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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

 
Project Summary 
 
The proposed Project involves the phased demolition of the existing buildings and other 
improvements and the phased construction of a mixed-use development consisting of ten new 
buildings on eight lots (Lots 1-8), varying in height from 35 feet (two stories) to 350 feet (24 
stories) in height. The Project includes a Private Street (Warner Center Lane) from Burbank 
Boulevard through De Soto Avenue. The Project would be constructed in eight phases and 
includes a total of 2,634,268 square feet of floor area, with 1,175,513 square feet of residential 
floor area (45 percent of the total floor area) and 1,458,755 square feet of non-residential floor 
area, consisting of office, retail and hotel uses (55 percent of the total floor area). The Project’s 
residential uses consist of 1,009 multi-family units, including 841 apartment units (53 of which 
will be Work-Live Units, as defined in Section 4 of the WC2035 Plan) and 168 condominium 
units (15 of which will be Work-Live Units). The Project’s non-residential uses include 1,140,746 
square feet of office space, 7,731 square feet of ground-floor restaurant space, 15,741 square 
feet of ground-floor retail space, 35,311 square feet of ground-floor restaurant and/or retail 
space, 26,762 square feet of ground-floor office and/or retail space, 4,068 square feet of 
community space, and an 157,535 square-foot hotel with 228 hotel rooms. The overall floor 
area ratio (FAR) for the Project is 2.52:1. 
 
The Project will be developed in eight phases (Phases I-VIII), as further described below.  The 
phasing plan includes an estimate of when each Project area will be constructed based on the 
anticipated future market conditions.  However, depending on unanticipated variations in market 
conditions and consistent with the intent of the WC 2035 Plan to allow for market 
responsiveness of development, the Applicant is permitted to revise the Project phasing and as 
such, each of the eight phases identified below may be constructed in a different order.  In 
addition, the Existing Buildings and associated surface parking areas currently on the Project 
Site will remain and continue to operate during the construction and operation of the proposed 
phases. 
 
Phase I involves the demolition of three existing, 1-story office buildings located on the 
northeastern portion of the Project Site (on existing Lots 1, 2 and 3 of Tract 42011), fronting on 
De Soto Avenue to the east and Warner Center Lane to the south.  The existing improvements 
to be demolished/removed total 60,930 square feet in floor area and include 223 surface 
parking spaces, for the construction of Building 1.  Building 1 is a 7-story, 83-foot high mixed-
use residential/commercial building located on one lot [proposed Lot 1 of proposed VTTM 
74891] and will consist of 491,594 square feet of floor area (12,439 square feet of which will be 
the ground-floor restaurant/retail spaces), 403 residential apartment units (including 48 Work-
Live Units on the ground floor) and a total of 605 parking spaces within seven above-grade 
parking levels.  It is estimated that the construction of Phase I/Building 1 will be completed in 
2022.  For additional details regarding the proposed demolition and construction for Phase I, 
please refer to the Project Plans, Sheet MP-24 (Phasing Diagrams – Sheet 1.) 
 
Phase II involves the demolition of an existing, 1-story, 34,670-square foot office building and 
the removal of 142 surface parking spaces located on the northern portion of the Project Site 
(on existing Lot 4 of Tract 42011), fronting on Warner Center Lane to the south, for the 
construction of Building 2, a 7-story, 88-foot high mixed-use residential/commercial building on 
one lot (proposed Lot 2 of proposed VTTM 74891) with 232,796 square feet of floor area, 204 
residential apartment units (including 5 ground-floor Work-Live Units), 3,265 square feet of 
ground floor restaurant space, and a total of 321 parking spaces located within one 
subterranean and two above-grade parking levels.  It is estimated that the construction of Phase 
II/Building 2 will be completed in 2023.  For additional details regarding the proposed demolition 
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and construction for Phase II, please refer to the Project Plans, Sheet MP-24 (Phasing 
Diagrams – Sheet 1.) 
 
Phase III involves the demolition three existing, 1-story office buildings, which total 60,000 
square feet in floor area, and the removal of 189 surface parking spaces located on the 
southeastern portion of the Project Site (on existing Lots 9, 10 and 11 of Tract 42011), fronting 
on Burbank Boulevard to the south, De Soto Avenue to the east and Warner Center Lane to the 
north, for the construction of Buildings 8 and 9 on one lot (proposed Lot 8 of proposed VTTM 
74891.)  Buildings 8 and 9 are twin 15-story mixed-use office/commercial towers with ground-
floor office, restaurant and/or retail area.  Building 8 will reach a maximum height of 243 feet 
and will include 241,574 square feet of floor area, including 236,710 square feet of office area 
and 4,864 square feet of ground floor office/retail area, and a total of 747 parking spaces 
located within two subterranean parking levels (which are connected to the subterranean 
parking levels of Building 9) and six above-grade parking levels.  Building 9 will reach a 
maximum height of 239 feet and will include 234,584 square feet of floor area, inclusive of 
224,556 square feet of office area and 10,028 square feet of ground floor office/retail area, and 
a total of 680 parking spaces located within two subterranean parking levels (which will be 
connected to the subterranean parking levels of Building 8) and six above-grade parking levels.  
It is estimated that the construction of Phase III/Buildings 8 and 9 will be completed in 2024.  
For additional details regarding the proposed demolition and construction of Phase III, please 
refer to the Project Plans, Sheet MP-25 (Phasing Diagrams – Sheet 2.) 
 
Phase IV involves the demolition of an existing, 1-story, 23,970-square foot office building and 
the removal of 58 surface parking spaces located in the middle of the Project Site (on existing 
Lot 8 of Tract 42011), fronting on Warner Center Lane to the north, for the construction of 
Building 6, a 7-story, 85-foot high mixed-use hotel/commercial building on one lot (proposed Lot 
6 of proposed VTTM 74891) consisting of 162,001 square feet of floor area, 228 hotel rooms, 
4,466 square feet of ground floor restaurant space, and a total of 195 parking spaces located 
within one subterranean and two above-grade parking levels.  It is estimated that the 
construction of Phase IV/Building 6 will be completed in 2029.  For additional details regarding 
the proposed demolition and construction of Phase IV, please refer to the Project Plans, Sheet 
MP-25 (Phasing Diagrams – Sheet 2.) 
 
Phase V involves the demolition of two existing, 1-story, office buildings with a total of 41,580 
square feet of floor area (which is, more specifically, comprised of 20,280 square feet of office 
area, 18,300 square feet of health club area, and 3,000 square feet of restaurant area) and the 
removal of 115 surface parking spaces located in the middle of the Project Site (on existing Lots 
7 and 12 of Tract 42011), fronting on Warner Center Lane to the north and west, for the 
construction of Building 5, a 7-story, 88-foot high mixed-use residential/commercial building on 
one lot (proposed Lot 5 of proposed VTTM 74891) with 294,694 square feet of floor area, 168 
residential condominium units (including 15 Work-Live Units on the ground floor), 8,933 square 
feet of ground floor restaurant/retail space, and a total of 412 parking spaces located within one 
subterranean and two above-grade parking levels.  It is estimated that the construction of Phase 
V/Building 5 will be completed 2031.  For additional details regarding the proposed demolition 
and construction for Phase V, please refer to the Project Plans, Sheet MP-25 (Phasing 
Diagrams – Sheet 2.) 
 
Phase VI involves the demolition of an existing, 2-story, office building with 57,794 square feet 
of floor area and the removal of 172 surface parking spaces located on the northwest corner of 
the Project Site (on existing Lot 5 of Tract 42011), fronting on Warner Center Lane to the 
southeast, for the construction of Building 3, a 7-story, 86-foot high mixed-use 
residential/commercial building on one lot (proposed Lot 3 of proposed VTTM 74891) with 
257,027 square feet of floor area, 234 residential apartment units, 5,100 square feet of ground 
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floor restaurant/retail space, and a total of 403 parking spaces located within one subterranean 
and two above-grade parking levels.  It is estimated that the construction of Phase VI/Building 3 
will be completed in 2031.  For additional details regarding the proposed demolition and 
construction for Phase VI, please refer to the Project Plans, Sheet MP-26 (Phasing Diagrams – 
Sheet 3.) 
 
Phase VII involves the removal of 110 surface parking spaces located on the southern portion of 
the Project Site (on existing Lot 12 of Tract 42011), fronting on Burbank Boulevard to the south 
and Warner Center Lane to the west, for the construction of Building 7, a 15-story, 222-foot high 
mixed-use office/commercial building on one lot (proposed Lot 7 of proposed VTTM 74891) with 
262,222 square feet of total floor area, including 250,352 square feet of office area and 11,870 
square feet of ground floor office/retail area, and a total of 801 parking spaces located within 
three subterranean and seven above-grade parking levels.  It is estimated that the construction 
of Phase VII/Building 7 will be completed in 2033.  For additional details regarding the proposed 
demolition and construction for Phase VII, please refer to the Project Plans, Sheet MP-26 
(Phasing Diagrams – Sheet 3.) 
 
Phase VIII involves the demolition of an existing, 3-story, office building with 61,395 square feet 
of floor area and the removal of 189 surface parking spaces located on the southwest corner of 
the Project Site (on existing Lot 6 of Tract 42011), fronting on Burbank Boulevard to the south 
and Warner Center Lane to east, for the construction of Buildings 4 and 4A on one lot (proposed 
Lot 4 of proposed VTTM 74891.)  Building 4 is proposed as a 24-story, 350-foot high mixed-use 
office/commercial building with 449,766 square feet of floor area, including 15,741 square feet 
of retail area and 4,897 square feet of restaurant/retail area located on the ground floor.  
Building 4A is a 2-story, 35-foot high, 8,010-square foot building, including 3,942 square feet of 
ground floor restaurant/retail floor area and 4,068 square feet of community space on the 
second floor.  A total of 1,384 parking spaces will be located in Building 4 within two 
subterranean and nine above-grade parking levels, which will also serve Building 4A.  It is 
estimated that the construction of Phase VIII/Buildings 4 and 4A will be completed in 2035.  For 
additional details regarding the proposed demolition and construction of Phase VIII, please refer 
to the Project Plans, Sheet MP-26 (Phasing Diagrams – Sheet 3.) 
 
 
Background 
 
The Project Site is an irregular-shaped, generally level parcel of land with a current lot area of 
1,062,923 square feet (24.40 acres).  The Project Site provides 1,019 feet of linear frontage 
along De Soto Avenue and 1,184 feet of linear frontage along Burbank Boulevard.  Street 
dedications are anticipated to be required on the Project Site along De Soto Avenue and 
Burbank Boulevard, which would reduce the lot area to 1,042,301 square feet (23.92 acres). 
 
The Project Site is legally described as Lots 1 through 12 of Tract No. 42011, and is located 
within the Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan and the (WC) 
Commerce-SN Zone and the Commerce District of the WC 2035 Plan.  The standards for 
development in the Commerce District allow a maximum Floor Area Ratio ("FAR") of 4.5:1, with 
minimum non-residential and maximum residential uses depending on the proposed FAR and 
an unlimited building height.  Uses permitted in the Commerce District include, but are not 
limited to, multi-family residential units (including apartments, condominiums and Work-Live 
Units), offices, hotels, restaurants and retail uses.  As for setback regulations, projects must 
observe a front setback area of no less than 12 feet and no more than 15 feet.  However, 
projects not located along an "Active Street Frontage," as defined in the WC 2035 Plan, are 
permitted a front setback area of up to 20 feet. 
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The Project Site is currently improved with 12 existing buildings, which include 340,339 square 
feet of floor area, and associated surface parking.  Warner Center Lane, an existing private 
street which is 64 feet in width, currently runs through the Project Site between De Soto Avenue 
and Burbank Boulevard.  The existing buildings predominantly include office uses, with the 
exception of one office building that also includes a restaurant use and one office building that 
also contains a health club use.  One of the office buildings also contains the United States 
Bankruptcy Court.  The existing buildings will continue to operate per the proposed phasing 
plan.  The existing buildings would eventually be removed, on a per phase basis, as the new 
buildings are constructed. 
 
The applicant has proposed an eight-phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM 74891) to 
merge and re-subdivide the Project site into eight ground lots (Lots 1 through 8), including Lot 5 
on which a new building with 168 residential condominium units would be developed, and 
Warner Center Lane (a private street), along with a Project Permit Compliance for a multi-
phase, master-planned, mixed-use Project with up to 2,634,268 square feet of combined 
residential and commercial floor area in the Commerce District of the Warner Center 2035 Plan.   
 
The proposed Project includes the phased construction of ten new buildings, which include a 
total of up to 2,634,268 square feet of residential and commercial floor area, including a total of 
up to 1,009 multi-family residential units, including 841 apartment units (53 of which will be 
Work-Live Units, as defined in Section 5 of the WC 2035 Plan) and 168 condominium units (15 
of which will be Work-Live Units), 228 hotel rooms, 1,140,746 square feet of office space, 7,731 
square feet of ground-floor restaurant space, 15,741 square feet of ground-floor retail space, 
35,311 square feet of ground-floor restaurant and/or retail space, 26,762 square feet of ground-
floor office and/or retail space, and 4,068 square feet of community space.  The new buildings 
vary in height, from 35 feet (2 stories) to 350 feet (24 stories).  The proposed Project also 
includes a total of 5,548 parking spaces. 
 
The properties immediately surrounding the Project Site are characterized by commercial, 
institutional and residential uses. Adjacent properties to the north of the Project Site, fronting on 
Califa Street just west of De Soto Avenue, are located within the (WC) Commerce Zone and 
improved with 1-story industrial/light manufacturing buildings that are currently occupied by 
offices, medical offices, a day care/pre-school, and the California Highway Patrol, and 
associated surface parking.  
 
The adjacent property to the west of the Project Site, fronting on both Burbank Boulevard and 
Canoga Avenue, is located within the (WC) Commerce Zone and occupied by a large business 
park (LNR Warner Center) consisting of multi-story office buildings and associated parking 
structures.  One such parking structure is located immediately adjacent to the Project Site’s 
northwest boundary.   
 
The properties across the street (i.e., across Burbank Boulevard) to the south and southwest of 
the Project Site are located within the (WC) Commerce Zone.  To the southwest is the Northrop 
Grumman Aerospace Company.  To the south is Los Angeles Fire Station 84, as well as the 
Kaiser Permanente medical campus, which houses a hospital, medical offices, and associated 
surface parking and parking structures.  In particular, a four-story parking structure associated 
with the Kaiser Permanente campus is located south of the Project Site, fronting on Burbank 
Boulevard.  
 
The properties across the street to the east (across De Soto Avenue) are located outside of the 
WC 2035 Plan area.  Those properties are generally zoned RS-1 and improved with one- and 
two-story single-family homes.  It should be noted that that the portion of the Project Site located 
north of Warner Center Lane is located immediately across the street from a linear property 
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zoned A1-1, which serves as a flood control channel.  Behind that is property zoned (Q)RD2-1 
and A-1, improved with a residential condominium complex. 
 
The entitlement cases, DIR-2017-1708-SPP and VTT-74891, were filed April 27, 2017. The 
proposed Project is subject to Specific Plan procedures because it is located with the 
boundaries of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. On March 23, 2020, the Director of 
Planning and Deputy Advisory Agency issued Letters of Determination approving the Project 
(see Exhibits B and C), subject to Conditions of Approval.  
 
On April 2, 2020, two appeals by Michael Adler of LLJ Adler WCCI, LLC and LLJ Adler WCCII, 
LLC, represented by Brad Rosenheim and Jessica Pakdaman of Rosenheim and Associates, 
Inc., were received. The appeals were filed within the required 10-day and 15-day appeal 
periods, challenging the decisions of the Director of Planning and Advisory Agency in part (see 
Exhibits D and E).  
 
On April 3, 2020 and April 7, 2020, two appeals by Mitchell Tsai of Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at 
Law, P.C. on behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters were filed within the 
required 10-day and 15-day appeal periods, challenging the entire decisions of the Director of 
Planning and Advisory Agency (see Exhibits F and G). 
 
Also on April 3, 2020 and April 7, 2020, two appeals by Gina Thornburg of the Coalition for 
Valley Neighborhoods were filed within the required 15-day appeal period, challenging the entire 
decisions of the Director of Planning and Advisory Agency (see Exhibits H and I). 
 
The six appeals filed cite concerns which are discussed in detail below. The applicant submitted 
their appeal addressing components of both the Project Permit Compliance and the subdivision 
approvals in the same appeal points. Likewise, the appeals from the other appellants express 
repeated appeal points in both the Project Permit Compliance and Vesting Tentative Tract 
decision letters. Due to the overlap, the appeal points from each appellant are grouped together 
by appellant below. 
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APPELLANT 1: APPEAL POINTS FROM APPLICANT/APPELLANT MICHAEL ADLER, 
APPEALS SUBMITTED APRIL 2, 2020 
 
1.  Appeal Point: The Conditions Restrict the Ability to Satisfy the Applicable 

Requirements on a Phase-By-Phase, or Unit Map, Basis.   
 

Response: The conditions regarding phasing were developed in close consultation with 
other City Departments after requests were made by the applicant for revisions to standard 
approval language. With the exception of the Bureau of Street Lighting, which agreed to 
modify their conditions at the Deputy Advisory Agency hearing on February 11, 2020, all 
other language regarding phasing in the Letters of Determination is reflective of the 
recommendation of the relevant City Departments. The Department of City Planning 
recommends revising the Letters of Determination to reflect the change to the Bureau of 
Street Lighting conditions regarding phasing. 

 
A. Appeal Point: Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Conditions require all easement 

dedications and guarantees (bonds) for the public and private improvements, 
including items such as sewerage facilities charges, to be deposited prior to 
recordation of the final map for Phase I [VTT Conditions 1-15, 32, S-1, S-2, and 
S-3 and DIR Conditions 10.a-10.s]. 

 
Response: The Project Permit Compliance (DIR) Conditions of Approval mirror the 
conditions of the Vesting Tentative Tract (VTT). VTT Condition 15 requires that 
“improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the final map or that the 
construction be suitably guaranteed.” The BOE requirements were developed 
through extensive conversations with BOE and City Planning and were written to 
guarantee that public and private improvements associated with the project will be 
built. The improvements would include work such as the widening of sidewalks and 
the planting of street trees. It should be noted that Condition 32 says “On a unit map 
basis, public right-of-way improvements along De Soto Avenue and Burbank 
Boulevard, as well as Private Street improvements, shall be completed and 
constructed prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any new building within 
the subject unit map.” This condition makes clear that, although bonded for, the 
physical construction of the improvements are to be phased as the project develops 
through individual unit maps.  
 

B. Appeal Point: Significant fees that should be imposed on a phase-by-phase 
basis are instead explicitly or effectively imposed as Conditions on Phase I of 
the Project [VTT Conditions S-1(a), C-2, and S-2(a) and DIR Conditions 27 
(Mobility Fee) and 29 (Warner Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee)].   

 
Response: BOE Conditions S-1(a) and S-2(a) are standard conditions regarding 
sewerage facilities charge and the installation of survey monuments.  The applicant 
inquired into whether the condition language could be changed to be phased. The 
recommendation from BOE was not to change these standard conditions.  
 
Condition C-2 concerns the park and recreation fee. On September 6, 2017, the 
Recreation and Parks Board approved Board Report 17-192, which recommended 
that the Advisory Agency require VTT-74891 to dedicate land to the City in order to 
fulfill the Project’s requirements under provisions of LAMC Section 12.33. In a memo 
dated September 8, 2017, the Department of Recreation and Parks recommended 
that “the requirements of LAMC 12.33 be fulfilled through the dedication of land. The 
dedication of land may be on-site or off-site. If off-site then, prior to the recordation of 
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the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made, satisfactory to the Department 
of Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said dedication.” The original recommended 
condition did not allow for an option to phase dedications.  
 
A series of interagency discussions took place between the Department of 
Recreation and Parks, the Department of City Planning, and Council District 3 
regarding the recommended condition. Despite the recommendation of the 
Department of Recreation and Parks, the Advisory Agency allowed for the payment 
of fees, in addition to the dedication of land, as had been requested by the applicant.  
 
Condition C-2 specifies that “the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the payment of a 
park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule applicable, [t]he 
amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in accordance with 
Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and to be paid and deposited in 
the trust accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund.” In the decision of the Advisory 
Agency, Condition 27 makes clear that in-lieu fees may be paid on a phased-map 
basis, explaining that “[p]ayment of in-lieu fees may be on a phased-map basis. A 
suitable arrangement shall be made, satisfactory to the Department of Recreation 
and Parks, guaranteeing said payment of in-lieu fees.”  
 
DIR Condition 27 (Mobility Fee) and DIR Condition 29 (Warner Center Cultural 
Amenities Development Fee) are determined at the time of issuance of a building 
permit. These fees are calculated using the square footage from the structural 
inventory on the application for building permit, so the fees are limited to the 
development proposed on the particular building permit; Mobility and Cultural 
Amenities fees will be therefore be collected as the project phases are constructed, 
therefore this appeal statement is incorrect. 
 

C. Appeal Point: Additional Conditions in the Determination Letters fail to 
address the phased nature of the Project and expressly or implicitly impose 
Conditions on Phase I, when they should apply on a phased basis [VTT 
Conditions 17, 22.v, 23, 24, 26, 30, 31, 34, 35, and 39 and DIR Conditions 2.a-
2.g, 2.e, 14.d, 14.e.ii, 15, 20, 21.a, 21.c, 25.b, and 26 (to be consistent with VTT 
Condition 20) and DIR Administrative Condition 5]. 
 
Response: The VTT Conditions 17 through 31 identified above are the 
recommended language provided to the Advisory Agency from other City 
Departments (VTT Condition 17 - Department of Building and Safety,  VTT Condition 
22 - Fire Department, VTT Conditions 23 and 24 - Department of Water and Power, 
VTT Condition 26 - Bureau of Street Lighting condition, VTT Conditions 30 and 31 - 
Urban Forestry Division). The applicant inquired previously into whether these 
conditions could be altered to include specific language regarding phasing. The 
recommendation from all the aforementioned agencies, however, with the exception 
of the Bureau of Street Lighting, was to not change these conditions. 
 
The Bureau of Street Lighting agreed to modify their conditions at the Deputy 
Advisory Agency hearing on February 11, 2020. The Department of City Planning 
recommends revising the Letter of Determinations to reflect the change to the 
Department of Street Lighting conditions regarding phasing. 
 
Regarding the other VTT conditions mentioned, which are requirements of the 
Department of City Planning, Conditions 34 and 39 require a Covenant and 
Agreement to be filed, which is a requirement of all similar approvals. In the case of 
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how project phasing relates to the filing of covenants and agreements, the covenant 
and agreement requirement is for the entire project site and runs with the land. Thus, 
subsequent owners, heirs, or assigns would be bound to the agreement.   
 
Condition 35 explains that the subdivider must submit a tract modification if DIR-
2017-1708-SPP is not approved. This condition does not appear to be relevant to 
phasing, since the approval of the VTT is contingent on the approval of the Project 
Permit Compliance. If the Project permit Compliance is not approved, a modification 
to proposed Tentative Tract Map would be necessary.  
 
Although the project is intended to be constructed in phases, it is the role of the 
Director of Planning to ensure that all relevant Warner Center Specific Plan 
standards are adhered to, both in individual phases and in totality. For this reason, 
DIR Condition 2, which contains seven subsections and 14 sub-subsections, 
quantifies in detail the multiple-phase nature of the project, in order to achieve 
consistency with the Warner Center Specific Plan, Section 5.3.3.2, which explains 
the process for the approval of Multiple-Phase Projects. Other DIR conditions 
mentioned in this appeal point include the following (DIR Condition 14 - Incentivized 
Uses and Bonuses, DIR Condition 15 - Publicly Accessible Open Space, Condition 
20 - Landscaping, Condition 21 - Urban Design Guidelines, Condition 25 - Design 
Guidelines, Condition 26 - Site Access and Internal Circulation, and Administrative 
Condition 5 - Covenant and Agreement.  
 
The common element to these points seems to be how project phasing relates to the 
filing of covenants and agreements and the issuance of building permits. For 
example, Condition 26 specifies that “[p]rior to the issuance of any building permit for 
the Project, a site plan shall be submitted to the DOT’s Valley Development Review 
Section (6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 320, Van Nuys, CA) in coordination with 
Valley Project Planning Division of the Department of City Planning for review and 
approval of driveways, loading/unloading areas, parking, and internal circulation.” 
Likewise, Administrative Condition 5 says “[p]rior to the issuance of any permits 
relative to this matter, a covenant acknowledging and agreeing to comply with all the 
terms and conditions established herein shall be recorded in the County Recorder's 
Office.  The agreement (standard master covenant and agreement form CP-6770) 
shall run with the land and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or 
assigns.”  
 
Building permits are issued phase by phase. Thus, review and approval of any plans 
would take place on a phased basis, as the project develops. However, in the case 
of the covenant and agreement, the agreement is for the project site in its entirety 
and runs with the land. This ensures that if the property ownership were to change, 
subsequent owners would be legally bound to the agreement.   
 

2.  Appeal Point: The Determination Letter Omits Requests Included in the Department of 
City Planning Application.   

 
A. Appeal Point: The request to the Advisory Agency, in connection with the 

VTTM, to designate the Warner Center Lane street frontage as the front yard 
for Lot 1, in lieu of the De Soto Avenue street frontage.   

 
Response: The applicant requested the designation of the Warner Center Lane 
frontage as the front yard for Lot 1 in the Project Permit compliance application, as 
well as at the Deputy Advisory Agency hearing in a letter submitted to the Advisory 
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Agency. The designation of street frontage falls within the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Building and Safety. In the December 6, 2019 letter to the Department 
of Building and Safety - Zoning, however, in which the applicant sought revisions to 
the Department of Building Safety - Zoning recommendation report, the applicant did 
not request to designate the Warner Center Lane frontage as the front yard for Lot 1, 
in lieu of the De Soto Avenue street frontage.  At the Deputy Advisory Agency 
hearing on February 11, 2020, the issue was not discussed and Building and Safety 
subsequently did not make any recommendation to revise their recommended 
conditions to include a condition regarding this request. Therefore, the Advisory 
Agency did not include such a condition in the Letter of Determination. However, as 
the Applicant is now challenging this decision, the  Deputy Advisory Agency does not 
recommend this change since it results in a more inward-oriented development, 
countering the purposes of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan to create 
energized city streets with setbacks appropriate to a Regional Center that serves as 
the downtown of the West San Fernando Valley.  
 

B. Appeal Point: The request to the Director of City Planning, in connection with 
the SPP,  that all existing buildings on the Project Site, while they remain in 
operation during the phased development of the Project, be subject to the 
parking standards established by Section 6.2.3.2 of the WC 2035 Plan.     
 
Response: The applicant has requested that existing buildings on the project site, 
while they remain in operation during the phased development of the project, be 
subject to the parking standards established by Section 6.2.3.2 of the Warner Center 
2035 Plan in the Project Permit compliance application, as well as at the Deputy 
Advisory Agency hearing in a letter submitted to the Advisory Agency. Enforcement 
of parking standards falls within the jurisdiction of the Department of Building and 
Safety. In the December 6, 2019 letter to the Department of Building and Safety - 
Zoning, however, in which the applicant sought revisions to the Department of 
Building Safety - Zoning recommendation report, the applicant did not make this 
request.   
 
According to the applicant, this request followed the guidance of the Department of 
Building and Safety to ensure that no parking deficiencies are created for existing 
buildings, based on the current certificates of occupancy, during the phased 
development of the Project.  The Department of City Planning has been advised, 
however, that the Department of Building and Safety does not consider that the 
parking standards change until a building permit is issued for a subject site. Once a 
building permit would be issued, however, the parking standards would change to 
the Warner Center standards. 
 
At the Deputy Advisory Agency hearing on February 11, 2020, the issue was not 
discussed and Building and Safety subsequently did not make any recommendation 
to revise their recommended conditions to include a condition regarding this request. 
Therefore, the Advisory Agency did not include such a condition in the Letter of 
Determination. 
 

C. Appeal Point: As part of the request in the Specific Plan Project Permit 
Compliance application, the Applicant included the proposed export of a total 
of approximately 410,000 cubic yards of earth.  However, the DIR 
Determination Letter does not reference the export amount.   
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Response: Normally, the amount of grading is not noted in a Project Permit 
Compliance Letter of Determination. The proposed export of 410,000 cubic yards of 
earth, however, was analyzed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 

3.  Appeal Point: The Conditions Prohibit the Ability to Dedicate Land and May Preclude 
the Seeking of Credit to Satisfy the Park Requirement.  

 
A. Appeal Point: VTT Condition 27 and DIR Condition 16 require compliance with 

LAMC Section 12.33 only by payment of in-lieu fees on a phased-map basis. 
These Conditions, as written, preclude the dedication of land and preclude 
credit from being granted for providing excess open space areas and physical 
improvement of those spaces.   

 
Response: On September 6, 2017, the Board of Recreation and Park 
Commissioners approved Board Report 17-192, which recommended that the 
Advisory Agency require VTT-74891 to dedicate land to the City in order to fulfill the 
Project’s requirements under provisions of LAMC 12.33. In a memo dated 
September 8, 2017, the Department of Recreation and Parks recommended that “the 
requirements of LAMC Section 12.33 be fulfilled through the dedication of land. The 
dedication of land may be on-site or off-site. If off-site then, prior to the recordation of 
the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made, satisfactory to the Department 
of Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said dedication.” 
 
As had been requested by the applicant, a series of interagency discussions took 
place between the Department of Recreation and Parks, the Department of City 
Planning, and Council District 3 regarding the recommended condition. Ultimately, 
despite the recommendation of the Department of Recreation and Parks, the 
Advisory Agency allowed for the payment of fees, in addition to the dedication of 
land, as had been requested by the applicant. 
 
The Department of Recreation and Parks has advised that the condition of approval 
as written does not preclude the dedication of land. If land is dedicated, it would be 
creditable toward the fees. LAMC Section 12.33.H. makes clear that “[i]n lieu of 
paying the park fee, land may be dedicated to the City of Los Angeles for public park 
and recreational purposes, at the City’s option.” Nevertheless, the Department of City 
Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to add that if any 
dedication of land takes place, it would require a Modification to the Project Permit 
Compliance and potentially the Vesting Tentative Tract, which, as approved, 
currently does not reflect any dedication of land for park purposes, since it would 
constitute a significant change to the project.  

 
B. Appeal Point: VTT Condition 27 and DIR Condition 16 are also inconsistent 

with Environmental Mitigation Measure PS-21, which allows compliance with 
the Recreation and Parks regulations through all of those options requested 
previously by the Applicant.      

 
Response: As explained earlier, the Department of Recreation and Parks has 
advised that the conditions of approval as written do not preclude the dedication of 
land. If land is dedicated, it would be creditable toward the fees. LAMC Section 
12.33.H. makes clear that “[i]n lieu of paying the park fee, land may be dedicated to 
the City of Los Angeles for public park and recreational purposes, at the City’s 
option.” 
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C. Appeal Point: VTT Condition C-2 is also inconsistent with VTT Condition 27 in 
that it is not imposed on a phased-map basis.     

 
Response: Condition C-2 specifies that “the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the 
payment of a park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule 
applicable, [t]he amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in 
accordance with Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and to be paid 
and deposited in the trust accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund.” In the decision 
of the Advisory Agency, Condition 27 makes clear that in-lieu fees may be paid on a 
phased-map basis, explaining that “[p]ayment of in-lieu fees may be on a phased-
map basis. A suitable arrangement shall be made, satisfactory to the Department of 
Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said payment of in-lieu fees.”  

 
4.  Appeal Point: The Level of Specificity in the DIR Conditions is Far Too Onerous for a 

Multiple Phase, Master Planned Project of This Scale.  
 

Response: For Multiple-Phase Projects, the Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 5.3.3.1.1 
stipulates that “The Phasing Plan shall include detailed plans and elevations for all phases 
of the development of the Project.” Section 5.3.3.1.2 describes the specific requirements. 
Further, Appendix B, Footnote 6 requires that “future phases must be fully entitled and 
designed at the same time as the initial phase, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Planning.”  

 
When a Letter of Determination is issued, it is issued for a specific Project as it is proposed, 
provided it is in conformance with applicable planning regulations. Therefore, the Letter of 
Determination in this case reflects the approval of a specific Multiple-Phase, Master-Planned 
Project, with any limitations based on the detailed plans and elevations as submitted by the 
applicant and as approved by the Director of Planning. 

 
A. Appeal Point: The level of specificity in the Condition [sic] in the DIR 

Determination Letter would require countless discretionary applications, 
Director’s Determinations and/or other actions in the future for even the 
slightest change in the project plans that are otherwise in substantial 
conformance with the approved project plans (“Exhibit A”).   
 
Response: The Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 5.3.3.2.1 explains that “Multiple-
phase Projects that have been approved or conditionally approved pursuant to the 
Project Permit Compliance review process per Section 5.3.3 shall not require Project 
Permit Compliance review for future building permit applications for the subsequent 
phases of development, provided that each subsequent phase of development shall 
be reviewed by the Director for substantial compliance with the terms and conditions 
of the Multiple-Phase Project approval.” 
 
Further, Section 5.3.3.2.2 clarifies that “Any changes to any phase of development 
which are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including changes to 
elevations, site plan, orientation, and other design features to a Multiple-Phase 
Project, shall require a modification to a Project Permit Compliance pursuant to the 
requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-D.” 
 
Substantial compliance/conformance is the process by which minor changes may be 
made to a Project during the condition clearance process, based off the approved 
plans and elevations. Any potential minor changes that would be within substantial 
compliance/conformance, as determined by the Department of City Planning 



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           A-12 
 
 

 

Development Services Center, would not require a discretionary application. 
However, any change to any elevations, site plan, orientation, and other design 
features not within substantial compliance/conformance may require a Modification 
to a Project Permit Compliance per Section 5.3.3.2.2. The specific concerns raised 
by the applicant are addressed further below.  

 
B. Appeal Point: The Conditions in the DIR Determination Letter attempt to 

control the sequencing of the Project phases and when the Project phases 
would be completed. While a phasing plan was submitted with the Project 
Permit Compliance application that included the estimated order and timing for 
completion of each Project phase, the Applicant made clear that it reserves the 
right to revise the Project phasing in response to market conditions.         

 
Response: As mentioned previously, when a Letter of Determination is issued, it is 
issued for a specific Project as it is proposed, provided it is in conformance with 
applicable planning regulations. Therefore, the Letter of Determination in this case 
reflects the approval of a specific phasing plan, as submitted by the applicant and as 
approved by the Director of Planning. Condition 2.c. of the Letter of Determination 
says, “Any changes in the sequencing of the phases of development may require a 
modification to this Project Permit Compliance.” 
 
The Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Appendix B, Footnote 6 stipulates that “Any 
change in phasing plans or phasing design shall require written approval from the 
Director of Planning.” Section 5.3.3.2.2 makes clear that “Any changes to any phase 
of development which are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including 
changes to elevations, site plan, orientation, and other design features to a Multiple-
Phase Project, shall require a modification to a Project Permit Compliance pursuant 
to the requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-D.” Since the phasing plan submitted by 
the applicant and approved by the Director of Planning is an approved plan, and 
other approved plan documents also include phasing information, it is reasonable 
that any change to the phasing plan not in substantial compliance/conformance may 
require a modification. Further, a modification to a Project Permit Compliance would 
be an example of a written approval for “any change in phasing plans or phasing 
design,” fulfilling the requirement of Appendix B, Footnote 6. 

 
C. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 2.d (last sentence) would prohibit the concurrent 

development of multiple phases.   
 

Response: Condition 2.d states “No temporary certificate of occupancy shall be 
issued for a residential building which also contains commercial square footage, 
unless the commercial component has received a temporary certificate of occupancy 
prior to, or concurrently with, the residential building component. No building permit 
shall be issued for the next sequential development phase prior to compliance with 
this condition.” This condition was recently applied to ZA-2016-3908-MCUP-DI-SPP, 
Westfield Promenade, another large-scale project in Warner Center that is located 
about a half mile to the northwest, following concerns from the community that the 
residential portions of the project would be developed while the non-residential 
portions would remain undeveloped or vacant. Since the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
Section 6.1.2.2 makes clear that the Commerce District is intended to be the most 
jobs-rich district, the first part of the condition is appropriate to achieve the 
employment / residential balance sought in the Plan. However, since the applicant 
has made clear an intent to sell portions of the development, the Department of City 
Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to remove the last 
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sentence of the condition, which may hinder development of multiple phases at the 
same time. (See Modified Condition of Approval Number 2.d in DIR-2017-1708-SPP)  

 
D. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 9 limits building heights, while the WC 2035 Plan 

does not.  At a minimum, this Condition should be revised to permit the 
additional height allowed under LAMC Section 12.21.1.B.3, for roof structures 
and equipment.   

 
Response: As previously stated, when a Letter of Determination is issued, it is issued 
for a specific Project as it is proposed, provided it is in conformance with applicable 
planning regulations. Therefore, the Letter of Determination in this case reflects the 
approval of specific building heights, with any limitations based on the plans and 
elevations as submitted by the applicant, as analyzed pursuant to CEQA, and as 
approved by the Director of Planning. Nevertheless, additional building height is not 
precluded for roof structures and equipment. Section 3 of the Warner Center 2035 
Specific Plan describes the relationship of the Specific Plan to the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC). None of the provisions in that section specify that Projects 
in the Warner Center Specific Plan Area are not subject to LAMC Section 
12.21.1.B.3. Therefore, any additional height for roof structures and equipment 
allowed by that section of the LAMC is not prohibited under the Warner Center 2035 
Specific Plan. Thus, no revision is needed.  

 
E. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 14.a requires the Director of Planning to approve 

the proposed Local-Serving Retail businesses on the ground floors of each 
building as part of the substantial conformance review for each phase.  As 
long as the use is permitted under the provisions of the WC 2035 Plan, the use 
should be permitted within the designated space without further approval.    
 
Response: The Applicant has raised concerns about the difficulty of anticipating and 
calling out compliance with each Warner Center 2035 Plan development standard in 
the submitted plans given the master planned nature of the project. For this reason, 
compliance with every condition in any Letter of Determination must be assessed 
using the substantial compliance/conformance process during condition clearance. 
As mentioned earlier, if the proposed Project contains minor changes, the Director of 
Planning, currently through the Development Services Center, may determine such 
change to be within substantial compliance/conformance. If determined to be within 
substantial compliance/conformance, the change is allowed. If not, the change may 
require a modification to the Project Permit Compliance.  
  
Regarding this Letter of Determination, Local-Serving Retail was provided by the 
applicant as an incentivized use pursuant to Section 6.2.1.1 of the Specific Plan. 
Incentivized uses qualify for development bonuses. In exchange for providing Local-
Serving Retail and a second incentivized use of an increase in the amount of Publicly 
Accessible Open Space provided, the applicant chose to ascend the Graduated FAR 
table by two levels, from 65% Non-Residential / 35% Residential to 50% Non-
Residential / 50% Residential. In a Project containing a total of 2,634,268 square feet 
of floor area, the required minimum amount of Non-Residential development was 
reduced from 1,712,274 square feet to 1,317,134 square feet through these 
bonuses, allowing for the development of an additional 395,140 square feet of 
residential development that otherwise would not have been allowed in the 
Commerce District for a Project of that size. 
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Local-Serving Retail is defined in Section 4 of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan 
as the “Retail sale of goods or services needed by local residents on a regular 
basis,” including a list of various qualifying retail uses and services, as well as other 
uses “as determined by the Director.” In this appeal point, the applicant contends that 
the Director of Planning does not have the authority to determine what constitutes 
Local-Serving Retail. Moreover, the applicant is taking a position that the Director of 
Planning does not have the authority to check whether a Project is in compliance 
with its conditions when issuing an approval, including the checking of whether a 
Project is providing an incentive that was used to allow to Project to develop an 
additional 395,140 square feet of residential floor area that would otherwise not have 
been allowed. Section 4 clearly grants the Director of Planning the authority to 
determine what constitutes Local-Serving Retail and the Director of Planning has the 
authority to review Projects subject to Specific Plans for compliance with conditions 
and development bonuses per LAMC Section 11.5.7. 
 

F. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 14.a establishes a maximum floor area of 5,000 
square feet for all of the ground-floor retail spaces shown on the project plans 
that are currently at or below this size, when only a minimum of five such 
spaces are required to qualify as an Incentivized Use.  In addition, the ground-
floor spaces within Buildings 7, 8 and 9 are designated as “office/retail” 
spaces, as shown in the project plans (“Exhibit A”), and therefore should not 
be restricted to local-serving retail.   
 
Response: As previously stated, when a Letter of Determination is issued, it is issued 
for a specific Project as it is proposed, provided it is in conformance with applicable 
planning regulations. Therefore, the Letter of Determination in this case reflects the 
approval of “Five (5) or more Local-Serving Retail businesses, all of which are 
located on the first floor and comply with all of the regulations set forth in this Plan,” 
as defined in Section 4 and Section 6.2.1.1.3 of the Warner Center 2035 Specific 
Plan. In Attachment D to the application, the Project Permit Compliance Findings, the 
applicant states “As shown in the Ground Floor Plans included in the Project Plans, 
more than five local-serving retail businesses are proposed within the New Building, 
and each contain a maximum floor area of 5,000 square feet.” Throughout the 
Project Permit Compliance Findings submitted by the applicant, the ten new 
buildings are referred to as the “New Buildings,” and it appears that was what was 
intended in this case. Since the application materials submitted by the applicant 
described more than five local-serving retail businesses, and there was no 
corresponding floor plan showing these businesses at any particular location within 
the development, the condition is written to reflect that the spaces less than 5,000 
square feet would be local-serving retail. Regarding the statement that “the ground-
floor spaces within Buildings 7, 8 and 9 are designated as “office/retail” spaces,” it 
should be noted that the definition for Local-Serving Retail in Section 4 includes such 
office uses as financial services and optician, so Local-Serving Retail does not 
preclude all office uses.  
 
Since the requirement is for a minimum of five Local-Serving Retail establishments, 
the Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to 
require that a minimum of five Local-Serving Retail spaces shall be indicated on 
building plans prior to issuance of a Planning clearance, as well as that if the 
locations of designated Local-Serving Retail change, that a modification shall be 
necessary. (See Modified Condition of Approval Number 14 in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
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G. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 18, regarding automobile parking requirements, is 
far too specific for a project of this scale.  The DIR Determination Letter 
actually prescribes the exact number of parking spaces that must be provided 
by size/type (i.e. standard-sized spaces versus compact-sized spaces, etc.) 
rather than requiring compliance with the provisions of the WC 2035 Plan 
parking requirements. The specificity in parking requirements is onerous as it 
does not accommodate for the typical and often slight parking deviations that 
result during final project design. The Applicant therefore requests that all 
parking requirements, including the bicycle parking requirements under DIR 
Condition 19, be revised to refer to the minimum and maximum parking ratios 
as per WC 2035 Plan Section 6.2.3 and the LAMC.   
 
Response: As previously stated, when a Letter of Determination is issued, it is issued 
for a specific Project as it is proposed, provided it is in conformance with applicable 
planning regulations. Therefore, the Letter of Determination in this case reflects the 
approval of parking based on the detailed plans as submitted by the applicant and as 
approved by the Director of Planning. Compliance is assessed using the substantial 
compliance/conformance process during condition clearance. As mentioned earlier, if 
the proposed Project contains minor changes, the Director of Planning, through the 
Development Services Center, may determine such change to be within substantial 
compliance/conformance. If determined to be within substantial 
compliance/conformance, the change is allowed with no further discretionary 
application. If not, however, the change may require a modification to the Project 
Permit Compliance through a separate process.  
 

5.  Appeal Point: Other Concerns:  
 

A. Appeal Point: VTT Condition 16 should reference the conditions included in 
the Soils Report Approval Letter, dated March 10, 2020.  Similarly, the VTT 
Findings (Page 50) incorrectly state that the Grading Division recommends 
withholding the approval of the VTTM until a soils report has been approved.  

 
Response: The Department of City Planning received confirmation of the issuance of 
the March 10, 2020 letter from the Department of Building and Safety Grading 
Division on March 23, 2020, the day that the Letter of Determination was issued. The 
Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to 
reflect this last-minute change. (See Modified Condition of Approval Number 16 in 
VTT-74891) 

 
B. Appeal Point: DIR Conditions 10.a-p are duplicative of VTT Conditions 1-15.a-f.  

In addition, VTT Conditions 15.a-f are duplicative of VTT Conditions S-3(i), and 
DIR Conditions 10.o and 10.p are also repeated as DIR Condition 10.r.   

 
Response: Some conditions are repeated in the two approval letters (DIR 10.a.-p. 
and VTT 1-15.a.-f.), particularly regarding Bureau of Engineering requirements, due 
to past history in which applicants have claimed that their projects are not subject to 
BOE requirements that are not included in Project Permit Compliance Letter of 
Determination. Additionally, Bureau of Engineering Conditions are repeated in the 
Vesting Tentative Tract Approval because there are separate sections for specific 
conditions (15.a.-f.) and standard conditions (S-3.(i)). Finally, the Department of City 
Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to strike Condition 10.r., 
which is not necessary given its inclusion in 10.o. and 10.p. (See Modified Condition 
of Approval Number 10 in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
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C. Appeal Point: The Bureau of Street Lighting approved amendments to VTT 

Conditions 26 and S-3(c), as requested by the Applicant at the DAA Hearing, 
but these agreed-upon changes were not incorporated into the VTT 
Determination Letter. 
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect this change that was approved verbally by the Bureau of 
Street lighting at the Deputy Advisory Agency hearing. (See Modified Conditions of 
Approval Number 26 and S-3(c) in VTT-74891) 
 

D. Appeal Point: VTT Conditions 30 and 31 are contradictory to VTT 
Environmental Mitigation Measure BIO-2 and the tree replacement 
requirements under the WC 2035 Plan. 
 
Response: VTT Conditions 30 and 31 were included based on the recommendation 
of the Urban Forestry Division. Condition 30 does contain requirements with a 
different standard than Environmental Mitigation Measure BIO-2. However, the 
Urban Forestry Division recommends conditions pursuant to LAMC 46.00 and other 
portions of the LAMC, and not the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. Condition 31, 
however, does not conflict with BIO-2. It merely states that any replacement street 
trees that are required shall be planted at a ratio of 2:1, which is consistent with BIO-
2. After consultation with the Urban Forestry Division, the Department of City 
Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to clarify the language in 
Condition 30.   
 

E. Appeal Point: VTT Condition 36 incorrectly references LAMC Section 11.5.7-O 
instead of 11.5.7.D.  
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect the change of this typo.  (See Modified Condition of Approval 
Number 36 in VTT-74891) 
 

F. Appeal Point: VTT Condition U-15, which is an Environmental Mitigation 
Measure, is missing text at the end of the Condition.   
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect the change of this typo.  (See Modified Condition of Approval 
Number U-15 in VTT-74891) 
 

G. Appeal Point: In the Applicant’s opinion, the Residential and Non-Residential 
Floor Area breakdowns by phase, as reflected in the DIR Determination Letter 
on Pages 2-4, and in DIR Conditions 2.a.i-viii and 6, do not accurately reflect 
the Residential and Non-Residential breakdowns in the approved project 
plans. 
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect these minor changes in the way in which floor area was 
calculated.  (See Modified Conditions of Approval Numbers 2 and 6 in DIR-2017-
1708-SPP) 

 



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           A-17 
 
 

 

H. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 2.g includes requirements that assume the Project 
has a significant traffic impact and requires mobility improvements in the WC 
2035 Plan to be provided.  
 
