review was sa inzocurnte,
Incamplere, blased ar micloading 3o 10 W have preveaikd meaninghil poblle review;
(3) The draft EIR previeusly circulated for public revisw did nor reflest the independent judgnant of the Lead City

W| ar
{4) ‘The preject has been subrantia¥y modifled or fix losation signifieantly alterad so 89 10 cause significant
envijoamental Hnpaets not discussed in the draft BIR previously circulswd for public ruvizw.”

) :Cil? ,ﬁf@ Guideling Art. VI2.: u[nlhmmiﬁ submined ;ﬁmﬁ? ofadntt Em.hy . p?ejut
#pplicent mum be suljoctad ta Indnptndn_ ovalustion and aslyvin ] Clty Agency, and must ropresent the
mmdm]“ilmm sLthe Load City Agency pelor o ciraulation of tas draft BIR for pubile roview."
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cleazly reflects a \ack of independant analysis aad judgment.’

C. NOP Comments Ignored

The City fuiled 10 sddress comments Gled during the NOP comment period &3 required by
its own Ouidelines? Y also ignored te Planning Department’s memo of October 20, 1990, “Publie
Participation: Eavironmental Review Procedures,” page 2."

As demailed in ovr DEIR comments, and in & formal requast to Planning Director Con Howe
and Councilman Isck Weiss, significant {ssues that were raited in our NOP comments were nover
addvesced in tie DEIR. These i 50 substantia! evidence that NOP commicnts were addressad other
than & conclusionary satement that “All NOP comments relsting to the EIR were reviewed and
incerporated to the extent feasible in this EIR™ (DEIR pege 1).

D.  Missing EIR Requircments

In addition 1o the mattees disetssed with you during the May 3 mesting, the City failed 10
meet several requirements for a DEIR:

1, City CEQA Guidelines sequire & list of respondents and the nature of their
" comments." Tho lack of such a list makes {t impossible for an indepandent
reviewer to know if al) comments wese lndeed reviewad and or incozparated, sod

whether or not it was feasible to include them. _
2 'There is no special geotion or covar sheet for § Genersl Flan Amendraent.”

3, There is no disoussion of areas of known controversy in the DEIR required by State

1t CEQA Guidsline Soation 15084(c) makes this poist clearly: “Befors using « druft preparod by
smathar perscd, the Lead Agency absll subject the draft 10 tie agency's own review snd analysls. The dnl ER
whieh I seal ot for public revicw yruse reficet the indopendent Judemunt of the Lead Ageney, The Load Agency is
yeapansihis far the adequady sad eljsetivity of the deaft BTR

"City CBQA Guidotine Art. VI-1.5.0.4 ia clear on this polar: “The draft BIR in prepaation Ehall ba avised
ot expandsd as nsoaseary 10 conform ts raspastans in tha Natiet of Preparstion.”

1NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP), Al sammants recaivad during the NOP period must be
addvessed in the Dt BIR.™ This cortainly Is ln agroaenant with Azl Vi-1.52.4,

Uity CBQA Guideline Ar. VI-2.(S)Appindicas, “Organizations and Persons Corsulted: [deatify Ll
Tadaral, state and loca) sgencide, other argunizatioas end private Individunls consulted during te preparation of the
dnaft FIR, togethar with the naure of their cotiists.™ Ths DRIR trtally ignared non-goveramental commonts, and
failed to summacize or publish thesc cammants,

o Lol CEQA Quidetine AT ViRd.| "Blluhnorm Plan. {1)(b) The dosument conmins o spezial
sowtion ef & savar ghoet lewtifying whees the gonoral plin docuent addresses oash of the poirts required,” No
auch cover shest or analysls was majudad In the DBIR.
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CEQA Ouidslines.”

4,  Prior requests for recisculation have boan ignored.  Seversl panties who filed
subatantis] NOP comments asked Con Howe, Director of Planning, in writing, to
recirculate the DEIR because it failod 1o addreas theis NOP comments. Those leners
were written prior to the close of the public comment period, April 4, 2002. To date,
there has been no written reply, in Wolation of Stats CEQA Guidelines.™

Il. PREPARE PLAN/MASTER BIR

We understand thet Bob Sutton, Deputy Flatning Director, is willing to meet with ns 1o
axpizin under what oircumnstances tie Planning Depueiment requires Plan/Master EIRs inswead of
project DIRS. We walconis such a meeting.

However, we were told at the May 3 meeting that there aren't guidolines or criteria, but that
Bob makes fhis decision. In the absancs of adoptad guidelinas ot oriteris, it would appear that the
Planning Departmaent is operating in an arbitrary und eapricious mancer.