Response: Condition 2.g. requires items such as a list of intersections and/or local 
residential streets on which the Project may have significant impacts, a list of 
improvements to be provided, a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan, 
and a list of facilities and improvements that demonstrate connectivity through the 
site to surrounding streets and transit. The conditions listed are requirements for 
Multiple-Phase Projects and contain word-for-word the requirements of Section 
5.3.3.1.1. of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan.  Any change to the requirements 
of the Specific Plan would require a Specific Plan Amendment, which was not 
requested.  
 

I. Appeal Point: Condition 2.g.iii mandates a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) Plan, which would preclude the TMO alternative allowed in 
DIR Condition 28 pursuant to the WC 2035 Plan.  
 
Response: Although the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Section 7.8.1. provides 
the option of a TDM Plan or membership in a TMO for general Projects, Section 
5.3.3.1.1.(d) requires the submission of a TDM plan as a requirement for a Multiple-
Phase Project. The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination Condition Number 28 to require solely the TDM Plan in accordance 
with Section 5.3.3.1.1.(d). Membership in a TMO, however, is not precluded since it 
may be a component of the TDM Plan. (See Modified Condition of Approval Number 
28 in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
 

J. Appeal Point: Condition 2.g.iv has already been satisfied with the email 
submission of Sheet MP-21 (Circulation and Connectivity Diagram).   
 
Response: For any condition that has been satisfied, the applicant is advised to bring 
the appropriate plan sheet to their appointment with the Development Services 
Center for condition clearance.    
 

K. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 10.q is in conflict with VTT Conditions 30 and 31.  
The condition also contains an inapplicable requirement to plant new street 
trees along Burbank Boulevard, in direct conflict with the fact that most of the 
existing street trees along Burbank Boulevard will remain as no street 
widening is required.  DIR Condition 10.q includes stringent requirements for 
the relocation of healthy street trees, including bonding for tree survival as per 
DIR Condition 10.q.3.  However, for several reasons, this is likely infeasible. 
 
Response: Condition 10.q. states “As necessary, the Project shall … plant street 
trees satisfactory to the City Engineer and the Urban Forestry Division.” The City 
Planning Department is one Department among many in the City of Los Angeles. 
Street trees are under the jurisdiction of the Department of Street Services, Urban 
Forestry Division, in consultation with the Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering. Due to various circumstances that may occur, including but not limited 
to street widening and the health of existing trees, replacement street trees may be 
required. The authority to require street trees is with said agencies and not with the 
Department of City Planning. As such, the condition is written such that, if necessary, 
street trees may be required. It is not a requirement to plant street trees unless 
necessary and as determined by the Urban Forestry Division. Condition 31 of the 
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VTT conveys this same requirement. DIR Condition 10.q.3. is required based on 
communication from the Urban Forestry Division. Upon consultation with the Urban 
Forestry Division, they have provided amended language that have been 
incorporated into the Modified Conditions of Approval. (See Modified Condition of 
Approval Number 30 in VTT-74891) 
  

L. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 10.s makes contradictory references to the 
Department of Transportation and BOE.  It also refers generically to BOE’s 
September 29, 2019 report, which should be deleted as it is superseded by the 
BOE Conditions included in the Determination Letters. 
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect the change from Department of Transportation to Bureau of 
Engineering and to omit the reference to the September 29, 2019 report.  (See 
Modified Condition of Approval Number 10.s in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
 

M. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 12 is incorrect. Along De Soto Avenue, Burbank 
Boulevard (between De Soto Avenue and Warner Center Plan[sic]) and Warner 
Center Lane, the WC 2035 Plan requires a front setback of no less 12 feet and 
no more than 20 feet as these streets are not designated as Active Street 
frontages. Along Burbank Boulevard (the portion between Warner Center Lane 
and Adler Drive, which the Applicant volunteered to treat as an Active Street 
Frontage, west of the voluntary Activity Node at the intersection of Burbank 
Boulevard and Warner Center Lane), a front setback of no less than 12 feet and 
no more than 15 feet is required.  Adler Drive is to remain a driveway, as 
agreed upon by Department of City Planning Staff and as demonstrated in the 
project plans (“Exhibit A”), and therefore is not to be treated as a street with 
any front setback requirements. 
  
Response: Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Section 6.1.2.2.8 establishes the 
required Active Street Frontages in the Commerce District, including the “East and 
west side of Variel Avenue between Oxnard Street to the north and Burbank 
Boulevard to the south, including the newly established portion.” Per Section 
6.1.2.2.8, the portions of De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard adjoining the 
Project site are not designated as Active Street Frontages. Nevertheless, the 
applicant did volunteer to provide an Active Front Frontage between Adler Drive and 
Warner Center Lane along Burbank Boulevard. Pursuant to Section 6.2.5.2.1, New 
Streets created by projects do not require (front) setbacks.  
 
Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Plan explains that “it is anticipated that Variel Avenue will 
be extended from Califa Street to the north to Burbank Boulevard to the south.” VTT-
74891 Condition No. 37 states “Pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 
6.1.2.2.10 regarding the anticipated extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to 
the north to Burbank Boulevard to the south, the Project shall design the driveway 
identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the Project site, to be 
directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as 
proposed on Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the north 
and west being redeveloped, and allowing for an extension of Variel Avenue in a 
southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard. There shall be a 10-foot parkway located 
to the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property line, as proposed by the 
applicant and depicted on Plan Sheet MP-30. The northern end of Adler Drive may 
be temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, as proposed by the 
applicant, until such time that the property to the north redevelops.” 
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Although the Project Permit Compliance Letter of Determination explains in 
Condition Number 13 that “The Project shall include a new private driveway at the 
west end of the Project, labeled ‘Exhibit A’ that will not be a new street per VTT-
74891 and this entitlement,” the long term of the Project site may include the 
completion of Variel Avenue and, as such, the portion of the development along the 
future Variel Avenue frontage shall meet the requirements of Section 6.1.2.2.8.  
 
Thus, the Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect a change from “The project shall have a front setback on De 
Soto Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, the private street Warner Center Lane, and the 
private driveway labeled Adler Drive on “Exhibit A” of not less than 12 feet and no 
more than 15 feet each. The parts of the Project with frontage not along those streets 
or driveway shall have a maximum setback of 20 feet.” to “The project shall have a 
front setback on Burbank Boulevard between Adler Drive and Warner Center Lane, 
and the private driveway labeled Adler Drive on “Exhibit A” of not less than 12 feet 
and no more than 15 feet each. The parts of the Project with frontage not along 
those streets or driveway shall have a maximum setback of 20 feet.” (See Modified 
Condition of Approval Number 12 in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
 

N. Appeal Point: In DIR Condition 14.e.1, the last sentence is incorrect.  The 
60%/50% requirement should be 50%/50%.   
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect the change from 60%/50% to 50%/50%. (See Modified 
Condition of Approval Number 14.e.1 in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
  

O. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 19.a requires the submittal of revised plans for 
each residential phase showing facilities for employee showers and lockers 
relating to residential bicycle parking (DIR Condition 19.b includes a similar 
requirement regarding Non-Residential uses). However, consistent with LAMC 
Section 12.21.A.16(f)(4), which states that showers and personal lockers are 
only required for long-term bicycle parking in office or commercial uses, 
shower facilities should not be required in connection with the bicycle parking 
associated with the Project’s residential uses.  Therefore, the part of DIR 
Condition 19.a that requires facilities for employee showers should be deleted. 
 
Response:  The Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Appendix F, Section 5.A.10 
states “Projects have [sic] more than 200,000 square feet of Floor Area should 
provide: On-site changing/shower facilities for employees.” It is not limited by use. 
Despite the appeal point, Condition 19.a. does not contain a requirement for lockers 
for residential use. Notwithstanding the provisions of 12.21.A.16(f)(4), Section 3 of 
the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan states that “Wherever this WC2035 Plan 
contains provisions that require lesser or greater restrictions or limitations on 
development than would be allowed or required pursuant to the provisions contained 
in Chapter 1 of the LAMC, the WC2035 Plan shall prevail.” Thus, the Department of 
City Planning recommends the condition to remain as written.   
 

P. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 25.a should be modified to replace “commercial 
space” with “Non-Residential use” consistent with the terminology used in the 
WC 2035 Plan. 
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Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect the change from “commercial space” to “Non-Residential 
use.” See Modified Condition of Approval Number 25.a in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
    

Q. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 25.b.ii would be problematic for all residential 
buildings which front the street or Publicly-Accessible Open Space as 
residential buildings cannot provide setbacks of greater than 20 feet, per the 
WC 2035 Plan.  The Applicant requests deletion of this Condition.  
 
Response: There are only front setbacks in the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan, 
which allow for a minimum of 12 feet to a maximum of 15 to 20 feet, depending on 
location. However, according to the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Appendix F, 
Section 6.B.41, “[v]entilation intakes and exhausts should be located to minimize 
adverse effects on pedestrian comfort along the sidewalk. Locating vents more than 
20' vertically and horizontally from a sidewalk and directing the air flow away from 
the public realm should accomplish this objective.” This guideline is also present in 
the Los Angeles Downtown Design Guide, Section 8.H.3. Warner Center is a 
Regional Center and is envisioned to be the downtown of the West Valley. 
Therefore, the requirement is reasonable to ensure pedestrian comfort. 
 

R. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 27 incorrectly requires the Mobility Fee to be 
calculated using the Appendix D Mobility Fee Table in effect at building permit 
issuance.  Section 7.3.1 of the WC 2035 Plan was recently amended by 
Ordinance No. 186,498 (effective March 10, 2020). DIR Condition 27 should be 
amended to state that the Mobility Fee will be calculated based on the date on 
which the Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance application was deemed 
complete. 
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to reflect that the Mobility Fee will be calculated based on the date on 
which the application was deemed complete. (See Modified Condition of Approval 
Number 27 in DIR-2017-1708-SPP). 
    

S. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 29 precludes the “Exemptions from the Warner 
Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee” discussed in Section 9.3 of the 
WC 2035 Plan, which allows for onsite cultural amenities to be credited against 
the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee. 
 
Response: Cultural Amenities Development Fees are calculated and paid at the time 
of building permit, taking into consideration any exemptions that are requested and 
approved. There is nothing in the phrasing of the condition that precludes the ability 
to utilize the exemptions specified in Section 9.3 of the Plan. Any dollar amounts 
listed in the Condition are clearly identified as estimates based on the current Project 
Plans, which did not propose any particular on-site cultural amenities that would 
qualify as exemptions from the Cultural Amenities Development Fee. As previously 
stated, when a Letter of Determination is issued, it is issued for a specific Project as 
it is proposed, provided it is in conformance with applicable planning regulations. It is 
not possible to approve an exemption that has not been proposed as a part of a 
project. However, as in the provision of on-site land dedication, should the Applicant 
choose to provide on-site Cultural Amenities at a future date, a Modification to the 
original condition language may be warranted.  
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T. Appeal Point: DIR Environmental Mitigation Measure AQ-1 includes an error in 
the numbering of the measures (Measure 1 repeats twice).  DIR Environmental 
Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through U-14 (on Pages 36-38 of the DIR 
Determination Letter) are duplicative of the same conditions that appear earlier 
or later in the document, and should be deleted.  
 
Response: The number AQ-1 Measure 1 is used twice for two mitigation measures, 
which are Measures 1 and 2 in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Department 
of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to renumber the 
measures to match the numbering in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.     
 
Duplicative conditions appear due to their utilization as Greenhouse Gas mitigation 
measures in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Since they are repeated, the 
Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of Determination to 
remove the duplicates. (See Modified Environmental Condition AQ-1 on in DIR-2017-
1708-SPP). 
 

U. Appeal Point: DIR Administrative Condition 7 (Expiration) does not reflect that 
the Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance grant expires with the Subdivision 
Approval, and that if the expiration date on a Subdivision Approval is extended 
then the Project Permit Compliance grant shall also be automatically extended 
for a commensurate period of time, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.36.G.2.   
 
Response: A Project Permit Compliance approval is a quasi-judicial approval per 
LAMC Section 12.36. While it is accurate that if the expiration date on a Subdivision 
Approval is extended pursuant to Article 7 of the LAMC, or by amendment to the 
Subdivision Map Act, the Quasi-judicial Approval shall also be automatically 
extended for a commensurate period of time, it is not necessary to change the 
boilerplate language, for which the expiration date would be automatically extended, 
as appropriate.  
 

6.  Appeal Point: Requests for Clarification  
 

A. Appeal Point: VTT Condition 33, which relates to designated remainders or any 
omitted parcels, is very confusing and could delay development of project 
phases.  Since there will be no “designated” remainders or omitted parcels, 
Condition 33 should be modified to clarify the intent of the condition and the 
requirement.   
 
Response: The Department of City Planning developed the language of the condition 
in consultation with Bureau of Engineering and does not recommend a change in the 
language. The applicant requested phasing of individual unit maps on a project site 
over a period of 15 years. Since the newly proposed parcel boundaries do not match 
existing boundaries, there will be remainders or omitted parcels that are created as 
individual unit maps are developed. The condition as written restates Government 
Code Section 66424.6(d), but allows demolition permits, tenant improvements, and 
changes of use to be exempt from this requirement.  

 
B. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 17.a.ii imposes a maximum roadway width of 36 

feet for the New Street (Warner Center Lane).  Based on previous input from 
LADOT, however, Warner Center Lane exceeds the 36-foot maximum where it 
approaches the intersections with De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard to 
allow for additional turn lanes.  It should be clarified that Warner Center Lane 
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may exceed 36 feet in width as shown on the approved project plans (“Exhibit 
A”), as previously confirmed with Department of City Planning Staff.    
 
Response: The Department of City Planning recommends revising the Letter of 
Determination to allow additional width as shown on the approved project plans. 
(See Modified Condition of Approval 17.a.ii in DIR-2017-1708-SPP.) 
    

C. Appeal Point: DIR Condition 18.c includes confusing language that also 
necessitates clarification.  
 
Response: Condition 18.c says “The New Street spaces associated with the Non-
Residential uses shall not be calculated into the Project’s total parking count if the 
amount of spaces being provided equals the maximum amount of parking allowed for 
the Project.” This condition is based on Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.3.3(d). 
For the sake of clarity, the Department of City Planning recommends revising the 
Letter of Determination to specify that any parking on a New Street shall not count 
toward any maximum parking limitations, as stated in Section 6.2.3.3(d) referenced 
above. (See Modified Condition of Approval 18.c in DIR-2017-1708-SPP.) 
 

D. Appeal Point: Several other Conditions require the submittal of revised plans 
or elevations (including, but not limited to, DIR Conditions 3, 8.b, 21.b, 21.c, 24, 
25.b and 25.c), which leaves open to question and even implies that the 
approved project plans may be considered deficient.  The project plans 
provided in the application package and approved as “Exhibit A” are fully 
compliant with the WC 2035 Plan, and meet the intent of the encouraged (but 
not required) Urban Design Guidelines in the WC 2035 Plan. However, these 
Conditions, as currently written, leave the Applicant to wonder whether or not 
Staff agrees that the Project complies with applicable requirements under the 
WC 2035 Plan (see, e.g., DIR Condition 21.d regarding Articulation of Building 
Facade).  The Applicant respectfully requests that these and other similar 
Conditions (e,g., DIR Conditions 17.a and 17.b) be clarified to make reference 
to the approved project plans (“Exhibit A”).   
 
Response: As explained previously, compliance with every condition in any Letter of 
Determination must be assessed using the condition clearance process at the 
Development Services Center.   When conditions contain language that specifically 
asks the applicant to revise project plans, it indicates that project plans are 
incomplete or require changes to demonstrate compliance.  
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APPELLANT 2: APPEAL POINTS FROM MITCHELL M. TSAI (THE SOUTHWEST 
REGIONAL COUNCIL OF CARPENTERS), APPEALS SUBMITTED APRIL 3, 2020 (VTT) and 
APRIL 7, 2020 (SPP) 
 
1. Appeal Point: The decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency is not valid because the 

Project is inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan since it only 
references the Cultural Amenities fee and does not require the Project to pay the fee. 
 
Response: The language for Condition of Approval Number 29 (Exhibit B, pg. 27) is as 
follows: “Pursuant to Section 9 of the Specific Plan, if the valuation of the Project’s building 
permit for any land use is $500,000 or more, the applicant shall be assessed a Warner 
Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee at the same rate as the Citywide Arts 
Development Fee... All fees collected from the Applicant shall be conveyed by the 
Department of Building and Safety to the Treasurer for deposit into the Warner Center 
Cultural Amenities Trust Fund, pursuant to Ordinance No. 184,838, which is to be 
administered by the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Committee per Section 9.5. A record 
of such conveyance shall be provided by the applicant to the Department of City Planning 
following the issuance of building permit(s) and the payment of the fee.” The aforementioned 
is written using conditional statements: “if the valuation of the [Project]… is $500,000 or 
more, the applicant shall be assessed…” (pg. 112 of the Specific Plan). Conditional 
statements do not preclude the Project from being assessed a fee. What the conditional 
language does is give the Project parameters in which a fee can be assessed. While the 
likelihood is that the Project’s building permit valuation will be in excess of $500,000, the 
Condition creates at worst a situation where the Project may not be assessed when the 
permit valuation may not reach $500,000. Furthermore, Section 9 of the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan states that all Projects, as long as their building valuation is equal to or 
exceed $500,000, shall be assessed the fee or must provide on-site cultural amenities 
consistent with the Cultural Amenities Master Plan in an amount equal to or greater than 
amount of the Cultural Amenities fee . The Specific Plan regulations are in addition to 
Citywide regulations, which all Projects must comply with. The only way that a Project 
exceeding a valuation of $500,000 might be exempt from paying the Cultural Amenities fee 
without providing a corresponding on-site cultural amenity valued at the same amount is by 
seeking a Specific Plan Exception granted by the Area Planning Commission. The applicant 
has not sought an Exception and none has been granted. Therefore, the Project will pay a 
Cultural Amenities fee or provide an on-site cultural amenity consistent with the Master Plan 
in an amount equal to or greater than the fee. Should the Master Plan not be available, the 
fee must be paid. As such, the Project is consistent with the Specific Plan with regard to this 
appeal point. Therefore, the Deputy Advisory Agency did not err in its finding on consistency 
with the Specific Plan, and the appeal point is without merit.  

 
2. Appeal Point: The decisions of the Deputy Advisory Agency and Director of Planning 

are inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan because they should be 
stayed until the City implements the City Council’s direction to implement additional 
labor standards, local hire, prevailing wage, mobility fee, and affordable housing 
requirements. 

 
Response: The appellant contends that the Project should not have been approved while 
amendments to the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan are planned. Specifically, the appeal 
cites two concerns: 1) that the Project should be subject to future regulations that are under 
consideration but have not been adopted, and 2) that there should be a moratorium on 
approvals until future theoretical regulations have been adopted.  
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In 2016, LA City Council adopted a motion to direct staff to take the necessary steps and 
prepare the necessary documents and ordinances, for future Council consideration, to 
update the Mobility Fee section of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan through ordinance 
for the purpose of making technical corrections and clarifying the fee calculation’s 
methodology so that necessary road infrastructure improvements and neighborhood 
protection goals within the Specific Plan would be realized. After a transparent public 
process was conducted to update the Specific Plan, a draft ordinance was approved and 
recommended in February 2019 by the City Planning Commission to the City Council. The 
effective date of Ordinance No. 186498, the Mobility Fee Amendment, was March 10, 2020. 
The Director of Planning issued the approval of the subject Project on March 23, 2020, after 
the ordinance’s effective date. The Mobility Fee ordinance amends Section 7.3.1 such that 
Projects that were deemed complete prior to the adoption of the revised Mobility Fee “shall 
be subject to the annually adjusted fee rates and credits pursuant to the multi-column table 
previously set forth in Appendix D and titled ‘Warner Center 2035 Plan - Mobility Fee Table’, 
which was in effect at the time the application was deemed complete.” The project was 
deemed complete prior to March 10, 2020 and approved after March 10, 2020, therefore is 
subject to the Mobility Fee at the date of deemed complete.  (See Modified Condition of 
Approval Number 27 in DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 
 
The appellant also makes reference to affordable housing provisions, although the Warner 
Center 2035 Specific Plan ordinance does not require affordable units to be set aside as 
part of any development. On November 14, 2018, City Council directed the Department of 
City Planning, the LA Housing and Community Investment Department, and the LA 
Department of Transportation to draft and present an ordinance mandating or incentivizing 
an affordable housing component within the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan that will 
create mixed-income housing opportunities. No such ordinance has been adopted.  
Furthermore, the Planning Department has not received direction from Council or the Mayor 
to draft an ordinance amending the Specific Plan to implement labor standards, local hire 
provisions, or prevailing wage provisions. While there are standards in the Specific Plan for 
a Project requesting a Development Agreement to meet regulations on Affordable Housing, 
Living Wage, Prevailing Wage, Local Hire, and other labor standards, the subject Project did 
not request or initiate a Development Agreement as part of the requested entitlements. As 
such, the Director of Planning’s determination is consistent with the Specific Plan as it is 
currently written and amended.  

  
3. Appeal Point: The decisions of the Deputy Advisory Agency and Director of Planning 

are inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan because they did not 
impose a moratorium on Project approvals until the adoption of possible future 
regulations. 

 
Response: State law compels the City not to impose unreasonable constraints on the 
construction of housing, and states a process by which a City may consider halting all 
development approvals. Section 65858 of the California Government Code states that: 

 
“Without following the procedures otherwise required prior to the adoption of a 
zoning ordinance, the legislative body of a county, city, including a charter city, or 
city and county, to protect the public safety, health, and welfare, may adopt as an 
urgency measure an interim ordinance prohibiting any uses that may be in conflict 
with a contemplated general plan, specific plan, or zoning proposal that the 
legislative body, planning commission or the planning department is considering or 
studying or intends to study within a reasonable time. That urgency measure shall 
require a four-fifths vote of the legislative body for adoption.” 
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This passage has been interpreted to define the City’s ability to implement building 
moratoriums in its jurisdiction, and outlines the process that the City shall take in order to do 
so. However, no such moratorium has been adopted by the City Council for the Warner 
Center area as of the date of this report. Furthermore, Senate Bill 330 (Skinner) of 2019, 
which went into effect on January 1, 2020, prohibits the use of moratoriums or “similar 
restrictions or limitations on housing development, mixed-use development, within all or a 
portion of” the City of Los Angeles with the exception of if there is an imminent threat to the 
health and safety of persons residing in the area of the proposed moratorium. The issues 
raised (seeking passage of labor standards, affordable housing, and a change to the 
mobility fee calculation) do not reach the level of an imminent threat to health and safety, 
and no such moratorium can be placed, according to state law, for the next five years. As 
such, the Letters of Determination are consistent with the Specific Plan with regards to this 
appeal point.  

 
4. Appeal Point: The Project does not comply with the Warner Center 2035 Specific 

Plan’s Modification procedures as prescribed in Section 5.3.3.2.2 of the Specific Plan 
and Section 11.5.7 D of the LAMC. 

 
 Response: The appellant contends that the Project was modified in a way that did not follow 

the procedures set forth in Section 5.3.3.2.2 of the Specific Plan. That section of the Specific 
Plan puts forth a process for Multi-phased Projects that allows the Project to make changes 
that are not considered substantially compliant with plans that were previously approved. As 
the appealed case had received its initial approval on March 23, 2020, and has not sought 
to make changes subsequent to an initial approval, they were under no obligation to file for a 
modification per the procedures outlined in Section 5.3.3.2.2 of the Specific Plan.  

 
5. Appeal Point: The Project fails to comply with the Specific Plan because it does not 

make the findings needed in LAMC 11.5.7 C.2. 
 

Response: The appellant claims that due to the points raised in earlier in their appeal, the 
Director of Planning fails to make the necessary finding for a Project Permit Compliance 
approval in LAMC 11.5.7 C.2 (a) “That the project substantially complies with the applicable 
regulations, findings, standards and provisions of the specific plan[.]” The Letter of 
Determination shows that the Project complies with the regulations of the Specific Plan and 
does not grant any exceptions. No substantial evidence has been submitted as part of the 
appeal demonstrating how the Project is inconsistent with the current regulations within the 
Specific Plan. The modifications the Director of Planning proposes to the original Letter of 
Determination as a response to the appeals brought by others are minor technical 
corrections only and do not impact the project’s conformance with the Specific Plan. 
Therefore, findings necessary for Project Permit Compliance approval as per LAMC 11.5.7 
C.2 are appropriate and supported by detailed responses and evidence in the 
administrative record.  

 
The appellant also raises a point that the Project as approved differs from the Project as 
analyzed by the MND and therefore the findings under LAMC 11.5.7 C.2 (a) and (b) are not 
supported. The approved Project plans, Exhibit A, were submitted on June 7, 2019. The 
plans were analyzed in the MND, published in December 2019, and approved on March 23, 
2020. The required Finding under LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.2 (b) requires the Director of 
Planning to demonstrate “[t]hat the project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring 
measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which 
would mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically 
feasible.” The appellant has offered no explanation as to how the Project as approved 
might differ from the Project analyzed in the MND published in December 2019 other than 
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that plans were revised as they normally are during the regular course of review. The 
Project’s approval also includes a mitigation monitoring program as part of the 
Environmental Conditions that would mitigate the negative environmental effects to the 
extent feasible. The appellant’s claim that the Project might not have been adequately 
analyzed, or that the mitigation measures might not be adequate, is not substantiated. As 
such, there is no basis to conclude that the Findings made under LAMC 11.5.7 C.2 (b) 
were inadequate.   

 
6. Appeal Point: The Project due to scope cannot be tiered off the Warner Center 2035 

Program EIR and needs its own site-specific EIR. 
 

Response: The appellant alleges that because the Project is not consistent with the Warner 
Center 2035 Specific Plan, it cannot use an MND that tiers off of the Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR that was adopted with the 2013 approved Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan 
ordinance. Public Resources Code Section 21166 states that “[w]hen an environmental 
impact report has been prepared for a project pursuant to this division, no subsequent or 
supplemental environmental impact report shall be required by the lead agency or by any 
responsible agency unless one or more of the following events occurs.” Once the Warner 
Center 2035 Program EIR was certified, CEQA requires that no subsequent EIR be 
prepared for a project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence in the light of whole record, that one of the triggers in Section 15162 has occurred.  
The Director of Planning and Deputy Advisory Agency have not determined that one of the 
triggers in Section 15162 has occurred. Further, Section 15168 (c) (1) specifies that an initial 
study may be prepared for later activities leading to either an EIR or a negative declaration. 
The analysis may tier from the program EIR, as allowed under Section 15152. This is what 
has occurred, and a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for the Project as the 
outcome of this process. 

 
The Letter of Determination shows that the Project complies with the regulations of the 
Specific Plan and does not grant exceptions that would alter the environmental findings. No 
valid points have been made in the appeal demonstrating how the Project is inconsistent 
with the current regulations within the Specific Plan. The modifications the Director of 
Planning proposes to the original Letter of Determination as a response to the appeals 
brought by others are minor technical corrections only and do not demonstrate the original 
approval’s non-conformance with the Specific Plan. Therefore, the Environmental 
entitlements and approval are valid, and the Project complies with its CEQA obligations. 

 
The appellant also calls into question the size of the project as allowed under a tiered 
Warner Center 2035 Program EIR. The Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, adopted in 2013, 
studied the effects of a build out  of an additional approximately 14 million square feet of 
non-residential floor area, and an additional approximately 23.5 million square feet of 
residential floor area in the Warner Center Specific Plan. It included anticipated mitigation 
measures and certain site-specific studies that would be needed for each project and 
scenario for future projects that stay within the regulations of the Specific Plan. The Project’s 
scope as proposed does not exceed the limits studied in the scope of the Warner Center 
2035 Program EIR. The College District, where the Project is located, has a base maximum 
FAR of 4.5:1. The assumption for the Project site in the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR 
was that it would be redeveloped at an FAR of 3:1 (Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, pp. 
2-5-6). The Project, however, proposes a FAR of 2.5:1, which is only 56 percent of the 
intensity of development allowed on the site, and 83 percent of that which was studied in the 
EIR.  
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Additionally, the Project also performed its own site-specific technical studies that tiered off 
of the EIR’s with special attention to particular issues such as traffic and shade/shadow 
analyses and biological resources, in accordance with CEQA. Other than citing the size and 
scope of this particular project, which is well-within the build out capacity of the EIR, the 
appellant has not raised any substantive concerns over specific impact areas that were not 
adequately addressed in the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR.  As the Warner Center 
2035 Program EIR foresaw density and development of the size and intensity beyond what 
the Project proposes, and the Project’s MND supported its conclusions with additional 
analysis and mitigation measures taken from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, the use 
of the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR is valid and appropriate for this Project. Finally, the 
EIR was adopted by the City Council and was not legally challenged; therefore, it stands as 
the environmental document for the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. The time period has 
expired to challenge the EIR and any of the mitigation measures contained within it.  

 
7. Appeal Point: The Project does not qualify for a Statutory Exemption. 
 

Response: The Letter of Determination erroneously included the text “Pursuant to Section 
65457 the California Public Resources Code (California Environmental Quality Act),” 
immediately preceding the environmental grant clause referring to a Statutory exemption 
that was neither sought, nor granted, since it was not addressed in the CEQA Findings. This 
will be corrected through the CPC's recommended actions to adopt the proper 
environmental clearance which does not include any reference to a Statutory Exemption. 
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APPELLANT 3: APPEAL POINTS FROM GINA K. THORNBURG (THE COALITION FOR 
VALLEY NEIGHBORHOODS), APPEALS SUBMITTED APRIL 3, 2020 (VTT) and APRIL 7, 
2020 (SPP) 
 
1. Appeal Point: The Project is too large to be considered under an MND and an EIR 

should have been prepared. 
 

Response: The appellant alleges that the Project is too large to be evaluated in a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) and should be evaluated under a site-specific Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR). The City refers the appellant to CEQA Guidelines, section 15168(c) 
which specifically permits the City as lead agency to utilize the Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR prepared for the Warner Center Specific Plan 2035 for later activities and 
projects.  In this case, the City compared this proposed development project with the 
analysis contained in the EIR and determined that the project was not fully within the scope 
of the EIR as the project would have project specific effects that were not examined in the 
EIR.  Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 15168(c)(1), the City prepared an 
initial study to analyze these project specific effects and determined that all of these project 
specific effects are either less than significant or made less than significant with the 
implementation of project specific mitigation measures.   As such, in compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines, section 15168(c)(2), the City prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration that 
tiers off of the EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 15152.   
 
Several specific points are raised by the Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods in relation to the 
EIR, and those points as well as the Director’s response follow.  

 
2. Appeal Point: Mobility trends have changed to use on-demand ride-sharing services, 

but as the MND and the current Warner Center 2035 Program EIR did not take that 
into account in analyzing air quality, the new trend merits a new, site-specific EIR. 
The MND failed to study increases in commuter traffic. Additionally, the Project will 
impact already congested roads and freeways, will impact Ventura Boulevard with 
more speeding cars, and create dangerous driving conditions with back ups on the 
freeway on ramps and off ramps. 

 
Response: The appellant alleges that the Air Quality analysis conducted for the MND and 
the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR did not include vehicle miles travelled by ridesharing 
or ride-hailing service providers, also known as transportation network companies (TNCs), 
and that their impact should be studied under a new, site-specific EIR.  

 
The modeling information that is provided in the MND does not break out mobile sources of 
air pollution by type of vehicle fleet mix. However, a study published in August 2019 by the 
TNCs and conducted in September 2018 by respected transportation modeling consultants 
Fehr and Peers concluded that for  Los Angeles County, TNCs make up no more than three 
(3) percent of the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) share 
(https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FIUskVkj9lsAnWJQ6kLhAhNoVLjfFdx3/view).    

 
In conducting an Initial Study, the Lead Agency must answer the following questions related 
to Air Quality, relying on the significance criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District:  

 
Would the project:  
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) or Congestion Management Plan?  

about:blank
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?  
 
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the air basin is nonattainment (ozone, PM10, and PM2.5) under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard?   
 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
  
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

 
As noted in the MND, the answers to the Initial Study criteria reflect that for the majority of 
the questions, the impact is less than significant either with or without mitigation measures 
to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  The appellant does not identify 
precisely on what basis an increase in reliance on TNCs would alter the conclusions of the 
MND. The appellant does not identify where the analysis falls short, for example, conflicting 
with implementation of the AQMP, or violating an air quality standard. 
 
There are two areas in which the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR concluded the Specific 
Plan area at full buildout could result in significant and unavoidable impacts under Air 
Quality:  

 
1) operations as it relates to violating an air quality standard or contributing 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; and  
 
2) cumulative operations as it relates to a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the air basin is nonattainment (ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5) under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.  

 
As described previously in and incorporated herein from Appeal Point Response No. 5, the 
Project as approved is consistent with the permitted uses and density analyzed in the EIR 
studied, and a second-tier CEQA document is not required to re-analyze a significant 
impact that is not susceptible to being mitigated to a level of insignificance. Based on 
data cited above that TNCs make up a marginal share of vehicle miles traveled and the fact 
that the appellant has not provided substantial evidence to explain how TNCs might affect 
the outcome of the MND in relation to Air Quality, the Air Quality analysis of the EIR for the 
Specific Plan area as a whole and by extension, for the Project, is adequate.  
 
As to whether the project would impact local roadways, the MND studied if the Project would 
“conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness 
for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.” The MND concluded that the Project had a 
less than significant impact on intersection level of service. And as mentioned above, the 
density of the project is lower than what was studied in the EIR, which the MND concludes 
should result in less impacts for intersections than what was assumed in the EIR. It should 
also be noted that the City doesn’t require analysis of arterial segments for individual 
impacts, but it was included nevertheless in the MND.  For these reasons, the MND shows 
that the Project took into consideration its impacts as required under CEQA, and as such the 
appeal points raised herein are without merit.  
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3. Appeal Point: In reference to Air Quality, the Director of Planning, MND, and the EIR 
falsely assume that Transit-Oriented Developments (TODs) will result in fewer vehicle 
miles traveled due to decreased ridership of public transportation and the current 
COVID-19 pandemic, which the latter of which will result in an increase in trips. 

 
Response: While the MND and the EIR concluded that buildout under the Specific Plan 
would be expected to reduce regional VMT generated by projected growth because that 
growth would occur in Warner Center where trips are predicted to be fewer or shorter rather 
than elsewhere in the City or the region, the conclusion of the EIR analysis remains there 
will be significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to Air Quality at full buildout.  

 
The Project as approved is consistent with the permitted uses and density analyzed in the 
EIR studied, and a second-tier CEQA document is not required to re-analyze a significant 
impact that is not susceptible to being mitigated to a level of insignificance.  Furthermore, 
the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any 
legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including its analysis, is 
conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 
21167.2.   

 
To support the claim, the appellant cites a 2018 article from The Economist that ridership is 
down on public transportation regionally in Los Angeles; no transportation studies are cited 
by the appellant in support of this appeal point.  As such, appellant’s appeal point is not 
supported with any substantial evidence. It is well documented in Planning literature that 
walkable communities in close proximity to public transit promote alternative modes of travel 
that over time generally reduces average vehicle miles traveled. The appellant also uses the 
argument that a temporary decline in transit ridership during the current COVID-19 
pandemic is a reason why vehicle miles traveled will be higher than assumed. While 
ridership may be lower than previous levels at this point in time, a Project’s MND is a study 
of reasonable assumptions over a period of time, and cannot reflect all cases and scenarios 
(VMT is based on vehicle trips observed). Furthermore, CEQA requires the Project to 
objectively study its impact on the environment, not the environment’s impact on the Project, 
affirmed by the California Supreme Court’s 2015 decision in California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Studying the effects of COVID-19 
on the Project would be studying the effects of the environment on the Project. Finally, the 
appellant has failed to present any evidence that this project will exacerbate any existing 
environmental condition.  As such, the Project has met its CEQA obligations for analysis as 
it relates to TNCs.  

 
4. Appeal Point: Condition Number 28 of the Letter of Determination, which regulates 

the Project’s Transportation Demand Management options, is not strong enough to 
reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled. 

 
Response: Section 7.8 of the Specific Plan requires Projects greater than 30,000 square 
feet to submit a Transportation Demand Management plan to the City or join a 
Transportation Management Organization. Condition of Approval Number 28 is a condition 
that requires the Project to comply with that regulation by giving the Project two options: join 
a Transportation Management Organization (TMO) or submit a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) Plan, both of which stem from requirements in the Specific Plan and 
are considered some of the best practices in reducing reliance on vehicles. In January 2019, 
a new TMO for Warner Center, Warner Connects, launched, and since have established 
themselves as the leader at providing education, compliance support, programs such as 
guaranteed ride home and rideshare assistance, as well as community services and 
advocacy regarding transportation choices in Warner Center. Transportation Demand 
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Management, including membership in a TMO, can reduce auto dependency by providing 
education and facilitating the use of alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle travel. 

 
5. Appeal Point: The MND mitigation measures are insufficient because they do not take 

into account the danger presented to females in walking within the proposed 
community.   

 
Response: The appellant raises the concern that the MND insufficiently studied the 
perception of safety inasmuch as it can impact female transportation patterns in the 
community. While this is a valid community concern, it bears no relation to the required 
CEQA analysis under Appendix G thresholds. These concerns would be better directed to a 
Neighborhood Council or Council Office who can work with a Community Safety Officer to 
get to the root of the pedestrian safety concerns.  

 
Additionally, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the 
subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including 
the content of any mitigation measure contained in it, is conclusively presumed to comply 
with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. 

 
6. Appeal Point: The Project fails to analyze and mitigate the impact of increased traffic 

on response times of public services to the nearby hospital, fire station, and school. 
 

Response: The appellant asserts that the Project will have an impact on the response time 
of emergency vehicles to nearby uses because of increased traffic congestion. The MND, 
per CEQA’s Appendix G in the Transportation and Traffic section requires the Lead Agency 
to examine whether the Project would result in inadequate emergency access. In this case 
the analysis concludes that the Project would have a less than significant impact on 
response times of emergency services. As the MND discusses, the EIR for the Specific Plan 
concluded that with the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in TRS-1 and 
TR-1 through TR-98 of the Specific Plan’s Mitigation Monitoring Program requiring 
improvements to impacted intersections and arterial street segments, the Specific Plan’s 
buildout was not expected to impact emergency vehicle access (Specific Plan EIR, p. 4.12-
78; MND p B-253).  The Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was 
not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, 
including all of the analysis contained in it, is conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. 

 
The Project site is located in Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) 19, one of the 26 TAZs of 
the Specific Plan area that provided the basis for the traffic analysis in the Warner Center 
2035 Program EIR (Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, p. 4.12-39). Therefore, the traffic 
analysis in the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR included the anticipated traffic impacts 
associated with the redevelopment of the Project site, and Mitigation Measures WC-TRS-1 
and WC-TR-1 through WC-TR-98 would reduce the Project's potential impact on emergency 
access to a less than significant level. Moreover, the density of the proposed Project is 
substantially lower than the density assumed for the Project site in the Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR. The assumption for the Project site in the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR 
was that it would be redeveloped at an FAR of 3.0:1, and this assumed development 
intensity was assigned to TAZ 19 for the traffic analysis (Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, 
pp. 2-5-6). In comparison, the Project has a substantially lower FAR of 2.5:1, which means 
that the Project would have a reduced impact on emergency access when compared to the 
Warner Center 2035 Program EIR analysis. This further demonstrates that the Warner 
Center 2035 Program EIR adequately addressed the Project's potential impact to 
emergency access.  Finally, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and 
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was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, 
including all of the analysis contained in it, is conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2.  

 
7. Appeal Point: The Project fails to analyze for impacts of the pandemic virus COVID-19 

with respect to housing and job trends, and fails to provide affordable housing. The 
Project fails to provide affordable housing in any of the categories available under 
Area Median Income rate tables. 

 
 The lack of affordable housing fails to meet the Goal 1 of the City’s Housing Element, 

and the goals of the General Plan Framework Element Objective 2.2, and the Director 
of Planning has abused their discretion by omitting findings on how adding 1,029 
market-rate units to Woodland Hills is beneficial to the community, and errs in finding 
that mixed-income housing is equivalent to market-rate housing that varies in size or 
tenancy.  

 
Response: The appellant alleges that the current pandemic COVID-19 will exacerbate 
current housing market trends with respect to projected rental prices and unemployment. 
CEQA requires the Project to study its impact on the environment, not the environment’s 
impact on the Project, as described previously. As such, the Project has met its CEQA 
obligations for analysis. 

 
With regard to providing affordable housing, Section 5.3.5 of the Specific Plan addresses 
standards for Projects requesting a Development Agreement in conjunction with the Plan’s 
Project Permit Compliance process, and includes a provision for the Director to require 
affordable housing or payment of an in-lieu fee. This Project did not request a Development 
Agreement as part of its entitlements request. It did not apply for other incentives that exist 
in the LAMC such as Density Bonus under Section 12.22 A.25 that would require the Project 
to provide affordable housing in exchange for incentives like increased height or density. As 
such, the Director of Planning cannot require or compel the Applicant to provide affordable 
housing as part of the development. As the Director of Planning does not have the authority 
to require affordable housing, the Project also cannot be denied for the lack thereof. As 
there are no legal requirements for the provision of affordable housing for projects in Warner 
Center, there are no grounds to require affordable housing as part of the project. It should 
be noted that the provision of affordable housing is not a recognized mitigation measure.  In 
recognition of this issue area, the City Council has introduced a motion to study the 
feasibility of the inclusion of affordable housing requirements in the Warner Center 2035 
Specific Plan.  However, the Warner Center Specific Plan has not been amended to require 
such affordable housing. Additionally, this Project does not displace any existing housing.  

 
Finally, neither Letter of Determination found that mixed-income housing is equivalent to 
market-rate housing that varies in size or tenancy. The Letter of Determination for the VTT 
case found that the Project contains “a variety of housing unit types (rental and ownership) 
and sizes” that is consistent with the Housing Element Policy 1.1 to "[p]roduce an adequate 
supply of rental and ownership housing in order to meet current and projected needs." 

 
8. Appeal Point: The Project should be rejected because it does not analyze job trends 

or “contribute to economic, environmental, or social equity and justice[.]” 
 

Response: The appellant alleges that the Project does not contribute as noted above, and 
that projects like it damage the local social fabric by contributing to long commutes and out-
migration due to rising rents. While the applicant has raised several policy points, they have 
been responded to in-kind in this staff report. However, CEQA does not compel a Project to 
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study its impacts on the economy, social equity, or justice per California Code of 
Regulations Section 15382, which specifies that “[a]n economic or social change by itself 
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment.” Likewise, for Project Permit 
Compliance review, the Director of Planning is making a determination based solely on the 
Project’s compliance with the regulations of the Specific Plan. In this case, there are no 
regulations in the Specific Plan with respect to the economy, social justice, equity or 
affordability. As such, there are no grounds for the Director to deny the Project its approval 
on the merits raised in this appeal point.   

 
9. Appeal Point: The Project’s lack of affordable housing increases traffic impacts and 

greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

Response: As to affordable housing being required, the discussion regarding requiring 
affordable housing and the Project’s obligations to provide it is referenced and incorporated 
herein from Appeal Point Response Number 7.  

 
Traffic impacts have been discussed in Appeal Point 6 and the discussion is incorporated 
herein. The appellant alleges that affordable housing contributes to the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions and draws a conclusion that the Project would exacerbate 
current congestion which would result in an increase in greenhouse gas emissions.  

 
As to greenhouse gas emissions, as with the study of air quality discussed in Appeal Point 
Response Number 2, the Specific Plan’s original EIR concluded that the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan during construction and at full buildout will have a significant and 
unavoidable impact on greenhouse gases. The Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was 
certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner 
Center 2035 Program EIR, including all of the analysis contained in it related to GHG 
impacts, is conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code, section 21167.2. A second-tier CEQA document is not required to re-analyze a 
significant impact that is not susceptible to being mitigated to a level of insignificance.  

 
10. Appeal Point: The Project’s MND and the Specific Plan’s EIR failed to identify health 

impacts resulting from air pollutants produced by the Project. The Deputy Advisory 
Agency for VTT-74891 falsely concludes that there will be no significant impacts on 
public health as it relates to Air Quality.  

 
Response: The appellant alleges that per the California Supreme Court decision in 
December 2018 in Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, the Project and the EIR are 
subsequently required to detail the identifiable health impacts resulting from the air 
pollutants produced by the Project.   The Appellant is incorrect for several reasons.  First, 
the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any 
legal challenge. This was before the publication of the Supreme Court’s opinion in Sierra 
Club v. County of Fresno.   As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including all of 
the discussion and analysis contained in it related to Air Quality and health impacts, is 
conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 
21167.2.  In addition, as set forth in the City publication entitled, Air Quality and Health 
Effect attached hereto as Exhibit J, currently there are no reliable models to estimate the 
potential health effects associated with air quality impacts of particular development 
projects.  Therefore, the environmental documents have adequately analyzed air quality 
impacts.   
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11. Appeal Point: The Project failed to analyze and adequately address air quality impacts 
on susceptible receptors, and for the effect of the pandemic virus COVID-19 with 
respect to Air Quality on those sensitive receptors. 

 
Response: The appellant alleges that the Project failed to analyze how bad air quality 
contributes to the ability to fight the virus known as COVID-19 and future viruses like it, and 
that building a project with high-rises next to the Kaiser Woodland Hills hospital and other 
sensitive receptors is hazardous to health.  The Appellant fails to provide any substantial 
evidence to support the allegations.  As to the point raised about COVID-19 and future 
pandemics, the discussion regarding reasonability and the Project’s obligations to study its 
impact on the environment instead of the environment’s impact on the Project is referenced 
and incorporated herein from Appeal Point Response Number 7.  

 
The Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any 
legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including the content of 
any mitigation measure contained in it, is conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. The MND did analyze air quality as 
required for an Initial Study in the Appendix G checklist of CEQA. Specifically, the Project 
examined whether it would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. The conclusion for construction-related activity was that the Project would 
have a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated; and for operational activity 
that the Project would have a less than significant impact. These conclusions were reached 
by using localized significance thresholds dependent on activity and distance.  
 
In analyzing the impact of construction on sensitive receptors, the MND identified the 
residential area 50 meters to the east of the Project site as the closest sensitive receptor 
and concluded that those sensitive receptors farther away would have a diminished impact 
in proportion to increasing distance. In addition, in accordance with mitigation measure AQ-
14, an LST analysis was conducted on Woodland Hills Academy Middle School using the 
methodology prescribed in the South Coast AQMD Localized Significance Threshold 
Methodology. As the study concluded that the Project would have a less than significant 
impact with mitigations for the nearby residential area and the middle school, it deduced that 
the impact to areas farther than the residential area would also have a less than significant 
impact with mitigations. Furthermore, the appellant provides no reasoning or substantial 
evidence to demonstrate why the Director of Planning should strengthen the mitigation 
measure AQ-9 from construction vehicles avoiding travelling on streets adjacent to schools.  

     
12. Appeal Point: Environmental Condition AQ - 9 is deficient because it allows for the 

Project to have an out by requiring construction vehicles to avoid only “to an extent 
feasible” travel on streets adjacent to nearby schools, and as such, the loophole 
should be stricken from the LOD. 

 
Response: The appellant accuses language in Environmental Condition AQ-9 as being a 
loophole and requests that it be stricken from the mitigation measure. AQ-9 states that: 

  
“Project construction personnel (as well as City construction personnel associated 
with construction of roadway and other infrastructure) shall ensure that that 
construction vehicles avoid, to the extent feasible, travel on streets immediately 
adjacent to Canoga Park High School, Woodland Hills Academy Middle School and 
Hart Elementary School throughout the construction phase for each phase of the 
Project to reduce potentially significant project specific and cumulative construction-
related air quality impacts. The Applicant shall ensure that haul routes are designed 
to comply with this measure.”   
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CEQA, per state law, requires the reduction of environmental impacts to the extent feasible. 
The language in the mitigation measure is in keeping with that standard. As mentioned in 
Appeal Point Number 11, the study concluded that the Project would have a less than 
significant impact with mitigations for the nearby residential area and the middle school, and 
deduced that the impact to areas farther than the residential area would also have a less 
than significant impact with mitigations. Furthermore, the appellant provides no reasoning or 
proof on why the Deputy Advisory Agency should strengthen the mitigation measure AQ-9 
from construction vehicles avoiding travelling on streets adjacent to schools to a complete 
prohibition of traveling on streets adjacent to schools. Finally, the Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, 
the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including all of the mitigation measures contained in 
it, is conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, 
section 21167.2. As such, the appeal point is without merit and the Project has met its 
obligations for environmental analysis and mitigation under CEQA.  

 
13. Appeal Point: The review period for Enviro Condition AQ-11 is insufficient and should 

be extended to 30 days. 
 

Response: The Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the 
subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including 
the content of any mitigation measure contained in it, including AQ-11, is conclusively 
presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. In 
relation to the discussion on analyzing the air quality impacts on sensitive receptors, the 
appellant also argues that the timespan to be lengthened from 15 days to 30 days for which 
Woodland Hills Academy Middle School should be allowed to respond to proposed 
construction schedules for each phase of the Project. Neither LAUSD nor Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School submitted a comment asking for a change to this condition, and no 
appeal was filed by either of those parties asking for a change to this condition. The 
Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods have provided no reasoning for what impact the change 
will have, or how the Director erred in placing a 15-day review period on construction 
schedules for LAUSD. The discussion regarding the efficacy and conclusions of the study of 
the Project on sensitive receptors including the school is referenced and incorporated herein 
from Appeal Point Number 11.  As such, no additional or strengthening of mitigation 
measures are needed, as the Project as proposed with mitigation will have a less than 
significant impact on the school.  

   
14. Appeal Point: The cumulative effects of pollutants from the freeway must be 

considered along with the pollutants produced by all of the projects in Warner Center, 
as well as current and updated measurements should be used to measure cumulative 
impacts of air pollution instead of the 2007 AQMP that is part of the MND. 

 
To the extent the appellant suggests the City must include the emissions from freeway traffic 
in the cumulative impact analysis, appellant is incorrect for three reasons:  1.  Freeway 
traffic emissions are part of the baseline conditions from which project environmental 
impacts are determined.  Therefore, freeway traffic emissions are not a related project for 
purposes of cumulative impact analysis;  2.  To the extent the appellant suggests that the 
environmental analysis must analyze the impact of freeway emissions on the project, that is 
not required by CEQA, as CEQA generally requires analysis of a project’s impact on the 
environment, not the environments impact on the project; and 3.  The Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR fully analyzed the air quality impacts associated with development under the 
Warner Center Specific Plan. The Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 
and was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program 
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EIR, including all of the analysis contained in it, is conclusively presumed to comply with 
CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. 

 
15. Appeal Point: The Project should not have been approved because LADBS-Grading 

had not approved the Soils Report as of February 3, 2020. 
 

Response:  This concern was addressed in the appeal from the Applicant, Condition 
Numbers 2.B and 4.A. Normally, the amount of grading is not noted in a Project Permit 
Compliance Letter of Determination. The proposed export of 410,000 cubic yards of earth, 
however, is contained with the Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Department of City 
Planning received confirmation of the issuance of the March 10, 2020 letter from the 
Department of Building and Safety Grading Division on March 23, 2020, the day that the 
Letter of Determination was issued. The Department of City Planning recommends revising 
the Letter of Determination to reflect this last-minute change. (See Modified Condition of 
Approval Number 16 in VTT-74891) 

 
16. Appeal Point: Environmental Condition GEO-1 is deficient because it relies on future 

detailed geotechnical investigations instead of those investigations having been 
prepared and studied prior to Project approval 

 
Response: Even though approval of a soils report from LADBS - Grading Division is not 
required for Project approval for Project Permit Compliance, the project does have to comply 
with Mitigation Measures. Standard Specific Plan Mitigation Measure GEO-1 is that the 
Project is required to prepare detailed geotechnical investigations that address site-specific 
geologic constraints of the site including soil conditions (including liquefaction and expansive 
soils) and stability. The study shall include recommendations related to erosion control and 
other site-specific conditions including seismicity for construction of individual projects. The 
Project provided a site-specific preliminary geotechnical investigation in 2017 to LADBS-
Grading Division, and responses to subsequent letters from LADBS-Grading Division. 
Subsequent Mitigation Measures require the applicant to work closely with LADBS-Grading 
Division to permit the Project through submission of updated plans review and approval, 
geotechnical testing, and construction monitoring for each phase of the Project. These 
mitigation measures do not supplant LADBS-Grading’s own regulatory compliance 
measures to ensure that a Project is built to California Building Code or higher. As such, 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 is sufficient, and is supported by subsequent mitigation 
measures to ensure the project is built to standard.   Furthermore, The Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, 
the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including Mitigation Measure GEO-1, is conclusively 
presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. 

  
17. Appeal Point: The Project’s MND shouldn’t have been approved because it lies within 

a liquefaction zone. 
 

Response: As the appellant points out, the Project is sited in a liquefaction zone. The 
Warner Center 2035 Program EIR addressed liquefaction in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils. 
The EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the 
Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including Mitigation Measure GEO-1, is conclusively 
presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. The 
time period to challenge this mitigation measure has expired. The MND studied whether the 
Project would expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation of the existing 
environmental condition. The MND concluded that the Project will have a less than 
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significant impact with the mitigations incorporated, specifically, the Geotechnical mitigations 
discussed in Appeal Point Response Number 22. As a large portion of the San Fernando 
Valley, including the majority of Warner Center, sits in a liquefaction zone, the City of Los 
Angeles has regulatory compliance measures for Projects to build in liquefaction zones, 
which include liquefaction analysis to be submitted to LADBS-Grading Division for any new 
construction at sites identified for being susceptible for liquefaction and those sites within a 
State of California identified potentially liquefiable Seismic Hazard Zone. California Building 
Code requirements also allow for the engineering of projects in liquefaction zones.    

 
18. Appeal Point: The Director of Planning should define “desirable” in Condition of 

Approval Number 30 in the VTT approval as it pertains to trees.  
 
 Response: The appellant references a condition on page 10 of the Deputy Advisory 

Agency’s Letter of Determination from the Urban Forestry Division and the Department of 
City Planning relating to the preservation of on-site trees. The condition does define 
“desirable” as a tree that has an eight (8) inch or greater diameter as recommended by a 
Tree Expert (which is defined in the LAMC Section 17.02 as “A person with at least four 
years of experience in the business of transplanting, moving, caring for and maintaining 
trees and who is (a) a certified arborist with the International Society of Arboriculture and 
who holds a valid California license as an agricultural pest control advisor or (b) a landscape 
architect or (c) a registered consulting arborist with the American Society of Consulting 
Arborists”). 

   
19. Appeal Point: The Project should conserve or preserve as many trees as possible by 

keeping, replanting on-site, or sold to local tree brokers.  
 

Response: The appellant argues that the Project should preserve the on-site trees slated for 
removal and replacement by moving them to different locations on-site or selling them to 
tree brokers. The Specific Plan can regulate the replacement ratio for the removal of on-site 
trees, reflected in Condition of Approval No. 25 which requires a 2:1 on-site planting 
replacement ratio for non-invasive and native trees four (4) inches or greater in diameter at 
least 4.5 feet high.  

 
Additionally, Condition No. 10.q. of the SPP approval contains the following language: 
“Note: if existing, healthy street trees are to be removed, per Appendix F, Section 7, 
Guideline 6, they shall be relocated in the following locations in order of preference: nearby 
streets, public open space on-site and or other private project sites. All trees should be 
planted within the boundaries of the Plan, if feasible.” This language is based on the Warner 
Center 2035 Plan  Appendix F, Section 7.6, which allows required trees to be planted off-
site if they cannot be accommodated on-site, in the stated order of preference. 

 
20. Appeal Point: The Project should dedicate land for contiguous, open, park space 

rather than have the option to pay in-lieu fees as the area is park deficient already and 
the development will increase that. (PS-21) 

 
Response: The appellant opposes Condition of Approval Number 16 of the Director of 
Planning’s determination, which states that the Project must demonstrate that they fulfilled 
their Park Fees and Land Dedication requirements as set by the Department of Recreation 
and Parks. This is a standard condition in the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan, whether or 
not there is a subdivision requested in a related entitlement. Environmental Condition 
Number PS-21 stipulates that the Project must undertake  one  of  the  following:  (1)  
dedicate  parkland additional to on-site dedicated open space to  meet  the  requirements  
of  LAMC  Section 17.12;  (2)  pay  in-lieu fees  for  any  land dedication requirement  



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           A-38 
 
 

 

shortfall;  and/or  (3)  provide onsite improvements  equivalent  in  value  to  said  in  lieu  
fees. It should also be noted that LAMC Section 12.33 on Park Fees and Land Dedication 
requires residential projects to dedicate land, pay in-lieu fees or a combination thereof for 
parks, independent of whether they sought entitlements or discretionary approval, as 
regulated by California’s Quimby Act of 1975. authority for the payment of park in-lieu fees, 
and on the dedication of land and payment of in-lieu fees or combination thereof rests with 
the Department of Recreation and Parks. It is not within the purview of the Director of 
Planning for Project Permit Compliance cases in the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
While the Specific Plan can require that the dedication of park land or payment of an in-lieu 
fee be addressed, it cannot enforce it beyond requiring that accommodations have been 
made to the satisfaction of the Department of Recreation and Parks. Therefore, there are no 
grounds for the Director to deny the Project on the merits raised in this appeal point.  

 
21. Appeal Point: The Project would have a negative impact on the local parks. 
 
 Response: The appellant alleges that the Project would place additional demand on local 

parks.  
 
  The original EIR concluded that each development is required to create and maintain in 

perpetuity Publicly Accessible Open Space on the site, and if additional open space was 
needed, payment of fees would provide adequate mitigation.  The Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, 
the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, including its analysis of project impacts on parks and 
recreation facilities contained in it, is conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant 
to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. 

 
22. Appeal Point: The Project’s park fees are not assured to be spent in Woodland Hills, 

within a half-mile of the Project, or sufficient enough to be a sum needed to acquire 
new parkland in Woodland Hills.  

 
Response: Environmental Condition PS-21 stipulates that if any park fees are to be 
collected, they should be spent within the Specific Plan area, including, for example, within 
opportunity areas along the Los Angeles River. Ultimately, the spending of in-lieu fees is 
regulated by LAMC Section 12.33 Park Fees and Land Dedication, as well as by the state of 
California’s own Quimby Act. LAMC Section 12.33 restricts in-lieu fee expenditure between 
2-, 5-, and 10-mile radius depending on the classification of the type of park (neighborhood, 
community, or regional). The State’s Quimby Act holds that in the case of subdivisions, the 
payment of fees must be used locally if the neighborhood where the subdivision has been 
approved has a park ratio of less than 3 acres per 1000 persons (AB 1191 Nazarian 2015). 
Additionally, LAMC Section 12.33 contains the fee calculation formula for an in-lieu fee, and 
is applied by the Department of Recreation and Parks, not the Department of City Planning. 
The sufficiency of the fee is at the discretion and expertise of the Department of Recreation 
and Parks; the Director of Planning has no discretion or authority in the fee’s calculation, 
application, or subsequent expenditure. It is not within the purview of the Director of 
Planning for Project Permit Compliance cases in the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
While Environmental Condition PS-21 gives directions to how the fee should be spent, the 
Director of Planning lacks power for the reasons noted above to regulate the citing or 
spending of in-lieu park fees. As such, the Director of Planning did not err in a lack of 
encumbrance of a park fee in any way or amount. Therefore, the appeal has no merit on this 
point.  Additionally, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 2013 and was not 
the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, 
including its analysis of project impacts on parks and recreation facilities contained in it, as 
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well as mitigation measure PS-21, is conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA, pursuant 
to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. 

 
23. Appeal Point: The Warner Center Specific Plan allows for 19,000 new residential units 

to be built in addition to the Warner Center’s 2008 baseline of 6,200 but doesn’t 
account for the gap between 2008 and 2013, the year the plan became effective. (2008 
refers to the year the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was filed). 

 
Response: The appellant raises the point that the Specific Plan’s EIR studied the total 
number of units in the area in 2008, but didn’t account for the amount built between 2008 
and when the current version of the Specific Plan was adopted in 2013. The EIR however, 
did analyze the effects of the total number of units expected for this area after total buildout, 
which includes the units built between 2008 and 2013, as well as beyond. Even with the 
Project’s total number of units proposed, the Specific Plan is still under the amount 
proposed in the overall Specific Plan area, and well within what was studied in the EIR. 
Furthermore, the time for challenging the EIR has passed, and as such the conclusions of it 
cannot be a part of this or any appeal. Lastly, although the EIR stops counting units in 2008, 
the Director of Planning did account for the unit gap in the five-year report that the Specific 
Plan mandates, and those numbers have not demonstrated that the residential unit 
maximum has been reached.    

 
24. Appeal Point: The Director of Planning erred in their discretion approving the Project 

because the Bureau of Sanitation’s conditions and findings were incomplete or 
deficient as per a BOS report for the related VTT case that stated the Project was 
asked to submit new reports to BOE, and because video inspections were mentioned 
as possibly being needed. This therefore creates a situation of incomplete review 
because the Project needs approvals from other agencies after Project Permit 
Compliance review.  

 
Response: The appellant alleges that the Director of Planning erred in approving the Project 
because the Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) in an email to staff on February 3, 2020 had 
mentioned that they found issues with the proposed tract and the existence of City Sewer 
and Storm Drain lines found with easements within the proposed tract boundaries, and that 
proposed improvements related to the sewer lines be reviewed and approved by BOS. The 
appellant believes that because BOS emailed staff, the language in the LOD is deficient. 
There are several parts to separate out here, equally important: 

 
1. The email from BOS occurred before the Deputy Advisory Agency hearing for the 

VTT case and most likely as a reaction to the staff report they were provided with on 
January 31, 2020. Any changes that BOS sought have been addressed.  

2. There are standard mitigations included in the Environmental Conditions for the 
Project, as well as all projects in Warner Center, that they seek approval from BOS 
for matters related to the sewer (HYDRO-13 and U-1).  

3. The Project Permit Compliance approval includes conditions from the subdivision of 
land approval that require the Project to complete improvements to the sewer to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer or Bureau of Sanitation (10.j, 10.k, 10.l, 10.p, 10.v). 
The applicant will not be able to proceed with the project if the sewers do not meet 
the satisfaction of BOS and/or the City Engineer.  

4. The Subdivision entitlement is a separate and mostly independent approval from that 
granted in Project Permit Compliance. Challenges to recommendations made as part 
of the subdivision approval process should be limited to the subdivision appeal only; 
an appeal to Project Permit Compliance approval is not the appropriate venue.  
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While the Director of Planning includes these conditions as part of the Conditions of 
Approval for Street Standards, Improvements, and Dedications, Sections 6.1.2.2.6 and 7.7 
do not regulate Bureau of Sanitation recommendations or standards; the Bureau of 
Sanitation’s conditions are included to make sure that the Project is built to the satisfaction 
of BOS, and for continuity with the subdivision case; but ultimately, enforcement of BOS’s 
recommendations rests with BOS, not the Director of Planning. Therefore, this appeal point 
is without merit. 

 
25. Appeal Point: The Project does not offer enough parking spaces for vehicles as 

gentrification and hot weather necessitate an increase in driving habits.  Furthermore, 
the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan is outdated and errs in presuming an 
occupancy average of 1.5 persons per dwelling unit as it relates to parking.  

 
Response: The appellant alleges that the Project does not provide enough parking spaces. 
The Specific Plan requires for Residential uses that the Project provide parking at the rate of 
at least one (1) parking space per unit but not more than two (2) spaces per unit. The 
Project proposes 1,627 Residential parking spaces for the 1,009 Residential units proposed. 
This is more than the minimum 1,009 spaces required, and less than the maximum 2,018 
parking spaces allowed for Residential uses. The Director of Planning cannot compel the 
Project to provide parking at a rate above a 2 spaces per unit ratio as the Plan includes a 
parking maximum If the contention is that the parking ratios as required under the Specific 
Plan and analyzed in the EIR are outdated, as mentioned also in their appeal, the period to 
contest that was during the scoping and public hearing process of the Specific Plan prior to 
its adoption in 2013 and not now. The Warner Center 2035 Program EIR was certified in 
2013 and was not the subject of any legal challenge.  As such, the Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR, including its analysis of parking, is conclusively presumed to comply with 
CEQA, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.2. The time to challenge the 
Warner Center 2035 Program EIR has passed. 

 
It should be also noted that the Project provides ample parking for Non-Residential uses, 
which are independent of the Residential parking requirements. For Non-Residential uses, 
the Specific Plan requires that the Project provide parking at the rates listed in Section 
6.2.3.2.2; that amounts to being required to provide between 171 and 342 parking spaces 
for the commercial areas, between 2,282 and 4,563 parking spaces for the office areas, and 
101 parking spaces for the hotel areas for a total minimum of 2,554 and maximum of 4,905 
parking spaces overall for the Non-Residential parts of the Project. The Project proposes 
3,921 automotive parking spaces for the Non-Residential uses. 

 
26. Appeal Point: The appellant opposes the 24-story and three (3) 15-story parts of the 

Project dedicated to non-residential use because of ongoing commercial vacancy 
rates, because residential vacancy rates are high, and because of the need for more 
parkland. 

 
Response: The appellant does not give a reasoning demonstrating how the Director of 
Planning erred in the approval of the four (4) non-residential use buildings that are 24- and 
15- stories. The economy or vacancy rates for commercial uses are not a consideration 
required to be taken as part of the regulatory environment for approval of a Project Permit 
Compliance entitlement, nor for CEQA; the same goes for area residential vacancy rates. 
The appellant also neglects to provide evidence on vacancy rates that would support an 
accusation that the Director of Planning erred. The appellant does not give any factual 
evidence that supports that the commercial towers should be denied. Therefore, this appeal 
point is without merit. 
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27. Appeal Point: The Project, per Condition of Approval Number 27, should not be 
awarded a credit toward the Mobility Fee for the previous use that existed on the site 
before January 1, 2008 because it doesn’t comply with CEQA.  

 
Response: The appellant alleges that since the Project did not exist prior to 2008, the 
Project should not be awarded Mobility Fee credits allowed under Section 7.3.2.1 of the 
Specific Plan. To justify this allegation, the appellant applies the definition of “Project” from 
CEQA. The application of the definition of a Project from CEQA to contest a Specific Plan 
regulation is erroneous. The Specific Plan in Section 4 defines for its own regulations what a 
“Project” is: “The construction, erection, addition to or structural alteration of any Building or 
Structure (including any new parking lot, parking garage, or parking structure), or use of 
Building or land or change of use of a building or land, on a lot located in whole or in part 
within the Plan area which requires the issuance of a grading permit, foundation permit, 
building permit or land use permit (emphasis added).” In other words, the current uses on 
the lot are considered a “Project” in the Specific Plan. CEQA does not regulate the awarding 
of existing use credits within a Specific Plan. CEQA is limited to evaluating the impact of a 
Project on the environment. The mitigation measures applied to this Project under CEQA 
take into account the application of the monies collected as part of the Mobility Fee, and the 
application of them thereof. Furthermore, those mitigations and the fee calculations were 
reviewed under CEQA during the time the Specific Plan ordinance and updates to the 
Mobility Fee occurred, and the opportunity to challenge them under CEQA has since 
passed. As such, the appeal point is without merit.  

 
28. Appeal Point: The appellant is aggrieved that the Mobility Fee Condition is an 

estimate pending final review and approval of LADOT, and that the Project should 
incur a higher fee because of the impacts to traffic and mobility.  

 
Response: The appellant takes issue with the calculation of the Mobility Fee for this Project 
and its application. As addressed in Appeal Point Number 27, the fees follow the regulations 
set forth under the Specific Plan and the most recent update to the Mobility Fee, both 
adopted by ordinance, both analyzed under CEQA. The Director of Planning does not 
possess the power to charge Projects fees that deviate from the regulation. The time period 
to challenge changes to the Mobility Fee regulations or its analysis under CEQA has 
passed, and this appeal is not the appropriate venue to do so.  

 
29. Appeal Point: The appellant alleges that the case file is absent of input from local 

residents.  The Project was approved without public hearings or full-board 
Neighborhood Council meetings. 

 
Response: The case file for the DIR entitlement includes letters it received from the public 
about this project when referenced. In addition, it contains any letters received from the 
Neighborhood Council, who is an agency of the City of Los Angeles. The Letter of 
Determination from the Director of Planning for Project Permit Compliance cases does not 
have to include comments made by the public; it’s scope is limited to making the findings 
that the Project “the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 
standards and provisions of the specific plan” and “incorporates mitigation measures, 
monitoring measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review 
which would mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent 
physically feasible” (LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.2). There is no error on the side of the Director 
of Planning to this regard.  

 
The appellant alleges that the Director of Planning erred because there were no public 
hearings or full-board Neighborhood Council meetings. The Director of Planning is not 
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required to hold hearings for Projects seeking Project Permit Compliance unless the Specific 
Plan calls for it; this Specific Plan does not require public hearings. The MND also did not 
require a hearing per CEQA. A public hearing, however, was held on February 11, 2020 for 
the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, which was attended by the appellant, and in which she 
provided public testimony.  

 
As to the Neighborhood Council requiring a full hearing for approving the Project, the 
discussion regarding the role of Neighborhood Councils and their powers for approval of 
entitlement requests before the Director of Planning is addressed in following appeal point 
and is incorporated herein. On these matters, the appeal point is without merit.  

 
30. Appeal Point: There was a conflict of interest within both the Woodland Hills Warner 

Center Neighborhood Council and the Woodland Hills Homeowners Organization that 
contributed to a lack of outreach and transparency; two members of the 
Neighborhood Council’s PLUM Committee formed a secret ad-hoc committee that met 
with the developer, violated the Brown Act by meeting without public noticing, and 
produced a report in favor of the developer’s position against on-site park land 
dedication that was never made public. 

 
Response: In the section of the appellant’s appeal that the case file fails to include evidence 
of public input, there are serious allegations about the local Neighborhood Council and its 
individual members with respect to consideration of this Project. First, Neighborhood 
Councils operate under the jurisdiction of the Department of Neighborhood Empowerment 
(DONE). If the Neighborhood Council did not follow state or local procedures like the Brown 
Act properly for hearing or approving a Project or agenda item, the appropriate body to 
report the allegations to is DONE and not the Department of City Planning. The Department 
of City Planning has no jurisdiction over matters that involve the operation of DONE, their 
employees, commissioners, or Neighborhood Council members. The appeal filed is strictly a 
question of whether the Director of Planning erred in approving the project; not if other 
agencies in the City erred.  

 
Secondly, the Neighborhood Council is not a regulatory body with power to approve Projects 
under Project Permit Compliance entitlements or Vesting Tentative Tracts within the 
Department of City Planning. While the Director of Planning appreciates and values the 
input that Neighborhood Councils provide in individual land use entitlement cases, the 
Neighborhood Council’s approvals are advisory only and carry no legal weight or power to 
entitle a Project at any phase in the development approval process. There is no regulation 
with respect to Project Permit Compliance cases that empowers DONE or their individual 
Neighborhood Councils to enforce approvals or conditions for Neighborhood Council cases.  
As such, this appeal point is without merit.  

   
31. Appeal Point: Due to lack of transparency and community outreach, the pandemic, 

and a short appeals window, a one-month extension of the appeal period should have 
been granted.   

 
Response: The period given to appeal a Project Planning Compliance case of 15 days is not 
at the discretion of the Director of Planning; it is codified in LAMC Section 11.5.7 C. The 
same section of the LAMC states also that “Any appeal not filed within the 15-day period 
shall not be considered by the Area Planning Commission.” While as a result of COVID-19, 
the Director of Planning had powers to “toll” some deadlines related to entitlements, 
extending time periods for filing appeals was not included. Instead, every effort was made to 
ensure appeals were accepted via email for convenience and in the interest of public 
health.   
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Conclusion 
 
For the reasons stated herein, and in the findings of the Director’s Determination and the 
Decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency, the proposed Project complies with the applicable 
provisions of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. The intent of the Specific Plan is to provide 
standards to ensure land uses and development in a manner that is compatible with the goals 
and policies stated in the Specific Plan. Based on the complete plans submitted by the applicant 
and considering the appellants’ arguments for appeal, Staff finds that the Project meets the 
standards of the Plan and has satisfied the requirements of CEQA.  
 
It is recommended that the City Planning Commission deny in part and approve in part the 
appeals to make minor modifications, adopt the attached modified Conditions of Approval and 
Findings, and FIND, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168(c)(1) and 15074(b), after 
consideration of the whole of the administrative record, including the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated on December 19, 2019 (“Mitigated 
Negative Declaration”), the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH 
No. 1990011055 certified on October 23, 2013 (“Warner Center PEIR”) and all comments 
received, with the imposition of mitigation measures included in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and applicable mitigation measures included in the Warner Center PEIR, there is no 
substantial evidence that the project will have any significant effects on the environment that 
were not examined in the Warner Center PEIR.  FIND the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City; FIND the mitigation measures 
included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the applicable mitigation measures included 
in the Warner Center PEIR have been made enforceable conditions on the project; and ADOPT 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
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MODIFICATIONS FOR VTT-74891 LETTER OF DETERMINATION 
 
Corrected text is bolded and double underlined. Replaced text has a strikethrough. 
 
In accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 and 17.15 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC), the Advisory Agency determines that the Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) tiers from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH No. 
1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 15168; that the 
IS/MND analyzes potential environmental impacts that were not examined as significant effects 
on the environment in the Warner Center PEIR, or were susceptible to substantial reduction or 
avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or 
other means; that revisions in the project were made and agreed to by the applicant before the 
proposed IS/MND was released for public review which would avoid the effects or mitigate the 
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; that there is no substantial 
evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a 
significant effect on the environment; that the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of the City; and approves an eight-phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM 74891) 
to merge and re-subdivide the Project site, located at 20920 – 20970 W Warner Center Lane, 
20935 – 21051 W Warner Center Lane, and 20931 – 21041 W Burbank Boulevard, for a 
maximum of eight (8) parcels (Lots 1 through 8), including Lot 5 on which a new building with 
168 residential condominium units would be developed, and Warner Center Lane (a private 
street), as shown on revised map stamp-dated June 7, 2019. This unit density is based on the 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not 
permit this maximum approved density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from the 
Department of Building and Safety which will legally interpret the Zoning Code as it applies to 
this particular property. 
 
The Advisory Agency’s approval is subject to the following conditions: 
 
NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider 
should follow the sequence indicated in the condition.  For the benefit of the applicant, 
subdivider shall maintain record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting 
clearances and be prepared to present copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as 
may be required by its staff at the time of its review.   
 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS  
 
Any questions regarding this report should be directed to Mr. Georgic Avanesian of the Land 
Development Section, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 290, or by calling (213) 808-
8588. 
 

1. That an 18-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along De Soto Avenue adjoining the 
subdivision to complete a 68-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in accordance 
with Modified Boulevard II Standards of LA Mobility Plan. In addition, a 20-foot radius 
property line return be dedicated at intersection with Burbank Boulevard adjoining 
the tract. 
 

2. That an additional 12-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along De Soto 
Avenue adjoining the public street dedication stated above in accordance with 
Warner Center Specific Plan. 
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3. That a 2-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Burbank Boulevard adjoining the 
subdivision to complete a 45-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in accordance 
with Modified Avenue I Standards of LA Mobility Plan. 

 
4. That an additional 6-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along De 

Burbank Boulevard adjoining the public street dedication stated above in accordance 
with Warner Center Specific Plan. 

 
5. That a minimum 64-foot and variable width private street easement be provided as 

shown on the revised tentative map stamp dated June 7, 2019 including 20-foot 
radius property easement returns at the intersections with Burbank Boulevard and 
De Soto Avenue all on alignments satisfactory to Valley District Engineering Office. 
The existing private street easement shall be located within the new proposed 
private street easement. In the event any portion of the existing private street 
easement area is outside of the new proposed private street easement area then a 
revised map shall be submitted for approval. 

 
6. That the full width of the proposed private street be dedicated as a sanitary sewer 

easement. 
 

7. That the private street easement be part of the adjoining parcels.   
 

8. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary easements for ingress, egress 
and public facilities over the private street area upon the sale of the respective lots 
and they will maintain the private street, free and clear of obstructions and in a safe 
condition for vehicular use at all times. 

 
9. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded stating that private street will be 

posted in a manner prescribed in Section 18.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code” 
Private Street Regulations”. 

 
10. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded advising all future owners and builders 

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

 
11. That satisfactory arrangements be made with the Valley District B-permit Section for 

abandoning or privatizing the existing public sewer system within the tract property. 
In the event that the above system is to be abandoned then        abandonment shall 
be completed prior to the recordation of the final map. 

 
12. That in the event that satisfactory arrangements have been made with the valley 

District Engineering District regarding the abandonment and or privatizing of the 
existing sewer system then the existing public sewer easement within the tract area 
be permitted to be merged with the remainder of the tract map pursuant to Section 
66499.20.2 of the State Government Code, and in addition, the following conditions 
be executed by the applicant and administered by the City Engineer: 

 
a. That consents to easements being merged and waivers of any damages that 

may accrue as a result of such mergers be obtained from all property owners 
who might have certain rights in the area being merged. 
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b. That satisfactory arrangements be made with all public utility agencies 

maintaining existing facilities within the area being merged. 
 

13. That all existing public sewer and drainage easements not being merged including 
any public drainage easement for LA County be shown on the final map. 
 

14. That the subdivider make a request to the Valley District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 

 
15. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the final 

map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 
 
a. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans for 

review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, construction of 
public/or private drainage facilities within suitable easements may be required 
satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering. 
 

b. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by the 
construction of the following: 

 
i. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and 

landscaping of the parkway. 
 

ii. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 56-foot 
half roadway. 

 
iii. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing improvements.   

 
iv. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 

 
c. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 

 
d. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by the 

removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and construction of the new 
concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping of the 
parkway, including any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvement. 

 
e. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the following: 
 

i. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-foot wide 
sidewalks. 

ii. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum roadway or 
maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street roadways as approved under 
P-30435.  

 
f. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house connections 

satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 
 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION        
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Grading Division approvals are conducted at 221 North Figueroa Street, 12th Floor suite 1200. 
The approval of this Tract Map shall not be construed as having been based upon a geological 
investigation such as will authorize the issuance of the building permit of the subject property. 
Such permits will be issued only at such time as the Department of Building and Safety has 
received such topographic maps and geological reports as it deems necessary to justify the 
issuance of such building permits. 

 
16. Comply with any requirements with the Department of Building and Safety, Grading 

Division for recordation of the final map and issuance of any permit. The Soils Report 
Approval Letter for the Project issued by the Grading Division of the Department 
of Building and Safety, dated March 10, 2020, and the geotechnical reports 
referenced therein are acceptable, provided the following conditions are complied 
with during site development: 

 
a. The Soils Report Approval Letter is only applicable for the purpose of the 

approval of VTTM 74891. No grading or building permits shall be issued based 
on the Soils Report Approval Letter and the reports referenced therein.  

 
b. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits with respect to a project 

phase, a comprehensive soils report shall be submitted to the Grading 
Division for review and approval with respect to such project phase. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION  
 
An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the Department of 
Building and Safety.  The applicant is asked to contact Eric Wong at (213) 482-6876 to schedule 
an appointment. 
 
17. That prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, Zoning 

Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site.  
In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:  

 
a. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site.  

Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use.  Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

  
b. Provide a copy of affidavit AF-89-1492311-MB, AF-96-227272-OB, AFF-53017, 

AFF-53018, AFF-55688, AFF-55689, AFF-5588, AFF-56892, AFF-56893, AFF-
56894, AFF-56895, AFF-56896, AFF-56896, AFF-56897, AFF-56942, AFF-
56981, AFF-64958, OB-14529, OB-14553, OB-14557 and PKG-5567.  Show 
compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the above affidavit(s) as 
applicable.  Termination of above affidavit(s) may be required after the Map has 
been recorded. Obtain approval from the Department, on the termination form, 
prior to recording. 

   
c. Provide a copy of CPC case CPC-2008-3470-SP-GPA-ZC-SUD-BL and CPC-

22423-ZBA.  Show compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the CPC 
case(s) as applicable. 

  
d. Show all street dedication(s) as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide 

net lot area after all dedication.  “Area” requirements shall be re-checked as per 
net lot area after street dedication.  Front and side yard requirements shall be 
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required to comply with current code as measured from new property lines after 
dedication(s). 

  
e. Private Street shall comply with both Fire Department and Bureau of Engineering 

conditions. 
  
Notes:  
 
 Each Unit Map shall be clear once all applicable above Zoning conditions have 

been satisfied. 
  
 This property is located within the Warner Center Specific Plan Area and requires 

to comply with the Warner Center Specific Plan. 
  
 This property is located in a Liquefaction Zone. 
  
 The submitted Map may not comply with the number of parking spaces required 

by Section 12.21 A.4(a) based on number of habitable rooms in each unit.  If 
there are insufficient numbers of parking spaces, obtain approval from the 
Department of City Planning. 

  
 The submitted Map may not comply with the number of guest parking spaces 

required by the Advisory Agency. 
  
 The existing or proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall 

comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements.  With the exception of 
revised health or safety standards, the subdivider shall have a vested right to 
proceed with the proposed development in substantial compliance with the 
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the time the subdivision 
application was deemed complete.  Plan check will be required before any 
construction, occupancy or change of use. 

  
 If the proposed development does not comply with the current Zoning Code, all 

zoning violations shall be indicated on the Map.   
 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
Any questions regarding these conditions should be directed to Shirley Zamora or Brandon 
Wilson by calling (818) 374-4691. 
 
18. A minimum 20-foot reservoir space is required between any security gate or parking 

space and the property line, or to the satisfaction of DOT. 
 
19. A two-way driveway width of W=30 feet is required for all driveways, or to the 

satisfaction of DOT. 
 
20. With respect to each unit map, a parking area and driveway plan should be submitted to 

the Citywide Planning Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation for 
approval prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 6262 Van Nuys Blvd., 
Room 320, Van Nuys, CA 91401. 
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21. The subdivision report fee and condition clearance fee be paid to the Department of 
Transportation as required per Ordinance No. 183270 and LAMC Section 19.15 prior to 
recordation of each unit map. Note: The applicant may be required to comply with any 
other applicable fees per this new ordinance. 

 
FIRE DEPARTMENT  
 
The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these conditions must be 
with the Hydrant and Access Unit.  This would include clarification, verification of condition 
compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY 
APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of 
waiting please call (818) 374-4351.  You should advise any consultant representing you of this 
requirement as well. 
 
22. Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of Tract 

Map Action. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 
 

a. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required.  
 

b. One or more Knox Boxes will be required to be installed for LAFD access to project 
location and number to be determined by LAFD Field inspector. (Refer to FPS Req # 
75).  

 
c. 505.1 Address identification. New and existing buildings shall have approved building 

identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from the street or 
road fronting the property.  

 
d. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the 

edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane.  
 

e. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are 
installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width.  

 
f. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be less 

than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky.  
 

g. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac or 
other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be greater than 
700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required.  

 
h. Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department 

approval.  
 

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

 
j. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 

Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 
 

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

 
l. Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire 

Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of Occupancy.  
 

m. Private streets and entry gates will be built to City standards to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer and the Fire Department.  

 
n. Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed development shall not 

exceed 15 percent in grade.  
 

o. Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on 
Department of Public Works Standard Plan S-470-0.  

 
p. Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns.  

 
q. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 

number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the plot 
plan.  

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

Fire Department.  
 

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

 
t. Recently, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) modified Fire Prevention Bureau 

(FPS) Requirement 10. Helicopter landing facilities are still required on all High-Rise 
buildings in the City. However, FPB's Requirement 10 has been revised to provide 
two new alternatives to a full FAA-approved helicopter landing facilities.  

 
u. Each standpipe in a new high-rise building shall be provided with two remotely 

located FDC's for each zone in compliance with NFPA 14-2013, Section 7.12.2. 
 

v. The plot plans shall be approved by the Fire Department showing fire hydrants and 
access for each phase of the project prior to the recording of the final map for that 
phase. Each phase shall comply independently with code requirements. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
 
23. That the developer shall complete the following financial and engineering arrangements 

as conditions of map clearance: 
 

a. Street improvement/sewer/storm drain/water plans shall be submitted. Submit on a 
unit map basis. 
 

b. Quitclaim Easement.  Developer must start the quitclaim process for the 64' 
easement for waterline right-of-way purposes on Warner Center Lane. 

 
24. That the developer shall complete the following financial and engineering arrangements 

as conditions of service (but not conditions of map clearance): 
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a. New services and meters shall be installed. Installed on a unit map basis. 
Developer/engineer to provide list of services required for development. 
 

b. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los Angeles City 
Plumbing Code for lot(s) where pressures exceed 80 psi at the building pad 
elevation.  Required for all unit maps. 

 
c. Additional Requirements:  New LADWP easements must be granted and 

recorded by the applicant over the area of the new Warner Center Lane street 
alignment prior to quitclaim of the existing easement. Grants and quitclaims of 
portions of the easement can be on a unit map basis. 

 
25. Other pertinent information applicable to this subdivision: On January 1, 2018, LADWP 

implemented a new policy regarding water service for multi-unit residential structures. If 
a development allows LADWP to install an individual meter in front of each house and 
the water main serving that development fronts the property and is in a public right-of-
way, then this is a conventional installation and LADWP will provide individual meters. 
However, if the small lot is completely and within private property and the request is for a 
manifold type installation of consecutive meters in a coffin-type configuration, LADWP 
can provide up to five meters in that manifold-setting. LADWP can provide a master 
meter if the number of meters required is greater than five. 

 
BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING – SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
 
Street Lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance Assessment District condition is 
conducted at 1149 S. Broadway Suite 200. Street Lighting improvement condition clearance will 
be conducted at the Bureau of Engineering District office, see condition S-3. (c). 
 
26. IMPROVEMENT CONDITION: No street lighting improvements if no street widening per 

BOE improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate, and upgrade, and/or replace street 
lights on a unit map basis; eight (8) on Burbank Bl. and ten (10) on De Soto Ave. 

 
NOTES:  
  
 The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly during the plan check 

process based on illumination calculations and equipment selection.  
 
 Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3) by other legal 

instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering conditions, requiring an improvement 
that will change the geometrics of the public roadway or driveway apron may require 
additional or the reconstruction of street lighting improvements as part of that condition. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 
If you have any questions regarding this recommendation, please contact Park Fee Staff at 
(213) 202-2682 or rap.parkfees@lacity.org. Park Fees are paid at 221 North Figueroa Street, 
Suite 400, Los Angeles. 
 
27. That the requirements of LAMC 12.33 be fulfilled through the payment of in-lieu fees 

prior to the recordation of the final map. Payment of in-lieu fees may be on a phased-
map basis. A suitable arrangement shall be made, satisfactory to the Department of 
Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said payment of in-lieu fees. 

 
BUREAU OF SANITATION  
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28. Wastewater Collection Systems Division of the Bureau of Sanitation has inspected the 

sewer/storm drain lines serving the subject tract and found no potential problems to their 
structure or potential maintenance problems, as stated in the memo dated June 8, 2017, 
with the exception of the following: 

 
 There are easements contained within the aforementioned property. Any proposed 

development in close proximity to the easements must secure Department of Public 
Works approval.  

 
 Note: This Approval is for the Tract Map only and represents the office of the Bureau of 

Sanitation/WCSD. The applicant may be required to obtain other necessary 
Clearances/Permits from the Bureau of Sanitation and appropriate District office of the 
Bureau of Engineering. 

 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 
 
29. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed in the same manner as other 

required improvements, please email cabletv.ita@lacity.org that provides an automated 
response with the instructions on how to obtain the Cable TV clearance.  The automated 
response also provides the email address of three people in case the applicant/owner 
has any additional questions. 

 
URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 
30. The applicant shall submit a tree report and a landscape plan prepared by a Tree 

Expert, as required by LAMC Ordinance No. 177,404, for approval by the City Planning 
Department and the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street Services. The Tree 
Report shall contain the Tree Expert's recommendations for the preservation of as many 
desirable (eight inches diameter or greater) trees as possible and shall provide species, 
health, and condition of all trees with tree locations plotted on a site survey. An on-site 
1:1 tree replacement shall be required for the unavoidable loss of any desirable on-site 
trees. 
 
Note: Removal of Protected trees requires the approval of the Board of Public Works. 
Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 for tree removal permit information. 
CEQA document must address protected tree removals. 
 
The applicant shall submit a Protected Tree Report with a tree replacement plan             
prepared by a Tree Expert, as required by LAMC Ordinance No. 177,404 and 
Advisory Agency for approval by the Bureau of Street Services, Urban Forestry 
Division. The Protected Tree Report shall contain the Tree Expert’s 
recommendations for the preservation of as many desirable trees as possible and 
shall provide species, health, and condition of all trees with tree locations plotted 
on a site survey. An on-site 4:1 tree replacement for Native Protected Trees may 
be required for the unavoidable loss of any Native Protected tree on-site.  
 
Note: Removal of Native Protected trees requires the approval of the Board of 
Public Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 for tree removal 
permit information.  
 
CEQA document must address protected tree removals and replacements. 

 

about:blank
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31. Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or proposed 
dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street 
Services. Parkway tree removals shall be replanted at a 2:1 ratio All street tree plantings 
shall be brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid for 
tree plantings, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division at: 
(213) 847-3077 upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting. 

 
 Note: Removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way requires approval of the 

Board of Public Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 for permit 
information. CEQA document must address parkway tree removals.  

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
 
Clearances may be conducted at the Figueroa, Valley, or West Los Angeles Development 
Services Centers. To clear conditions, an appointment is required, which can be requested at 
planning.lacity.org. 
 
32. Prior to final map recordation for Phase I, the Property Owner shall bond for all De Soto 

Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, and Private Street improvements satisfactory to the Valley 
District Engineering Office, or, if the Property Owner elects to construct the 
improvements, submit to the Bureau of Engineering an application for A-permit(s) and/or 
B-permit(s) for such improvements. On a unit map basis, public right-of-way 
improvements along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, as well as Private Street 
improvements, shall be completed and constructed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for any new building within the subject unit map.   

 
33. Prior to final map recordation for each phase, any designated remainder or any omitted 

parcel may subsequently be sold without any further requirement of the filing of a parcel 
map or final map per Government Code Section 66424.6(d), but a conditional certificate 
of compliance is required. No building permits shall be issued for any designated 
remainder or any omitted parcel unless a conditional certificate of compliance is 
recorded, with the exception of demolition permits, tenant improvements, and changes 
of use.  

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

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

 
a. Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 8 lots. 

 
b. That the subdivider shall comply with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan 

prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit. 
 

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

 
f. That the subdivider consider the use of natural gas and/or solar energy and 

consult with the Department of Water and Power and Southern California Gas 
Company regarding feasible energy conservation measures. 

 
g. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS.   
 

about:blank
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Applicant shall do all of the following: 
 
(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions 

against the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s 
processing and approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, 
an action to attack, challenge, set aside, void or otherwise modify or 
annul the approval of the entitlement, the environmental review of the 
entitlement, or the approval of subsequent  permit decisions, or to claim 
personal property damage, including from inverse condemnation or any 
other constitutional claim. 

(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action 
related to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and 
approval of the entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all 
court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any judgments or awards against 
the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), damages, and/or 
settlement costs. 

(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 
days’ notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting 
a deposit.  The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City 
Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of 
action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be less than $50,000.  The 
City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant 
from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in 
paragraph (ii). 

(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City.  Supplemental 
deposits may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if 
found necessary by the City to protect the City’s interests.  The City’s 
failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from 
responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in 
paragraph (ii). 

(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute 
an indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms 
consistent with the requirements of this condition. 

 
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt 
of any action and the City shall cooperate in the defense.  If the City fails to notify 
the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, of if the 
City fails to reasonably cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless the City. 
 
The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City 
Attorney’s office or outside counsel.  At its sole discretion, the City may 
participate at its own expense in the defense of any action, but such participation 
shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation imposed by this condition.  In the 
event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in whole or in part, the City 
may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the entitlement, or 
take any other action.  The City retains the right to make all decisions with 
respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right 
to abandon or settle litigation. 
 
For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 
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“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, 
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers. 
 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those 
held under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits.  
Action includes actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with 
any federal, state or local law. 
 

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the 
rights of the City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this 
condition. 

 
35. That prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a 

copy of the Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Advisory Agency.  In the event that Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP is not approved, the 
subdivider shall submit a tract modification.  Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP concerns 
Project Permit Compliance with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan and conditions 
site development, permitted land uses, intensity, phasing, ground floor limitations, 
building height, street standards, Activity Nodes, Active Street Frontages, setbacks, 
Publicly Accessible Open Space, Park Fees and Land Dedication, parking requirements, 
compliance with Design Guidelines, street trees, on-site trees, compliance with 
sustainability standards, street lighting, site access and internal circulation, Mobility Fee, 
Transportation Demand Management options, and the Warner Center Cultural Amenities 
Development Fee, among other regulations.  

 
36. Per Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 5.3.3.2.2, any changes to any phase of 

development which are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including 
changes to elevations, site plans, orientations, and other design features to a Multiple-
Phase Project, shall require a modification to a Project Permit Compliance pursuant to 
the requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7.D-O. Any modification request shall include 
submittal of all materials necessary to support the modification request including, but not 
limited to, supplemental application materials, phasing documentation and DOT review 
specified in subsections 5.3.3.1.1 through 5.3.3.1.3. 
  

37.  Pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.1.2.2.10 regarding the anticipated 
extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to the north to Burbank Boulevard to the 
south, the Project shall design the driveway identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the 
west side of the Project site, to be directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be 
built to a width of 28 feet, as proposed on Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the 
adjacent properties to the north and west being redeveloped, and allowing for an 
extension of Variel Avenue in a southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard. There shall be 
a 10-foot parkway located to the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property line, as 
proposed by the applicant and depicted on Plan Sheet MP-30. The northern end of Adler 
Drive may be temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, as proposed by the 
applicant, until such time that the property to the north redevelops. 