W have previously made writtan requasts for & Plea/Master ETR. We wete told by Rence
Schillaci (CDS5) that she raowived aa E-mail from the Plaining Department informing her that there
waren't rescizees svailable 10 update te Westwood Village Specific Plan becausc other plans had
higher priority. Since the fz¢ for the preprrstion of the plan nmendments is paid by the applicant,
and the applicant is neeking nins fundamental plaa amendments (his project fails 1o coraply with a
single D limitation applicable to his site) under state law, the Clty has the right to chiasgs te
applicant for all the conta to process his ruquasts, ineluding the necessery Plan/Mastor BIR for this

geographic xres, :
IV. CONCLUSION '

, Theuk you for yous cansiderstion, For il the reasons cited above, and in our prior
communications with Qe City, we repest ourz requast that the NOP and DEIR for Palazzo Westwood
be ravised and resirculated after an independent review by staff has-cccurred. We alsa repeat our
sarlisr requast that & Plan/Master EIR be prepared for this spplicstion.

Finally, wa request o written veply within ten calender days of receipt of this letter that
addrosses all three requests: NOP and DEIR revision and reciroulation: and prepasation of 2
Plan/Master ETR rather than & project BIR,

<522 1 would be happy 10 discugs axty of these matters with you and can be reached at 310-470-

Vs CEQA Guideling Sectian 15133(b)3) requires "Areas of d¢nizovarsy known to the Lesd Agoncy
including lseuas raised by sgencive and e public...” be Insluded in e DELR. et

“suaw CEQA Guldeling Bestion 15088.5(4)00): “A decislon net o reclrou! ETR muat b d
PRI i i g e i 191 (ol an BI5 At ripperts
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$incerely

Lake, Ph.D,, President
Friends of Westwood

ec:  TheIHon. James Habn, Mayor :
The Hon. Roolty Delgadills, City Amarasy
The Hon. Jack Weiss, CDS
Con Howe, Director of Planning
Bob Sutton, Deputy Direciar of Planning
Renoe Schillaci, CD5 '
Sandy Brown, Halmby Wenwood Property Ownars Association
Carole Magnuson, Westwood Hills Praperty Owners Assaciation
Terzy Tognazian, Save Westwood Village '
Richard Agay, Westwood Homeowness
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AIMCO/CASDEN PROJECT -; PALAZZO WESTWOOD
noa

* May 3, 2002 Meeting

Community Representatives:
Sandy Brown

Laura Lake

Carola Magnuson

Teery Tegnazian

Cily Represeniatives:

Renes Schillaci, CD 5

Emily Glbol-l.uddn:hnn Dspt.
Maya Zsitzeveky, Planning

Jack Brown, Dep. Clty Attorey

1. RECIRCULATE EIR

CEQA Guidelina 15088.5 recirculation "when significant new Information is
added to the EIR after public riotice ... but before certification.”

Thie DEIR s s6 fundamentally and basically Inadequate snd conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment ware praciuded. 8ee public commanty slready
on file. In responding to the public comments, significant new information will
necegsarlly havs to be added. '

- Without limitation, some of the mara glaring Inadequacio (nclude the following:

a. Intendad purposes for EIR (p. 7 of DEIR) ~ mare than §0% of the (iwted usss
for this EIR are riot even addressed. The balance are inadeguately addressed n

| l;onclusory fashion, .

b. Streets - lssues not aven addressed:
- Podestrian Mal to narrew Glendon
- Notice to adjacent cwners for narrowing to Kinroas (Bur. of Eng. 4/4/02)
-» $ubsurface vacation of Glangen
— 20-yesr mobliity needs to redesignate Tiverton (MC §12.37.A.8)
— True putposs for redesignating Tiverton nat disclosed

c. Ir?rggds not mitigatad or adeguetely analyzed o determine If mitgation
roquirad. - :

d. Mandatery section (Areas of Known Controversy) not'lncludod.

Page 1 of 2
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e. Additional required approvals not menticned (see below), and impacts not

angiyzed.

1. NOP comments required to be addressed in DEIR, per LA. City CEQA
Guldelines.

g. Critical design festure of sunken pisza/below grade retall not disclosed or
addressed. .

h. Comments to.DEIR flad by Bureau of Engineering and DOT indicate that
they had not reviswed these critical aspects of the project befare city issued
DEIR. ‘

2. PLANEIR

Plan EIR needed to support the numerous and significant proposed amendments to
Waestwoed VYiage Specific Pian, both to svaluate the Impact of changes for this site on
rest of Village, and to svaluste the Impacts of amendments that affact other sites
throughout the Village.

Waestwood Vilage Specific Plan EIR was cartifisd aver 13 ysars age, Cf. CEQA
Guldeline 15179 which provides that a Master EIR may not be relied on if more than
five yoars old, of If project is not identified in certified Master EIR (which would be the
caso If, as hare, 2 project Is not in compliance with the Speglfic Pian).

3. UNDISCLOSED APPROVALS

Additional required approvale/purposss not disclosed or addressed:
a. Tract Map (per Buraau of Engineering 4/6/02)
b. Pedestrian Mall for narrowing Glendon Avenue
c. Permit for narrowing Glendon Avenue (MC §62.105)
d. Major Development Project CUP (MC §12.24.U.14)
e. Developmant Agresment?

4. !IHE%ELLE.&
3. ar amendments to Spacific Plan

b. CHy review of project calculations and details ptior to issuing CEIR

Page2of2
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DIACRETIONARY APFROVALS
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