 
38. Per Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.2 and Appendix F, Section 7, the Project shall 

provide a minimum of 15 percent of the net site area as Publicly Accessible Open Space 
(PAOS), based on a lot size of 1,042,301 square feet.  Since the Project includes the 
creation of a New Street, 50% of the Project’s PAOS requirement shall be credited, in 
accordance with Section 6.2.2.3.2.  The Project thus shall provide a minimum of 78,173 
square feet of PAOS, which is further conditioned in Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
39. That prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770 and Exhibit 
CP-6770. M) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring the 
subdivider to identify (a) mitigation monitor(s) who shall provide periodic status reports 
on the implementation of mitigation items required by the following Mitigation Condition 
and Project Design Feature Nos. of the Tract’s approval satisfactory to the Advisory 
Agency.  The mitigation monitor(s) shall be identified as to their areas of responsibility, 
and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post 
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the above mentioned 
mitigation items. 

 
40. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider will prepare and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner 
satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the 
following: 
 
AES-1: All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 

recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and 
maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic 
irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the 
satisfaction of the decision maker. 

AES-2:  Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe 
and sanitary condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, 
rubbish, garbage, trash, overgrown vegetation or other similar material, 
pursuant to LAMC Section 91.8104. 

AES-3:  The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when 
such graffiti is visible from a public street or alley, pursuant to LAMC 
Section 91.8104.15. 

AES-4:  Multiple temporary signs in the store windows and along the building 
walls are not permitted. 

AES-7:  All signs shall meet the following criteria: 

a)  The building and ground area around signs shall be properly 
maintained at all times. All unused mounting structures, hardware 
and wall perforations from any previous sign shall be removed and 
building surfaces shall be restored to their original condition. 

b)  All signage copy shall be properly maintained and kept free from 
damaged sign material and other unsightly conditions, including 
graffiti. 

c)  Any sign structure shall be at all times kept in good repair and 
maintained in a safe and sound condition and in conformance with 
all applicable codes. 

d)  Razor wire, barbed wire, concertina wire or other barriers 
preventing unauthorized access to any sign, if any, shall be 
hidden from public view. 
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e)  The signage copy must be repaired or replaced immediately upon 
tearing, ripping, or peeling or when marred or damaged by graffiti. 

f)  No access platform, ladder, or other service appurtenance, visible 
from the sidewalk, street or public right-of-way, shall be installed 
or attached to any sign structure. 

g)  Existing signs that are no longer serving the current tenants, 
including support structures, shall be removed and the building 
facades originally covered by the signs shall be 
repaired/resurfaced with materials and colors that are compatible 
with the facades. 

AES-8:  The material, construction, mounting, and adhesive methods of all 
proposed signage shall be subject to the approval of the Fire Department 
and the Department of Building and Safety. 

AES-9:  All lighting related to construction activities shall be shielded or directed to 
restrict any direct illumination onto property located outside of the 
construction area boundaries that is improved with light-sensitive uses. 

AES-10:  Exterior lighting shall incorporate fixtures and light sources that focus light 
onto project sites to minimize light trespass. 

AES-11:  Lighting of individual phases of the Project shall comply with LAMC 
Section 93.0117.  As such, lighting shall not cause more than two 
footcandles of lighting intensity or direct glare from the light source at any 
residential property. 

AES-12:  All buildings, parking structures, and signage shall be prohibited from the 
using highly reflective building materials such as mirrored glass in exterior 
façades.  Examples of commonly used non-reflective building materials 
include cement, plaster, concrete, metal, and non-mirrored glass, and 
would likely include additional materials as technology advances in the 
future. 

AES-13:  Buildings shall not include large areas of reflective surfaces that could 
reflect light from signage into surrounding areas. No high brightness 
special effects lighting with brightness levels that shall exceed the lighting 
levels of permitted signage would be allowed. Buildings, signage or 
thematic elements shall not incorporate reflective building materials or 
provide a source of auto headlight-related glare in proximity to glare 
sensitive uses. 

AES-14:  Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential uses. 

AES-15:  The exteriors of buildings shall be constructed of materials such as high 
performance tinted non-reflective glass and/or pre-cast concrete or 
fabricated wall surfaces. 

AES-16:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for signage displays for each phase 
of the Project, a lighting design expert shall develop plans and 
specifications for the proposed lighting displays, to identify maximum 
luminance levels for the displays.  The City and lighting expert shall 
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review and monitor the installation and testing of the displays, in order to 
insure compliance with all City lighting regulations and these mitigation 
measures. 

AES-17:  The Applicant (and successor) and/or its lighting design expert shall 
implement the following protocol to determine compliance with all City 
lighting regulations and these mitigation measures no later than 6 months 
after certificate of occupancy: 

a)  A representative testing site shall be established on or next to 
those light sensitive receptors that have the greatest exposure to 
signage lighting on each facades of a development. 

b)  A light meter mounted to a tripod at eye level, facing project 
buildings, should be calibrated and measurements should be 
taken to determine ambient light levels with the sign on. 

c)  An opaque object (a board) should be used to block out the view 
of the sign from the light meter, at a distance of at least 4 feet 
away from the tripod and blocking the light meter’s view of the 
building.  A reading should be taken to determine the ambient light 
levels with the sign off. 

d)  The difference between the two would be the amount of light the 
sign casts onto the sensitive receptor. 

e)  An alternate acceptable method to measure light levels would be 
to use the same tripod and same light meter, but to turn on and off 
the signage.  This method takes more coordination, but is more 
accurate. 

AES-27  The Applicant (or successors as appropriate) shall submit a conceptual 
signage and lighting design plan to the Department of City Planning to 
establish lighting standards and guidelines. 

AQ-1:   The Project shall use soil binders on soils exposed for extended periods 
of time (more than two weeks) to reduce fugitive dust. In addition, the 
Project shall include the following measures as applicable and feasible for 
each phase of the Project: 

1) Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all 
phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 

2) Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks 
and equipment, on-and off-site.   

3) Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or 
sensitive receptor areas. 

4) Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison 
concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues 
related to PM10 generation. 

5) Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure that all 
vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 
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6) Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that 
required under AQMD Rule 1113. 

7) Construct or build with materials that do not require painting.  

8) Require the use of pre-painted construction materials.  

9) Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material 
delivery trucks and soil import/export). 

10) During project construction, all internal combustion 
engines/construction equipment operating on the project site shall 
meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions standards, or higher, according 
to the following: 

• All off road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 
50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available.  
In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with 
BACT devices certified by CARB.  Any emissions control device 
used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that 
are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel 
emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined 
by CARB regulations. 

• A copy of each unit's certified tier specification, BACT 
documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall 
be provided at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of 
equipment.  

• Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD "SOON" 
funds.  Incentives could be provided for those construction 
contractors who apply for AQMD "SOON" funds.  The "SOON" 
program provides funds to accelerate cleanup of off-road diesel 
vehicles, such as heavy-duty construction equipment.  More 
information on this program can be found at the following 
website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/programs/business/business-
detail?title=off-road-diesel-engines. 

11) Other measures as applicable that may be recommended by 
SCAQMD on their web site or elsewhere: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies. 

AQ-2:   The Applicant shall ensure that ground cover be reestablished on 
construction sites through seeding and watering on completion of 
construction (or if sites are to remain undeveloped for more than a year) 
for each phase of the Project.  

AQ-3:   The Applicant shall ensure that trucks leaving construction sites be 
washed to reduce track-out dirt and dust.  

AQ-4:   The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to 
construction personnel.  
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AQ-5:   The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize 
interference with traffic lanes.  

AQ-6:   The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the 
vicinity of each construction site.  

AQ-7:   The Applicant and City Departments shall require the use of flag people 
during construction to guide traffic properly.  

AQ-8:   The Applicant shall ensure that construction activities that could affect 
roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods.  

AQ-9:   Project construction personnel (as well as City construction personnel 
associated with construction of roadway and other infrastructure) shall 
ensure that that construction vehicles avoid, to the extent feasible, travel 
on streets immediately adjacent to Canoga Park High School, Woodland 
Hills Academy Middle School and Hart Elementary School throughout the 
construction phase for each phase of the Project to reduce potentially 
significant project specific and cumulative construction-related air quality 
impacts. The Applicant shall ensure that haul routes are designed to 
comply with this measure.  

AQ-10:   Each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School shall be subject to a construction fee that 
provides for funding for the replacement of air filters at the beginning and 
at the conclusion of construction in any air conditioning units at the 
affected school site.  

AQ-11:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall provide advance notification 
of the Project's anticipated general construction schedule and a specific 
schedule for site grading and preparation activities, and shall allow the 
affected school 15 days to review and comment on the schedule. In 
addition, any such project phase shall be required to provide personnel 
on a daily basis to wash the playground, lunch areas, and seating areas 
at the affected school site during active grading and earth moving phases 
of the construction, as coordinated with the appropriate school 
administrative staff.  

AQ-12:  For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall, as a condition of the Project 
Permit Compliance Review, execute a covenant to implement feasible 
mitigation measures, including all measures identified above.  

AQ-13:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall contribute a fair share to the 
Warner Center Air Quality Trust Fund by paying the Construction Air 
Quality Impact Assessment (CAQIA) fee prior to the issuance of any 
building, demolition, grading or foundation permit. The CAQIA Fee shall 
be $0.10 per square foot of proposed surface area disturbed or greater as 
may be identified in a subsequent fair share study.  

AQ-22:   All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 
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BIO-1:  The development of the Project shall avoid disturbance of any nests 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: If construction activities (i.e., 
removal of trees or shrubs) are scheduled to occur during the non-
breeding season (September 1 through January 31), no mitigation is 
required. If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the 
breeding season (February 1 through August 31), the project proponent 
will implement the following measures to avoid potential adverse effects 
on birds covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 

• No more than two weeks prior to construction, a qualified wildlife 
biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys of all potential nesting 
habitat within 500 feet of construction activities where access is 
available. 

• If active nests are found during preconstruction surveys, the project 
proponent will create a no disturbance buffer (acceptable in size to the 
CDFG) around active raptor nests and nests of other special-status 
birds during the breeding season, or until it is determined that all 
young have fledged. Typical buffers include 500 feet for raptors and 
250 feet for other nesting birds. The size of these buffer zones and 
types of construction activities restricted in these areas may be further 
modified during coordination and in consultation with the CDFG and 
will be based on existing noise and human disturbance levels at the 
project site. Nests initiated during construction are presumed to be 
unaffected, and no buffer would be necessary. However, the "take" 
(mortality, severe disturbance to, etc.) of any individual birds will be 
prohibited. 

• If preconstruction surveys indicate that nests are inactive or potential 
habitat is unoccupied during the construction period, no further 
mitigation is required. Trees and shrubs within the construction 
footprint that have been determined to be unoccupied by birds 
covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or that are located outside 
the no-disturbance buffer for active nests may be removed. 

BIO-2:  Replacement for the loss of any protected trees shall be required in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance: Replace all 
on-site trees to ensure continuation of the urban forest. Replace all non-
native trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast 
height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-
invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For 
native species, source materials should be from seeds or cuttings 
gathered within coastal southern California to ensure local provenance.  

CUL-3:  Archaeological monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, of grading of 
subsurface materials not previously disturbed, shall be undertaken. If 
buried cultural resources are discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if 
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures. If during cultural 
resources monitoring the qualified archaeologist determines that the 
sediments being excavated are previously disturbed or unlikely to contain 
significant cultural materials, the qualified archaeologist can specify that 
monitoring be reduced or eliminated will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are implemented. 
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CUL-4:  If cultural resources are discovered during construction activities, the 
Project’s construction contractor will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are Implemented. 

CUL-5:  If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities on the Project Site, the Project will comply 
with State laws relating to the disposition of Native American burials that 
fall within the jurisdiction of the California Native American Heritage 
Commission (Public Resources Code Section 5097). According to 
California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one 
location constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native 
American cemeteries is a felony (Section 7052). Section 7050.5 requires 
that excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains 
until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native 
American. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the 
coroner must contact the California Native American Heritage 
Commission to determine the most likely descendent(s). The most likely 
descendent shall determine the most appropriate means of treating the 
human remains and any associated grave artifacts, and shall oversee 
disposition of the human remains and associated artifacts by the project 
archaeologists. 

CUL-6:  A qualified paleontological monitor shall monitor excavation activities 
below previously disturbed materials for the Project on the Project Site. 
The qualified paleontological monitor shall retain the option to reduce 
monitoring with respect to any project phase if, in his/her professional 
opinion, potentially fossiliferous units, are not found to be present or, if 
present, are determined by qualified paleontological personnel to have 
low potential to contain fossil resources. 

GEO-1:  The Applicant is required to prepare detailed geotechnical investigations 
that address site-specific geologic constraints of the site including soil 
conditions (including liquefaction and expansive soils) and stability.  The 
study shall include recommendations related to erosion control and other 
site-specific conditions including seismicity for construction of individual 
projects. 

GEO-2:  The Project shall be constructed in compliance with the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and California Building Code and other applicable 
regulations. 

GEO-3:  Unless otherwise specified by the City, for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall demonstrate compliance with specific recommendations 
for grading, foundation design, retaining wall design, temporary 
excavations, slabs on grade, site drainage, asphalt concrete pavement 
and interlocking pavers, design review, construction monitoring and 
geotechnical testing as identified in a site-specific geotechnical study, to 
the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, as conditions to 
issuance of any grading and building permits with respect to such phase. 

GEO-4:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with the 
following Department of Building and Safety requirements (if not already 
covered by mitigation measure GEO-3), prior to issuance of a grading 
permit for such phase of the Project: 
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• Prior to the issuance of a grading permit by the Department of 
Building and Safety for each phase of the Project, the consulting 
geologist and soils engineer for the Project shall review and approve 
project grading plans with respect to such phase. This approval shall 
be conferred by signature on the plans which clearly indicate the 
geologist and/or soils engineer have reviewed the plans prepared by 
the design engineer and that the plans include the recommendations 
contained in the report. 

• Prior to the commencement of grading activities for each phase of the 
Project, a qualified geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist 
shall be employed with respect to such phase for the purpose of 
observing earthwork procedures and testing fills for conformance to 
the recommendations of the City Engineer, approved grading plans, 
applicable grading codes, and the geotechnical report approved to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

• During construction of each phase of the Project, all grading shall be 
carefully observed, mapped and tested by the project engineer.  All 
grading shall be performed under the supervision of a licensed 
engineering geologist and/or soils engineer in accordance with 
applicable provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and 
California Building Code and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 
and the Department of Building and Safety. 

• Any recommendations prepared by the consulting geologist and/or 
soils engineer for each phase of the Project for correction of geologic 
hazards, if any, encountered during grading shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety for approval prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the applicable phase of the Project. 

• Grading and excavation activities shall be undertaken in compliance 
with all relevant requirements of the California Division of Industrial 
safety, the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 and the 
Construction Safety Act. 

GEO-5:  The Project shall conform to applicable criteria set forth in the 
Recommended Lateral Force Requirements and Commentary by the 
Structural Engineers Association of California. 

GEO-6:  Each phase of the Project shall be designed to conform to the City of Los 
Angeles Seismic Safety Plan and additional seismic safety requirements 
not encompassed by compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
and California Building Code and Grading Ordinance as may be identified 
by the Department of Building and Safety prior to Plan Check approval on 
each building. 

GEO-7:  The structural design of each project building shall comply with the 
seismic standards of the most recent applicable California Building Code 
according to the seismic zone and construction type. 

GEO-8: For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall ensure that during 
inclement periods of the year, when rain is threatening (between 
November 1 and April 15 per the Los Angeles Building Code, Sec. 7002.), 
an erosion control plan that identifies BMPs shall be implemented on the 
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Project Site to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety to 
minimize potential erosion during construction.  The erosion control plan 
shall be a condition to issuance of any grading permit for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 

GEO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that appropriate erosion control and drainage 
devices are incorporated to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 
and Safety.  Such measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-
channels, and inlet and outlet structures. 

GEO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that if temporary excavation slopes are to be 
maintained during the rainy season, all drainage shall be directed away 
from the top of the slope. No water shall be allowed to flow uncontrolled 
over the face of any temporary or permanent slope. 

GEO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that provisions are made for adequate surface 
drainage away from areas of excavation, as well as protection of 
excavated areas from flooding, on the Project Site. The grading 
contractor shall control surface water and the transportation of silt and 
sediment. 

GEO-12:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, 
including preparation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPP). As part of the SWPPP for each phase of the Project, Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) would be identified for construction to 
reduce soil erosion and pollutant levels to the maximum extent possible. 

HAZ-3:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall ensure that no hazardous materials 
are transported along Topanga Canyon Boulevard or Burbank Boulevard 
or within one-quarter mile of a school. 

HAZ-4:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall coordinate in advance of 
construction with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
and Fire Department to ensure that road closures (temporary or 
permanent) are identified and that alternate access and evacuation routes 
are determined in the event of an emergency and/or natural disaster. 

HAZ-5:  Each construction site and/or permanent facility storing hazardous 
materials shall comply with applicable regulations regarding storage, 
transport and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. 

HYDRO-1:  The Applicant shall comply with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
Ordinance. Construction contractors for the Project shall be required to 
control erosion and runoff as necessary through the use of site 
appropriate grading practices. Specifically, the construction contractor 
shall plan for and implement Best Management Practice (BMP) during 
each phase of construction to the satisfaction of the Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Engineering, Stormwater Management Division City of 
Los Angeles, and/or other designated responsible agencies/departments. 
(LID measures also require review and approval of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-2:  The Applicant shall ensure that structural design of the Project will be 
modified when possible to avoid the need for a permanent dewatering 
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system. When a permanent dewatering system is necessary, one or more 
of the following measures as per the Department of Building and Safety 
shall be followed: 

• Pumping water to a beneficial use on site (landscaping, decorative 
fountains or lakes, toilet flushing, cooling towers); or 

• Returning water to the groundwater basin by an injection well. 

HYDRO-3:  The Applicant shall provide sufficient available area so that runoff can be 
collected in roadside vegetated swales, as appropriate and feasible, and 
directed to existing curb and gutter or storm drains. In other areas, runoff 
shall be collected in gutters and directed to the storm drain systems. 
Swale design shall be coordinated with on-site hazardous materials 
issues as necessary. 

HYDRO-4:  The Applicant shall comply with applicable NPDES permit requirements, 
including preparation and implementation of a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for each phase of the Project in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water permit.  The 
SUSMP shall identify post development peak runoff, conserve natural 
areas, minimize stormwater pollutants, protect slopes and channels, and 
post construction Best Management Practices (BMP) and other items as 
required by the permit.  (SUSMP measures require review and approval 
of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-5:  The Applicant shall ensure that runoff from parking lots to be treated, as 
required by SUSMP regulations, prior to discharging into existing storm 
drain systems. 

HYDRO-6:  The Applicant shall ensure that all wastes from construction on the 
Project Site shall be disposed of properly.  Appropriately labeled recycling 
bins shall be used to recycle construction materials including: solvents, 
water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete; wood, 
and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill.  Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

HYDRO-7:  The Applicant shall ensure leaks, drips, and spills be cleaned up 

immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be 

washed away into the storm drains. 

HYDRO-8:  The Applicant shall prevent material spills from being hosed down at the 
pavement. Dry cleanup methods shall be required wherever possible. 

HYDRO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that dumpsters be covered and maintained. 
Uncovered dumpsters shall be required to be placed under a roof or 
covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

HYDRO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that where truck traffic is frequent, gravel 
approaches and dirt tracking devices shall be used to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 
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HYDRO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that all vehicle/equipment maintenance, 
repair, and washing shall be conducted away from storm drains.  All 
major repairs shall be required to be conducted at an appropriate 
location. Drip pans or drop cloths shall be required to catch drips and 
spills. 

HYDRO-12:  Short-term water quality impacts may result from the construction of the 
proposed Project.  Each phase of project construction shall comply with 
the Construction General Activity Stormwater Permit (General Permit) 
and the City’s Development Construction Program pursuant to the 
NPDES Permit (Permit No. CA00401). Implementation of the General 
Permit and NPDES Permit programs will mitigate potential impacts to a 
level of insignificance. 

HYDRO-13:  Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494 specify Stormwater 
and Urban Runoff Pollution Control, which requires the application of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs).  Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code addresses grading, excavations, and fills. The 
Applicant must meet the requirements of the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) approved by Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for each phase of the Project, including the 
following (a copy of the SUSMP can be downloaded at: 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/). 

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

• Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not 
exceed the estimated predevelopment rate for developments where 
the increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in increased 
potential for downstream erosion. 

• Clearing and grading of native vegetation at the project site shall be 
limited to the minimum needed to build lots, allow access, and provide 
fire protection. 

• Trees and other vegetation at each site shall be maximized by 
planning additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and promoting 
the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. 

• Natural vegetation shall be promoted by using parking lot islands and 
other landscaped areas. 

• Any identified riparian areas shall be preserved. 

• Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices, such as interceptor 
terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as 
specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code will be 
incorporated. 

about:blank
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• Outlets of culverts, conduits or channels from erosion by discharge 
velocities shall be protected by installing a rock outlet protection.  
Rock outlet protection is physical devise composed of rock, grouted 
riprap, or concrete rubble placed at the outlet of a pipe.  Sediment 
traps shall be installed below the pipe-outlet.  Inspect, repair, and 
maintain the outlet protection after each significant rain. 

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

• Impervious surface area will be reduced by using permeable 
pavement materials where appropriate.  These include pervious 
concrete/asphalt; unit pavers, i.e. turf block; and granular materials, 
i.e. crushed aggregates, cobbles. 

• Roof runoff systems will be installed where site is suitable for 
installation. 

• Messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into the 
storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets shall be painted. 

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

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

• Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained. 

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

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

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

• An efficient irrigation system shall be designed to minimize runoff 
including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; shutoff 
devices to prevent irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow 
reducers. 

• Cleaning of oily vents and equipment will be performed within 
designated covered area, sloped for wash water collection, and with a 
pretreatment facility for wash water before discharging to properly 
connected sanitary sewer with a CPI type oil/water separator.  The 
separator unit must be: designed to handle the quantity of flows; 
removed for cleaning on a regular basis to remove any solids; and the 
oil absorbent pads must be replaced regularly according to 
manufacturer's specifications. 

• Trash dumpsters will be stored both under cover and with drains 
routed to the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking and water tight 
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dumpsters with lids.  Containers will be washed in an area with 
properly connected sanitary sewer. 

• Wastes, including paper, glass, aluminum, oil and grease will be 
reduced and recycled. 

• Liquid storage tanks (drums and dumpsters) will be stored in 
designated paved areas with impervious surfaces in order to contain 
leaks and spills.  A secondary containment system such as berms, 
curbs, or dikes shall be installed.  Drip pans or absorbent materials 
whenever grease containers are emptied will be used. 

• The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the 
owners to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and 
or per manufacturer's instructions. 

NOI-3:   The Applicant shall restrict construction hours to hours between 7:00 a.m. 
and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. on Saturday. No noise-generating construction activities shall be 
allowed on Sundays or national holidays. 

NOI-4:   The Applicant shall ensure that noise-generating construction equipment 
be equipped with the most effective state-of-the-art noise control devices, 
i.e., mufflers, lagging, or motor enclosures.  All equipment shall be 
properly maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or 
improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

NOI-5:   The Applicant shall ensure that temporary noise barriers to be used and 
relocated, as needed, to block line-of-sight (sound) between the 
construction equipment and any noise sensitive receptors within 500 feet 
of a construction site. 

NOI-6:   The Applicant shall ensure that truck deliveries and haul routes, to the 
extent feasible, shall be directed away from the three LAUSD schools in 
the vicinity of Warner Center and not access construction sites from De 
Soto Avenue, along the lot line of Woodland Hills Academy Middle School 
or from Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Vanowen Street along the lot 
line of Canoga Park High School, or use Variel north of Warner Center to 
access project sites in Warner Center. 

NOI-7:  The Applicant shall notify schools in advance of construction activities.  

The construction manager's (or representative's) telephone number shall 

be provided with the notification so that each school may communicate 

any concerns. 

PS-1:  Adequate fire protection service levels shall be maintained through the 
addition of personnel and facilities as necessary to meet anticipated 
demand, and where appropriate, through project-specific on-site features 
that reduce the demand for such personnel and facilities. 

PS-2:  The Applicant shall submit for review and approval all project plans on a 
phase-by-phase basis to the LAFD to ensure that the applicable new 
building complies with current fire codes and LAFD requirements. 
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PS-3:  The project building plans shall include the submittal of a plot plan on a 
phase-by-phase basis for approval by the LAFD prior to the recordation of 
the final map or the issuance of the first building permit for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 

PS-4:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAFD and incorporate fire prevention 
and suppression features appropriate to the design of each phase of the 
Project. 

PS-5:  Plans and specifications shall be submitted to the LAFD on a phase-by-
phase basis and requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to 
commencement of any portion of the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-6:  Fire hydrants shall be installed on a phase-by-phase basis as appropriate 
that shall be fully operational and accepted by the LAFD prior to any 
building construction above grade. 

PS-7:  Plot plans shall indicate access driveways and roads and turning areas 
be reviewed and approved by the LAFD, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-8:  During each construction phase of the Project, emergency access shall 
remain clear and unobstructed. 

PS-9:  The Project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire 
Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of 
the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. 

PS-10:  All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet in 
area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

PS-11:  A Fire Flow analysis shall be prepared for each phase of the Project. The 
purpose of the analysis will be to determine whether the proposed public 
water system can deliver required fire flows to the public fire hydrants 
located in the area. Should fire flow be found to be inadequate with 
respect a project phase, the Applicant shall be required to comply with the 
requirements of LADWP (including construction of additional water supply 
lines within the project area, payment of a fee to cover fair share costs 
and/or other measures as deemed necessary by LADWP and/or LAFD) to 
ensure adequate fire flow. 

PS-12:  During construction, the Applicant shall implement security measures 
including security fencing, lighting, locked entry, and security patrol on the 
site. 

PS-13:  During the construction phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
adequate through access and emergency access to adjacent uses as 
necessary. 
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PS-14:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD and comply with recommended 
security features for the construction site, including security fencing, 
locked entrances, lighting, and the use of a seven-day, 24-hour security 
patrol. 

PS-16:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit 
regarding crime prevention features appropriate for the design of the 
Project and subsequently, shall submit plot plans on a phase-by-phase 
basis to the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit for review and comment.  The 
plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security and semi-
public and private spaces which may include but not be limited to access 
control to buildings, secured parking facilities, wall/fences with key 
systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public and private spaces, 
which may include access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, 
walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public space designed 
with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, 
location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, 
and provisions of security guard patrol if needed. These measures shall 
be approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of a building permit for the 
applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-17:  Upon completion of each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
the local Commanding Officer with access routes and other information 
with respect such phase that might facilitate police response, as 
requested by the LAPD. 

PS-18:  The Applicant shall provide project plans on a phase-by-phase basis to 
the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit to determine any additional crime 
prevention and security features appropriate to the design of the 
applicable phase of the Project.  Any additional design features identified 
by the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit shall be incorporated into the final 
design for the applicable phase of the Project and to the satisfaction of 
LAPD, prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for such phase of 
the Project. 

PS-19:  Each phase of the Project shall incorporate design guidelines relative to 
security, semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but not be 
limited to, access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, 
walls/fences with key systems, well illuminated public and semi-public 
space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of 
concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot 
traffic areas and provision of security guard patrol throughout the portion 
of the Project Site on which the applicable phase is located, if needed. 

PS-20:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall pay to the LAUSD the prevailing State Department of 
Education Development Fee for the applicable phase of the Project to the 
extent allowed by State law. School fees exacted from residential and 
commercial uses would help fund necessary school service and facilities 
improvements to accommodate anticipated population and school 
enrollment within the LAUSD service area, and would allow for the 
LAUSD to allocate these funds as they deem necessary. 
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PS-21:  The Applicant shall comply with the open space regulations of the 
WC2035 Plan and also undertake one of the following: (1) dedicate 
additional parkland to meet the requirements of LAMC Section 17.12; (2) 
pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall; and/or (3) 
provide onsite improvements equivalent in value to said in lieu fees.  If 
any fees are collected, they should be spent within the WC2035 Plan 
area, including, for example, within opportunity areas along the Los 
Angeles River. 

PS-22:  The Applicant shall offset the burden on the existing libraries through one 
of the following: (1) payment of a fee based on an established nexus 
between the Project, demand and the need for additional personnel and 
facilities on a phase-by-phase basis; (2) provision of onsite facilities 
commensurate with the demand generated; or (3) some combination of 
the foregoing. If any fees are collected, they should be spent within the 
WC2035 Plan area. 

TCR-1:   The Project Applicant shall retain a professional Native American monitor 
procured by the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians to 
observe all clearing, grubbing, and grading operations up to 5-feet below 
the surface of native soil, unless there is evidence to suggest cultural 
resources extend below the specified depth. 

• If cultural resources are encountered, the Native American 
monitor will have the authority to request ground disturbing 
activities cease within 60-feet of discovery to assess and 
document potential finds in real time. 

TCR-2:   The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on the disposition and 
treatment of any Tribal Cultural Resource encountered during the Project. 

TCR-3:   If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any 
activities associated with the Project, work in the immediate vicinity 
(within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County coroner 
shall be contacted. If the human remains are determined to be Native 
American in origin by the County coroner, the applicant shall immediately 
notify the Lead Agency, the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission 
Indians. 

U-1:  The Applicant shall be required to coordinate with the Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation in order to ensure that existing and/or 
planned sewer conveyance and treatment facilities are capable of 
meeting wastewater flow capacity requirements. In coordination with the 
Bureau of Engineering, the Applicant shall be required to identify specific 
on- and off-site improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to 
wastewater conveyance capacity are addressed prior to issuance of plans 
for each phase of construction. Sewer capacity clearance from the 
Department of Public Works will be required at the time that a sewer 
connection permit application is submitted for a construction phase. 

U-2:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP) in order to ensure that existing and/or 
planned water supply and water conveyance facilities are capable of 
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meeting water demand/pressure requirements. In coordination with the 
LADWP, the Applicant will identify, with respect to each phase of the 
Project, specific onsite and offsite improvements needed to ensure that 
impacts related to water supply and conveyance demand/pressure 
requirements are addressed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the applicable project phase. Water supply and 
conveyance demand/pressure clearance from the LADWP will be 
required at the time that a water connection permit application is 
submitted for the applicable phase of the Project. 

U-3:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department and Building Safety Department in order to ensure that 
existing and/or planned fire hydrants are capable of meeting fire flow 
demand/pressure requirements.  The issuance of building permits for 
each phase of the Project will be dependent upon submission, review, 
approval, and testing of fire flow demand and pressure requirements, as 
established by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department and Building 
Safety Department prior to occupancy of the applicable Project phase. 

U-4:  The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 
includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 
waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 

• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less and 
self-closing 

• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 

• Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

• High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

• High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

• Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to point(s) 
of use, as feasible 

• Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

• Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 
concentration 

• Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

• Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses 
(irrigation, cooling towers, sanitary) 

• Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps or ice 
machines) 

• Irrigation shall include: 

− Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 
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− Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped areas) 

− Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

− Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

− Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 

− Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 
tolerant plant materials 

− Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff 

U-5:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify 
feasible and reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, 
including, but not limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for 
landscaping (should reclaimed water become available in Warner 
Center), drip irrigation, re-circulating hot water systems, water conserving 
landscape techniques (such as mulching, installation of drip irrigation 
systems, landscape design to group plants of similar water demand, soil 
moisture sensors, automatic irrigation systems, clustered landscaped 
areas to maximize the efficiency of the irrigation system), water 
conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures and appliances, 
thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths and showers, and 
insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC requirements. 

U-6:  The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose watering 
of driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains to 
use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 

U-7:  The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions.  

U-8:  The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be 
installed to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the 
evening to reduce water losses from evaporation.  Sprinklers shall be 
reset to water less often in cooler months and during the rainfall season, 
so that water is not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-9:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to issuance of building 
permits, the Applicant shall pay any appropriate fees imposed by the 
Department of Building and Safety. A percentage of any such building 
permit fees will be contributed to the fire hydrant fund, which provides for 
Citywide fire protection improvements. 

U-10:  The Project shall remain within Citywide water budgets established by 
LADWP.  As required by LADWP, the Project may be required to provide 
for new water supply through a combination of water conservation (onsite 
and potentially offsite) and recycled water, such that the net increase in 
water demand (not including demand for recycled water) from Warner 
Center does not exceed the calculated demand anticipated for the City 
and/or Warner Center as appropriate and as documented in the City's 
most recent Urban Water Management Plan. 
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U-11:  Any pumping and discharge or disposal of groundwater is considered to 
be a consumptive use. The Applicant shall report any pumping of 
groundwater to the Watermaster and LADWP shall be compensated for 
any loss of groundwater. In addition, reasonable efforts by the Applicant 
shall be made to beneficially use any extracted groundwater (for example 
cooling or irrigation). 

U-12:  The Applicant shall ensure that the Project recycles and/or salvages at 
least 75% of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris, in 
addition to the preparation of a construction waste management plan that, 
at a minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal and 
whether the materials will be sorted on-site or comingled shall be 
developed and implemented. Excavated soil and land-clearing debris do 
not contribute to the amount of recycled/salvaged debris. Calculations 
can be done by weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout. 

U-13:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles' Department 
of Water and Power in order to ensure that existing and/or planned 
electrical facilities are capable of meeting electrical demand 
requirements. In coordination with the Department of Water and Power, 
the Applicant will be required to identify specific on- and off-site 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to electrical facility 
requirements are addressed prior to operation. Electrical facility design 
clearance from the Department of Water and Power will be required as 
established by the LADWP. 

U-14:  During the design process for each phase of the Project, the Applicant 
shall consult with the Department of Water and Power, Energy Services 
Subsection, and the Southern California Gas Company, the Commercial, 
Industrial or Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

U-15:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the Gas Company in order to ensure 
that existing and/or planned natural gas facilities are capable of meeting 
natural gas demand requirements. In coordination with the Gas 
Company, the Applicant will identify specific on- and off-site 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to natural gas 
facility requirements are addressed prior to operation of each phase of 
the Project. Natural gas facility design clearance from the Gas 
Company will be required for each phase of the Project as 
established by the Gas Company. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
C-1 That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a sales 

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

 
1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot plan for 

approval by the Development Services Section of the Department of City 
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Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office and off-street 
parking.  The sales office must be within one of the model buildings. 

 
2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22A, 10 and 

11 and Section 17.05 O of the Code shall be fully complied with satisfactory to 
the Department of Building and Safety. 

 
C-2 Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the 

payment of a park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule applicable.  
The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in accordance with 
Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and to be paid and deposited in the 
trust accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund. 

 
C-3 That a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, be submitted to and 

approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730 prior to obtaining any 
permit.  Replace all on-site trees to ensure continuation of the urban forest. Replace all 
nonnative trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast height (4.5 
feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-invasive) trees of 
appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For native species, source materials 
should be from seeds or cuttings gathered within coastal southern California to ensure 
local provenance. Failure to comply with this condition as written shall require the filing 
of a modification to this tract map in order to clear the condition. 

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

 
C-4 In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building permit for an 

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

 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
S-1.     (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of the final 

map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC). 

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

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

 
(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and the 

Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to water 
mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public utility easements. 
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(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting easements be 
dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site easements by separate 
instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-Way and Land shall verify that 
such easements have been obtained. The above requirements do not apply to 
easements of off-site sewers to be provided by the City. 

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

 
(f) That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as required, 

together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary topography of 
adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer. 

 
(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map. 
 
(h) That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 
 

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

 
(j) That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated for 

public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be transmitted 
to the City Council with the final map. 

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

 
(l) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply with the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 2010. 
 
S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements 

constructed herein: 
 

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be furnished, 
or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the setting of boundary 
monuments requires that other procedures be followed. 

 
(b) Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Traffic with respect to 

street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs. 
 

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

 
(d) All improvements within public streets, private streets, alleys and easements 

shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans and specifications 
approved by the Bureau of Engineering. 

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

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

 
(a) Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City Engineer. 
 
(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

 
(c) Install street lighting facilities to serve the applicable tract as required by the 

Bureau of Street Lighting. 
 

(1) No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise relocate, and upgrade, and/or replace street lights 
on a unit map basis; eight (8) on Burbank Bl. and ten (10) on De Soto 
Ave. 

 
Notes:  
 

The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly during the 
plan check process based on illumination calculations and equipment 
selection. 
 
Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT,  or 3) 
by other legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering condition 
S-3 (i), requiring an improvement that will change the geometrics of the 
public roadway or driveway apron may require additional or the 
reconstruction of street lighting improvements as part of that condition. 

 
(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or 

proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of the Bureau 
of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be brought up to current 
standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree planting, the 
subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division (213) 847-3077) 
upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting. 

 
(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk satisfactory 

to the City Engineer. 
 

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City Engineer. 
 
(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
 
(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the 2010 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible Design. 
 
(i) That the following improvements are either constructed prior to recordation of the 

final map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed: 
 
(1) After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans 

for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering. 
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(2) Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by 
the construction of the following: 

 
a. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and 

landscaping of the parkway. 
 

b. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 56-
foot half roadway. 
 

c. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing improvements.   
 

d. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 
 

(3) Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 
 
(4) Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 

by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and construction of the 
new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping 
of the parkway, including any necessary removal and reconstruction of 
existing improvement. 

 
(5) Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 

following: 
 

a. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-foot 
wide sidewalks. 
 

b. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum roadway 
or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street roadways as 
approved under P-30435.  

 
(6) Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 

connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 
 

NOTES: 
 
The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the tract map 
action. However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this number of units.  This 
Vesting map does not constitute approval of any variations from the Municipal Code, unless 
approved specifically for this project under separate conditions. 
 
Any removal of the existing street trees shall require Board of Public Works approval. 
 
Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power 
facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the underground 
installation of all new utility lines in conformance with Section 17.05-N of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC). 
 
The final map must be recorded within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is 
granted before the end of such period. 
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The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, as 
required by the Subdivision Map Act. 
 
The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy saving 
design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the subject 
development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the Department of Water 
and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to the subdivider upon his request. 
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MODIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR DIR-2017-1708-SPP  
LETTER OF DETERMINATION 

 
Corrected text is bolded and double underlined. Replaced text has a strikethrough. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
This Project approval is subject to the following Conditions of Approval imposed to ensure 
compliance with the Warner Center 2035 Plan and is based upon the attached Findings. In 
addition, the applicant shall comply with any requirements of the Department of Building 
and Safety (B&S), Department of Transportation (DOT), Bureau of Engineering (BOE), 
Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of the Street Services (BSS), Bureau of Street 
Lighting (BSL), and the Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP). 
 

1. Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial 
conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, labeled Project 
Plans “Exhibit A,” dated March 20, 2020 and attached to the subject case file. No 
change to the plans shall be made without prior review by the Department of City 
Planning, Plan Implementation Division, and written approval by the Director of 
Planning. Each change shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor deviations may 
be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the Municipal Code, the project 
conditions, or the project permit authorization. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, except for demolition, excavation, or foundation permits for any component of 
this Project, detailed plans showing that component's compliance with these conditions 
shall be submitted for review, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, unless 
otherwise specified. 
 

Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Conditions 
 

2. Multiple Phase Projects. Pursuant to the Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2, the Multiple-
Phase Project shall comply with the following: 
 

a. Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.2, the Project has been approved for eight (8) 
geographic phases as follows: 
 

i. Phase 1: On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, 419,739 430,138 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, consisting of a maximum of 403 dwelling units 
including 42,781 square feet divided between 48 Work-Live units. The 
Phase 1 Project also includes approximately 71,855 61,456 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 49,017 square feet divided 
between 48 Work-Live units, and 12,439 square feet of commercial 
space divided between 3 commercial units, 2,542 square feet of lobby 
and leasing office floor area, and 7,857 square feet of indoor residential 
amenities spaces. The Phase 1 Project includes seven (7) above-grade 
levels of parking, a maximum of 605 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive 
of 17 new surface parking spaces, 188 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 31 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 1 
Project also provides 11% of Lot 1’s net site area after dedications as 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed in 2022.  
 

ii. Phase 2: On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, 209,015 223,892 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, consisting of a maximum of 204 dwelling units 
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including 5,804 square feet divided between five (5) Work-Live units. The 
Phase 2 Project also includes approximately 23,781 18,904 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,639 square feet divided 
between five (5) Work-Live units, 3,265 square feet of commercial space 
in one (1) commercial unit, 2,000 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area, and 12,877 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. 
The Phase 2 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which 
is subterranean, a maximum of 321 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive 
of three (3) new street parking spaces, 128 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 16 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 2 
Project also provides 11% of Lot 2’s net site area after dedications as 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed in 2023.  
 

iii. Phase 3: On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, two (2) new, 15-story, commercial 
buildings identified as Building 8 and Building 9, with a total 476,158 
square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 8 is 243 feet in height, 
and consists of approximately 241,574 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of commercial area in three 
(3) units at the ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support area at 
the ground level, and 234,397 square feet of office space. Building 9 is 
239 feet in height, and consists of approximately 234,584 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 10,028 square feet of 
commercial area in two (2) units at the ground level, 2,491 square feet of 
office support area at the ground level, and 222,065 square feet of office 
space. The Phase 3 Project also includes eight (8) levels of parking in 
each building, two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,427 
new vehicle parking spaces, 100 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, 
and 56 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 3 Project also 
provides 11% of Lot 8’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed 
in 2024. 
 

iv. Phase 4: On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, one (1) new, seven- (7) story, 
commercial building, with a total 162,001 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 4,466 square feet of 
commercial area at the ground level and a maximum of 228 hotel units. 
The Phase 4 Project also includes two (2) levels of parking, one (1) of 
which is subterranean, a maximum of 195 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of two (2) new street parking spaces, 30 new long-term bicycle 
parking spaces, and 26 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 4 Project also provides 11% of Lot 6’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed in 2029.  
 

v. Phase 5: On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, 256,153 269,556 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, consisting of a maximum of 168 dwelling units 
including 16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units. The 
Phase 5 Project also includes approximately 38,541 25,138 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 16,205 square feet divided 
between 15 Work-Live units, and 8,933 square feet of commercial space 
in two (2) commercial units, 2,704 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area, and 10,699 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. 
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The Phase 5 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which 
is subterranean, a maximum of 412 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive 
of nine (9) new street parking spaces, 118 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 5 
Project also provides 11% of Lot 5’s net site area after dedications as 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed by 2031. 
 

vi. Phase 6: On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, 234,350 251,927 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, with a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The Phase 
6 Project also includes approximately 22,677 5,100 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area which includes 5,100 square feet of commercial 
space in one (1) commercial units, 1,715 square feet of lobby and leasing 
office floor area, and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential amenities 
spaces. The Phase 6 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) 
of which is subterranean, a maximum of 403 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of three (3) new street parking spaces, 138 new long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. 
The Phase 6 Project also provides 11% of Lot 3’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed by 2031. 
 

vii. Phase 7: On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, one (1) new, 15-story, commercial 
building, with a total 262,222 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area. 
The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of commercial area in 
two (2) units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support area 
at the ground level, and 246,499 square feet of office space including the 
ground floor lobby. The Phase 7 Project also includes nine (9) ten (10) 
levels of parking, three (3) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 801 
new vehicle parking spaces with no new street parking spaces included, 
58 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Phase 7 Project also provides 11% of Lot 7’s net site 
area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The 
work proposed is to be completed by 2033 
. 

viii. Phase 8: On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, two (2) new commercial buildings 
identified as Building 4 and Building 4a, with a total 457,776 square feet 
in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a is two (2)-story building 35 feet 
in height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial 
area in one (1) units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of 
community space. Building 4 is a 24-story tower 350 feet in height, and 
consists of approximately 449,766 square feet of Non-Residential Floor 
Area, which includes 20,638 square feet of commercial area in five (5) 
units at the ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the 
ground level, and 421,051 square feet of office space including the 
ground floor lobby area. The Phase 8 Project also includes ten (10) levels 
of parking located in Building 4, two (2) of which are subterranean, a 
maximum of 1,384 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 11 new street 
parking spaces, 106 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 69 new 
short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 8 Project also provides 
11% of Lot 4’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open 
Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed by 2035.  
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b. In compliance with Section 5.3.3.2, no Project Permit Compliance review shall be 

required for future building permit applications for Phases 2 through 8 of the 
Project, provided that each Phase of the development shall be reviewed by the 
Director for substantial conformance with “Exhibit A” and the terms and 
conditions of this Multiple-Phase Project approval.  
 

c. Any changes to any phases of development after Phase 1 of development which 
are not substantially compliant with the plans approved under this Project Permit 
Compliance, including changes to elevations, site plan, orientation, number of 
units, square footage of commercial development, and other design features, 
shall require a modification to this Project Permit Compliance pursuant to the 
requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-D. Any changes in the sequencing of the 
phases of development may require a modification to this Project Permit 
Compliance at the discretion of the Department of City Planning, Plan 
Implementation Division. Any modification request shall include submittal of all 
materials necessary to support the modification request including, but not limited 
to, supplemental application materials, phasing documentation and DOT review 
as specified in subsections 5.3.3.1.1 through 5.3.3.1.3 of the Warner Center 
2035 Plan. Significant changes to the plans may require the filing of a new 
Project Permit Compliance review application, as may be determined by the 
Director of Planning or designee.  
 

d. Commercial Uses. No temporary certificate of occupancy shall be issued for a 
residential building which also contains commercial square footage, unless the 
commercial component has received a temporary certificate of occupancy prior 
to, or concurrently with, the residential building component. No building permit 
shall be issued for the next sequential development phase prior to compliance 
with this condition.  
 

e. Prior to the issuance of any building permit for Phase 1, the applicant/owner of 
the lots on which the entire Multiple-Phase Project is located shall prepare and 
execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for 
the Project and all successors to comply with the requirements and conditions of 
the Director’s approval. The Covenant and Agreement shall be recorded against 
all lots subject to the Multiple-Phase Project. A copy of the Covenant and 
Agreement shall be submitted to the case file prior to final signoff for Phase 1 
and kept with the file for this case. 
 

f. Additional Authority. In order to accommodate the phased nature of this Project, 
the following uses shall be permitted: 
 

i. Temporary surface parking may be permitted as part of this Multiple-
Phase Project. 
 

ii. Parking in excess of the maximum allowable number of parking spaces 
specified in Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan may be permitted for one or 
more phases, provided that the total number of parking spaces does not 
exceed the total number approved for all phases of the Multiple-Phase 
Project.  
 

g. In addition, prior to issuance of a Planning clearance for Phase 1, the applicant 
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must provide the following: 
 

i. A complete list, both in narrative form and display maps, of those 
intersections and/or local residential streets on which the proposed 
Multiple-Phase Project may have significant transportation/mobility 
impacts, including small slow vehicles, pedestrians, and bikes;  

 
ii. A complete list of the proposed regional or sub-regional transportation 

and mobility improvements to be provided as part of the Multiple-Phase 
Project;  

 
iii. A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan, and,  

 
iv. A complete list, both in narrative form and display maps, of the location of 

facilities and improvements that demonstrate connectivity through the 
Project site, to the surrounding streets, and to nearby transit, including, 
but not limited to, new streets, pedestrian routes, pedestrian adapted 
pathways, bike facilities, and bikeways. 

 
3. Master Planned Projects. In compliance with Section 5.3.3.3 of the Specific Plan, the 

Project shall comply with the requirements for a Master Planned Project located on a 
site that is greater than 217,000 square feet (i.e 5 acres) with two (2) public street 
frontages by providing a minimum of one (1) New Street (Warner Center Lane) with a 
continuous connection among at least two (2) public streets as shown on “Exhibit A.”  
 
The Project shall submit prior to signoff for Phase 1 a revised Circulation and 
Connectivity Diagram missing from “Exhibit A.”  
 

4. Use. In compliance with Section 6.1.2.2.1 and Appendix A of the Specific Plan, uses 
on the Project site shall be restricted to those permitted in the Commerce District of the 
Specific Plan. The Project includes Work-Live Units, multiple residential dwelling units, 
commercial, community center, office, hotel, and retail uses included as permitted in 
Appendix A. Any use defined by Appendix A as requiring a Conditional Use Permit 
shall be considered under a separate application to the Department of City Planning 
and is not approved as part of this Project Permit Compliance Review.  

 
5. Intensity. The project shall be limited to an FAR of 2.53:1 as defined by Section 4 of 

the Specific Plan.   
 

6. Permitted Development by Floor Area. The Project shall provide a minimum of 50% 
of Non-Residential floor area and a maximum of 50% Residential Area of the total floor 
area proposed, as defined by Appendix B in the Specific Plan for projects that have a 
FAR of 3.0:1 or greater that is allowed through development bonuses for projects that 
fulfill the requirements for Incentivized Uses as defined in Section 6.2.1 of the Specific 
Plan.  
 
Additionally, the Project shall be limited to a total of 2,634,268 square feet of 
Residential and Non-Residential Floor Area combined for all phases and buildings. 
The Project shall be limited to the following square footage for each building, in 
conformance with “Exhibit A:” 
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Building Phase Residential 
Square Footage 

Non-Residential 
Square Footage 

1 1 419,739 430,138 71,855 61,456 

2 2 209,015 223,892 23781 8,904 

3 6 234,350 251,927 22,677 5,100 

4 8 0 449,766 

4a 8 0 8,010 

5 5 256,153 269,556 38,541 25,138 

6 4 0 162,001 

7 7 0 262,222 

8 3 0 241,574 

9 3 0 234,584 

TOTAL  1,119,257 
1,175,513 

1,515,011 
1,458,755 

 
7. Revised Plans. Prior to signoff, the following revised plans shall be provided: 

 
a. Revised elevation plans for Phase 8, Building 4 to show cardinal directions of 

each elevation; 
 

8. Ground Floor Limitations. Pursuant to Section 6.1.2.2.4 of the Specific Plan, the 
following are required: 

 
a. Residential Uses. The project shall not contain new ground floor residential use. 

For the purposes of the Specific Plan, hotel or similar uses shall be considered Non-
Residential, and the non-residential portions of Work-Live units shall not be 
considered as residential occupancy per Section 4 of the Specific Plan; 
 

b. Depth and Height. Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a 
minimum depth of 25 feet from the front Building Façade, and a minimum floor-to-
floor height of 15 feet. The Project shall provide revised ground floor plans for 
Phase 2, Building 2 that shows the lobby has a minimum depth of 25 feet from the 
south Building Façade. The Project shall provide revised elevations that show a 
minimum ground floor-to-floor height of 15 feet for the following Phases and 
Buildings: Phase 3, Building 8 (north); Phase 3, Building 9 (west); Phase 8, Building 
4a. The Project shall provide revised sections that show a minimum ground floor 
height of 15 feet for the following Phases and Buildings: Phase 1, Building 1, Phase 
2, Building 2; Phase 3, Building 8 (north on section 8-1); Phase 4, Building 6; Phase 
5, Building 5; Phase 6, Building 3;   
 

c. Transparency. Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a minimum of 
75 percent of the Building Façade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from 
the finished grade devoted to transparent windows and/or doors. Dark tinted, 
reflective or opaque glazing shall not be counted towards such minimum 
percentage. The Project shall provide updated elevations to reflect this condition 
prior to sign off for the corresponding phase for the following building(s) and 
phase(s): Phase 8, Building 4a (west);  
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d. Permitted Non-Habitable Uses Ancillary to Residential Use. Ground floor Non-

Residential development may include non-habitable uses that are used in 
conjunction with residential uses for the Project, including but not limited to: leasing 
offices, community centers, entrance lobbies, gym/fitness center, residential 
business center, residential amenity space, and concierge services.  

 
e. Parking. Parking at the ground floor of the Project shall have:  

 
1) At least 80 percent of the ground floor frontage on any side of an above-grade 

parking structure adjacent to a public street (not including an alley) or adjacent 
to a public open space/plaza devoted to ground floor Non-Residential 
development. Prior to signoff for Phase 2, Building 2 and Phase 6, Building 3, 
the Project shall revise ground floor, landscape, and technical site plans for 
the west elevation of the Phase 2 Project and both east and west elevations of 
the Phase 6 Project to show gates, fences or physical demarcations of the 
private open space from public open space, or a minimum of 80 percent of the 
ground floor of the aforementioned elevations devoted to Non-Residential 
development and in compliance with Condition of Approval Number 8.e.ii;  

 
2) A minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level Building Façade that 

includes all of the following features: 
 

1. Articulation and modulation through changes in vertical wall plane and/or a 
change in building material.  
 

2. Use of windows with non-reflective glazing that may be translucent but not 
black or mirrored glass or similar opaque glazing;  

 
3. Integration of building entrances; and 

 
4. Buffering of the street edge with landscaping, berms, or landscaped 

planters. 
 

9. Height.  The project shall be limited to a maximum overall height of approximately 350 
feet. Each project phase shall be limited in height as follows: 
 

a. Phase 1, Building 1: a maximum height of approximately 83 feet; 
b. Phase 2, Building 2: a maximum height of approximately 88 feet; 
c. Phase 3, Building 8: a maximum height of approximately 243 feet; 
d. Phase 3, Building 9: a maximum height of approximately 239 feet; 
e. Phase 4, Building 6: a maximum height of approximately 85 feet; 
f. Phase 5, Building 5: a maximum height of approximately 88 feet; 
g. Phase 6, Building 3: a maximum height of approximately 86 feet; 
h. Phase 7, Building 7: a maximum height of approximately 222 feet; 
i. Phase 8, Building 4: a maximum height of approximately 350 feet; 
j. Phase 8, Building 4a: a maximum height of approximately 35 feet. 
 
Additionally, the Project shall have a building or structure height of a minimum of 35 
feet vertically along Burbank Boulevard and/or De Soto Avenue for the following 
phases and buildings:  

a. Phase 1, Building 1; 
b. Phase 3, Building 8; 
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c. Phase 3, Building 9;  
d. Phase 7, Building 7;  
e. Phase 8, Building 4; 
f. Phase 8 Building 4a. 
 

10. Street Standards – Improvements and Dedications. De Soto Avenue is designated 
as a Major Highway Class 1 and shall be in compliance with Table 1 of the Specific 
Plan, which requires on the west side of the north/south section a 68-foot half right-of-
way, a 56-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, 16-foot parkway, and 12-foot 
easement. Burbank Boulevard is designated as a Secondary Highway and shall be 
in compliance with Table 2, which requires on the north side of the east/west 
section a 45-foot half right-of-way, a 35-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot 
sidewalk, an eight (8)-foot parkway, and six (6)-foot easement. Warner Center 
Lane is designated as a Private Street and shall be in compliance with Figure 11 
of the Specific Plan, which requires a 64-foot right-of-way, a 36-foot roadway, a 
10-foot sidewalk, and 6-foot parkway. As directed by the Bureau of Engineering, in 
accordance with the approval of VTT-74891, the Project shall comply with the street 
standards on Tables 1 and 2 of the Specific Plan as follows: (DOT/BOE/DCP) 
 

a. That an 18-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along De Soto Avenue adjoining 
the subdivision to complete a 68-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Boulevard II Standards of LA Mobility Plan. In 
addition, a 20-foot radius property line return be dedicated at intersection with 
Burbank Boulevard adjoining the tract.  
 

b. That an additional 12-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along De 
Soto Avenue adjoining the public street dedication stated above in accordance 
with Warner Center Specific Plan. 
 

c. That a 2-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Burbank Boulevard adjoining 
the subdivision to complete a 45-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Avenue I Standards of LA Mobility Plan. 
 

d. That an additional 6-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along 
Burbank Boulevard adjoining the public street dedication stated above in 
accordance with Warner Center Specific Plan. 
 

e. That a minimum 64-foot and variable width private street easement be provided 
as shown on the revised tentative map stamp dated March 20, 2020 including 
20-foot radius property easement returns at the intersections with Burbank 
Boulevard and De Soto Avenue all on alignments satisfactory to Valley District 
Engineering Office. The existing private street easement shall be located within 
the new proposed private street easement. In the event any portion of the 
existing private street easement area is outside of the new proposed private 
street easement area then a revised map shall be submitted for approval.  
 

f. That the full width of the proposed private street be dedicated as a sanitary 
sewer easement. 
 

g. That the private street easement be part of the adjoining parcels.   
 

h. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant  the necessary easements for ingress, 
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egress and public facilities over the private street area upon the sale of the 
respective lots and they will maintain the private street, free and clear of 
obstructions and in a safe condition for vehicular use at all times. 
 

i. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded stating that private street will be 
posted in a manner prescribed in Section 18.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code” Private Street Regulations”. 
 

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

k. That satisfactory arrangements be made with the Valley District B-permit Section 
for abandoning or privatizing the existing    public sewer system within the tract 
property. In the event that the above system is to be abandoned then        
abandonment shall be completed prior to the recordation of the final map. 
 

l. That in the event that satisfactory arrangements have been made with the valley 
District Engineering District regarding the abandonment and or privatizing of the 
existing sewer system then the existing public sewer easement within the tract 
area be permitted to be merged with the remainder of the tract map pursuant to 
Section 66499.20.2 of the State Government Code, and in addition, the following 
conditions be executed by the applicant and administered by the City Engineer: 

 
i. That consents to easements being merged and waivers of any damages 

that may accrue as a result of such mergers be obtained from all property 
owners who might have certain rights in the area being merged. 
 

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

 
m. That all existing public sewer and drainage easements not being merged 

including any public drainage easement for LA County be shown on the final 
map. 
 

n. That the subdivider make a request to the Valley District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 
 

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

 
i. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans 

for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District 
Engineering.  
 

ii. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 
by the construction of the following: 
 

1. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete 



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           C-46 
 
 

 

sidewalk and landscaping of the parkway.  
 

2. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
56-foot half roadway. 
 

3. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements.   
 

4. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 
 

iii. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 
 

iv. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the 
subdivision by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and 
construction of the new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete 
sidewalk and landscaping of the parkway, including any necessary 
removal and reconstruction of existing improvement. 
 

v. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 
following: 
 

1. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete    minimum 6-
foot wide sidewalks. 
 

2. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street 
roadways as approved under P-30435.  

 
Note: The existing Private Street was constructed under P-30435 therefore 

proposed improvements shall be in addition to the existing 
improvements per approved plans including the wider roadways at 
the entrances. Any changes to the private street easement width and 
alignment from the original private street approved under P-30435, 
and then a revised map shall be submitted for review and approval 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

 
p. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house connections 

satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 
 

q. Street Trees. The Project shall preserve to the greatest extent possible all 
existing Street Trees if the curb is not being relocated. As necessary, the 
Project shall install tree wells with root barriers and plant street trees 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau 
of Street Services. Pursuant to the Specific Plan Section 6.2.6.2.8 and 
Appendix F, Section 3, Guideline A.7, new street trees shall be of the species 
indicated on Figures 1 and 3 in the Specific Plan. Prior to the issuance of a 
permit for the Project, satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Urban 
Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services for the construction of tree 
wells and planting of street trees along De Soto Avenue and Burbank 
Boulevard to meet Specific Plan standards.  The Project shall plant a row of a 
minimum of 30 Gingko biloba (Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone Pine) 
within the parkway along De Soto Avenue, in compliance with the street tree 
requirements in Figure 3 of the Specific Plan. The Project shall plant a row of a 
minimum of 26 Ulmus parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) within the parkway along 
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Burbank Boulevard, in compliance with the street tree requirements in Figure 1 
of the Specific Plan. Species of street trees along the private street Warner 
Center Lane shall be decided upon by the Urban Forestry Division. Note: if 
existing, healthy street trees are to be removed, per Appendix F, Section 7, 
Guideline 6, they shall be relocated in the following locations in order of 
preference: nearby streets, public open space on-site and or other private 
project sites. All trees should be planted within the boundaries of the Plan, if 
feasible. (BSS/DCP)   

 
1. Replacement. 28 street trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 2:1. 

Replacement trees on De Soto Avenue, Warner Center Lane and Burbank 
Boulevard are to be taken from Figures 3, 11, and 1 respectively of the 
Specific Plan. The street tree replacement selection is subject to further 
review and approval from the Division of Urban Forestry, which may 
supersede this condition. A copy of the Tree Removal Permit from the 
Division of Urban Forestry shall be submitted to the subject case file prior 
to final signoff. Final landscape plans shall show these required 
replacement trees. 
 

2. Non-Protected Trees. Prior to issuance of any permit, a plot plan shall be 
prepared indicating the location, size, type, and general condition of all 
existing trees on the site and within the adjacent public right(s)-of-way. 
Should the applicant need the removal or planting of any tree in the public 
right-of-way, approval is required from the Board of Public Works. Contact 
Urban Forestry Division at: 213-847-3077. All trees in the public right-of-
way shall be provided per the current standards of the Urban Forestry 
Division, Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works. 

 
3. Bonding (Tree Survival). The applicant shall post a cash bond or other 

assurances acceptable to the Bureau of Engineering in consultation with 
the Urban Forestry Division and the decision maker guaranteeing the 
survival of trees required to be maintained, replaced, or relocated in such a 
fashion as to assure the existence of continuously living trees for a 
minimum of three years from the date that the bond is posted or from the 
date such trees are replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any 
change of ownership shall require that the new owner post a new 
protected tree bond to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering. 
Subsequently, the original owner’s protected tree bond may be 
exonerated. 

 
4. The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its 

procedural guide in satisfaction of said bond requirements and processing. 
Prior to exoneration of the bond, the owner of the property shall provide 
evidence satisfactory to the City Engineer and Urban Forestry Division that 
the protected trees were properly replaced, the date of the replacement 
and the survival of the replacement trees for a period of three years. 

 
r. That the following improvements are either constructed prior to recordation of 

the final map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed: 
 
g. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans 

for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering. 
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h. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by 

the construction of the following: 
 

i. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk 
and landscaping of the parkway. 
 

ii. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
56-foot half roadway. 
 

iii. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements.   
 

iv. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 
 

i. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 
 

j. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 
by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and construction of the 
new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping 
of the parkway, including any necessary removal and reconstruction of 
existing improvement. 
 

k. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 
following: 
 

i. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-foot 
wide sidewalks. 
 

ii. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street 
roadways as approved under P-30435.  
 

iii. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 
connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 

 
s. Additional Requirements. The Department of Transportation Bureau of 

Engineering may have additional requirements for dedication and 
improvements. See BOE Report, dated September 29, 2019, for additional 
instructions regarding other improvements requested. (DOT)  
 

11. Activity Nodes and Active Street Frontages.    
 

a. The Project shall include an Activity Node at the intersection of Burbank 
Boulevard and Warner Center Lane, as proposed by the applicant.  
 

b. The Project shall provide an Active Street Frontage along Burbank Boulevard 
from the western property line to the Activity Node at Burbank Boulevard and 
Warner Center Lane, as proposed by the applicant.  

 
c. Uses in these designated areas shall be limited to Non-Residential uses to a 

depth of 25 feet from the building frontage along the street, a minimum of 15 feet 
in floor-to-floor height as measured from the ground, and at least 75 percent of 
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the building facade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from the ground 
floor shall be devoted to transparent windows and/or doors.  Dark tinted reflective 
or opaque glazing shall not be counted towards the minimum percentage.   

 
d. The project shall locate in a portion of the ground floor along the street wall retail 

space with frontage not more than 60 feet from the back of the sidewalk, and 
visible from the sidewalk.   

 
e. The project shall have a primary entrance for the building located on a public 

street that is connected and visible from the street.  
 

12. Front Setbacks.  The project shall have a front setback on De Soto Avenue, Burbank 
Boulevard, the private street Warner Center Lane, and the private driveway labeled 
Adler Drive on “Exhibit A” of not less than 12 feet and no more than 15 feet each. The 
parts of the Project with frontage not along those streets or driveway shall have a 
maximum setback of 20 feet. The project shall have a front setback on Burbank 
Boulevard between Adler Drive and Warner Center Lane, and the private 
driveway labeled Adler Drive on “Exhibit A” of not less than 12 feet and no more 
than 15 feet each. The parts of the Project with frontage not along those streets 
or driveway shall have a maximum setback of 20 feet. 
 

13. New Street Extension of Variel Avenue between Califa Street and Burbank 
Boulevard. The Project shall include a new private driveway at the west end of the 
Project, labeled “Exhibit A” that will not be a new street per VTT-74891 and this 
entitlement.  

 
14. Incentivized Uses and Bonuses. Pursuant to Specific Plan Section 6.2.1, the 

following Incentivized Uses are approved as conditioned: 
 

a. Local-Serving Retail. Per Section 6.2.1.1.3 of the Specific Plan, the Project shall 
have a minimum of five (5) or more Local-Serving Retail businesses, all of which 
are located on the first floor and shall comply with the regulations set forth in the 
Specific Plan. Businesses that qualify as local serving as defined in Section 4 of 
the Specific Plan shall not exceed 5,000 square feet of floor area individually. 
Any proposed uses must be approved by the Director as part of the substantial 
conformance review for each phase of the Project.  
 

i. The Project shall indicate a minimum of five Local-Serving Retail 
spaces on plans prior to the issuance of a Planning clearance. If the 
locations of designated Local-Serving Retail change, a modification 
shall be necessary. have Local-Serving Retail spaces each individually 
not exceeding 5,000 square feet in the following locations: Building 1 (two 
locations, Phase 1), Building 2 (Phase 2), Building 4 (4 locations, Phase 
8), Building 4a (Phase 8), Building 5 (two locations, Phase 5), Building 7 
(Phase 7), Building 8 (three spaces, Phase 3), and Building 9 (Phase 3).  

 
b. Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). Per Section 6.2.1.1.5 of the Specific 

Plan, the Project shall provide a minimum of fifty percent (50%) more than the 
size that is required by Section 6.2.2 of the Specific Plan. As the Project is 
adding a New Street, per Section 6.2.2.3.2 of the Specific Plan, the Project shall 
be credited 50% of the PAOS requirements before calculating the amount 
needed to qualify for the Incentivized Use bonus. As such, the Project shall 
provide a minimum of 11% of the total site’s net area after dedications as PAOS 
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(lot area after dedications x 15% x 50% credit of total required for new street x 
150% increase for Incentivized Use Bonus). 
 

i. The Project is required to provide 117,260 square feet of PAOS based on 
a lot area of 1,042,301 square feet. The Project provides 231,445 square 
feet of PAOS. Any amount of additional PAOS above the required cannot 
be used for additional bonuses than the ones given in this Condition.  

 
c. Per Section 6.2.1.3 of the Specific Plan, all Incentivized Uses shall: 

 
i. Be accessible to the general public during regular business hours. 

 
ii. Establish business hours, which provide at least 40 hours of operation per 

week. 
 

iii. If an Incentivized Use has been discontinued, replace the discontinued 
use with another Incentivized Use of similar scale and scope.  

 
d. Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.3 of the Specific Plan, Incentivized Uses associated 

with the Project shall be provided on the same lot(s) as the Project. The owner(s) 
of the lot or lots where the Incentivized Uses are located shall prepare and 
execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for 
the Project and all successors to comply with the requirements and conditions of 
the Director’s approval. The Covenant and Agreement shall be recorded against 
all lots subject to the Incentivized Use. A copy of the Covenant and Agreement 
shall be submitted to the case file prior to final signoff for Phase 1 and kept with 
the file for this case. 
 

e. Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.2.3, the following development bonus is conditionally 
approved: 

 
i. The Project is conditionally approved for two (2) Incentivized Uses 

Bonuses for Residential Development in the Commerce District to be 
applied at the time of the building permit application based on the 
proposed incentivized use(s) and size. The Project shall ascend the 
Graduated FAR Table use mix by two levels from 65%/35% Non-
Residential / Residential floor area mix to 60%50%/50% Non-Residential / 
Residential floor area mix.  
 

ii. Should the applicant, or its successor, request a different but not 
additional Development Bonus at a later time, such bonus shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Director as part of the substantial 
conformance review of each phase of the Project. As part of the review, 
the director may require additional environmental review pursuant to 
CEQA to ensure any different development bonus will not result in any 
new impacts or exacerbate previously identified significant and 
unavoidable impacts e.g. additional FAR bonus. Any changes to 
incentivized uses shall require the owner(s) of the lot or lots where the he 
Incentivized Use(s) are located to prepare and execute an updated 
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) 
in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for 
the Project and all successors to comply with the requirements and 
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conditions of the Director’s approval. The Covenant and Agreement shall 
be recorded against all lots subject to the Incentivized Use. A copy of the 
Covenant and Agreement shall be submitted to the case file prior to final 
signoff for the first phase for which it is being applied toward and kept with 
the file for this case.  
 

iii. The Project shall not be allowed additional Incentivized Uses Bonuses 
above or beyond the ones stated in this Condition of Approval. The 
Project shall be allowed to substitute a Development Bonus as stated in 
the immediately preceding paragraph.  

 
15. Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  In accordance with WC 2035 Plan 

Section 6.2.2.3.2, a Project that includes the creation of a New Street shall be credited 
50% of such Project’s PAOS requirements, provided that all of those requirements 
established in Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7, inclusive, are satisfied.  As such, the 
Project shall provide a minimum of 78,173 square feet of PAOS. Nevertheless, as an 
Incentivized Use to be entitled to a development bonus to ascend the Graduated FAR 
Table use mix, the Project has requested to provide 50% more than the minimum 
78,173 square feet of PAOS required, or at least 117,260 square feet of 
PAOS. Requirements for PAOS shall be as follows:  
 

a. adjacent to or interrupted by the public right-of-way, but otherwise contiguous;  
 

b. integrated into the overall design of the Project;  
 

c. integrated with neighboring buildings or structures and any existing, or approved, 
PAOS, if applicable;  

 
d. maintained in good condition;   

 
e. open to the public from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., seven days a week. There shall 

be at least four (4) signs stating the hours of operation of the PAOS, including in 
the focal point(s).  PAOS identification signage shall indicate that the PAOS is 
available for use by the public from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m., seven days a week. 
Supporting documentation of signage and placement shall be submitted to the 
subject case file prior to final signoff and to be kept with the file for this case. This 
identification signage shall not be counted against a Project's signage limitation;  

 
f. containing a minimum of 105,534 square feet of PAOS that is open to the sky, 

excluding shade structures and other features or elements that are not calculated 
as Floor Area;   

 
g. containing a minimum of 50 percent of PAOS that is landscaped (58,630 square 

feet);  
 

h. containing a minimum of 235 seats in the PAOS that is a ratio of no less than one 
(1) seat per 500 square feet of the provided PAOS. Seating shall include but not 
be limited to chairs, benches, and planters. Seating shall be permanent or 
moveable. For benches, two (2) linear feet of bench or seat-wall shall equal one 
(1) seat;  

 
i. seating placed with consideration to noontime sun and shade;   
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j. including of nine (9) focal points or gathering space of at least 500 square feet, 
as agreed upon by the applicant;  

 
k. inclusive of required setbacks along a public way;   

 
l. excludes the following uses: surface parking areas, open storage areas, private 

open space areas not accessible to the general public, swimming pools and spas 
unless open to the general public, loading docks and parking, driveway 
entrance/exit areas, sidewalks and parkways in the public right-of-way as of the 
date of the adoption of the Plan, and detached utility areas/pads; and  

 
m. includes a mix of passive and active recreational facilities designed to serve 

residents, employees, and visitors to Warner Center. PAOS shall include   
amenities for all ages such as one or more tot lots, community gardens, or other 
physical activity facilities to integrate shared spaces designed for gathering year-
round.  

 
n. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall prepare and 

execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for 
the Project and all successors. It shall include a detailed, dimensioned site plan 
and landscape plan demonstrating the required and provided PAOS areas and a 
comprehensive summary table showing compliance with the regulations 
contained in the applicable PAOS conditions herein. It should include information 
regarding the ongoing maintenance and operation of the open space areas and 
on-going public access through easement. A copy of the Covenant and 
Agreement shall be submitted to the case file prior to final signoff and kept with 
the file for this case.  

 

16. Park Fees and Land Dedication. As applicable, the applicant shall provide 

documentation that LAMC Section 12.33 Park Fees and Land Dedication requirements 

were satisfactorily arranged with the Department of Recreation and Parks.  

 

Note: Condition 27 of VTT-74891 stipulates that the requirements of LAMC 12.33 be 

fulfilled through the payment of in-lieu fees prior to the recordation of the final map. 

Payment of in-lieu fees may be on a phased-map basis. A suitable arrangement shall 

be made, satisfactory to the Department of Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said 

payment of in-lieu fees. (RAP) 

 
17. New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAP) 

  
a. The Project shall provide a New Street, which shall connect with each public 

street at a minimum of one (1) discrete point and as follows:  
 

i. A minimum 64-foot right-of-way (inclusive of roadway width, paved 
sidewalk width, and parkway width) shall be provided.  
  

ii. A maximum roadway width of 36 feet shall be provided.. except where the 
street approaches the De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard 
intersections, where the street may be wider to accommodate 
additional lane and turn lanes, consistent with “Exhibit A.”  
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iii. A minimum paved sidewalk width of six (6) feet on each side of the 
roadway shall be provided.  

  
iv. A minimum parkway width of eight (8) feet on each side of the roadway 

shall be provided from the edge of the sidewalk to the edge of the roadway 
curb.  

  
v. Any connection to any public street shall be provided subject to review and 

approval of the Director in consultation with the City Engineer (Bureau of 
Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of 
Transportation.  

  
vi. Access for motorized vehicles and parking shall be permitted.  

  
vii. Pedestrian amenities, including but not limited to benches, information and 

retail kiosks, water features, and trash cans, shall be provided and shall 
occupy a minimum of five (5) percent of the total surface area of each New 
Street.  

  
viii. Lighting shall be provided subject to the approval of the Director in 

consultation with the Bureau of Street Lighting.  
  

ix. Open public access and right of travel shall be provided at all times.  
 

b. The Project shall provide two (2) Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAP), as agreed 
upon by the applicant, as follows:  
  

i.An east/west PAP to connect De Soto Avenue (from the southeast corner 
of the Project Site) to Burbank Boulevard (at the western portion of the 
Project Site).    

  
ii.A north/south PAP between Buildings 5 and 6.  

  
iii.A minimum 20-foot right-of-way shall be provided.  

  
iv.Any connection to any public street shall be provided subject to review and 

approval of the Director in consultation with the City Engineer (Bureau of 
Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of 
Transportation.  

  
v.Only non-motorized vehicles shall be permitted (except for emergency 

vehicle uses during an emergency).  
  

vi.A minimum 10-foot wide pathway clear of obstructions shall be provided; 
permeable surface treatments may be incorporated.  

  
vii.Lighting shall be provided subject to the approval of the Director in 

consultation with the Bureau of Street lighting.  
  

viii.A minimum of twenty-five percent (25%) of the total square-footage devoted 
for the Pedestrian Adapted Pathways shall be landscaped (with plantings).  
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ix.Open access to the public shall be provided from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m., seven 
days per week, at a minimum.  

 
18. Automobile Parking 

 
a. Residential Parking. For the Project’s Residential use, the Project shall provide 

1,627 Residential spaces, that includes 1,270 standard-sized spaces including one 
(1) full-sized surface-lot space, 181 compact-sized spaces, 136 tandem-sized 
spaces, and no less than 41 accessible spaces. Sizes of spaces to follow the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code requirements. The Project shall not exceed 1,627 
Residential parking spaces total for the development. These spaces shall be 
counted separately from Non-Residential spaces.  
 
Phase 5, Building 5 shall have 42 Residential Guest Parking garage spaces 
inclusive of the total number of spaces permitted for Residential Use. Prior to final 
signoff, the applicant shall provide revised plans that demonstrate that the Guest 
Parking spaces will be clearly marked and reserved for guest parking only. The 
Guest Parking spaces shall not be used for accessory commercial uses or delivery 
uses.  
 

b. Non-Residential Parking. For the Project’s Non-Residential use, the Project shall 
provide a minimum of 3921 Non-Residential spaces that includes a minimum of 
3430 spaces designated for Office use, a minimum of 308 spaces designated for 
Commercial use, exactly 183 spaces designated for Hotel use, and a minimum of 
152 spaces as designated accessible spaces. The spaces shall also be per size a 
minimum of the following quantities unless noted: 3,170 standard-sized garage 
spaces, 477 compact-sized garage spaces, zero (0) tandem sized garage spaces, a 
minimum of 151 accessible garage spaces, 41 standard-sized surface-lot or New 
Street spaces, two (2) compact-sized surface-lot spaces, zero (0) tandem sized 
surface-lot spaces, and a minimum of one (1) accessible surface-lot spaces. Sizes 
of spaces to follow the Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements. The project shall 
not exceed 3,921 Non-Residential spaces total for the development. These spaces 
shall be counted separately from Residential spaces.  
 

c. New Street Parking. The New Street spaces associated with the Non-Residential 
uses shall not be calculated into the Project’s total parking count if the amount of 
spaces being provided equals the maximum amount of parking allowed for the 
Project. Any parking on a New Street shall not count toward any maximum 
parking limitations, as stated in Section 6.2.3.3(d). 

 
d. Disabled Parking. The accessible spaces associated with the Residential and Non-

Residential uses shall not be calculated into the Project’s total parking count if the 
amount of spaces being provided equals the maximum amount of parking allowed 
for the Project.  

 
e. Setback Parking. The project shall not include surface parking in the front 

setbacks. 
 

19. Bicycle Parking.  
 

a. Residential. The Project shall provide 87 short-term and 576 long-term bicycle 
parking spaces for Residential use. Prior to final signoff for Phases 1, 2, 4, 5, and 
6 each, the applicant shall submit revised plans for the phase in which they are 
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seeking signoff showing facilities for employee showers in association with the 
bicycle parking. These spaces shall be counted separately from Non-Residential 
spaces. Hotel use bicycle parking spaces are counted in this subsection as they 
considered as part of the Residential Uses in LAMC Section 12.21 A.16 

 
b. Non-Residential. The Project shall provide 177 short-term and 294 long-term 

bicycle parking spaces for Non-Residential that includes. Prior to final signoff for 
each and every phase, the applicant shall submit revised plans for the phase in 
which they are seeking signoff showing facilities for employee and occupant 
showers and personal lockers in association with the bicycle parking. The Non-
Residential bicycle parking spaces shall be counted separately from Residential 
spaces and follow size and design regulations as outlined in the LAMC.  

 
20. Landscape. Prior to signoff, revised landscape plans or proof of compliance shall be 

provided to show: 
 

a. Compliance with the instructions on Form CP-6730 including 
 

i. The name, address, phone number, and email address of the 
landscape professional who prepared the plans; 

 
ii. The notation of existing and replacement street trees;  

 
iii. The dimensions of all open space areas; 

 
iv. All plants proposed keyed to the landscape plan; 

 
v. Height at planting; 

 
vi. Quantity of each proposed plant being planted; 

 
vii. Notes indicating a height of at least 35 feet and the age to maturity 

(maximum of 10 years) for a portion of the trees proposed; 
 

viii. WUCOLS classification for all plants; 
 

b. A minimum of 30% of the required setback areas landscaped; 
 

c. Trees planted at a ratio of every 30 linear feet in the setback area adjacent to the 
parking structures;  

 
d. Climbing vines planted on the façade of the daylighted portions of a structure’s 

parking.  
 

e. The use of shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls of 
daylighted portions of a structure’s parking; 
 

f. shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls throughout the 
Project site and in each phase; 

 
g. At the live-work units, landscaped setbacks with any or all of the following: 

walkways, porches, raised planters and other solid walls up to three (3) feet 
above sidewalk elevation, and transparent fences up to four (4) feet above 
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sidewalk elevation; 
 

h. All planted areas within a Project serviced by automatic irrigation systems and 
conforming to the City’s water conservation requirements as prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect; 

 
i. Use of a high-efficiency “smart” irrigation system, which includes a weather-

based controller, and, where feasible, in-line drip and bubblers, rather than 
overhead spray.  Where overhead spray is used, heads should have low-
precipitation nozzles to reduce run-off; 

 
j. Plants identified as California Friendly by the Metropolitan Water District’s Be 

Water Wise program (www.bewaterwise.com) for at least 50 percent of the plant 
materials used. The landscape plan shall incorporate Southern California native 
plant species. Please refer to the Theodore Payne Foundation 
(www.theodorepayne.org) to access their Native Plant Database; 

 
k. 50% of the trees in the non-PAOS open space areas as canopy trees that 

provide shade. Native, drought tolerant, species with a low WUCOLS level are 
preferred. Bamboo and Palm tree varieties shall not be counted toward this 
requirement;   

 
l. Seating in plazas and courtyards independent of PAOS, indicating amount 

provided; 
 

m. That the Project treats 100 percent of the 85th percentile storm and provide 
detentions capacity to retain a rainfall intensity of 0.5 inches/hour or other Code 
requirement if the latter is more restrictive, to the satisfaction of the Bureau of 
Sanitation. On-site infiltration is the preferred method of treatment. 

 
n. Additionally, the Project shall use permeable paving for at least 75 percent of all 

hardscape areas to the extent allowed by other agencies, and in the PAOS areas 
plant deciduous trees as the most effective means of providing comfortable 
access to sun and shade.   

 
21. Supplemental Urban Design Guidelines. Prior to signoff, revised plans shall be 

provided as follows: 
  
a. Lighting and Security. The applicant shall submit revised elevations that show all 

and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the structure(s), shielded to 
reduce glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from the sky and 
windows of residential units.  
 

b. Landscaping Requirements for Parking Facilities.  
 

i. Surface Parking. Prior to final signoff for each phase, the Project shall 
submit updated landscape plans that show:  

 
1. A minimum of one (1) canopy tree for every four (4) new parking 

spaces. These trees at the time of planting shall each be evergreen 
shade-producing trees, in a minimum 24-inch box and, a minimum two 
(2) inches in trunk caliper width, a minimum ten (10) feet in height as 
measured from the ground after it is planted, and expected to be at the 
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point of maturity a minimum of 30 feet and maximum of 50 feet in height 
with a tree canopy of 20 to 40 feet in diameter.  

 
2. The required canopy trees distributed throughout the parking area at a 

minimum ratio of one (1) tree within every 10 feet of any parking space. 
The distribution shall not preclude groups or clusters of trees located 
throughout the parking lot.  

 
3. Solar structures in-lieu of the canopy trees at the discretion of the 

Project and the Director of Planning. 
 

ii. Any Portion of a Building Used for Parking. Prior to final signoff for each 
phase, the Project shall submit updated elevations and/or landscape plans 
for the applicable phase that is seeking signoff that show:  
 
1. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures not adjacent to a 

street (public or private) or PAP, a width of at least five (5) feet in the 
landscaped setbacks for areas. 
 

2. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures adjacent to a street 
(public or private) or PAP, landscaping within the setbacks required for 
the Commerce District that includes a berm, hedge, or combination of 
the two, measuring at least 36 inches in height not including openings. 
 

3. Trees planted in the setback area at a ratio of one (1) tree every 30 
linear feet for the length of the day-lighted portions of parking in 
structures. 
 

4. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures, the material 
proposed for screening headlight and noise impacts on adjacent 
properties.  

 
5. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures, climbing vines on 

the ground floor façade and any floors thereafter.  
 

c. Utilities.  Prior to final sign off for Phase 1, the Project shall submit revised plans 
that show utility lines within the public right-of-ways placed underground, subject to 
the standards of the Bureau of Street Services. The Project shall also show plans 
that provide on-site all infrastructure that is necessary for the future placement of 
underground utilities off-site, as approved by the Department of Building and Safety.  
(B&S) (BOE) 
 

d. Articulation of Building Facades. Prior to final signoff for each phase, the Project 
shall submit revised plans and/or elevations that show for facades longer than 250 
horizontal feet within 50 feet of required setbacks (excluding parking structures) the 
following: 

 
i. Depth variation measurements that show that 15% of the façade is 

different than the rest on the same elevation.  
 

ii. Depth variation to a minimum structural height of 35 feet. 
 

iii. Each depth variation a minimum five (5) horizontal feet in length. 
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22. LEED Silver. The Project shall be designed to meet the equivalent green standards of 

LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) at the Silver Level, in addition 
to the City’s Green Building and any other applicable regulations relating to 
sustainability standards.  (Note: the project is subject to the most current version of 
LEED at the time of the Planning clearance on the building permit).   

 
23. Green Building Ordinance.  Prior to Planning clearance for each phase, the Project 

shall submit evidence that it complies with the City’s Green Building Ordinance No. 
182,849.  (B&S/DCP) 

 
24. Solar Reflectance Index (SRI). Prior to Planning clearance for each phase, an 

updated roof plan shall be submitted showing the slope of the roof as having a 
maximum slope of 2:12, and illustrating the percentage of the roof with an SRI equal to 
or greater than 78 for at least 75 percent of the roof area.  (B&S) 

 
25. Design Guidelines. 

 
a. Ground Floor Use. The Project shall include commercial space Non-

Residential use on the ground floor on De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. 
 

b. Neighbor Impacts. Prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised plans 
showing: 

 
i. The location on the exterior of all mechanical equipment including the 

roof, with screens shielding it from public view or placed entirely 
underground. 
 

ii. The location of the ventilation intakes and exhausts on the exterior 
located more than 20 vertical and horizontal feet from the sidewalk and 
directing air flow away from the public realm. 

 
iii. Metal surfaces on the exterior noted as having a matte finish or other 

finish that minimizes glare or reflection.  
 

iv. Antennas and satellite dishes screened. Cable and satellite services 
should be provided through a single source that serves individual units 
throughout the entire complex through wired connections that are 
contained within building walls. 

 
c. On-Site Trees. The Project proposes to remove 569 on-site trees, 542 of which 

are greater than 4 inches of diameter at breast height. Pursuant to the Specific 
Plan, as replacement for the loss of any on-site trees, replace trees greater than 
10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above 
surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate 
local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. Prior to Planning clearance, plans shall be 
revised to illustrate the planting of the 1,084 on-site trees proposed in “Exhibit A”. 

 
26. Site Access and Internal Circulation.  Prior to the issuance of any building permit for 

the Project, a site plan shall be submitted to the DOT’s Valley Development Review 
Section (6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 320, Van Nuys, CA) in coordination with 
Valley Project Planning Division of the Department of City Planning for review and 
approval of driveways, loading/unloading areas, parking, and internal circulation.  
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(DOT) 
 

27. Mobility Fee.  Pursuant to Section 7 and Appendix D of the Specific Plan, the final 
determination to pay a Mobility Fee will be calculated using the Appendix D Mobility 
Fee Table in effect at time of deemed complete building permit issuance. In 
accordance with Section 7.3.2.1, the Project is entitled to a credit against the Mobility 
Fee for the previous use that existed on the site on January 1, 2008.  The final Mobility 
Fee, including these credits, will be calculated by DCP after final square footage totals 
for the Project uses are determined through the Plan Check process by Building and 
Safety.  Based on the Preliminary Mobility Fee estimate, it is anticipated that the 
Project will incur a Mobility Fee of approximately $10,579,833.  Adjustments and/or 
credits may be applied to the Mobility Fee estimate, which is pending final review and 
approval by LADOT. (B&S/DOT) 

 
28. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Options. Prior to the issuance of any 

building, foundation, grading, demolition, change of use or use of land permit for the 
Project, the Applicant and/or property owner(s) shall select one of the two options: 
submittal of a TDM Plan to the City or membership in a Transportation Management 
Organization or similar organization. Depending on the option selected, the Project 
shall be cleared according to the following in accordance with WC 2035 Plan 
Section 5.3.3.1.1.(d): 

 
a. Submittal of a Final TDM Plan to the City: Prior to the issuance of any Project 

approval, the Project applicant and/or the property owner(s) (including resident 
associations) of the lot where the Project is located shall submit to DOT an 
application for review and approval of a TDM plan. DOT shall review and 
approve or disprove a TDM plan within 90 days after the date of submittal of a 
complete application. Any plan not approved or disapproved by the end of this 
90-day period shall be deemed approved. A TDM plan shall include the minimum 
elements outlined in Section 7.8.1.1. OR (DOT)  
 

b. Transportation Management Organization (TMO): Prior to the issuance of any 
building, foundation, grading, demolition, change of use or use of land permit for 
the Project, the Applicant shall join a Transportation Management Organization 
(TMO) or an equivalent organization. Proof of membership in good standing shall 
be required at the time of building permit clearance. A member in good standing 
shall include minimum specifications outlined in Section 7.8.1.2, which implement 
the TMO's overall TDM goals and objectives. (DOT) 
 

29. Warner Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee.  Pursuant to Section 9 of the 
Specific Plan, if the valuation of the Project’s building permit for any land use is 
$500,000 or more, the applicant shall be assessed a Warner Center Cultural Amenities 
Development Fee at the same rate as the Citywide Arts Development Fee. In regards 
to this Project, LAMC Section 91.107.4.6 sets the fee for Office at $1.57 per square 
foot resulting in an estimated amount of $1,790,971.22 for 1,140,746 square feet; 
Retail Projects at $1.31 per square foot resulting in an estimated amount of 
$112,063.95 for 85,545 square feet, and Hotels at $0.52 per square foot resulting in an 
estimated amount of $79,595.88 for 153,069 square feet. The estimated total is 
$1,982,631.05. All fees collected from the Applicant shall be conveyed by the 
Department of Building and Safety to the Treasurer for deposit into the Warner Center 
Cultural Amenities Trust Fund (Fund 577), pursuant to Ordinance No. 184,838, which 
is to be administered by the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Committee per Section 
9.5.  A record of such conveyance shall be provided by the applicant to the 
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Department of City Planning following the issuance of building permit(s) and the 
payment of the fee.  (B&S/DCP) 

 
Environmental Conditions (Addition or New Construction) 
 

AES-1: All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 
recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and 
maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic 
irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the 
satisfaction of the decision maker. 

AES-2:  Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe 
and sanitary condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, 
rubbish, garbage, trash, overgrown vegetation or other similar material, 
pursuant to LAMC Section 91.8104. 

AES-3:  The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when 
such graffiti is visible from a public street or alley, pursuant to LAMC 
Section 91.8104.15. 

AES-4:  Multiple temporary signs in the store windows and along the building 
walls are not permitted. 

AES-7:  All signs shall meet the following criteria: 

a)  The building and ground area around signs shall be properly 
maintained at all times. All unused mounting structures, hardware 
and wall perforations from any previous sign shall be removed and 
building surfaces shall be restored to their original condition. 

b)  All signage copy shall be properly maintained and kept free from 
damaged sign material and other unsightly conditions, including 
graffiti. 

c)  Any sign structure shall be at all times kept in good repair and 
maintained in a safe and sound condition and in conformance with 
all applicable codes. 

d)  Razor wire, barbed wire, concertina wire or other barriers 
preventing unauthorized access to any sign, if any, shall be 
hidden from public view. 

e)  The signage copy must be repaired or replaced immediately upon 
tearing, ripping, or peeling or when marred or damaged by graffiti. 

f)  No access platform, ladder, or other service appurtenance, visible 
from the sidewalk, street or public right-of-way, shall be installed 
or attached to any sign structure. 

g)  Existing signs that are no longer serving the current tenants, 
including support structures, shall be removed and the building 
facades originally covered by the signs shall be 
repaired/resurfaced with materials and colors that are compatible 
with the facades. 



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           C-61 
 
 

 

AES-8:  The material, construction, mounting, and adhesive methods of all 
proposed signage shall be subject to the approval of the Fire Department 
and the Department of Building and Safety. 

AES-9:  All lighting related to construction activities shall be shielded or directed to 
restrict any direct illumination onto property located outside of the 
construction area boundaries that is improved with light-sensitive uses. 

AES-10:  Exterior lighting shall incorporate fixtures and light sources that focus light 
onto project sites to minimize light trespass. 

AES-11:  Lighting of individual phases of the Project shall comply with LAMC 
Section 93.0117.  As such, lighting shall not cause more than two 
footcandles of lighting intensity or direct glare from the light source at any 
residential property. 

AES-12:  All buildings, parking structures, and signage shall be prohibited from the 
using highly reflective building materials such as mirrored glass in exterior 
façades.  Examples of commonly used non-reflective building materials 
include cement, plaster, concrete, metal, and non-mirrored glass, and 
would likely include additional materials as technology advances in the 
future. 

AES-13:  Buildings shall not include large areas of reflective surfaces that could 
reflect light from signage into surrounding areas. No high brightness 
special effects lighting with brightness levels that shall exceed the lighting 
levels of permitted signage would be allowed. Buildings, signage or 
thematic elements shall not incorporate reflective building materials or 
provide a source of auto headlight-related glare in proximity to glare 
sensitive uses. 

AES-14:  Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential uses. 

AES-15:  The exteriors of buildings shall be constructed of materials such as high 
performance tinted non-reflective glass and/or pre-cast concrete or 
fabricated wall surfaces. 

AES-16:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for signage displays for each phase 
of the Project, a lighting design expert shall develop plans and 
specifications for the proposed lighting displays, to identify maximum 
luminance levels for the displays.  The City and lighting expert shall 
review and monitor the installation and testing of the displays, in order to 
insure compliance with all City lighting regulations and these mitigation 
measures. 

AES-17:  The Applicant (and successor) and/or its lighting design expert shall 
implement the following protocol to determine compliance with all City 
lighting regulations and these mitigation measures no later than 6 months 
after certificate of occupancy: 

a)  A representative testing site shall be established on or next to 
those light sensitive receptors that have the greatest exposure to 
signage lighting on each facades of a development. 
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b)  A light meter mounted to a tripod at eye level, facing project 
buildings, should be calibrated and measurements should be 
taken to determine ambient light levels with the sign on. 

c)  An opaque object (a board) should be used to block out the view 
of the sign from the light meter, at a distance of at least 4 feet 
away from the tripod and blocking the light meter’s view of the 
building.  A reading should be taken to determine the ambient light 
levels with the sign off. 

d)  The difference between the two would be the amount of light the 
sign casts onto the sensitive receptor. 

e)  An alternate acceptable method to measure light levels would be 
to use the same tripod and same light meter, but to turn on and off 
the signage.  This method takes more coordination, but is more 
accurate. 

AES-27  The Applicant (or successors as appropriate) shall submit a conceptual 
signage and lighting design plan to the Department of City Planning to 
establish lighting standards and guidelines. 

AQ-1:   The Project shall use soil binders on soils exposed for extended periods 
of time (more than two weeks) to reduce fugitive dust. In addition, the 
Project shall include the following measures as applicable and feasible for 
each phase of the Project: 

1. Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, 
during all phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic 
flow. 

2. Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction 
trucks and equipment, on-and off-site.   

3. Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or 
sensitive receptor areas. 

4. Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community 
liaison concerning on-site construction activity including 
resolution of issues related to PM10 generation. 

5. Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure 
that all vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and 
maintained according to manufacturers' specifications. 

6. Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than 
that required under AQMD Rule 1113. 

7. Construct or build with materials that do not require painting.  

8. Require the use of pre-painted construction materials.  

9. Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., 
material delivery trucks and soil import/export). 
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10. During project construction, all internal combustion 
engines/construction equipment operating on the project site 
shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions standards, or 
higher, according to the following: 

 

• All off road diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission 
standards, where available.  In addition, all 
construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT 
devices certified by CARB.  Any emissions control 
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be 
achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy 
for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB 
regulations. 

• A copy of each unit's certified tier specification, BACT 
documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating 
permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization of 
each applicable unit of equipment.  

• Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD 
"SOON" funds.  Incentives could be provided for those 
construction contractors who apply for AQMD "SOON" 
funds.  The "SOON" program provides funds to 
accelerate cleanup of off-road diesel vehicles, such as 
heavy-duty construction equipment.  More information 
on this program can be found at the following website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/programs/business/busine
ss-detail?title=off-road-diesel-engines. 

11. Other measures as applicable that may be recommended by 
SCAQMD on their web site or elsewhere: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-
analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-
efficiencies. 

AQ-2:   The Applicant shall ensure that ground cover be reestablished on 
construction sites through seeding and watering on completion of 
construction (or if sites are to remain undeveloped for more than a year) 
for each phase of the Project.  

AQ-3:   The Applicant shall ensure that trucks leaving construction sites be 
washed to reduce track-out dirt and dust.  

AQ-4:   The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to 
construction personnel.  

AQ-5:   The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize 
interference with traffic lanes.  
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AQ-6:   The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the 
vicinity of each construction site.  

AQ-7:   The Applicant and City Departments shall require the use of flag people 
during construction to guide traffic properly.  

AQ-8:   The Applicant shall ensure that construction activities that could affect 
roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods.  

AQ-9:   Project construction personnel (as well as City construction personnel 
associated with construction of roadway and other infrastructure) shall 
ensure that that construction vehicles avoid, to the extent feasible, travel 
on streets immediately adjacent to Canoga Park High School, Woodland 
Hills Academy Middle School and Hart Elementary School throughout the 
construction phase for each phase of the Project to reduce potentially 
significant project specific and cumulative construction-related air quality 
impacts. The Applicant shall ensure that haul routes are designed to 
comply with this measure.  

AQ-10:   Each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School shall be subject to a construction fee that 
provides for funding for the replacement of air filters at the beginning and 
at the conclusion of construction in any air conditioning units at the 
affected school site.  

AQ-11:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall provide advance notification 
of the Project's anticipated general construction schedule and a specific 
schedule for site grading and preparation activities, and shall allow the 
affected school 15 days to review and comment on the schedule. In 
addition, any such project phase shall be required to provide personnel 
on a daily basis to wash the playground, lunch areas, and seating areas 
at the affected school site during active grading and earth moving phases 
of the construction, as coordinated with the appropriate school 
administrative staff.  

AQ-12:  For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall, as a condition of the Project 
Permit Compliance Review, execute a covenant to implement feasible 
mitigation measures, including all measures identified above.  

AQ-13:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall contribute a fair share to the 
Warner Center Air Quality Trust Fund by paying the Construction Air 
Quality Impact Assessment (CAQIA) fee prior to the issuance of any 
building, demolition, grading or foundation permit. The CAQIA Fee shall 
be $0.10 per square foot of proposed surface area disturbed or greater as 
may be identified in a subsequent fair share study.  

AQ-22:   All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 

BIO-1:  The development of the Project shall avoid disturbance of any nests 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: If construction activities (i.e., 
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removal of trees or shrubs) are scheduled to occur during the non-
breeding season (September 1 through January 31), no mitigation is 
required. If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the 
breeding season (February 1 through August 31), the project proponent 
will implement the following measures to avoid potential adverse effects 
on birds covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 

• No more than two weeks prior to construction, a qualified wildlife 
biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys of all potential nesting 
habitat within 500 feet of construction activities where access is 
available. 

• If active nests are found during preconstruction surveys, the project 
proponent will create a no disturbance buffer (acceptable in size to the 
CDFG) around active raptor nests and nests of other special-status 
birds during the breeding season, or until it is determined that all 
young have fledged. Typical buffers include 500 feet for raptors and 
250 feet for other nesting birds. The size of these buffer zones and 
types of construction activities restricted in these areas may be further 
modified during coordination and in consultation with the CDFG and 
will be based on existing noise and human disturbance levels at the 
project site. Nests initiated during construction are presumed to be 
unaffected, and no buffer would be necessary. However, the "take" 
(mortality, severe disturbance to, etc.) of any individual birds will be 
prohibited. 

• If preconstruction surveys indicate that nests are inactive or potential 
habitat is unoccupied during the construction period, no further 
mitigation is required. Trees and shrubs within the construction 
footprint that have been determined to be unoccupied by birds 
covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or that are located outside 
the no-disturbance buffer for active nests may be removed. 

BIO-2:  Replacement for the loss of any protected trees shall be required in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance: Replace all 
on-site trees to ensure continuation of the urban forest. Replace all non-
native trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast 
height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-
invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For 
native species, source materials should be from seeds or cuttings 
gathered within coastal southern California to ensure local provenance.  

CUL-3:  Archaeological monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, of grading of 
subsurface materials not previously disturbed, shall be undertaken. If 
buried cultural resources are discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if 
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures. If during cultural 
resources monitoring the qualified archaeologist determines that the 
sediments being excavated are previously disturbed or unlikely to contain 
significant cultural materials, the qualified archaeologist can specify that 
monitoring be reduced or eliminated will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are implemented. 
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CUL-4:  If cultural resources are discovered during construction activities, the 
Project’s construction contractor will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are Implemented. 

[The end of the sentence was inadvertently omitted in Mitigation Measure 
WC-CUL-4 in the Specific Plan FEIR, so the remainder of that sentence 
below was completed with text from the equivalent Specifc Plan DEIR 
mitigation measure (Specific Plan DEIR, p. 4.4-13, Specific Plan FEIR, p. 
V-13).] 

CUL-5:  If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities on the Project Site, the Project will comply 
with State laws relating to the disposition of Native American burials that 
fall within the jurisdiction of the California Native American Heritage 
Commission (Public Resources Code Section 5097). According to 
California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one 
location constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native 
American cemeteries is a felony (Section 7052). Section 7050.5 requires 
that excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains 
until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native 
American. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the 
coroner must contact the California Native American Heritage 
Commission to determine the most likely descendent(s). The most likely 
descendent shall determine the most appropriate means of treating the 
human remains and any associated grave artifacts, and shall oversee 
disposition of the human remains and associated artifacts by the project 
archaeologists. 

CUL-6:  A qualified paleontological monitor shall monitor excavation activities 
below previously disturbed materials for the Project on the Project Site. 
The qualified paleontological monitor shall retain the option to reduce 
monitoring with respect to any project phase if, in his/her professional 
opinion, potentially fossiliferous units, are not found to be present or, if 
present, are determined by qualified paleontological personnel to have 
low potential to contain fossil resources. 

GEO-1:  The Applicant is required to prepare detailed geotechnical investigations 
that address site-specific geologic constraints of the site including soil 
conditions (including liquefaction and expansive soils) and stability.  The 
study shall include recommendations related to erosion control and other 
site-specific conditions including seismicity for construction of individual 
projects. 

GEO-2:  The Project shall be constructed in compliance with the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and California Building Code and other applicable 
regulations. 

GEO-3:  Unless otherwise specified by the City, for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall demonstrate compliance with specific recommendations 
for grading, foundation design, retaining wall design, temporary 
excavations, slabs on grade, site drainage, asphalt concrete pavement 
and interlocking pavers, design review, construction monitoring and 
geotechnical testing as identified in a site-specific geotechnical study, to 
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the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, as conditions to 
issuance of any grading and building permits with respect to such phase. 

GEO-4:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with the 
following Department of Building and Safety requirements (if not already 
covered by mitigation measure GEO-3), prior to issuance of a grading 
permit for such phase of the Project: 

• Prior to the issuance of a grading permit by the Department of 
Building and Safety for each phase of the Project, the consulting 
geologist and soils engineer for the Project shall review and approve 
project grading plans with respect to such phase. This approval shall 
be conferred by signature on the plans which clearly indicate the 
geologist and/or soils engineer have reviewed the plans prepared by 
the design engineer and that the plans include the recommendations 
contained in the report. 

• Prior to the commencement of grading activities for each phase of the 
Project, a qualified geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist 
shall be employed with respect to such phase for the purpose of 
observing earthwork procedures and testing fills for conformance to 
the recommendations of the City Engineer, approved grading plans, 
applicable grading codes, and the geotechnical report approved to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

• During construction of each phase of the Project, all grading shall be 
carefully observed, mapped and tested by the project engineer.  All 
grading shall be performed under the supervision of a licensed 
engineering geologist and/or soils engineer in accordance with 
applicable provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and 
California Building Code and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 
and the Department of Building and Safety. 

• Any recommendations prepared by the consulting geologist and/or 
soils engineer for each phase of the Project for correction of geologic 
hazards, if any, encountered during grading shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety for approval prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the applicable phase of the Project. 

• Grading and excavation activities shall be undertaken in compliance 
with all relevant requirements of the California Division of Industrial 
safety, the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 and the 
Construction Safety Act. 

GEO-5:  The Project shall conform to applicable criteria set forth in the 
Recommended Lateral Force Requirements and Commentary by the 
Structural Engineers Association of California. 

GEO-6:  Each phase of the Project shall be designed to conform to the City of Los 
Angeles Seismic Safety Plan and additional seismic safety requirements 
not encompassed by compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
and California Building Code and Grading Ordinance as may be identified 
by the Department of Building and Safety prior to Plan Check approval on 
each building. 



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           C-68 
 
 

 

GEO-7:  The structural design of each project building shall comply with the 
seismic standards of the most recent applicable California Building Code 
according to the seismic zone and construction type. 

GEO-8: For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall ensure that during 
inclement periods of the year, when rain is threatening (between 
November 1 and April 15 per the Los Angeles Building Code, Sec. 7002.), 
an erosion control plan that identifies BMPs shall be implemented on the 
Project Site to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety to 
minimize potential erosion during construction.  The erosion control plan 
shall be a condition to issuance of any grading permit for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 

GEO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that appropriate erosion control and drainage 
devices are incorporated to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 
and Safety.  Such measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-
channels, and inlet and outlet structures. 

GEO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that if temporary excavation slopes are to be 
maintained during the rainy season, all drainage shall be directed away 
from the top of the slope. No water shall be allowed to flow uncontrolled 
over the face of any temporary or permanent slope. 

GEO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that provisions are made for adequate surface 
drainage away from areas of excavation, as well as protection of 
excavated areas from flooding, on the Project Site. The grading 
contractor shall control surface water and the transportation of silt and 
sediment. 

GEO-12:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, 
including preparation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPP). As part of the SWPPP for each phase of the Project, Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) would be identified for construction to 
reduce soil erosion and pollutant levels to the maximum extent possible. 

AQ-4:   The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to 
construction personnel.  

AQ-5:   The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize 
interference with traffic lanes.  

AQ-6:   The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the 
vicinity of construction sites.  

AQ-7:   The Applicant shall use flag people during construction to guide traffic 
properly.  

AQ-8:   The Applicant shall require that construction activities that could affect 
roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods.  

AQ-22:   All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           C-69 
 
 

 

U-4:  The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 

includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 

waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 

• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less and 

self-closing 

• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 

• Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

• High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

• High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

• Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to point(s) 

of use, as feasible 

• Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

• Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 

concentration 

• Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

• Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses 

(irrigation, cooling towers, sanitary) 

• Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps or ice 

machines) 

• Irrigation shall include: 

− Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 

− Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped areas) 

− Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

− Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

− Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 

− Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 

tolerant plant materials 

− Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff. 

U-5:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify 
feasible and reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, 
including, but not limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for 
landscaping (should reclaimed water become available in Warner 
Center), drip irrigation, re-circulating hot water systems, water conserving 
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landscape techniques (such as mulching, installation of drip irrigation 
systems, landscape design to group plants of similar water demand, soil 
moisture sensors, automatic irrigation systems, clustered landscaped 
areas to maximize the efficiency of the irrigation system), water 
conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures and appliances, 
thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths and showers, and 
insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC requirements. 

U-6:  The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose watering 
of driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains to 
use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 

U-7:  The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions.  

U-8:  The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be 
installed to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the 
evening to reduce water losses from evaporation.  Sprinklers shall be 
reset to water less often in cooler months and during the rainfall season, 
so that water is not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-14:  During the design process for each phase of the Project, the Applicant 
shall consult with the Department of Water and Power, Energy Services 
Subsection and the Southern California Gas Company, the Commercial, 
Industrial or Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

HAZ-3:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall ensure that no hazardous materials 
are transported along Topanga Canyon Boulevard or Burbank Boulevard 
or within one-quarter mile of a school. 

HAZ-4:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall coordinate in advance of 
construction with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
and Fire Department to ensure that road closures (temporary or 
permanent) are identified and that alternate access and evacuation routes 
are determined in the event of an emergency and/or natural disaster. 

HAZ-5:  Each construction site and/or permanent facility storing hazardous 
materials shall comply with applicable regulations regarding storage, 
transport and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. 

HYDRO-1:  The Applicant shall comply with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
Ordinance. Construction contractors for the Project shall be required to 
control erosion and runoff as necessary through the use of site 
appropriate grading practices. Specifically, the construction contractor 
shall plan for and implement Best Management Practice (BMP) during 
each phase of construction to the satisfaction of the Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Engineering, Stormwater Management Division City of 
Los Angeles, and/or other designated responsible agencies/departments. 
(LID measures also require review and approval of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-2:  The Applicant shall ensure that structural design of the Project will be 
modified when possible to avoid the need for a permanent dewatering 
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system. When a permanent dewatering system is necessary, one or more 
of the following measures as per the Department of Building and Safety 
shall be followed: 

• Pumping water to a beneficial use on site (landscaping, decorative 
fountains or lakes, toilet flushing, cooling towers); or 

• Returning water to the groundwater basin by an injection well. 

HYDRO-3:  The Applicant shall provide sufficient area so that runoff can be collected 
in roadside vegetated swales, as appropriate and directed to existing curb 
and gutter or storm drains. In other areas, runoff shall be collected in 
gutters and directed to the storm drain systems. Swale design shall be 
coordinated with on-site hazardous materials issues as necessary. 

HYDRO-4:  The Applicant shall comply with applicable NPDES permit requirements, 
including preparation and implementation of a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for each phase of the Project in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water permit.  The 
SUSMP shall identify post development peak runoff, conserve natural 
areas, minimize stormwater pollutants, protect slopes and channels, and 
post construction Best Management Practices (BMP) and other items as 
required by the permit.  (SUSMP measures require review and approval 
of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-5:  The Applicant shall ensure that runoff from parking lots to be treated, as 
required by SUSMP regulations, prior to discharging into existing storm 
drain systems. 

HYDRO-6:  The Applicant shall ensure that all wastes from construction on the 
Project Site shall be disposed of properly.  Appropriately labeled recycling 
bins shall be used to recycle construction materials including: solvents, 
water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete; wood, 
and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill.  Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

HYDRO-7:  The Applicant shall ensure leaks, drips, and spills be cleaned up 

immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be 

washed away into the storm drains. 

HYDRO-8:  The Applicant shall prevent material spills from being hosed down at the 
pavement. Dry cleanup methods shall be required wherever possible. 

HYDRO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that dumpsters be covered and maintained. 
Uncovered dumpsters shall be required to be placed under a roof or 
covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

HYDRO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that where truck traffic is frequent, gravel 
approaches and dirt tracking devices shall be used to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

HYDRO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that all vehicle/equipment maintenance, 
repair, and washing shall be conducted away from storm drains.  All 
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major repairs shall be required to be conducted at an appropriate 
location. Drip pans or drop cloths shall be required to catch drips and 
spills. 

HYDRO-12:  Short-term water quality impacts may result from the construction of the 
proposed Project.  Each phase of project construction shall comply with 
the Construction General Activity Stormwater Permit (General Permit) 
and the City’s Development Construction Program pursuant to the 
NPDES Permit (Permit No. CA00401). Implementation of the General 
Permit and NPDES Permit programs will mitigate potential impacts to a 
level of insignificance. 

HYDRO-13:  Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494 specify Stormwater 
and Urban Runoff Pollution Control, which requires the application of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs).  Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code addresses grading, excavations, and fills. The 
Applicant must meet the requirements of the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) approved by Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for each phase of the Project, including the 
following (a copy of the SUSMP can be downloaded at: 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/). 

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

• Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not 
exceed the estimated predevelopment rate for developments where 
the increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in increased 
potential for downstream erosion. 

• Clearing and grading of native vegetation at the project site shall be 
limited to the minimum needed to build lots, allow access, and provide 
fire protection. 

• Trees and other vegetation at each site shall be maximized by 
planning additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and promoting 
the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. 

• Natural vegetation shall be promoted by using parking lot islands and 
other landscaped areas. 

• Any identified riparian areas shall be preserved. 

• Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices, such as interceptor 
terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as 
specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code will be 
incorporated. 

• Outlets of culverts, conduits or channels from erosion by discharge 
velocities shall be protected by installing a rock outlet protection.  
Rock outlet protection is physical devise composed of rock, grouted 
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riprap, or concrete rubble placed at the outlet of a pipe.  Sediment 
traps shall be installed below the pipe-outlet.  Inspect, repair, and 
maintain the outlet protection after each significant rain. 

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

• Impervious surface area will be reduced by using permeable 
pavement materials where appropriate.  These include pervious 
concrete/asphalt; unit pavers, i.e. turf block; and granular materials, 
i.e. crushed aggregates, cobbles. 

• Roof runoff systems will be installed where site is suitable for 
installation. 

• Messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into the 
storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets shall be painted. 

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

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

• Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained. 

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

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

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

• An efficient irrigation system shall be designed to minimize runoff 
including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; shutoff 
devices to prevent irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow 
reducers. 

• Cleaning of oily vents and equipment will be performed within 
designated covered area, sloped for wash water collection, and with a 
pretreatment facility for wash water before discharging to properly 
connected sanitary sewer with a CPI type oil/water separator.  The 
separator unit must be: designed to handle the quantity of flows; 
removed for cleaning on a regular basis to remove any solids; and the 
oil absorbent pads must be replaced regularly according to 
manufacturer's specifications. 

• Trash dumpsters will be stored both under cover and with drains 
routed to the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking and water tight 
dumpsters with lids.  Containers will be washed in an area with 
properly connected sanitary sewer. 

• Wastes, including paper, glass, aluminum, oil and grease will be 
reduced and recycled. 
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• Liquid storage tanks (drums and dumpsters) will be stored in 
designated paved areas with impervious surfaces in order to contain 
leaks and spills.  A secondary containment system such as berms, 
curbs, or dikes shall be installed.  Drip pans or absorbent materials 
whenever grease containers are emptied will be used. 

• The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the 
owners to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and 
or per manufacturer's instructions. 

NOI-3:   The Applicant shall restrict construction hours to hours between 7:00 a.m. 
and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. on Saturday. No noise-generating construction activities shall be 
allowed on Sundays or national holidays. 

NOI-4:   The Applicant shall ensure that noise-generating construction equipment 
be equipped with the most effective state-of-the-art noise control devices, 
i.e., mufflers, lagging, or motor enclosures.  All equipment shall be 
properly maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or 
improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

NOI-5:   The Applicant shall ensure that temporary noise barriers to be used and 
relocated, as needed, to block line-of-sight (sound) between the 
construction equipment and any noise sensitive receptors within 500 feet 
of a construction site. 

NOI-6:   The Applicant shall ensure that truck deliveries and haul routes, to the 
extent feasible, shall be directed away from the three LAUSD schools in 
the vicinity of Warner Center and not access construction sites from De 
Soto Avenue, along the lot line of Woodland Hills Academy Middle School 
or from Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Vanowen Street along the lot 
line of Canoga Park High School, or use Variel north of Warner Center to 
access project sites in Warner Center. 

NOI-7:  The Applicant shall notify schools in advance of construction activities.  

The construction manager's (or representative's) telephone number shall 

be provided with the notification so that each school may communicate 

any concerns. 

PS-1:  Adequate fire protection service levels shall be maintained through the 
addition of personnel and facilities as necessary to meet anticipated 
demand, and where appropriate, through project-specific on-site features 
that reduce the demand for such personnel and facilities. 

PS-2:  The Applicant shall submit for review and approval all project plans on a 
phase-by-phase basis to the LAFD to ensure that the applicable new 
building complies with current fire codes and LAFD requirements. 

PS-3:  The project building plans shall include the submittal of a plot plan on a 
phase-by-phase basis for approval by the LAFD prior to the recordation of 
the final map or the issuance of the first building permit for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 
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PS-4:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAFD and incorporate fire prevention 
and suppression features appropriate to the design of each phase of the 
Project. 

PS-5:  Plans and specifications shall be submitted to the LAFD on a phase-by-
phase basis and requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to 
commencement of any portion of the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-6:  Fire hydrants shall be installed on a phase-by-phase basis as appropriate 
that shall be fully operational and accepted by the LAFD prior to any 
building construction above grade. 

PS-7:  Plot plans shall indicate access driveways and roads and turning areas 
be reviewed and approved by the LAFD, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-8:  During each construction phase of the Project, emergency access shall 
remain clear and unobstructed. 

PS-9:  The Project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire 
Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of 
the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. 

PS-10:  All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet in 
area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

PS-11:  A Fire Flow analysis shall be prepared for each phase of the Project. The 
purpose of the analysis will be to determine whether the proposed public 
water system can deliver required fire flows to the public fire hydrants 
located in the area. Should fire flow be found to be inadequate with 
respect a project phase, the Applicant shall be required to comply with the 
requirements of LADWP (including construction of additional water supply 
lines within the project area, payment of a fee to cover fair share costs 
and/or other measures as deemed necessary by LADWP and/or LAFD) to 
ensure adequate fire flow. 

PS-12:  During construction, the Applicant shall implement security measures 
including security fencing, lighting, locked entry, and security patrol on the 
site. 

PS-13:  During the construction phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
adequate through access and emergency access to adjacent uses as 
necessary. 

PS-14:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD and comply with recommended 
security features for the construction site, including security fencing, 
locked entrances, lighting, and the use of a seven-day, 24-hour security 
patrol. 
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PS-16:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit 
regarding crime prevention features appropriate for the design of the 
Project and subsequently, shall submit plot plans on a phase-by-phase 
basis to the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit for review and comment.  The 
plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security and semi-
public and private spaces which may include but not be limited to access 
control to buildings, secured parking facilities, wall/fences with key 
systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public and private spaces, 
which may include access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, 
walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public space designed 
with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, 
location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, 
and provisions of security guard patrol if needed. These measures shall 
be approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of a building permit for the 
applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-17:  Upon completion of each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
the local Commanding Officer with access routes and other information 
with respect such phase that might facilitate police response, as 
requested by the LAPD. 

PS-18:  The Applicant shall provide project plans on a phase-by-phase basis to 
the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit to determine any additional crime 
prevention and security features appropriate to the design of the 
applicable phase of the Project.  Any additional design features identified 
by the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit shall be incorporated into the final 
design for the applicable phase of the Project and to the satisfaction of 
LAPD, prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for such phase of 
the Project. 

PS-19:  Each phase of the Project shall incorporate design guidelines relative to 
security, semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but not be 
limited to, access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, 
walls/fences with key systems, well illuminated public and semi-public 
space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of 
concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot 
traffic areas and provision of security guard patrol throughout the portion 
of the Project Site on which the applicable phase is located, if needed. 

PS-20:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall pay to the LAUSD the prevailing State Department of 
Education Development Fee for the applicable phase of the Project to the 
extent allowed by State law. School fees exacted from residential and 
commercial uses would help fund necessary school service and facilities 
improvements to accommodate anticipated population and school 
enrollment within the LAUSD service area, and would allow for the 
LAUSD to allocate these funds as they deem necessary. 

PS-21:  The Applicant shall comply with the open space regulations of the 
Specific Plan and also undertake one of the following: (1) dedicate 
additional parkland to meet the requirements of LAMC Section 17.12; (2) 
pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall; and/or (3) 
provide onsite improvements equivalent in value to said in lieu fees.  If 
any fees are collected, they should be spent within the Specific Plan area, 
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including, for example, within opportunity areas along the Los Angeles 
River. 

PS-22:  The Applicant shall offset the burden on the existing libraries through one 
of the following: (1) payment of a fee based on an established nexus 
between the Project, demand and the need for additional personnel and 
facilities on a phase-by-phase basis; (2) provision of onsite facilities 
commensurate with the demand generated; or (3) some combination of 
the foregoing. If any fees are collected, they should be spent within the 
Specific Plan area. 

TCR-1:   The Project Applicant shall retain a professional Native American monitor 
procured by the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians to 
observe all clearing, grubbing, and grading operations up to 5-feet below 
the surface of native soil, unless there is evidence to suggest cultural 
resources extend below the specified depth. 

• If cultural resources are encountered, the Native American 
monitor will have the authority to request ground disturbing 
activities cease within 60-feet of discovery to assess and 
document potential finds in real time. 

TCR-2:   The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on the disposition and 
treatment of any Tribal Cultural Resource encountered during the Project. 

TCR-3:   If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any 
activities associated with the Project, work in the immediate vicinity 
(within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County coroner 
shall be contacted. If the human remains are determined to be Native 
American in origin by the County coroner, the applicant shall immediately 
notify the Lead Agency, the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission 
Indians. 

U-1:  The Applicant shall be required to coordinate with the Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation in order to ensure that existing and/or 
planned sewer conveyance and treatment facilities are capable of 
meeting wastewater flow capacity requirements. In coordination with the 
Bureau of Engineering, the Applicant shall be required to identify specific 
on- and off-site improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to 
wastewater conveyance capacity are addressed prior to issuance of plans 
for each phase of construction. Sewer capacity clearance from the 
Department of Public Works will be required at the time that a sewer 
connection permit application is submitted for a construction phase. 

U-2:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP) in order to ensure that existing and/or 
planned water supply and water conveyance facilities are capable of 
meeting water demand/pressure requirements. In coordination with the 
LADWP, the Applicant will identify, with respect to each phase of the 
Project, specific onsite and offsite improvements needed to ensure that 
impacts related to water supply and conveyance demand/pressure 
requirements are addressed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the applicable project phase. Water supply and 
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conveyance demand/pressure clearance from the LADWP will be 
required at the time that a water connection permit application is 
submitted for the applicable phase of the Project. 

U-3:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department and Building Safety Department in order to ensure that 
existing and/or planned fire hydrants are capable of meeting fire flow 
demand/pressure requirements.  The issuance of building permits for 
each phase of the Project will be dependent upon submission, review, 
approval, and testing of fire flow demand and pressure requirements, as 
established by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department and Building 
Safety Department prior to occupancy of the applicable Project phase. 

U-4:  The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 
includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 
waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 

• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less and 
self-closing 

• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 

• Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

• High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

• High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

• Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to point(s) 
of use, as feasible 

• Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

• Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 
concentration 

• Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

• Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses 
(irrigation, cooling towers, sanitary) 

• Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps or ice 
machines) 

• Irrigation shall include: 

− Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 

− Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped areas) 

− Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

− Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

− Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 
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− Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 
tolerant plant materials 

− Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff 

U-5:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify 
feasible and reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, 
including, but not limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for 
landscaping (should reclaimed water become available in Warner 
Center), drip irrigation, re-circulating hot water systems, water conserving 
landscape techniques (such as mulching, installation of drip irrigation 
systems, landscape design to group plants of similar water demand, soil 
moisture sensors, automatic irrigation systems, clustered landscaped 
areas to maximize the efficiency of the irrigation system), water 
conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures and appliances, 
thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths and showers, and 
insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC requirements. 

U-6:  The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose watering 
of driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains to 
use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 

U-7:  The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions.  

U-8:  The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be 
installed to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the 
evening to reduce water losses from evaporation.  Sprinklers shall be 
reset to water less often in cooler months and during the rainfall season, 
so that water is not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-9:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to issuance of building 
permits, the Applicant shall pay any appropriate fees imposed by the 
Department of Building and Safety. A percentage of any such building 
permit fees will be contributed to the fire hydrant fund, which provides for 
Citywide fire protection improvements. 

U-10:  The Project shall remain within Citywide water budgets established by 
LADWP.  As required by LADWP, the Project may be required to provide 
for new water supply through a combination of water conservation (onsite 
and potentially offsite) and recycled water, such that the net increase in 
water demand (not including demand for recycled water) from Warner 
Center does not exceed the calculated demand anticipated for the City 
and/or Warner Center as appropriate and as documented in the City's 
most recent Urban Water Management Plan. 

U-11:  Any pumping and discharge or disposal of groundwater is considered to 
be a consumptive use. The Applicant shall report any pumping of 
groundwater to the Watermaster and LADWP shall be compensated for 
any loss of groundwater. In addition, reasonable efforts by the Applicant 
shall be made to beneficially use any extracted groundwater (for example 
cooling or irrigation). 
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U-12:  The Applicant shall ensure that the Project recycles and/or salvages at 
least 75% of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris, in 
addition to the preparation of a construction waste management plan that, 
at a minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal and 
whether the materials will be sorted on-site or comingled shall be 
developed and implemented. Excavated soil and land-clearing debris do 
not contribute to the amount of recycled/salvaged debris. Calculations 
can be done by weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout. 

U-13:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles' Department 
of Water and Power in order to ensure that existing and/or planned 
electrical facilities are capable of meeting electrical demand 
requirements. In coordination with the Department of Water and Power, 
the Applicant will be required to identify specific on- and off-site 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to electrical facility 
requirements are addressed prior to operation. Electrical facility design 
clearance from the Department of Water and Power will be required as 
established by the LADWP. 

U-14:  During the design process for each phase of the Project, the Applicant 
shall consult with the Department of Water and Power, Energy Services 
Subsection, and the Southern California Gas Company, the Commercial, 
Industrial or Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

U-15:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the Gas Company in order to ensure 
that existing and/or planned natural gas facilities are capable of meeting 
natural gas demand requirements. In coordination with the Gas 
Company, the Applicant will identify specific on- and off-site 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to natural gas 
facility requirements are addressed prior to operation of each phase of 
the Project. Natural gas facility design clearance from the Gas Company 
will be required for each phase of the Project as established by the Gas 
Company. 

Administrative Conditions 
 

1. Notations on Plans.  Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or 
notations required herein. 

 
2. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 

verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to 
clearance of any building permits, for placement in the subject file.   

 
3. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of 

the subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ 
herein.  

 
4. Department of Building and Safety.  The granting of this determination by the Director 

of Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or 
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modifications to plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of 
Building and Safety Plan Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or 
appearance of the project as approved by the Director, and which are deemed 
necessary by the Department of Building and Safety for Building Code compliance, shall 
require a referral of the revised plans back to the Department of City Planning for 
additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any permit in connection with those 
plans. 
 

5. Covenant and Agreement.  Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, 
a covenant acknowledging and agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions 
established herein shall be recorded in the County Recorder's Office.  The agreement 
(standard master covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and 
shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns.  The agreement with the 
conditions attached must be submitted to the Development Services Center for approval 
before being recorded.  After recordation, a certified copy bearing the Recorder's 
number and date shall be provided for attachment to the subject case file. 

 
6. Enforcement.  Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 

be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 
 
7. Expiration.  In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective 

date (the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be 
considered null and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent 
continuation of, construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this 
grant. 
 

8. Indemnification and Reimbursement Of Litigation Costs. Applicant shall do all of the 
following: 

 
(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against 

the City relating to or arising out of the City’s processing and approval of this 
entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, 
void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the 
environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit 
decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from inverse 
condemnation or any other constitutional claim. 
 

(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related 
to or arising out of the City’s processing and approval of the entitlement, 
including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of 
any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), 
damages, and/or settlement costs. 

 
(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 

notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit.  
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its 
sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the 
initial deposit be less than $50,000.  The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

 
(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits 

may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found 
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necessary by the City to protect the City’s interests.  The City’s failure to notice 
or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to 
reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

 
(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an 

indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent 
with the requirements of this condition. 

 
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense.  If the City fails to notify the applicant 
of any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City. 

 
The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s 
office or outside counsel.  At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own 
expense in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the 
applicant of any obligation imposed by this condition.  In the event the Applicant fails to 
comply with this condition, in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the 
action, void its approval of the entitlement, or take any other action.  The City retains the 
right to make all decisions with respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, 
including its inherent right to abandon or settle litigation. 

 
 For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 
   

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, 
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers. 

 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or 
local law. 

 
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City 
or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition. 
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MODIFIED FINDINGS FOR VTT-74891  
LETTER OF DETERMINATION 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 
 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, was prepared for the project 
and circulated on December 19, 2019.  The IS/MND found the following potential negative 
impacts, but found that all could be reduced to less than significant: 
 

Aesthetics; 
Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology and Soils; 
Green House Gas Emissions; 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
Hydrology and Water Quality; 
Noise; 
Public Services; 
Tribal Cultural Resources; and 
Utilities and Service Systems 

 
The Advisory Agency has reviewed the IS/MND No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated on 
December 19, 2019, all comments received, and the imposition of mitigation measures and the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the IS/MND.  The Advisory Agency finds that 
IS/MND tiers from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH No. 
1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 15168.  This 
IS/MND analyzes potential environmental impacts that were not examined as significant effects 
on the environment in the Warner Center PEIR; or were susceptible to substantial reduction or 
avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or 
other means.   
 
The Advisory Agency determines that revisions in the project were made and agreed to by the 
applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for public review which would avoid the 
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur.  The 
Advisory Agency finds that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before 
the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment and that 
the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City.  The Advisory Agency 
further finds mitigation measures have been made enforceable conditions on the project. 
 
In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB3180), the Deputy 
Advisory Agency has assured that the above identified mitigation measures will be implemented 
by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in Condition No. 40. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 
 
In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. VTT-74891 the Advisory 
Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63 of the 
State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes the prescribed findings 
as follows: 
 
(a) THE PROPOSED MAP IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND 

SPECIFIC PLANS. 
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The Land Use Element of the General Plan consists of the 35 Community Plans within 
the City of Los Angeles. The Community Plans establish goals, objectives, and policies 
for future developments at a neighborhood level. Additionally, through the Land Use 
Map, the Community Plan designates parcels with a land use designation and zone. The 
Land Use Element is further implemented through the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) and the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
 
The proposed subdivision is located within the areas governed by the Canoga Park-
Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan and the Warner Center 2035 
Specific Plan (WC 2035 Plan).  The General Plan Framework Element sets forth the 
long-term growth and development of the City of Los Angeles through its goals, 
objectives, and policies, which the City implements through its individual community 
plans and specific plans.   The proposed Project includes a mix of buildings and uses 
that are consistent with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan, 
including the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan.  A review of the relevant and 
applicable General Plan goals, objectives, and policies is presented below.  
 
 
General Plan Framework Element.  The land use designation for the Project Site is 
Regional Center Commercial.  Regional Centers, as defined in the Land Use Chapter 
(Chapter 3) of the Framework Element, "are intended to serve as the focal points of 
regional commerce, identity, and activity." Additionally, the definition in Chapter 3 
describes Regional Centers as "contain[ing] a diversity of uses such as corporate and 
professional offices, retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health 
facilities, major entertainment and cultural facilities and supporting services. Region-
serving retail commercial malls and retail services should be integrated where they 
complement and support the other uses in the Regional Center. The development of 
sites and structures integrating housing with commercial uses is encouraged in concert 
with supporting services, recreational uses, open spaces, and amenities." 
 
The Framework Element goes on to further describe the physical characteristics of 
Regional Centers, including "Areas containing mid- and high-rise structures sited on 
large independent lots, set back from the property frontages (e.g., Warner Center and 
most of Century City). Though inhibited by the separation of structures, it is encouraged 
that buildings and sites be designed to improve pedestrian activity within the center."   
 
Consistent with the definition and physical development for Regional Centers, the 
proposed Project is a mixed-use development on a 24-acre site that combines 
commercial office space, hotel, retail, restaurant, community space and multi-family 
(rental and ownership) housing in mid-rise and high-rise structures, with building 
setbacks that meet the applicable development regulations in the WC 2035 Plan, and 
provides pedestrian adapted pathways throughout the Project Site to maintain 
pedestrian connectivity between the new buildings and the adjacent properties and 
street frontages.  
 
Goal 3F of the Framework Element is to provide "mixed-use centers that provide jobs, 
entertainment, culture and serve the region."  In support of this Goal, Objective 3.10 is to 
"[r]einforce existing and encourage the development of new Regional Centers that 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve, provide job opportunities, are 
accessible to the region, are compatible with adjacent land uses, and are developed to 
enhance urban lifestyles." 
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In conformance with this Goal and Objective, the Project redevelops the existing 
commercial office park with a mixed-use development that includes commercial office 
space, hotel, retail, restaurant, community space and multi-family housing uses.  These 
combined uses serve the overall goals of the WC 2035 Plan to establish Warner Center 
as the primary Regional Center in the West San Fernando Valley providing work, live, 
and play opportunities.  The opportunity presented by the Project for future residents and 
workers to live and work in an urban setting that does not require a car to access many 
of the essential aspects of one's community will further the objectives of the WC 2035 
Plan.   
 
Goal 7G in the Economic Development Chapter (Chapter 7) of the Framework Element 
seeks "[a] range of housing options in the City."  Objective 7.9 of this Goal is to "[e]nsure 
that the available range of housing opportunities is sufficient, in terms of location, 
concentration, type, size, price/rent range, access to local services and access to 
transportation, to accommodate future population growth and to enable a reasonable 
portion of the City's work force to both live and work in the City." 
 
Consistent with this Goal and Objective, the proposed Project contains a range of 
housing opportunities from apartment to condominium units, including Work-Live Units.  
The mix of units includes floor plans ranging from studio to three-bedroom units, allowing 
for a diverse residential population.   
 
The incorporation of ground floor retail and restaurant uses will provide residents access 
to local services within walking distance.  The proximity of the Project to a number of 
local and regional transit stops will allow residents and workers alike to have meaningful 
access to transportation.  The following local and regional bus lines are within 
convenient walking distance (approximately 1,500 feet) of the Project Site: 
 

• Metro Local Line 244 

• Metro Local Line 150 

• Metro Local Line 161 

• Metro Shuttle Line 601 (Warner Center Shuttle) 

• Santa Clarita Transit Route 796/797 

• Antelope Valley Transit Authority 787 
 
The Project Site will also have access to the Orange Line.  Metro Shuttle Line 601 (the 
Warner Center Shuttle) provides two stops located adjacent to and on the Project Site, 
one at the northwest intersection of Burbank Boulevard and De Soto Avenue, and the 
other on Warner Center Lane, just north of Burbank Boulevard. The shuttle runs through 
the Project Site along Warner Center Lane every ten minutes.  The shuttle provides 
direct connection to and from the Metro Orange Line Canoga Station and throughout 
Warner Center, including direct connection to the Warner Center Towers, Warner Center 
Corporate Park, and Westfield Topanga, the Village and the Promenade.  The Warner 
Center Shuttle also stops at the Warner Center Transit Hub at the intersection of Oxnard 
Street and Owensmouth Avenue. 
 
The proximity of the Project to a variety of public transit options, both existing and 
proposed, will provide new residents and businesses with greater flexibility and quality of 
life choices.  The Project will further the City's approach to "smart growth", as it expands 
employment, transportation access, housing type and size, and concentrates uses in an 
efficient manner to improve public health and quality of life overall.  Given the Project's 
range of housing options and its proximity to local services and transportation, the 
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Project is generally consistent with the Economic Development section of the 
Framework Element.  
 
General Plan Housing Element.  Goal 1 of the General Plan Housing Element is 
"Housing Production and Preservation."  Objective 1.1 of this Goal is to "[p]roduce an 
adequate supply of rental and ownership housing in order to meet current and projected 
needs."  To implement this Goal and Objective, Policy 1.1.3 is to "[f]acilitate new 
construction and preservation of a range of different housing types that address the 
particular needs of the City's households" and Policy 1.1.4 is to "[e]xpand opportunities 
for residential development, particularly in designated Centers, Transit Oriented Districts 
and along Mixed-Use Boulevards".  Similarly, Policy 1.3.5 of the Housing Element is to 
"[p]rovide sufficient land use and density to accommodate an adequate supply of 
housing units by type and cost within the City to meet the projections of housing needs, 
according to the policies and objectives of the City's Framework Element of the General 
Plan."  Additionally, Goal 2 of the Housing Element is, "Safe, Livable, and Sustainable 
Neighborhoods", and in support of this Goal is Objective 2.2, to "[p]romote sustainable 
neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, jobs, amenities, services and transit."   
 
Consistent with these goals, objectives and policies, the Project is a mixed-use 
development containing much-needed housing with a variety of housing unit types 
(rental and ownership) and sizes served by several transit options, as discussed above.   
 
The Project includes a total of 1,009 residential units, with a mix of studio, one-, two- and 
three-bedroom units and Work-Live Units, as well as office, hotel, and other commercial 
(restaurant and/or retail) uses, as well as community space (to be completed in Phase 
VIII).  The phased development of the Project will not displace any current residents or 
remove any existing housing stock since it will be built on land currently used for 
commercial uses.  The Project will instead substantially increase the amount of available 
housing stock in the City of Los Angeles to address housing demand.  Additionally, the 
Project encourages a more sustainable neighborhood that contains a mix of housing, job 
opportunities, commercial services, and amenities near public transit.   
 
The Project includes amenities including, but not limited to, several landscaped 
courtyards, swimming pool/spa facilities, recreation and fitness outlets, children’s play 
areas, and dog runs, which will improve future residents' quality of life and reduce the 
need for additional public recreational resources.  The Project's proximity to a variety of 
public transportation services will also increase the sustainability of this neighborhood, 
as it will allow future and current residents to utilize alternative modes of transportation.  
The availability of multiple modes of transportation will in turn reduce single- occupancy 
vehicle trips, and therefore, emissions of common air pollutants.  The Project's 
concentration of a mix of uses, as well as proximity to a variety of existing commercial, 
retail, and service uses, will further reduce the need for automobile trips and improve the 
quality of life for residents and community members at large.  In light of the Project's 
mixed-use program of commercial and residential uses located in close proximity to 
several modes of public transportation, the Project is consistent with the Housing 
Element's applicable goals, objectives, and policies.   
 
General Plan Mobility Plan 2035.  Policy 3.3, for Land Use Access and Mix, is to 
"[p]romote equitable land use decisions that result in fewer vehicle trips by providing 
greater proximity and access to jobs, destinations, and other neighborhood services." 
Policy 3.4, for Transit Services, is to "[p]rovide all residents, workers, and visitors with 
affordable, efficient, convenient, and attractive transit services."  Mobility Plan 2035, 
which is the transportation element of the General Plan, encourages development that 
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promotes concentrations of housing, jobs, and local services within close proximity of 
one another.  The Project is consistent with the above policies of the Mobility Element, 
as it proposes mixed-use residential and commercial buildings located in close proximity 
to one another as well as a variety of existing public transit lines and future transit 
opportunities.  The Project will include 1,009 residential units, including Work-Live Units, 
and 1,140,746 square feet square feet of office space in addition to several ground-floor 
commercial (restaurant, retail and/or office) uses, providing future residents, employees, 
and patrons from the broader Warner Center community access to a mixed land use that 
helps to minimize vehicular trips.   
 
The Project will also be conditioned through the Project Permit Compliance entitlement 
to dedicate land along De Soto Avenue to complete a 56-foot half roadway, a 16-foot 
half parkway, and an eight (8)-foot half sidewalk, within a 68-foot half right-of-way and a 
12-foot easement, consistent with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan standard for 
Major Highway Class I and the Mobility Plan standard for Modified Boulevard II. Also, the 
Project will be conditioned to dedicate land along Burbank Boulevard to complete a 35-
foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot half sidewalk, and an eight (8)-foot half parkway 
within a 45-foot half right-of-way and a six (6)-foot easement, consistent with the Warner 
Center 2035 Specific Plan standard for Secondary Highway and the Mobility Plan 
standard for Modified Avenue I. With the inclusion of a New Street, the Project will be 
conditioned such that the New Street meets the following standards: a minimum 64-foot 
right-of-way, including a maximum roadway width of 36 feet, a minimum paved sidewalk 
width of six (6) feet on each side of the roadway, and a minimum parkway width of eight 
(8) feet on each side of the roadway from the edge of the sidewalk to the edge of the 
roadway curb. There are controlled crosswalks with raised, enhanced paving, 
crosswalks, and crosswalks with enhanced paving located throughout the Project site, 
across Warner Center Lane as well as across Adler Drive, Commerce Drive, and 
Towncenter Drive (private driveways), depicted on Plan Sheet MP-23. 
 
The Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan.  The 
Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan (the "Community 
Plan") is part of the Land Use Element of the General Plan, with which the Project is 
consistent. The Project is consistent with the following relevant residential and 
commercial land use goals, objectives and policies identified in the Community Plan: 
 

• Goal 1 - A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all economic, 
age, and ethnic segments of the Community Plan Area. 

• Objective 1-1 - Achieve and maintain a housing supply sufficient to meet the 
diverse economic needs and current and projects population to the year 2010. 

• Policy 1-1.1 - Maintain an adequate supply and distribution of multi-family 
housing opportunities in the Community Plan Area. 

• Objective 1-2 - Reduce automobile trips in residential areas by locating new 
housing in areas offering proximity to goods, services, and facilities. 

• Policy 1-2.1 - Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers and 
major bus routes where public service facilities, utilities and topography will 
accommodate development. 

• Policy 1-2.2 - Encourage multiple family residential development in commercial 
zones. 

 
The Project is consistent with these goals, objectives, and policies, as it includes multi-
family units with a range of unit types from studio to three-bedroom floor plans, and 
includes apartments, condominiums and Work-Live Units as part of a larger, multi-
phase, mixed-use development.  The variety of housing type helps to provide housing 
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that is accessible for a broad segment of the community.  The Project's proximity to a 
multitude of public transportation options will further ensure the accessibility of such 
housing.  In addition, the location of housing within a mixed-use development will reduce 
the number of vehicle trips because goods, services, and amenities will be located 
immediately adjacent to and within walking distance of the residential buildings.   
  

• Goal 2 - An economically vital commercial sector offering a diversity of goods 
and services to meet the needs of the community plan area.  This means that 
commercial land use policies must support maximum efficiency and accessibility 
of commercial development while preserving the historic commercial and cultural 
character of the district.   

• Objective 2-1 - Conserve and strengthen viable commercial development and 
encourage recycling of obsolete commercial development. 

 
The Project includes the phased redevelopment of commercial structures built in the 
1980s.  The existing low-density commercial buildings and their age limit the Project 
Site's commercial vitality and fails to provide a diversity of goods and services that meet 
the needs of the community.  Through the incorporation of mixed-use development and 
modern commercial spaces, the Project will better meet the needs of the Warner Center 
community and strengthen the economic viability of the commercial sector.   
 

• Goal 5 - A community with sufficient open space in balance with new 
development to serve the recreational environment and health needs of the 
community. 
 

The Project includes 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of Publicly Accessible Open 
Space (PAOS) for recreational opportunities, as well as common open space exclusively 
for the residential uses.  Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAPs) are incorporated into the 
PAOS to provide both access to all of the project buildings and connectivity between De 
Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard.  The incorporation of nine (9) focal points 
distributed throughout the Project Site will provide additional open and gathering spaces 
in the form of shaded seating areas for employees, residents, and visitors. 
 
For these reasons, the Project is consistent with the applicable goals, objectives and 
policies in the Community Plan. 
 
WC 2035 Plan.  The Project is in compliance with the applicable development 
regulations and design guidelines in the WC 2035 Plan, as discussed in more detail 
below, which discussion is incorporated herein by this reference.  The Project is 
consistent with the WC 2035 Plan and its vision, creating the desired urban center with a 
mix of land uses.  The Project is a mixed-use development on a 24-acre property that 
combines commercial office space, hotel, retail, restaurant, community space and multi-
family housing in mid-rise and high-rise structures, together with PAPs throughout the 
Project Site, which will be further reinforced through conditions of Project Permit 
Compliance to create pedestrian connectivity between the buildings and to the adjacent 
street frontages.  

 
(b) THE DESIGN OR IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS 

CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 
 

For purposes of a subdivision, design and improvement is defined by Section 66418 and 
66419 of the Subdivision Map Act and LAMC Section 17.02. Design refers to the 
configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the proposed site plan layout. 
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Pursuant to Section 66427(a) of the Subdivision Map Act, the location of the buildings is 
not considered as part of the approval or disapproval of the map by the Advisory 
Agency. Easements and/or access and “improvements” refers to the infrastructure 
facilities serving the subdivision. LAMC Section 17.05 enumerates the design standards 
for a tract map and requires that each map be designed in conformance with the Street 
Design Standards and in conformance with the General Plan. LAMC Section 17.05 C 
requires that the tract map be designed in conformance with the zoning regulations of 
the project site.  
 
The tract map was distributed to and reviewed by the various city agencies of the 
Subdivision Committee that have the authority to make dedication, and/or improvement 
recommendations. The Bureau of Engineering reviewed the tract map for compliance 
with the Street Design Standards. The Bureau of Engineering has recommended 
dedication and improvements, consistent with the standards of the WC 2035 Plan and 
the Mobility Plan. As conditioned, the design and improvements of the proposed 
subdivision are consistent with the applicable General Plan. 
 
Further, the design of the proposed subdivision and the Project is consistent with the 
General Plan, Community Plan, and Specific Plan.  As discussed in the prior finding, 
which is incorporated herein by this reference, the Project is consistent with the 
applicable goals, objectives, policies, regulations and guidelines in the General Plan, 
including the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan.  The balance of this finding sets 
forth additional details regarding the consistency of the Project with the applicable 
development regulations and design guidelines in the WC 2035 Plan. 
 
The Project Site consists of multiple lots within the Commerce District established in the 
WC 2035 Plan.  VTTM 74891 merges and re-subdivides the Project Site into eight lots, 
including one lot (Lot 5) that will be developed with 168 residential condominium units for 
condominium purposes.  The Project is consistent with the development regulations for 
the Commerce District established in the WC 2035 Plan and other development 
regulations and design guidelines in the WC 2035 Plan.  Some aspects of the WC 2035 
Plan with which the Project is consistent include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 
The Project includes multi-family residential, work-live, office, hotel, restaurant and retail 
uses as well as community space, consistent with the uses and development intensity 
permitted in the Commerce District under the WC 2035 Plan.  As set forth in Appendix A: 
Land Use Matrix of the WC 2035 Plan, a variety of land uses are permitted in the 
Commerce District, including live/work units, multiple residential dwelling units, offices, 
restaurants and retail uses.  A base maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 4.5:1 is 
permitted in the Commerce District.  The Project includes 2,634,268 square feet of floor 
area on the 1,042,301-square foot Project Site (post anticipated dedications), for an 
overall FAR of 2.52:1. 
 
With regard to height, the Project varies in height from 35 feet (2 stories) to 350 feet (24 
stories).  Projects within the Commerce District are permitted an unlimited building or 
structure height, subject to certain provisions that have been met.  
 
With regard to setbacks, projects within the Commerce District are required to observe a 
front setback area of not less than 12 feet and not more than 15 feet.  Projects not 
located on an Active Street Frontage, however, are permitted a front setback area of up 
to 20 feet.  A minimum of 30% of the required setback area shall be landscaped.  The 
Project includes front setback areas in compliance with those standards.  In addition, as 
shown in the plans for the Project, on Sheet L-01 (Ground Level Landscape Plan), the 
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Project exceeds the minimum 30% landscaped front setback requirement, with 36,694 
square feet (or 47%) of combined landscaping in the front setback areas (at project 
completion). 
 
The Project complies with the applicable parking provisions set forth in WC 2035 Plan 
Section 6.2.3 and any applicable LAMC provisions, providing 1,627 residential parking 
spaces and 3,921 non-residential parking spaces.  Parking is detailed in the Project 
Plans, Sheets MP-24, MP-25 and MP-26 (Phasing Diagrams).  For each new building, 
all parking required for such building will be constructed simultaneously and on the same 
lot. 
 
In accordance with the PAOS requirement in WC 2035 Plan Section 6.2.2.1, the 
Exception provision in Section 6.2.2.3.2 for Warner Center Lane, which will be improved 
as a “New Street,” and the Incentivized Uses and Development Bonus, the Applicant 
proposes 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of PAOS for the Project, as detailed in the 
Project Plans, Sheet MP-22 (Publicly Accessible Open Space Diagram), in compliance 
with Warner Center standards.  
 
The Project, as subdivided in the manner set forth in VTTM 74891, has been designed 
to comply with the applicable development regulations in the WC 2035 Plan, and the 
subdivision and improvements are otherwise consistent with the General Plan, including 
the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan.  
 

 The Project has been further conditioned so that, in accordance with Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2.2, any changes to any phase of development which 
are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including changes to elevations, site 
plans, orientations, and other design features to a Multiple-Phase Project, shall require a 
modification to a Project Permit Compliance pursuant to the requirements of LAMC 
Section 11.5.7-O.   

 
 Additionally, pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.1.2.2.10 regarding the 

anticipated extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to the north to Burbank 
Boulevard to the south, the Project is conditioned to design the driveway identified on 
plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the Project site, to be directly accessible to 
Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as proposed on Plan Sheet MP-
30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the north and west being redeveloped, 
and allowing for an extension of Variel Avenue in a southerly direction to Burbank 
Boulevard. Additionally, there shall be a 10-foot parkway located to the west of Adler 
Drive, extending to the property line, as proposed by the applicant and depicted on Plan 
Sheet MP-30. The northern end of Adler Drive may be temporarily improved as private, 
park-like open space, as proposed by the applicant, until such time that the property to 
the north redevelops.  

 
 Should the properties to the north and west redevelop during the time frame in which the 

Warner Center 2035 Plan is in effect, the possibility remains that Variel Avenue may be 
extended from Califa Street in the north to Burbank Boulevard in the south.  Should the 
properties not redevelop within that time frame, however, Adler Drive provides vehicular, 
as well as pedestrian connectivity on the eastern side of Adler Drive, from Burbank 
Boulevard to the northern property line of the site, consistent with the intent of the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan to break up large blocks with vehicular and pedestrian access.  
 

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT. 
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The project site is a generally level, irregular-shaped site consisting of 1,062,923 gross 
square feet (24.40 acres) of lot area.  The site is currently developed with 12 existing 
buildings with 340,339 total square feet of floor area.   
 
The Project Site is physically suitable for the subdivision and improvements that 
comprise the proposed Project.  The Project Site is not located in a Hillside area, a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, a Flood Zone, a Hazardous Waste Area, a Landslide 
Area, or a Methane Buffer Zone.  The project site is located within 12.4 km of the Malibu 
Coast Fault, but is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone.  The subject site is, 
however, located within a State of California liquefaction seismic hazard zone. 
 
Prior to the issuance of any permits, the project would be required to be reviewed and 
approved by the Department of Building and Safety and the Fire Department. The site is 
not identified as having hazardous waste or past remediation. The site is in Flood Zone 
X/Type C, which denotes areas an area of minimal hazard from the principal source of 
flood. There are currently no flood zone compliance requirements for construction in this 
zone. The site is not subject to the Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards 
(floodways, floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related erosion 
hazard areas 
 
As of the writing of the staff report, tThe Department of Building and Safety, Grading 
Division recommends that approval of VTT-74891 be withheld until a soils report has 
been approved by LADBS-Grading, as the subject site is located within a State of 
California liquefaction seismic hazard zone, stated in an email dated July 9, 2019, with 
outstanding items listed in the attached Soils Report Review Letter (Log #97585 dated 
5/16/2017).in the Soils Report Approval Letter issued for the Project, dated March 
10, 2020, which states that the geotechnical reports referenced therein are 
acceptable for the prupose of the approval of VTTM 74891, provided the following 
conditions are complied with during site development: (1) no grading or building 
permits shall be issued based on the Soils Report Approval Letter and the reports 
referenced therein, and (2) that prior to the issuance of grading or building 
permits with respect to a project phase, a comprehensive soils report shall be 
submitted to the Grading Division for review and approval with respect to such 
project phase. The tract map thus will receive approval contingent on the satisfaction of 
the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of the 
each unit map and issuance of any grading or building permits.  
 

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

 
The Project Site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development.  The WC 
2035 Plan regulates density for the Project Site, which is located within the Commerce 
District established in the WC 2035 Plan.  The development standards for the 
Commerce District limits development through the establishment of a maximum floor 
area ratio (FAR).  A maximum FAR of 4.5:1 is permitted on the Project Site, which is far 
greater than the 2.52:1 FAR proposed for the Project.  A 4.5:1 FAR for the Project Site 
would allow for 4,690,355 square feet of floor area, while the Project consists of only 
2,634,268 square feet of combined residential and non-residential floor area.  As 
measured by the permitted and proposed FAR per zone, the proposed Project's intensity 
of development is physically suitable for the Project Site. 
 
Furthermore, the Final Environmental Impact Report certified for the WC 2035 Plan 
analyzed the environmental impacts associated with allowable density for the WC 2035 
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Plan area, including the Project Site.  Therefore, the long-term planning document for 
Warner Center, and its related environmental document, contemplated and allows the 
proposed density for the Project Site. 
 
Finally, the tract map has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map 
and issuance of any permits. 

 
(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE 

NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT. 

 
The proposed subdivision and related improvements will not likely cause substantial 
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 
habitat.  The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles, and 
is currently developed with buildings, paved surface parking lots, and landscaping.  
Given that the proposed subdivision is an urban infill development that would replace a 
property currently improved with commercial buildings and associated surface parking 
and landscaping, the Project will likely not cause any substantial environmental damage 
that would injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.  Further, the Project has been analyzed 
for its effect on the environment and has been conditioned through Condition No. 40 
containing Mitigation Measures AES-1 through U-15. 
 

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR TYPE OF IMPROVEMENTS IS NOT LIKELY 
TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS. 

 
The design of the proposed subdivision and improvements will not likely cause serious 
public health problems.  The proposed subdivision includes new multi-family apartment 
and condominium units and Work-Live Units, and will replace an existing auto-oriented 
commercial park with new commercial floor area occupied by office, retail, restaurant 
and hotel uses.  The replacement of the existing development with a new development 
will not cause any serious public health problems.    
 
The design of the Project furthers the intent of the WC 2035 Plan, which seeks to create 
an environment where there is a mix of uses. The Project has the potential to result in 
fewer vehicle trips, as homes, jobs, amenities and services will be located immediately 
adjacent to each other and the Project is proximately located next to several modes of 
public transportation.  This is a potential benefit to the public health of the community in 
improving air quality. 
 

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

 
The design of the proposed subdivision and proposed improvements will not conflict with 
easements for access through or use of the Project Site.  The Project does not 
contemplate the removal or rerouting of any public streets. Warner Center Lane will be 
upgraded to meet the "New Street" design standards in the WC 2035 Plan, significantly 
improving the private street easement to provide public access to the Project.   
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VTTM 74891 shows all other public utility, sanitary sewer, flood control, street trees and 
lighting, and communications easements, and describes the status of each easement as 
to whether it will remain, be merged by the final map, or quitclaimed, as appropriate. 
 

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

 
The design of the proposed subdivision will provide, to the extent feasible, for future 
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.  The Project will 
include features such as, but not limited to, building materials, architectural features (i.e., 
balconies), courtyards, and landscaping that will minimize glare and reflected heat, and 
will provide shade to reduce heat gain.  Passive features are not contemplated at this 
time, but the Project will comply with Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of 
Regulations, which mandates many passive features that focus on promoting more 
energy-efficient buildings relating to building envelope, heating and cooling, water 
heating, and lighting restrictions.  In, addition, the Project will comply with applicable 
provisions of the City's Green Building Code, which, among other things, are intended to 
improve the energy performance standards of new construction.  Furthermore, in 
compliance with the WC 2035 Plan, the Project will be designed to meet the equivalent 
of a LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Silver rating. 
 

 
These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative Tract No 
VTT-74891. 
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MODIFIED FINDINGS FOR DIR-2017-1708-SPP  
LETTER OF DETERMINATION 

 
FINDINGS 

The proposed project involves Project Permit Compliance Review for the demolition of 340,339 
square feet of 12 one- two- and three- story office buildings, and the construction of a Master 
Planned, Multiple-Phased, Mixed Use development with up to 2,634,268 square feet of 
combined residential and non-residential floor area on a 1,062,923 square foot lot before 
dedications. At the conclusion of Phase 8, there will be spread across 10 buildings on eight (8) 
lots: a total of 1,119,257 1,175,513 square feet of Residential Floor Area; a maximum of 1,009 
dwelling units including 68 Work-Live units; approximately 1,515,011 1,458,755 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, including 70,861 square feet of portions of the 68 Work-Live units, 
85,545 square feet of commercial space, 9,839 square feet of lobby and leasing office area in 
Mixed Use buildings, 46,417 square feet of indoor residential amenity spaces, 4,068 square feet 
of community space, 16,734 square feet of office support space, 1,124,012 square feet of office 
space, and 228 hotel rooms. The Project includes buildings of varying heights not to exceed 350 
feet, a minimum of five (5) local-serving retail spaces that individually do not exceed 5,000 
square feet, a new private street and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways. The Project also includes a 
maximum of 5,548 vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 surface and 28 street parking spaces, 
870 long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 264 short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Project 
also includes a New Street labeled Warner Center Lane, 231,445 121,683 square feet of 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The project is located in the Commerce District of the 
Specific Plan, is subject to the requirements of the Specific Plan for Multiple-Phase Projects, 
Master Planned Projects, Incentivized Uses and Bonuses, Activity Nodes and Active Street 
Frontages, and New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways.  
 
1) The Project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 

standards, and provisions of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
 
Based on a review of the plans labeled “Exhibit A” dated March 20 23, 2020, attached to 
the administrative file, and as modified by the conditions contained herein, the Director of 
Planning makes the following findings in accordance with Section 11.5.7.C.2 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and the applicable review criteria of the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan:  
 
As required by the Specific Plan, Project’s Phasing Plan includes the Project development in 
each phase, the proposed building and floor areas, demolition schedule of existing 
buildings, parking allocation, and proposed physical and mobility improvements for each 
phase is identified in “Exhibit A.” Further, as required by the Plan, the Applicant has 
submitted the Project’s Phasing Plan for LADOT review. LADOT has reviewed the proposed 
multiple-phased project and issued its assessment letter dated March 29, 2019 and included 
as Appendix M.1 of the Draft Supplement EIR. Based upon the information provided in the 
Project’s proposed Phasing Plan, the Project is consistent with the Specific Plan’s 
requirements for Multiple-Phase Projects. 
 
Sections 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2 Multiple-Phase Projects 
The Project is a Multiple Phase Project consisting of eight subdivided lots in accordance 
with VTT-74891 as follows: Phase 1, Lot 1, Building 1; Phase 2, Lot 2, Building 2; Phase 3, 
Lot 8, Buildings 8 and 9; Phase 4, Lot 6, Building 6; Phase 5, Lot 5, Building 5; Phase 6, Lot 
3, Building 3; Phase 7, Lot 7, Building 7; Phase 8, Lot 8, Buildings 4 and 4a. The phases are 
shown in the Phasing Plan in “Exhibit A.” Full build-out is anticipated in 2035. Under the 
Specific Plan, the Director may approve, disapprove, or conditionally approve the Multiple-
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Phase Project following review of the Project’s materials, reports, and plans, and narratives 
submitted in connection with the Project’s application showing consistency with the Specific 
Plan, including requirements for a Multiple-Phase Project. Per Condition of Approval 
Number 2, the Project will require LADOT’s review of the its Phasing Plan. 
 
At buildout, the Project will provide approximately 2,634,268 square feet of floor area, 
comprising approximately 1,515,011 1,458,755 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area 
(58 55%) and approximately 1,119,257 1,175,513 square feet of Residential Floor Area (42 
45%), consistent with the permitted ratios for projects within the range of 2.5 to 2.75 FAR. 
with greater than a 3:1 FAR. The proposed floor areas are permitted based on two 
Incentivized Uses proposed and the two development bonuses permitted. Note 6 of 
Appendix B of the Specific Plan states that “Multi-phased projects may reserve floor area for 
the required non-residential component in a future phase onsite.” The Director of Planning 
maintains the authority to review any changes or reallocation of floor area between Project 
Phases to determine substantial conformance with Exhibit A, and may require a Modification 
of the Project Permit Compliance if deemed necessary.  
 
Phase 1  
On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, Building 1 consists of a seven (7)-story, approximately 83 foot 
high, mixed-use building of 419,739 430,138 square feet of Residential Floor Area, and 
containing a maximum of 403 dwelling units including 42,781 square feet divided between 
48 Work-Live units. The Phase 1 Project also includes approximately 71,855 61,456 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 49,017 square feet divided between 48 
Work-Live units, and 12,439 square feet of commercial space divided between 3 
commercial units, 2,542 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 7,857 square 
feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 1 Project includes seven (7) above-
grade levels of parking, a maximum of 605 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 new 
surface parking spaces, 188 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 31 new short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 1 Project also provides 11% of Lot 1’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed in 2022.     
 
In accordance with VTT-74891, prior to final map recordation for Phase I, the Property 
Owner shall bond for all De Soto Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, and Private Street 
improvements satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering Office, or, if the Property Owner 
elects to construct the improvements, submit to the Bureau of Engineering an application for 
A-permit(s) and/or B-permit(s) for such improvements. On a unit map basis, public right-of-
way improvements along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, as well as Private Street 
improvements, shall be completed and constructed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for any new building within the subject unit map.   
 
Phase 2 
On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, Building 2 consists of a seven (7)-story, approximately 88 foot 
high, mixed-use building of 209,015 223,892 square feet of Residential Floor Area, 
containing a maximum of 204 dwelling units including 5,804 square feet divided between 
five (5) Work-Live units. The Phase 2 Project also includes approximately 23,781 8,904 
square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,639 square feet divided between 
five (5) Work-Live units, and 3,265 square feet of commercial space in one (1) commercial 
unit, 2,000 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 12,877 square feet of 
indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 2 Project includes three (3) levels of 
parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 321 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of three (3) new street parking spaces, 128 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, 
and 16 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 2 Project also provides 11% of 
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Lot 2’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed in 2023.   
 
Additional physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that 
would occur in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 3 
On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, consists of two (2) new, 15-story, commercial office buildings 
identified as Building 8 and Building 9, with a total 476,158 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. Building 8 is approximately 243 feet in height, and consists of approximately 
241,574 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of 
commercial area in three (3) units at the ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support 
area at the ground level, and 234,397 square feet of office space. Building 9 is 
approximately 239 feet in height, and consists of approximately 234,584 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 10,028 square feet of commercial area in two (2) 
units at the ground level, 2,491 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 
222,065 square feet of office space. The Phase 3 Project also includes eight (8) levels of 
parking in each building, two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,427 new 
vehicle parking spaces, 100 104 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 56 new short-
term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 3 Project also provides 11% of Lot 8’s net site area 
after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed in 2024. 
 
Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-site and 
to the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur in this phase are shown in the 
Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 4 
On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, Building 6 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story approximately 
85 foot high, commercial hotel building, with a total 162,001 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 4,466 square feet of commercial area at the 
ground level and a maximum of 228 hotel units. The Phase 4 Project also includes two (2) 
levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 195 new vehicle parking 
spaces inclusive of two (2) new street parking spaces, 30 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 26 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 4 Project also provides 
11% of Lot 6’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
The work proposed is to be completed in 2029. 
 
Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur in 
this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 5 
On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, Building 5 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story mixed-use 
condominium building approximately 88 feet in height, containing 256,153 269,556 square 
feet of Residential Floor Area, and consisting of a maximum of 168 dwelling units including 
16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units. The Phase 5 Project also includes 
approximately 38,541 25,138 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 
16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units, and 8,933 square feet of 
commercial space in two (2) commercial units, 2,704 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area, and 10,699 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 5 
Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 
412 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of nine (9) new street parking spaces, 118 new 
long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 
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5 Project also provides 11% of Lot 5’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible 
Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed by 2031. 
 
Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur in 
this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 6 
On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, Building 3 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story mixed-use 
building approximately 86 feet in height, containing 234,350 251,827 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, with a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The Phase 6 Project also 
includes approximately 22,677 5,100 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which 
includes 5,100 square feet of commercial space in one (1) commercial units, 1,715 square 
feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential 
amenities spaces. The Phase 6 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which 
is subterranean, a maximum of 403 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three (3) new 
street parking spaces, 138 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 6 Project also provides 11% of Lot 3’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed by 2031. 
 
Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur in 
this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 7 
On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, Building 7 consists of one (1) new, 15-story, commercial office 
building, approximately 222 feet in height, with a total 262,222 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area. The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of commercial area 
in two (2) units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support area at the ground 
level, and 246,499 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby. The Phase 7 
Project also includes nine (9) ten (10) levels of parking, three (3) of which are subterranean, 
a maximum of 801 new vehicle parking spaces with no new street parking spaces included, 
58 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. 
The Phase 7 Project also provides 11% of Lot 7’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed by 2033 
 
Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-site and 
to the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur in this phase are shown in the 
Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 8 
On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, two (2) new commercial buildings identified as Building 4 and 
Building 4a, with a total of 457,776 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a is 
a two (2)-story building 35 feet in height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial area in one (1) 
units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of community space. Building 4 is a 24-story 
tower 350 feet in height, and consists of approximately 449,766 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 20,638 square feet of commercial area in five (5) 
units at the ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 
421,051 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby area. The Phase 8 
Project also includes ten (10) levels of parking located in Building 4, two (2) of which are 
subterranean, a maximum of 1,384 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 11 new street 
parking spaces, 106 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 69 new short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Phase 8 Project also provides 11% of Lot 4’s net site area after 
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dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed by 2035.   
 
Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-site and 
to the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur in this phase are shown in the 
Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.2.3 of the Specific Plan, the Project has been conditioned to 
execute a covenant and agreement for a multiple-phase project to ensure that any 
subsequent property owners or successors comply with the multiple phase project as 
conditioned herein.  
 
In addition, pursuant to Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2.4, the Director also may permit 
“temporary surface parking as part of the Multiple-Phase Project” but none are proposed as 
part of this Project. The Project will maintain existing surface lots until the redevelopment of 
each of those areas in phases. The Project’s only proposed surface parking is part of Lot 1 
and complies with the Specific Plan’s regulations. This surface parking lot area per 
Condition of Approval Number 21 will include trees and other landscaping consistent with 
the Plan’s Supplemental Guidelines (See Specific Plan Section 6.2.6.2.7). Therefore, the 
Project’s proposed surface parking areas conform with the Specific Plan. As such, the 
Project complies with Sections 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2 of the Specific Plan on Multiple Phase 
Projects. 
 
Section 5.3.3.3 Master Planned Projects  
Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.3, the Applicant seeks a Project Permit Compliance approval for a 
Master Planned Project. The Project is a Master Planned Project because it is located on a 
Project Site that is over 217,800 square feet (approximately 24-acres). As required by 
Section 5.3.3.3.2, the Project is consistent with Sections 6.2.2 (PAOS requirements), 6.2.3 
(Parking requirements), 6.2.4 (Activity Node and Active Frontages requirements), 6.2.5 
(New Streets and PAP requirements), and 6.2.6 (Urban Design Guidelines and 
Supplemental Urban Design Standards) for the reasons noted in the Project Permit 
Compliance findings for each respective section as hereby fully incorporated herein by.  
 
Pursuant to Section 6.2.5.3.1(b) of the Specific Plan, Master Planned Projects with two 
perpendicular public street frontages are required to have a minimum of one (1) New Street 
or Pedestrian Adapted Pathway (PAP) providing a continuous connection between the two 
(2) public streets at a minimum of one (1) discreet point. The Project meets this requirement 
to break up the large Warner Center super blocks. Warner Center Lane will be improved as 
a new private street, running east-west from De Soto Avenue and then bending to run north-
south to connect to Burbank Boulevard fulfills the New Street requirement. The New Street 
will be a variable width for right of way with a minimum of 64 feet per the Bureau of 
Engineering’s requirements for the related case VTT-74891 and Condition of Approval 
Number 10, not including additional turn lanes at driveways required to satisfy circulation 
and safety requirements. As such, the Project complies with Section 5.3.3.3 of the Specific 
Plan 
 
Section 6.1.2.2.1: Uses 
A range of land uses are permitted in the Commerce District as listed in Appendix A of the 
Specific Plan, including, but not limited to, residential uses, including Work-Live and multi-
residential; restaurants, bars, cafes, retail stores, supermarkets, and theaters; service 
industries, including office, gym, health club, hotel and personal services; and civic uses, 
such as community centers. The Project includes multi-family residential uses, 
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retail/restaurant uses, office space, community center space, and hotel uses. As such, the 
project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.1 of the Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.1.2.2.2: Intensity 
The project will have a Floor Area Ratio of 2.53:1 at full build-out as shown in “Exhibit A”. As 
per Section 6.1.2.2.2 of the Plan states, a base maximum FAR of 4.5:1 shall be permitted 
for all lots within the Commerce District. Therefore, the project complies with Section 
6.1.2.2.2 of the Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.1.2.2.3: Permitted Development by Floor Area 
All projects in the Commerce District shall provide a minimum percentage of Non-
Residential floor area based on the total FAR of the Project. Per the table in Section 
6.1.2.2.3, the Minimum Non-Residential Floor Area required for a Project proposing a FAR 
between 2.5:1 and 2.75:1 is 65 percent, and the Maximum Residential Floor Area permitted 
is 35 percent. The Project has received two Incentivized Use Bonuses that per Section 
6.2.1.2.3 of the Specific Plan on Incentivized Use Bonus for Residential Development in the 
College, Commerce, Downtown, and Uptown Districts, that allow the Project to ascend the 
Graduated FAR Table for the Commerce District by two levels to 3.0:1 requirements. The 
project has fulfilled those requirements as contain herein in the Findings addressing Section 
6.2.1 of the Specific Plan. It has done so by agreeing to provide five (5) or more Local 
Serving Retail establishments and 50% more Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS) than 
is required.  Projects that qualify for a 3.0:1 FAR and above development mix are required to 
provide 50% at minimum Non-Residential Floor Area, and 50% maximum Residential Floor 
Area in use square footage.  
 
The Project at build-out proposes a total of approximately 2,634,268 square feet of Floor 
Area, resulting in a FAR of 2.53:1, but as mentioned herein is granted the development mix 
as if it were 3.0:1 because of the Incentivized Uses Bonuses. The Project proposes 
approximately 1,119,257 1,175,513 square feet of Residential Floor Area, a maximum of 
1,009 dwelling units. The project also includes approximately 1,515,011 1,458,755 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area.  
 
Per Appendix B: Graduated FAR Table, any Project proposing qualifying Work-Live Units 
under this Plan's standards for each applicable District established in Section 6 shall be 
credited up to a maximum of 50 percent of a unit's floor area for Non-Residential calculation 
purposes. Qualifying units shall have only the Non-Residential floor area within an individual 
unit credited as Non-Residential floor area component, up to the maximum of 50 percent of 
the required non-residential component. The floor area devoted to common areas and other 
general areas within a Project shall be considered residential for calculation purposes. As 
such, the project proposes a Residential Floor Area of 42 45% and Non-Residential Floor 
Area of 58 55%. Therefore, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.3 
 
As conditioned, the owner(s) of the property will record a Covenant and Agreement, which 
runs with the land for the life of the Project, to maintain at least 50 percent of the building’s 
floor area as Non-Residential Floor Area. 

 
Section 6.1.2.2.4: Ground Floor Limitations 
Section 6.1.2.2.4 requires that no new ground floor residential uses shall be permitted for all 
Projects. Furthermore, the Specific Plan states that ground floor of any Project within the 
Commerce District shall be subject to the following regulations for discretionary review 
projects 
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a) Ground floor Non-Residential uses will have a minimum depth of 25 feet from the front 
Building Façade and a minimum of 15 feet in floor-to-floor height.   
 

b) Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a minimum of 75% of the Building 
Façade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from the finished grade devoted to 
transparent windows and/or doors. Dark tinted, reflective or opaque glazing shall not be 
counted toward such minimum percentage. 

 
c) Where residential uses are prohibited on the ground floor in the Commerce District, non-

habitable uses that are used in conjunction with residential uses may be permitted on 
the ground floor. 

 
d) Parking shall only be permitted on the ground floor of a Building or Structure when at 

least 80% of the ground floor frontage on any side of an above grade parking structure 
that is either adjacent to a public street (except an alley) or adjacent to a public open 
space/plaza is devoted to ground floor Non-Residential development. At least the first 12 
vertical feet of the ground-level Building Façade of such Building or Structure shall 
include: 

 
i) Building Façade articulation and modulation 
ii) Use of windows with glazing that may be translucent but not black, mirrored glass, or 

similar opaque glazing 
iii) Integration of building entrances 
iv) Buffering of the street edge with landscaping berms, or landscaping planters.  

 
Per Condition of Approval Number 8, the Project will not contain new ground floor 
Residential uses. Additionally, the ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a 
minimum depth of 25 feet from the front Building Façade, and a minimum floor-to-floor 
height of 15 feet; a minimum of 75 percent of the Building Façade located between 30 
inches and 84 inches from the finished grade devoted to transparent windows and/or doors. 
Dark tinted, reflective or opaque glazing shall not be counted towards such minimum 
percentage. The ground floor Non-Residential development will also include non-habitable 
uses that are used in conjunction with residential uses for the Project, including but not 
limited to: leasing offices, community centers, entrance lobbies, gym/fitness center, 
residential business center, and concierge services, per “Exhibit A.” The ground floor Non-
Residential development will also include the more than five (5) Local-Serving Retail 
businesses indicated in Condition of Approval Number 14 for the Incentivized Uses Bonus, 
and binded for the future through Covenant and Agreement. And the parking at the ground 
floor of the Project will have at least 80 percent of the ground floor frontage on any side of 
an above-grade parking structure adjacent to a public street (not including an alley) or 
adjacent to a public open space/plaza is devoted to ground floor Non-Residential 
development; a minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level Building Façade that 
includes articulation and modulation through changes in vertical wall plane and/or a change 
in building material, use of windows with non-reflective glazing that may be translucent but 
not black or mirrored glass or similar opaque glazing, integration of building entrances, and 
buffering of the street edge with landscaping, berms, or landscaped planters. As such, the 
project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.4 of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 6.1.2.2.5: Building Height 
All Projects within the Commerce District shall be permitted an unlimited building or structure 
height, but must comply with the following:  
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1. Street Wall: All Projects with frontage along a public street or highway shall be 
required to have a minimum building height of 35 feet along that public street or 
highway. The Street Wall’s design should follow the guidelines established in the 
Urban Design Guidelines in Appendix F.  
 
The Project will develop buildings ranging from one-story (35 feet) to up to 24- 
stories (approximately 350 feet) in height. Taller buildings are proposed along 
Burbank and De Soto, whereas low to mid-rise buildings are placed primarily –with 
the exception of Building 1- interior to the site adjacent to existing low and mid-rise 
structures on nearby lots shown in Exhibit A. All buildings with ground floor retail will 
provide a break between a building's retail floors and upper floors through articulated 
building materials. In addition, consistent with Section 4.b of the Urban Design 
Guidelines, ground floor levels have been designed with active uses, such as retail, 
restaurant uses, and the work portions of work/live units, will front the public street 
along all perimeters of the Project. The only exception to this, which is permitted by 
the Specific Plan, will be surface parking area in Phase 1 on Lot 1 as well as ground 
level lobbies for the residential and hotel uses.  
 

2. Any Project over 75 feet in height shall be subject to additional submittal 
requirements as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Program. Unlimited height is 
permitted within the Commerce District. Structures which exceed 75 feet have been 
designed to minimize shade/shadow impacts to surrounding sensitive uses to the 
extent reasonable and feasible, including through building design that uses 
transitional building heights. The Project’s environmental analysis includes a 
shade/shadow analysis which assesses whether adjacent sensitive uses could be 
impacted by the proposed structures, consistent with the Mitigation Measure AES-1 
included in the Specific Plan EIR’s Mitigation Monitoring Program.  
 

 As such, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.5 of the Specific Plan. 
 

Sections 6.1.2.2.6: Street Standards and 7.7: Street Improvements and Dedications 
Street standards in the Commerce District are established in Appendix H, Tables 1 and 2, of 
the Specific Plan. Additionally, this project’s related case, VTT-74891 which imposes 
conditions directed by the Bureau of Engineering as follows:   
 
De Soto Avenue is designated as a Major Highway Class 1 and shall be in compliance with 
Table 1, which requires on the west side of the north/south section a 68-foot half right-of-
way, a 56-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, 16-foot parkway, and 12-foot 
easement.  
 
Burbank Boulevard is designated as a Secondary Highway and shall be in compliance with 
Table 2, which requires on the north side of the east/west section a 45-foot half right-of-way, 
a 35-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, an eight (8)-foot parkway, and six (6)-foot 
easement.  
 
Warner Center Lane is designated as a Private Street and shall be in compliance with 
Figure 11, which requires a 64-foot right-of-way, a 36-foot roadway, a 10-foot sidewalk, and 
6-foot parkway.  
 
Per Condition of Approval Number 10, which mirror the conditions of VTT-74891, the 
design of the Project’s frontages along public streets complies with the required setbacks, 
sidewalk and parkway, and right of way and roadway standards. As such, the Project 
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complies with Section 6.1.2.2.6 of the Specific Plan and applicable parts of Section 
7.7.(BOE)  

 
Section 6.1.2.2.7, Section 6.1.2.2.8, and Section 6.2.4: Activity Nodes and Active Street 
Frontages 
 
Section 6.1.2.2.7 of the Specific Plan calls for an Activity Node at the newly established 
intersection of Variel Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. However, since Variel Avenue is not 
being extended at this time, the applicant has agreed to provide a concentration of 
pedestrian-serving restaurant and retail uses at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard and 
Warner Center Lane.  This location meets the Activity Node requirements set forth in 
Section 6.2.4.2.1 of the Specific Plan and is approximately 200 feet to the east of the 
anticipated location of the Activity Node shown on Map 10 of the Specific Plan. Adler Drive 
will intersect with Burbank Boulevard near the anticipated location of the intersection 
of Variel Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, but Adler Drive will function as a private driveway 
at this time per this entitlement and its related case VTT-74891.  
  
Section 6.1.2.2.8 of the Specific Plan calls for an Active Street Frontage on the east side 
of Variel Avenue between Oxnard Street to the north and Burbank Boulevard to the south, 
including the newly established portion of Variel Avenue.  However, since Variel Avenue is 
not being extended at this time, the applicant has agreed to design the Project’s frontage on 
Burbank Boulevard, from the western property line of the Project Site to east end of the 
Activity Node proposed at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard and Warner Center Lane, 
as an Active Street Frontage, meeting the requirements for projects along Active Street 
Frontages set forth in Section 6.2.4 of the Specific Plan.     
  
Where uses front on the Activity Node proposed at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard 
and Warner Center Lane, and on the Active Street Frontage proposed on Burbank 
Boulevard, from the western boundary of the Project Site to the eastern boundary of the 
Activity Node, the Project complies with the Non-Residential ground floor regulations 
established in Specific Plan Section 6.2.4.2.  No residential uses are proposed on the 
ground floor at these locations.  Also, at least 75 percent of the building facades located 
between 30 inches and 84 inches from the ground floor will be devoted to transparent 
windows and/or doors in these locations.  Dark tinted reflective or opaque glazing will not be 
counted towards the minimum percentage.  As such, the Project complies with the spirit 
of Sections 6.1.2.2.7, 6.1.2.2.8, and 6.2.4 of the Specific Plan, given that Variel Avenue is 
not being extended at this time. For further discussion of the Variel Avenue extension, see 
the Finding for the Specific Plan’s Section 6.1.2.2.10.  
 
Section 6.1.2.2.9: Front Setbacks  
Per Section 6.1.2.2.9, all Projects on an Active Street Frontage in the Commerce District 
shall have a front setback of no less than 12 feet, and no more than 15 feet. Projects not 
located on an Active Street Frontage are permitted a front setback up to 20 feet. Per 
“Exhibit A”, the Project proposes a setback of 12 to 15 20 feet along De Soto Avenue and 
Burbank Boulevard. Moreover, Condition of Approval Number 12 requires a setback of the 
same for each street. In addition, Condition of Approval Number 12 requires that parts of the 
Project along the private driveway designated as Adler Drive observe a setback between 12 
and 15 feet as it may in the future become an extension of Variel Avenue per the Specific 
Plan.  Lastly, Condition of Approval Number 12 requires that parts of the Project with 
frontage not along those streets or driveway to have a maximum setback of 20 feet.  
 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Section 6.1.2.2.8 establishes the required Active 
Street Frontages in the Commerce District, including the “East and west side of Variel 
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Avenue between Oxnard Street to the north and Burbank Boulevard to the south, 
including the newly established portion.” Per Section 6.1.2.2.8, the portions of De 
Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard adjoining the Project site are not designated as 
Active Street Frontages. Nevertheless, the applicant did volunteer to provide an 
Active Front Frontage between Adler Drive and Warner Center Lane along Burbank 
Boulevard. Pursuant to Section 6.2.5.2.1, New Streets created by projects do not 
require (front) setbacks.  
 
Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Plan explains that “it is anticipated that Variel Avenue will be 
extended from Califa Street to the north to Burbank Boulevard to the south.” VTT-
74891 Condition No. 37 states “Pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 
6.1.2.2.10 regarding the anticipated extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to 
the north to Burbank Boulevard to the south, the Project shall design the driveway 
identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the Project site, to be 
directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as 
proposed on Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the north 
and west being redeveloped, and allowing for an extension of Variel Avenue in a 
southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard. There shall be a 10-foot parkway located to 
the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property line, as proposed by the applicant 
and depicted on Plan Sheet MP-30. The northern end of Adler Drive may be 
temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, as proposed by the applicant, 
until such time that the property to the north redevelops.” 
 
Although the Project Permit Compliance Letter of Determination explains in Condition 
Number 13 that “The Project shall include a new private driveway at the west end of 
the Project, labeled ‘Exhibit A’ that will not be a new street per VTT-74891 and this 
entitlement,” the long term of the Project site may include the completion of Variel 
Avenue and, as such, the portion of the development along the future Variel Avenue 
frontage shall meet the requirements of Section 6.1.2.2.8. 
 
Condition of Approval Number 20 requires the Project to submit an updated landscape plan 
which shows a minimum of 30% of the required setback areas landscaped. As such the 
Project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 6.1.2.2.10: New Street Extension of Variel Avenue  
Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan specifies that "[i]t is anticipated that Variel Avenue 
will be extended from Califa Street to the north to Burbank Boulevard to the south."  
However, the Variel Avenue extension was not analyzed in the Environmental Impact 
Report for the Warner Center 2035 Plan, nor is it included in the list of 151 traffic mitigation 
measures required to mitigate the traffic impacts associated with the implementation of the 
Specific Plan, set forth in Appendix E, Mobility Fee Nexus Study.  Consequently, the 
construction of the Variel extension is not required to mitigate any significant traffic impact 
associated with the Project or other development that may be proposed that is consistent 
with the Specific Plan.    
  
Furthermore, the Mobility Plan 2035, which was adopted after the adoption date of the 
Specific Plan in 2013, does not identify Variel Avenue as being extended at this location. As 
shown on Map A2 – Valley Subarea, Citywide General Plan Circulation System, the 
segment of Variel Avenue south of Oxnard Street terminates at Califa Street and does not 
extend through the Project Site to Burbank Boulevard to the south.    
  
Regarding the extension of Variel Avenue, however, the Project is conditioned in VTT-
74891 to design the driveway identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the 



DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A / VTT-74891-1A                                                                           F-22 
 
 

 

Project site, to be directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 
feet, as proposed on “Exhibit A,” Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent 
properties to the north and west being redeveloped, and allowing for a possible extension 
of Variel Avenue in a southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard in the future. Additionally, 
there shall be a 10-foot parkway located to the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property 
line, as proposed by the applicant and depicted on “Exhibit A,” Plan Sheet MP-30. The 
northern end of Adler Drive shall be temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, 
as shown on Exhibit A, until such time that a northern extension is feasible to complete the 
through-street.   
  
Should the properties to the north and west redevelop during the time frame in which the 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan is in effect, the possibility remains that Variel Avenue may 
be extended from Califa Street in the north to Burbank Boulevard in the south.  Adler Drive 
provides vehicular, as well as pedestrian connectivity on the eastern side of Adler Drive, 
from Burbank Boulevard to the northern property line of the site, consistent with the intent of 
the Specific Plan to break up large blocks with vehicular and pedestrian access.  
 
As such, the Project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.1: Incentivized Uses and Bonuses 
Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.1, the Project proposes Incentivized Uses as encouraged in the 
Specific Plan. The Director approves the proposed following incentive uses that must be 
accessible to the general public during regular business hours, operates for at least 40 
hours per week and if use an approved use is discontinued, it must be replaced with another 
incentivized use of similar scale and scope:  
 
“Five (5) or more Local-Serving Retail businesses, all of which are located on the first floor 
and comply with all of the regulations set forth in [the Specific Plan]. Businesses that qualify 
as ‘local-serving’ shall not exceed 5,000 square feet of floor area.” (Section 6.2.1.1.3) 
Section 4 of the Plan defines “Local Serving Retail” as “retail sale of goods or services 
needed by local residents on a regular basis,” that includes a variety of goods and services, 
such as among others, apparel, art galleries, athletic/sporting goods, bakeries, bars, and 
cafes and other similar retail items as determined by the Director.  
 
Publicly Accessible Open Space. Publicly Accessible Open Space provided at a minimum of 
fifty percent (50%) more than the size that is required by Section 6.2.2 of this Plan. 
 
The Project has more than five (5) retail spaces of 5,000 square feet or less in various 
Phases and buildings. Per Condition of Approval Number 14, the Project will have to 
prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement that binds for the future  the local-serving 
retail uses spaces to be replaced by the same uses in space under 5,000 square feet; the 
PAOS is also bound under the Covenant and Agreement. While the overall PAOS on the 
site is only 11% of the Project site’s land after dedication, the Project meets the conditions of 
the Incentivized Uses Bonus section of the Specific Plan because it requires a 50% increase 
more than the size that is required. As mentioned in several places herein, the Project 
receives a 50% credit for the creation of the New Street Warner Center Lane. Thus, the 
PAOS required for the project is 15% of the lot area after dedication multiplied by 50% for 
the New Street credit, or 78,173 square feet. By providing more than 50% more than this 
requirement as shown in “Exhibit A”, the Project fulfills the obligations under Section 
6.2.1.1.5 of the Specific Plan and qualifies for two bonuses.  
 
The Project chose to apply the Incentivized Uses Bonuses as allowed under Section 
6.2.1.2.3 to allow for Residential/Non-Residential use mix as mentioned in the findings for 
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Section 6.1.2.2.3.  As stated in Condition of Approval Number 14, any change to the 
development bonus requested, i.e., other than the one for Residential development in the 
Commerce District, will require additional review by the Director of Planning during the 
required review of each geographic phase of the Project. As part of the review, the Director 
may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA to ensure any additional 
development bonus. Additionally, the Project is not allowed additional Incentivized Uses 
above and beyond the ones stated in Condition of Approval Number 14. As such, the 
Project complies with Section 6.2.1 of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 6.2.2: Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS) 
Based on Section 6.2.2.1 of the Specific Plan, the 1,042,301-square foot Project Site (lot 
area after dedications) requires a minimum of 156,346 square feet of PAOS (calculated at 
15% of the net site area, after dedications).  However, in accordance with Section 6.2.2.3.2 
of the Specific Plan, a Project that includes the creation of a New Street shall be credited 
50% of such Project’s PAOS requirements, provided that all of those requirements 
established in Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7, inclusive, are satisfied.  As part of the 
Project, Warner Center Lane will be improved as a New Street and will meet the 
requirements under Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7 (as further described in the following 
pages), reducing the Project’s PAOS requirement by 50%, to 78,173 square feet.  However, 
as an Incentivized Use to be entitled to a development bonus to ascend the Graduated FAR 
Table use mix, the Project will provide 50% more than the minimum 78,173 square feet of 
PAOS required, or at least 117,260 square feet of PAOS.  The Project proposes a total of 
approximately 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of PAOS upon Project completion.  
 
The Project’s PAOS complies with the standards in Section 6.2.2.2 as follows:  
 

1. The PAOS is contiguous and internally integrated into the overall design of the 
Project. 
 

2. The PAOS will be accessible to the public from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.  
 
3. A minimum of 90% of the PAOS is open to the sky and at least 50% of the PAOS is 

comprised of landscaping (50% required).  
 
4. The PAOS includes more seating than required, with 1,137 seats provided when only 

235 seats are required (based on a required rate of 1 seat per 500 square feet 
provided.)  

 
The Project includes an additional approximately 109,762 square feet (2.52 acres) of excess 
open space areas.  The proposed PAOS and proposed excess open space areas result in a 
total of approximately 231,445 square feet (5.31 acres) of public open space (2.79 acres + 
2.52 acres.)  
 
Two Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAPs) are incorporated into the PAOS to provide both 
access to all of the project buildings and connectivity between De Soto Avenue and Burbank 
Boulevard.  The incorporation of nine (9) focal points distributed throughout the Project Site 
will provide gathering spaces in the form of shaded seating areas for employees, residents, 
and visitors, which satisfy the requirement of Section 6.2.2.4.3 that states that the PAOS 
have at least one (1) focal point or gathering space with a minimum of 500 square feet.    
 
Furthermore, per Condition of Approval Number 15, the Project does not count toward the 
PAOS requirement any of the following: surface parking areas, open storage areas, private 
open space areas not accessible to the general public, swimming pools and spas not open 
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to the general public, loading docks and parking, driveway entrances and exits, sidewalks 
and parkways that are already in the public right of way, and detached or attached utility 
areas or pads, therefore satisfying Section 6.2.2.5 of the Specific Plan.  
 
As conditioned, in addition to the PAOS requirement, the Project will satisfy the LAMC, 
Section 12.33 Park Fees and Land Dedication requirement, as applicable.  The Project, in 
satisfaction of Section 6.2.2.4.1, will prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement that 
will bind the land for the Project and all successors to ensure the PAOS area will be 
maintained and made available and accessible to the public.   
 
As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.2 of the Specific Plan.   

 
Section 6.2.3: Parking 
All parking spaces will be in compliance with applicable parking provisions set forth in the 
Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan and LAMC Section 12.21 A.4.  The Project is a mixed use, 
master planned development project with a combination of residential and non-residential 
uses. The Project proposes to provide 5,548 parking spaces per “Exhibit A” and per 
Condition of Approval Number 18.  
 
The project complies per “Exhibit A” and Condition of Approval Number 18 with Section 
6.2.3 as follows: 
 
a) Residential Automotive Parking (Including Work-Live Units). The Project proposes 1,627 

Residential parking spaces for the 1,009 Residential units proposed. This is more than 
the minimum 1,009 spaces required, and less than the maximum 2,018 parking spaces 
allowed for Residential uses. The number of spaces proposed is inclusive of the 42 
guest parking spaces proposed for Phase 5, Building 5, a proposed condominimum 
mixed-use building. Per Condition of Approval Number 18, the Project will provide 
revised plans that demonstrate that the guest parking spaces clearly marked and 
reserved for Residential Guest Use and not accessory commercial uses or delivery 
uses. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.2.1(a), which requires that the 
Project provide parking for residents at the rate of at least one (1) parking space per unit 
but not more than two (2) spaces per unit. 
 

b) Non-Residential Automotive Parking. The Project proposes 3,921 Non-Residential 
parking spaces. The Project has 1,515,011 1,387,894 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area which includes 46,417 square feet of amenities space 157,535 square feet 
of hotel space, a maximum of 228 hotel units, 85,545 square feet of commercial space, 
1,140,746 square feet of office space, and 9,839 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area 4,068 square feet of community space.  
 
Per Section 6.2.3.2.2, Commercial areas are required to provide a minimum of two (2) 
and maximum of four (4) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area, Office and 
Research and Development areas are required to provide a minimum of one (1) and 
maximum of four (4) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area, and all other 
spaces not listed in Section 6.2.3.2.2 are to follow the parking requirements of the 
LAMC. Per Section 4 of the Specific Plan on Definitions, the non-habitable portions of 
the Work-Live units are not considered Residential or Non-Residential area, but hotel 
uses are considered Non-Residential. Section 12.21 A.4 of the LAMC does not provide 
parking standards for the non-habitable portions of Work-Live units. The same section of 
the LAMC groups hotels with residential buildings, and as such, LA Department of 
Building and Safety clarifies in Information Bulletin P/ZC 2002-011 that parking spaces 
for hotel guestrooms shall be counted at a ratio of one (1) to one (1) for the first 30 
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guestrooms, 0.5 to one for the next 30 guestrooms, and 0.33 to one for the remaining 
guest rooms. Therefore, the project is required to provide between 171 and 342 parking 
spaces for the commercial areas, between 2,282 and 4,563 parking spaces for the office 
areas, and 101 parking spaces for the hotel areas for a total minimum of 2,554 and 
maximum of 4,905 parking spaces overall for the Non-Residential parts of the Project. 
As such, the Project’s 3,921 automotive parking spaces complies with Section 6.2.3.2.2 
of the Specific Plan. 
 

c) Mixed Use Parking. As the Project is composed of Non-Residential floor area that is 
more than two (2) percent of the Project’s total Floor Area, the 3,921 Non-Residential 
parking spaces and 1,627 Residential parking spaces comply with Section 6.2.3.2.3 of 
the Specific Plan, which states that mixed-use developments comply with the parking 
standards for the Residential portion and the increment of Non-Residential floor area for 
the Project.  
 

d) General Parking Provisions. The Project complies as follows with Section 6.2.3.3 of the 
Specific Plan, which contains provisions that establish parking standards for all Projects 
in the Plan.  

 
i) Tandem Parking. Per “Exhibit A,” there are no tandem-sized spaces for Non-

Residential Parking. As such, Section 6.2.3.3(b) of the Specific Plan’s regulations on 
tandem parking do not apply to the Project.  

 
ii) Unbundled Parking. The Project does not propose off-street parking for other 

projects within the same or adjacent Districts within the Plan. As such, the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.3.3(c).  

 
iii) New Street Parking. The Project propose the new private street of Warner Center 

Lane and per “Exhibit A” proposes 28 parking spaces spread out between each of 
the Phases of the Project. However, as the 5,548 parking spaces proposed is more 
than 28 spaces over the minimum 3,563 required, and less than the site maximum of 
6,923 parking spaces, the 28 street parking spaces are not needed to apply toward 
meeting the parking minimums or leaving out of the total parking provided so as not 
to go over the maximum number of spaces allowed. As such, the Project complies 
with Section 6.2.3.3(d).  

 
iv) Disabled Parking. The Project proposes overall 5,548 parking spaces, below the 

maximum of 6,923 parking spaces allowed for the site for the uses proposed. 
Nonetheless, Condition of Approval Number 18 includes provisions to exclude the 
counting of disabled parking spaces from the total numbers should the total amount 
of parking spaces being provided equal the maximum amount of parking allowed for 
the Project. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.3(e).  

 
v) Bicycle Parking. Per Condition of Approval Number 19, the Project will provide 87 

short-term and 576 long-term bicycle parking spaces for Residential use, as well as 
submit revised plans for each phase prior to signoff for Phases 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 each 
that show facilities for employee showers associated with the bicycle parking. For 
Non-Residential use, the Project will provide 177 short-term and 294 long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, as well as submit revised plans for each and every phase 

prior to signoff that show facilities for employee showers and personal lockers 

associated with those bicycle parking spaces. The number of short-term and long-
term spaces required for the Non-Residential uses is the total required calculated 
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from the different types of uses proposed. As such, the Project complies with Section 
6.2.3.3(f).  
 

Per the reasons stated above, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.3 of the Specific 
Plan. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan on Parking.   

 
Section 6.2.5: New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways 
 As a Master Planned Project with two public street frontages that are perpendicular, a New 
Street or PAP must be incorporated into the Project and must connect with each public 
street at a minimum of one discrete point, as required by Section 6.2.5.3.1(b).  The Project 
will provide both a New Street and a PAP.    
  
Warner Center Lane is proposed as a new private street, or New Street, and has been 
designed in compliance with the New Streets Standards under Section 6.2.5.2.  Warner 
Center Lane is an existing private street, but the street will be improved to New Street 
standards in accordance with the Specific Plan. Warner Center Lane is proposed to provide 
a variable right-of-way width, with a minimum width of 64 feet, inclusive of the roadway, 
paved sidewalks, and parkways, and a maximum width of 83 feet as it approaches the De 
Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard intersection, as shown in Exhibit A.  The proposed 
right-of-way width will include a maximum roadway of 36 feet, except where the road 
approaches the De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard intersections where it will be wider, 
as required by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation to accommodate additional 
vehicular lanes, including turn lanes.  WC 2035 Plan Section 6.2.5.2.1(e) states, "Any 
connection to any public street shall be provided subject to review and approval of the 
Director in consultation with the City Engineer (Bureau of Engineering) and the General 
Manager of the Department of Transportation."  Furthermore, per the New Street Standards, 
minimum sidewalk and parkway widths of six feet and eight feet will be provided, 
respectively, on each side of the roadway.  
  
An east/west running PAP is proposed to connect De Soto Avenue (from the southeast 
corner of the Project Site) to Burbank Boulevard (at the western portion of the Project Site).  
While not required, an additional PAP is proposed, running north/south between Buildings 5 
and 6.  Each proposed PAP will be publicly accessible (from 6 AM to 10 PM, daily at 
minimum) and illuminated, will measure a minimum of 20-feet wide with a minimum 10-foot 
wide pathway clear of obstructions, and will contain a minimum of 25% of landscaping.  
 
Section 6.2.6: Urban Design Guidelines and Supplemental Urban Design Standards 
Section 6.2.6 requires that projects comply with a set of Supplemental Urban Design 
Standards. The Project is also encouraged to comply with Urban Design Guidelines, and the 
optional Design Guidelines that the project incorporates into the design are addressed in a 
separate section herein. The applicable required standards and the Project’s compliance 
with them are as follows: 

 
a) Parking in Required Setbacks. Per “Exhibit A”, the Project does not propose surface 

parking in the front setback areas. As such, the Project is not subject to Section 
6.2.6.2.1, which limits surface parking in the front setback area.  
 

b) Architecture. Per “Exhibit A”, the Project has a variety of architectural treatments that 
break up the façade, using materials such as stucco, brick, stone, metal and siding, as 
well as detailing like storefront window systems on the first floor, recessed balconies on 
floors above the first floor for buildings that have housing, and articulation. As such, the 
Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.2, which requires projects that are three or more 
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stories in height to have a different architectural treatment on the ground floor than the 
upper floors of the building.  
 

c) Lighting and Security. Per Condition of Approval Number 21, the Project will submit 
revised elevations that show all and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the 
structure(s), shielded to reduce glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from 
the sky and windows of residential units. As such, the Project complies with Section 
6.2.6.2.3, which requires projects to integrate exterior lighting with the building’s design 
and shield it to reduce glare.  
 

d) Utilities. As the Project is a Master Planned Project, per Condition of Approval Number 
21, the Project will provide prior to final signoff for Phase 1 plans that show utility lines 
within the public right-of-ways placed underground to the standards of the Bureau of 
Street Services.  As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.4, which regulates 
the placement of utilities for Master Planned Projects.  
 

e) Articulation of Building Facades. The Project proposes several buildings with horizontal 
lengths over 250 feet within 50 feet of the required setbacks. Therefore, the Project is 
subject to Section 6.2.6.2.5 of the Specific Plan, which regulates the articulation of 
buildings over 250 feet measured horizontally.  
 
Per Condition of Approval Number 8 for any building which has parking at the ground 
floor, the Project will include a minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level 
Building Façade that features articulation and modulation through changes in vertical 
wall plane and/or a change in building material.  
 
Additionally, per Condition of Approval Number 21, the Project, prior to final signoff for 
each applicable phase for facades longer than 250 horizontal feet within 50 feet of 
required setbacks, will provide updated plans and/or elevations that show depth variation 
measurements that show that 15% of the façade is different than the rest on the same 
elevation;  depth variation to a minimum structural height of 35 feet; and each depth 
variation a minimum five (5) horizontal feet in length.  
 
Per “Exhibit A,” the Project employs ornamental techniques in its architectural design, 
including variation in materials, textures, and fenestration. The Project also has designed 
the parking structures to be compatible in color and details with the buildings it serve by 
either wrapping other uses around them so only portions of it daylight, using similar or 
complementary materials to the buildings they are situated in, or using the same or 
complementary colors to coordinate with the buildings they serve.   
 
As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.5, which regulates the articulation of 
the building façade.  
 

f) General Landscape Requirements for all Projects – Landscape and Irrigation Plans. Per 
Condition of Approval Number 21, the applicant will submit revised landscape plans that 
show all planted areas within the Project serviced by automatic irrigation systems and 
conforming to the City’s water conservation requirements as prepared by a licensed 
landscape architect. Additionally, per Environmental Condition HYDRO-3, the Project will 
dedicate area in the parkway so that runoff can be collected in vegetated swales and 
directed to existing curb and gutter or storm drains .As such, the Project complies with 
Section 6.2.6.2.6, which requires automatic irrigation systems that conformance to the 
City’s water conservation requirements.  
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g) Landscaping Requirements for Parking Facilities. Phase 1, Building 1 of the Project 
includes one new surface parking lot that does not incorporate surface parking that 
previously existed. As such, it is subject to Section 6.2.6.2.7 (1). Per Condition of 
Approval Number 21, prior to final signoff for Phase 1, the Project will submit updated 
landscape plans that show a minimum of one (1) canopy tree for every four (4) new 
parking spaces. These trees at the time of planting will each be evergreen shade-
producing trees, in a minimum 24-inch box and, a minimum two (2) inches in trunk 
caliper width, a minimum ten (10) feet in height as measured from the ground after it is 
planted, and expected to be at the point of maturity a minimum of 30 feet and maximum 
of 50 feet in height with a tree canopy of 20 to 40 feet in diameter.  The required canopy 
trees distributed throughout the parking area will be at a minimum ratio of one (1) tree 
within every 10 feet of any parking space. The distribution will not preclude groups or 
clusters of trees located throughout the parking lot.  Additionally, if the Project chooses 
to erect solar structures in-lieu of the canopy trees, it can do so at the discretion of the 
Director of Planning. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.7(1) of the 
Specific Plan.  

 
Section 6.2.6.2.7(2) requires that any building or structure used for parking shall have a 
minimum landscaped setback of five (5) feet on any portion of a building used for 
parking at or above grade when it is not next to a street. Any portion of a structure used 
for parking adjacent to a street shall meet the requirements for setbacks for the District 
in which it resides. The area within the setbacks shall be landscaped with a berm and/or 
hedge of at least 36 inches in height. Additionally, trees shall be planted in the setback 
at a ratio of one tree every 30 linear feet for the length of the parking area. Finally, the 
parking areas in the structure that are at or above grade shall be designed with 
screening techniques to minimize vehicle headlight and noise impacts on adjacent 
properties, and include climbing vines to provide landscaped screening and exterior 
amelioration to the walls. Parts of the Project with parking that are adjacent to a new 
street or PAP are permitted to meet the requirements for setbacks as listed for the 
district in which they sit. Per Conditions of Approval Number 20 and 21, the applicant will 
submit revised plans and elevations prior to final signoff for each phase that show 
compliance with the clarification of landscape plans through the two aforementioned 
Conditions of Approvals, the Project will comply with Section 6.2.6.2.7(2). 
 
As the Project does not propose temporary surface parking during any phase, Section 
6.2.6.2.7(3) does not apply. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.7 of the 
Specific Plan.  
 

h) Street Trees. Section 6.2.6.2.8 requires that new street trees be of the species indicated 
for street trees as set forth in Appendix F of the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan, 
however, is silent on the replacement ratio for street trees that are to be removed as part 
of a Project. When the Specific Plan is silent on a regulation that occurs in the LAMC, 
the LAMC prevails. As such, the Project is subject to the Street Tree requirements 
placed upon the project from the Urban Forestry Division. In this instance, the Urban 
Forestry Division will require a two (2) to one (1) replacement as appropriate. Appendix 
F of the Specific Plan requires street trees on De Soto Avenue to be Gingko biloba 
(Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone Pine), and Ulmus parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake 
Elm) on Burbank Boulevard. Condition of Approval Number 10 directs the Project to 
preserve street trees to the greatest extent possible; existing Street Trees should be 
removed and new ones planted only if the removal is necessary for sidewalk widening. If 
the Project requires the removal and replacement of street trees, according to “Exhibit A” 
Street trees will be planted with Gingko biloba (Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone 
Pine), and Ulmus parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) on Burbank Boulevard at a 2:1 ratio for 
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every street tree removed as per the approval for VTT-74891. Condition of Approval 
Number 10 will require the applicant to seek approval from the Division of Urban 
Forestry for compliance with their requirements. With further review and approval from 
the Division of Urban Forestry, the project will comply with Section 6.2.6.2.8 of the 
Specific Plan. 
 

i) Application of the Urban Design Guidelines and the Supplemental Urban Design 
Standards. Section 6.2.6.3 of the Specific Plan requires that Projects have a consultation 
with the City’s Urban Design Studio before a Letter of Determination is to be issued. The 
Project had a review with the Urban Design Studio with a written response was provided 
on February 1, 2018, and as such complies with Section 6.2.6.3 of the Specific Plan.  
 

As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6 of the Specific Plan.  
 

Section 6.2.7: Hybrid Industrial 
The Project does not propose Hybrid Industrial uses. The Project therefore is not subject to 
Section 6.2.7 of the Specific Plan which regulates Hybrid Industrial use. As such the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.7 of the Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.8: Automobile Uses 
The Project does not propose uses that include the servicing, purchasing, or maintenance of 
automobiles. The Project is therefore not subject to Section 6.2.8 of the Specific Plan which 
regulates auto-oriented uses. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.8 of the 
Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.9: Establishment of Entertainment Uses 
The Project does not propose Entertainment Uses, and it is not located in the Downtown or 
Uptown Districts of the Specific Plan. The Project is therefore not subject to Section 6.2.9 of 
the Specific Plan which regulates entertainment and nightlife uses in the Downtown and 
Uptown Districts of the Specific Plan. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.9 of the 
Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.10: Sustainability Requirements for the Entire Plan Area 
Per Condition of Approval Number 22, the Project will submit evidence that the project is 
designed to meet the equivalent green standards of LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) at the Silver Level, in addition to the City’s Green Building and any 
other applicable regulations and Mitigation Measures relating to sustainability standards.  
Additionally, per Conditions of Approval Number 23 and 24, the Project will submit evidence 
showing that it complies with the City’s Green Building Ordinance and that the roof complies 
with the Solar Reflectance Index requirement in Appendix G of the Specific Plan. Appendix 
G provides three options for roofs to meet compliance with Section 6.2.10 according to the 
slope of the roof and the materials used. While “Exhibit A” of the Project included SRI info, it 
did not include the slope of the roof, and per Condition of Approval Number 24, the Project 
will submit updated roof plan reflecting that it qualifies for the SRI indicated. As such, the 
Project complies with Section 6.2.10, which requires Projects to incorporate 
environmentally-conscience design and construction.  
 
Section 7.2: Department of Transportation Review 
In Condition of Approval Number 10 in “Additional Requirements”, the applicant is made 
aware that the Department of Transportation (DOT) may have additional requirements for 
dedication and improvements. As per Condition of Approval Number 26, the applicant will 
submit a site plan to DOT for review and approval in coordination with Valley Project 
Planning Division of the Department of City Planning. Additionally, the applicant at the time 
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application is required to submit an Initial Site Assessment Form, which was signed as 
required by City Planning staff on May 11, 2018. As such, the Project complies with Section 
7.2 on Transportation Review.  
 
Section 7.3: Mobility Fee 
As required, the Applicant has filed a Preliminary Mobility Fee application with the 
Department of City Planning and the Department of Transportation.  The Mobility Fee is 
calculated at time of building permit based on rates in effect at the time of deemed 
complete.  It will take into consideration the square footage of development, as well as in-
lieu credits for mitigation measures and dedications, as outlined in Appendix C and 
Appendix E of the Specific Plan, as well as Tables 1 and 2, the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
Street Standards. The Project is required to provide an 18-foot dedication along De Soto 
Avenue and 2-foot dedication along Burbank Boulevard.     
 

The Specific Plan allows credit for any uses that were active on or subsequent to January 1, 
2008 to be deducted from a Project’s Mobility Fee. The Project Site is currently improved 
with 12 office buildings (10 one-story buildings, 1 two-story building and 1 three-story 
building) with a combined total floor area of approximately 340,339 square feet, inclusive of 
approximately 320,196 square feet of office floor area, approximately 1,843 square feet of 
restaurant floor area, and approximately 18,300 square feet of health club floor area.  Lot 
area (before dedications) is 1,062,923 square feet.  Based on the total existing floor area 
and the lot area (before dedications), total existing FAR is approximately 0.32:1.  Based on 
Section 7.3.2 of the Specific Plan and the existing uses located on the Project Site, it is 
anticipated that Mobility Fee credits will be applied to the Project’s Mobility Fee 
Calculation.    
  
The proposed Project has a FAR of 2.52:1 and will include approximately 1,246,374 square 
feet of Residential floor area, which falls into Category A, Residential Land Uses, with a 
corresponding rate of $1.51 per square foot. The proposed Project also includes 1,154,127 
square feet of Office floor area (including the existing structure), which falls into Category D 
with a corresponding rate of $8.20 per square foot. It also includes 229,699 square feet of 
Commercial and Retail floor area, which fall into Category E, Commercial and Retail Land 
Uses, with a corresponding rate of $15.81 per square foot. The proposed Project also 
includes 4,068 square feet of floor area that corresponds to Category F, which incurs no 
Mobility Fee.  
 
Based on Section 7 of the WC2035, the Existing Use Credit, and the proposed floor area 
and corresponding land uses, it is anticipated that the proposed Project will be subject to a 
preliminary Mobility Fee of approximately $10,579,833.  Adjustments and/or credits may be 
applied to the Mobility Fee estimate, which is pending final review and approval by LADOT.  
Please refer to the associated Preliminary WC2035 Plan Mobility Fee Calculation 
Application Form in the case file for additional details.  With further review and approval from 
the Department of Building and Safety, and the Department of Transportation, and the 
Department of City Planning, the project will comply with Section 7.3 of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 7.8: Transportation Demand Management Program 
Per Condition of Approval Number 28, the Project will submit proof of membership in good 
standing for a Transportation Management Organization (TMO). As such, the Project 
complies with Section 7.8 which requires that Projects greater than 30,000 square feet 
submit a Transportation Demand Management plan to the City or join a TMO. Although the 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Section 7.8.1. provides the option of a TDM Plan or 
membership in a TMO for general Projects, Section 5.3.3.1.1.(d) requires the 
submission of a TDM plan as a requirement for a Multiple-Phase Project. The Project 
is conditioned as such. 
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Section 9: Cultural Amenities 
Per Condition of Approval Number 29, the Project will be assessed a Warner Center Cultural 
Amenities Development Fee if the valuation of the Project’s building permit is $500,000 or 
more. The rate at which it will be assessed will be at the rate set by LAMC Section 
91.107.4.6 and the total for fees to be paid is estimated in Condition of Approval Number 29. 
The project does not qualify for any exemptions at the time of issuance of this Letter of 
Determination as there is no Warner Center Cultural Amenities Master Plan from which 
items can be chosen to be provided in-lieu of the fee. As such, the Project complies with 
Section 9 of the Specific Plan, which regulates the establishment of Cultural Amenities in the 
Warner Center Specific Plan area.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 2 .11: Blocks 
Per “Exhibit A,” the project includes commercial spaces on the ground floor on De Soto 
Avenue, Warner Center Lane, and Burbank Boulevard. As such, the Project complies with 
Urban Design Guideline Section 2.11 which states that Neighborhood retail is encouraged 
and should be visibly concentrated at primary street corners, internal street corners, or 
facing onto public-private open spaces or pathways. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.5: Streets Setbacks 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the project will include on the east side at the live-
work units landscaped setbacks with any or all of the following: walkways, porches, raised 
planters and other solid walls up to three (3) feet above sidewalk elevation, and transparent 
fences up to four (4) feet above sidewalk elevation. As such, the Project complies with 
Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.5, which states that adjacent to ground-floor residential 
units with individual entries or residential common areas the setbacks shall be landscaped 
with certain features.  

 
Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.7: Streets Setbacks 
Per Condition of Approval Number 18, and per “Exhibit A”, the project will not include 
surface parking in the setbacks. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 3.C.7, which states that surface parking should not be located in the setbacks.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 4.D.1: Street Wall and Ground Floor Uses 
Per “Exhibit A,” the Project will have primary entrance for Buildings 1, 4a, 7, 8 and 9 located 
on De Soto Avenue or Burbank Boulevard, public streets, that are connected and visible 
from said street. Additionally, Building 4 has a primary entrance on a pathway that is visible 
from the Burbank Boulevard. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 4.D.1, which states that a building's primary entrance, defined as the entrance which 
provides the most direct access to a building's main lobby and is kept unlocked during 
business hours, should be located on a public street or on a courtyard, plaza or pathway 
that is connected to and visible from a public street. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.29: Architecture General Design Guidelines 
Per Condition of Approval Number 8, the Project will use transparent, non-reflective glazing 
on the ground floor windows and doors. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 6.B.29 which states that Projects should Use transparent, non-reflective 
glazing in ground-floor windows and doors. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.35: Architecture General Design Guidelines 
Per Condition of Approval Number 21, the applicant will submit revised elevations that show 
all and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the structure(s), shielded to reduce 
glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from the sky and windows of residential 
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units. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.35, which 
states that exterior lighting should be shielded to reduce glare and eliminate light being cast 
into the night sky. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Sections 6.B.38 and 6.B.41: Architecture Minimization of 
Impacts on Neighbors 
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised 
plans showing the location on the exterior of all mechanical equipment including the roof, 
with screens shielding it from public view or placed entirely underground, and the location of 
the ventilation intakes and exhausts on the exterior located more than 20 vertical and 
horizontal feet from the sidewalk and directing air flow away from the public realm. As such, 
the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Sections 6.B.38 and 6.B.41 which state 
that mechanical equipment should be screened or integrated with the design of the building 
and that intake and exhaust vents should be located to minimize effects on pedestrian 
comfort.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.43: Architecture Screening of 
Telecommunications 
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised 
plans showing antennas and satellite dishes screened and Cable and satellite services 
encouraged to be provided through a single source. As such, the Project complies with 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.45, which states that antennas and satellite dishes 
should be screened. 

 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.45: Architecture Minimization of Glare on 
Neighbors 
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised 
plans showing metal surfaces on the exterior noted as having a matte finish or other finish 
that minimizes glare or reflection. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 6.B.45, which states that reflective materials or other sources of glare (like 
polished metal surfaces) should be designed or screened to avoid impacts on views and 
measurable heat gain on surrounding windows either within or adjacent to a project. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.2: On-Site Open Space Landscaping Recreational 
Facilities  
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, the Project will include in its PAOS a mix of passive 
and active recreational facilities designed to serve residents, employees and visitors to 
Warner Center. The applicant is also required to install amenities for all-ages such as tot 
lots, community gardens or other physical activity facilities designed for social gathering and 
community use year-round. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 7.2, which states that Projects should design PAOS so that it includes a mix of 
passive and active recreational facilities designed to serve residents, employees and visitors 
to Warner Center. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.5: On-Site Open Space Landscaping 
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, prior to signoff, revised landscape plans or proof of 
compliance will be provided to show 50% of the trees in the non-PAOS open space areas as 
canopy trees that provide shade. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 7.5, which states that at least 50% of the required trees should be canopy trees that 
shade open spaces, sidewalks and buildings, unless City Planning approves a less 
percentage to accommodate recreational facilities. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.10: On-Site Open Space Seating 
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Per “Exhibit A,” the Project will include a minimum of 1,137 seats in the PAOS that is 
inclusive of but not limited to chairs, benches, and planters, as well as seating placed with 
consideration to noontime sun and shade. Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project 
in revised plans submitted prior to final signoff will show seating with amounts indicated in 
the plazas and courtyard not considered part of PAOS. Additionally, per Condition of 
Approval Number 20, the Project will in the PAOS areas plant deciduous trees as the most 
effective means of providing comfortable access to sun and shade. As such, the Project 
complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 7.10, which states that plazas and courtyards 
are encouraged to incorporate seating to facilitate their enjoyment and use, with 
consideration paid toward the noontime sun and shade, and to use deciduous trees.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.13: On-Site Open Space Scale and Continuity 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans 
according to the instructions on CP-6730 that include the name, address, phone number 
and email address of the landscape professional who prepared the plans; the denotation of 
street trees existing and replacement; the dimensions of all open space areas; a legend or 
key showing which plants are to be planted where and in what quantity; height at planting; 
and a portion of the proposed trees showing a height of at least 35 feet 10 years from 
planting, denoting the height at and age to maturity. As such, the Project complies with 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.13, which states that landscape elements should 
establish scale and reinforce continuity between indoor and outdoor spaces, as well as 
Projects should plant canopy trees that will achieve a height of 35 feet in 10 years in open 
spaces.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.15: On-Site Open Space Screening 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show the use of shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls throughout the 
Project site and in each phase. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 7.15, which states Landscaping should be used to screen or break up the mass of 
blank walls. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.A.1: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment and 
Management 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show that the Project treats 100 percent of the 85th percentile storm and provides 
detentions capacity to retain a rainfall intensity of 0.5 inches/hour or other Code requirement 
if the latter is more restrictive, to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Sanitation. On-site 
infiltration is the preferred method of treatment. As such, the Project complies with Urban 
Design Guideline Section 8.A.1 which encourages Projects to reduce storm water runoff 
entering the storm drainage system and increase on-site treatment and infiltration of storm 
water. Additionally, the project will provide documentation of compliance with Mitigation 
Measure Hydro-3, requiring vegetated swales within the public right of way.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.2: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show use of a variety of 50% of the plants have a low or very low WUCOLS classification or 
are identified as California Friendly on www.bewwaterwise.com. As such, the Project 
complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.2 which encourages all projects to select 
and install plants identified as California Friendly by the Metropolitan Water District's Be 
Water Wise program (www.bewaterwise.com) for at least 50% of the plant materials used.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.5: Landscape and Stormwater – Irrigation 

http://www.bewwaterwise.com/
http://www.bewaterwise.com/
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Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show use of a high-efficiency "smart" irrigation system, which includes a weather-based 
controller, and, where feasible, in-line drip and bubblers, rather than overhead spray. As 
such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.5 which encourages 
use of a high-efficiency "smart" irrigation system.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.6: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment – 
Permeable Paving 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show the use of permeable paving for at least 75 percent of all hardscape areas to the 
extent allowed by other agencies. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 8.B.5 which encourages the use of use permeable paving.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 9.B.3: Streetscape Improvements – Responsibilities 
of Developer 
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, prior to the issuance of any building permit, the 
applicant will prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department 
General Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department that includes 
information regarding the ongoing maintenance and operation of the PAOS areas. 
Additionally, per Condition of Approval Number 10, the applicant will post a cash bond or 
other assurances acceptable to the Bureau of Engineering in consultation with the Urban 
Forestry Division and the decision maker guaranteeing the survival of street trees required 
to be maintained, replaced, or relocated in such a fashion as to assure the existence of 
continuously living trees for a minimum of three years from the date that the bond is posted 
or from the date such trees are replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of 
ownership shall require that the new owner post a new protected tree bond to the 
satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 9.B.3, which states that applicants should Execute a Maintenance 
Agreement with the City by which the Applicant agrees to maintain the streetscape 
improvements and accepts liability for them.  
 
On-Site Trees. Per “Exhibit A,” the Project proposes to remove 569 on-site trees, 542 of 
which are greater than 4 inches of diameter at breast height. Per the Specific Plan, the 
Project will replace any loss of on-site trees by replacement greater than 10 centimeters (4 
inches) in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-
native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio to show 
compliance with this mitigation measure.  Prior to Planning clearance, plans will be revised 
to illustrate the on-site tree planting for a total of 1,084 trees proposed shown on “Exhibit A” 
to show compliance with this section. In addition, prior to the issuance of a permit for the 
project, satisfactory arrangements will be made with the Urban Forestry Division of the 
Bureau of Street Services for the construction of tree wells and planting of on-site street 
trees. 

 
2) The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, 

or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would mitigate the 
negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically feasible. 

 
In addition, Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, was prepared 
for the project and circulated on December 19, 2019.  The IS/MND found the following 
potential negative impacts, but found that all could be reduced to less than significant: 
 

Aesthetics; Air Quality; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Geology and 
Soils; Green House Gas Emissions; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology 
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and Water Quality; Noise; Public Services; Tribal Cultural Resources; and Utilities 
and Service Systems 

 
The Director of Planning has reviewed the IS/MND No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated 
on December 19, 2019, all comments received, and the imposition of mitigation measures 
and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the IS/MND. The Advisory Agency finds 
that IS/MND tiers from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, 
SCH No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 
15168. This IS/MND analyzes potential environmental impacts that were not examined as 
significant effects on the environment in the Warner Center PEIR; or were susceptible to 
substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the 
imposition of conditions, or other means. 
  
The Director of Planning determines that revisions in the project were made and agreed to 
by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for public review which would 
avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would 
occur. The Director of Planning finds that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on 
the environment and that the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the 
City. The Director of Planning further finds mitigation measures have been made 
enforceable conditions on the project.  In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public 
Resources Code (AB3180), the Director of Planning has assured that the identified 
mitigation measures will be implemented by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified 
in Administrative Condition Number 5, as well as Condition Number 40 of the related case, 
VTT-74891. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
THE PROPOSED PROJECT iS LOCATED ON A 24 ACRE SiTE ON THE NW CORNER OF 
DE SOTO AVE & BURBANK BLVD IN WARNER CENTER. THE SITE CONSISTS OF 12 
EXISTING BUILDINGS THAT WILL BE REPLACED IN PHASES WITH 10 NEW BUILDINGS THAT 
WILL CONTAIN± 1,458,755 SF OF NON-RESIDENTIAL USES, INCLUDING A± 228 ROOM 
HOTEL, COMMUNITY SERVING RETAIL & DINING, SPACE FOR THE COMMUNITY & A LARGE 
AMOUNT OF OFFICE SPACE. THERE WILL ALSO BE ±1,009 RESIDENTIAL UNITS,± 168 OF 
WHICH WILL BE CONDOMINIUMS TOTALING ± 1,175,513 SF OF RESIDENTIAL SPACE. THE 
TOTAL BUILD OUT WILL TOTAL± 2,634,268 SF OF USABLE SPACE. PARKING GARAGES 
WILL BE PROVIDED BELOW AND ABOVE GRADE AND PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE 
WILL BE PROVIDED PER THE WC 2035 PLAN. 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 
20920-21051 WARNER CENTER LANE & 
20931-20971 BURBANK BOULEVARD 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 
APNS 2149-017-004 THROUGH -013,015-016 

COMMUNITY PLAN: 
CANOGA PARK- WINNETKA 
WOODLAND HILLS-WEST HILLS 

SPECIFIC PLAN: 
WARNER CENTER 2035 PLAN 

ZONE: 
(WC) COMMERCE- SN 

LAND USE DESIGNATION: 
REGIONAL CENTER COMMERCIAL 

PROJECT TEAM 

OWNER/ APPLICANT 
APNS- 2149-017-004-007: 
LLJ ADLER WCCI, LLC 
REMAINING APNS: 
LLJ ADLER WCCII, LLC 

PROJECT CONTACT 
ADLER REALTY INVESTMENTS, INC. 
21031 WARNER CENTER LANE, SUITE C 
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367 
818-480-5502 
RICHARD S GABLE 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSUL TANT 
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233 VVILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 150 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
310.451.4488 
ANNE COLLINS-DOEHNE 
CHRISTINE ABRAHAM 

ENTITLEMENT CONSUL TANT 
PROJECT MANAGER 
ROSENHEIM & ASSOCIATES, INC 
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P: 818-716-2797 
BRAD M. ROSENHEIM 
JESSICA PAKDAMAN 

LAND USE ATTORNEY 
SHEPPARD MULLIN RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 
333 SOUTH HOPE STREET, 43RD FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I MAIN 
JACK RUBENS 

ARCHITECT/ PLANNING CONSULTANT 
VAN TILBURG, BANVARD & SODERBERGH AIA 
1738 BERKELEY STREET 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90404 
310.394.0273 
JOHANNES VAN TILBURG FAIA 
DENNIS DIBIASE AIA LEED AP 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 
LRM ASSOC IA TES 
10335 JEFFERSON BLVD. 
CULVER CITY, CA 90232 
310.839.6600 
CHARLES ELLIOT 

CIVIL ENGINEER 
PSOMAS 

555 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, SUITE 4300 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 

213.223.1512 

ANDREW NICKERSON, PE 

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANT 
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BUILDING 3: 
RESIDENTIAL & 
RESTAURANT/RETAIL 
TOTAL AREA 257,027 SF 
STORIES: 7 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT: ±86' 
PARKING REQ: 245 MIN I 4B8 MAX 
PARKING PROVIDED: 403 SPACES 

BUILDING 2: 
RESIDENTIAL.WORK/LIVE, 
& RESTAURANT 
TOTAL AREA 232,796 SF 
STORIES: 7 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT: ±88' 
PARKING REQ: 211 MIN/ 421 MAX 
PARKING PROVIDED: 321 SPACES 

BUILDING 4: 
-----~------·------------

OFFICES & RESTAURANT/ RETAIL 
TOTAL AREA: 449,766 SF 
STORIES: 24 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT: ± 350' 
PARKING REQ 473 MIN 11,797 MAX 
PARKING PROVIDED· 1,384 SPACES 

BUILDING 5: 
RESIDENTIAL, WORl<JLIVE 
& RESTAURANT/ RETAIL 
TOTAL AREA: 294,694 SF 
STORIES: 7 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT:± 88' 
PARKING REQ: 186 MIN/ 371 MAX 
PLUS VISITOR PARKING 
PARKING PROVIDED. 412 SPACES 
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BUILDING 1: 
RESIDENTIAL, 
WORK/LIVE, & 
RESTAURANT/ RETAIL 
TOTAL AREA 491,594 SF 
STORIES: 7 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT: ± 83 
PARKING REQ 428 MIN I 855 MAX 
PARKING PROVIDED: 605 SPACES 
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BUILDING 4A: 
RETAIL/ COMMUNITY SPACE 
TGTALAREA. 8.010SF 
STORIES: 2 STORY 
MIN. HEIGHT: 35' MIN 
PARKING REQ'D: 90 MIN. TOTAL I 15 MAX.@ 
RESTAUARANT /RETAIL 
PARKING PROVIDED- INCLUDED IN BLDG 4 TOTALS 
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BURBANK BOUL E VARD 
BUILDING 7: 
OFFICES & RETAIL 
TOTAL AREA 262,222 SF 
STORIES: 15 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT: ± 222' 
PARKING REQ: 275 MIN I 1,047 MAX 
PARKING PROVIDED: 801 SPACES 

BUILDING 6 
OFFICES & RETAIL 
TOTAL AREA: 241,574 SF 
STORIES: 15 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT: ± 243' 
PARKING REQ: 248 MIN I 965 MAX 
PARKING PROVIDED: 747 SPACES 

PLOT PLAN 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

BUILDING 6: 
HOTEL & RESTAURANT 
TOTAL AREA: 162,001 SF 
STORIES. 7 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT:± 85' 
PARKINGREQ: 110 MIN 
PARKING PROVIDED: 195 SPACES 

BUILDING 9: 
OFFICES & RETAIL 
TOTAL AREA: 234,584 SF 
STORIES: 15 STORIES 
MAX HEIGHT: ± 239' 
PARKING REQ: 247 MIN/ 937 MAX 
PARKING PROVIDED: 680 SPACES 
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BUILDING PROJECT STATISTICS 

BUILDING 1 - For Additionatoata Refer to Sheet A1.1 

MIXED USE (WRAP/PODIUM RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS 
WITH WORK-LIVE & GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC) : 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL): 12,439 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (WORK/LIVE) : 49,017 SF 
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (APARTMENTS) : 387,357 SF 
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (WORK/LIVE): 42,781 SF 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA : 491,594 SF 

UNIT SUMMARY: 
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS: 355 UNITS 
Unif Mix- (53) s~udios. (216) 1-bdrm. (77) 2-bdrm. (9) 3-bdrm 

TOTAL WORK/LIVE UNITS: 48 UNITS 
Unit Mix- /6) 1-bdnn. (3B) 2-bd,m. /4) 3-bdm, 

TOTAL: 403 UNITS 

PARKING SUMMARY: Residential Parking: 526 Spaces I Visitor Parkinq· 32 Spaces/ Restaurant/ Retail Parking. 47 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL) : 47 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RA TIO: MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 3.78 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
RESIDENTIAL PARKING (APARTMENTS/ WORK-LIVE) : 558 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO: MIN 1 PER UNIT IMAX 2 PER UNIT 
PROVIDED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO : 1.31 STALLS PER UNIT, 1.38 STALLS PER UNIT (W/VISITOR PARKING) 
TOTAL: 605 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
±83' (7 STORIES) 

BUILDING 2 - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet A21 

MIXED USE (PODIUM RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS 
WITH WORK-LIVE & GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC) : 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RESTAURANT) : 3,265 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (WORK/LIVE) : 5,639 SF 
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (APARTMENTS) : 218,088 SF 
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (WORK/LIVE): 5,804 SF 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA: 232,796 SF 

UNIT SUMMARY: 
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS: 199 UNITS 
Unit Mix- (29) studios. (120) 1-bdrm. (45) 2-bdrm. (5) J..bdrm 

TOTAL WORK/LIVE UNITS· 5 UNITS 
Unif Mix- (5) 2-bdrm 

TOTAL: 204 UNITS 

PARK ING SUMMA RY: Residential Parl<ing · 260 Spaces f v;sitor Parking_· 48 Spaces/ Restaurant Parking· 13 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (RESTAURANT): 13 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESTAURANT PARKING RA TIO: MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PEOVIDED RESTAURANT PARKING RATIO· 3.98 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
RESIDENTIAL PARKING (APARTMENTS/ WORK-LIVE) : 308 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO: MIN 1 PER UNIT I MAX 2 PER UNIT 
PROVIDED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO: 1.27 STALLS PER UNIT, 1.50 STALLS PER UNIT (W/VISITOR PARKING) 
TOTAL: 321 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
±88' (7 STORIES) 

BUILDING 3 - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet A3.1 

MIXED USE (PODIUM RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS 
WITH GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC) : 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL): 5,100 SF 
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (APARTMENTS) : 251,927 SF 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA : 257,027 SF 

UNIT SUMMARY: 
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS. 234 UNITS 
Unit Mix- (44) studios. (106) 1-bdrm. (84) 2-bdrm 

PARKING SUMMARY: Residential Parking. 319 Spaces I Visitor Parking: 64 Spaces/ Restaurant/ Retail Parking: 20 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL) : 20 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RA TIO : MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 3.92 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
RESIDENTIAL PARKING (APARTMENTS) : 383 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO: MIN 1 PER UNIT I MAX 2 PER UNIT 
PROVIDED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO: 1.36 STALLS PER UNIT, 1.63 STALLS PER UNIT (W/VISITOR PARKING) 
TOTAL: 403 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
±86' (7 STORIES) 

ADLER 
REALTY I NVESTMENTS 

BUILDING 4 & 4A - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet A4.1 

MIXED USE (OFFICE WITH GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 
FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC) : 
BLDG4A: 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL): 3,942 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (COMMUNITY SPACE): 4,068 SF 
TOTAL BLDG 4A FLOOR AREA: 8,010 SF 

PARKING SUMMARY: PARKING PROVIDED IN BUILDING 4. 

BUILDING 7 - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet Al.1 

MIXED USE (OFFICE WITH GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC) : 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE/ RETAIL): 11,870 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE): 246,499 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE SUPPORT): 3,853 SF 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA : 262,222 SF 

PARKING SUM MARY: Office/ Retail Parking· 42 Spaces/Office Visitor Parking. 165 Spaces/ Office Monthly Parking: 594 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (OFFICE/ RETAIL) : 42 STALLS 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL): 8 STALLS PROVIDED IN BLDG. 4 
NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (COMMUNITY SPACE): 82 STALLS PROVIDED IN BLDG. 4 
TOTAL PARKING: 90 STALLS PROVIDED IN BLDG. 4 
REQUIRED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF/ MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 2.03 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 

REQUIRED OFFICE/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO (BASED ON RETAIL USE (COMMERCIAL): MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1.000 SF 
PROVIDED OFFICE/RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 3.54 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 

REQUIRED COMMUNITY SPACE (AUDITORIUM WIOUT FIXED SEA TS)- 1 PER 50SF 
PROVIDED COMMUNITY SPACE (AUDITORIUM WITHOUT SEATS)- 1 PER 49.61SF 

BLDG4: 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL) 4,897 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RETAIL): 15,741 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE): 421,051 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE SUPPORT): 8,077 SF 
TOTAL BLDG 4 FLOOR AREA: 449,766 SF 

TOTAL FLOOR AREA (BLDG 4 + 4A) : 457,776 SF 

PARKING SUMMARY BLDG. 4 & 4A 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (OFFICE) : 759 STALLS 
REQUIRED OFFICE PARKING RATIO. MIN 1 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED OFFICE PARKING RATIO: 3.03 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
TOTAL: 801 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
±222' (15 STORIES) 

BUILDING 8 - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet AB. 1 

MIXED USE (OFFICE WITH GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL): 97 STALLS (INCLUDES 8 STALLS SERVING BLDG. 4A) FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC): 
REQUIRED RESTAURANT/RETAIL PARKING RATIO: MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF IMAX 4 PER 1,000 SF NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE/ RETAIL): 4,864 SF 
PROVIDED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 3.9 STALLS PER 1,000 SF NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE): 234,397 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (OFFICE): 1,287 STALLS (82 FOR COMMUNITY SERVING USE BLDG 4A & 1,205 FOR OFFICE IN BLOG. illbN-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE SUPPORT) 2,313 SF 
REQUIRED OFFICE PARKING RA TIO: MIN 1 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF TOTAL FLOOR AREA : 241,574 SF 
PROVIDED OFFICE PARKING RATIO: 2.8 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
TOTAL: 1,384 STALLS PARKING SUMMARY: Office/ Retail Parking· 19 Spaces /Office Visitor Parking 173 Spaces/ Office Monthly Parking.· 555 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (OFFICE/ RETAIL) : 19 STALLS 
BUILDING HEIGHT: 
BLDG 4 ± 350' (24 STORIES) I BLDG 4A ± 35' (2 STORY) 

REQUIRED OFF/CE/RETAIL PARKING RATIO (BASED ON RETAIL USE (COMMERCIAL)· MIN 2 PER 1.000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1.000 SF 
PROVIDED OFFICE/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 3.91 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 

BUILDING 5 - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet A5.1 

MIXED USE (PODIUM RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS 
WITH WORK-LIVE & GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC): 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL): 8,933 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (WORK/LIVE) : 16,205 SF 
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (CONDO) : 253,351 SF 
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (WORK/LIVE): 16,205 SF 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA : 294,694 SF 

UNIT SUMMARY: 

!QW15s~BQ ~!'J\l~,i,, (34) 3-bd,m153 UNITS 

15 UNITS 

TOTAL: 16B UNITS 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (OFFICE) : 72B STALLS 
REQUIRED OFFICE PARKING RATIO: MIN 1 PER 1.000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED OFFICE PARKING RATIO 3.07 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
TOTAL: 747 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
±243' (15 STORIES) 

BUILDING 9 - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet AB 1 

MIXED USE (OFFICE WITH GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC) : 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE/ RETAIL): 10,028 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE): 222,065 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (OFFICE SUPPORT): 2,491 SF 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA: 234,584 SF 

PARKING SUMMARY: Office( Retail Parking.- 24 Spaces/ Office Visitor Parking: 154 Spaces/Office Monthly Parking 502 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (OFFICE/ RETAIL): 24 STALLS 
PARKING SUM MARY: Residential Parking· 336 Spaces I Visitor Parking. 42 Spaces/ Restaurant( Retail Parkma 34 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (RESTAURANT/ RETAIL): 34 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESTAURANT/RETAIL PARKING RATIO· MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF/MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED RESTAURANT/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 3.81 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 

REQUIRED OFF/CE/RETAIL PARKING RATIO (BASED ON RETAIL USE (COMMERCIAL).· MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 

RESIDENTIAL PARKING (CONDOS/ WORK-LIVE) : 378 STALLS (336 +42 VISITOR) 
REQUIRED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO: MIN 1 PER UNIT I MAX 2 PER UNIT 
PROVIDED RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO : 2.0 STALLS PER UNIT, 2.25 STALLS PER UNIT (W/ VISITOR PARKING) 
TOTAL: 412 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
± B8' (7 STORIES) 

BUILDING 6 - For Additional Data Refer to Sheet A6.1 

MIXED USE (PODIUM HOTEL WITH 
GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL) 

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY (PER LAMC): 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (RESTAURANT): 4,466 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA (HOTEL): 157,535 SF 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA: 162,001 SF 

UNIT SUMMARY: 
TOTAL HOTEL ROOMS: 228 ROOMS 
Room Mix- (86) Standard. (81) Studio. (61) 1-bdrm 

PARKING SUMMARY: Hotel Parking· 183 Spaces /Restaurant Parking: 12 Spaces 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (RESTAURANT): 12 STALLS 
REQUIRED RESTAURANT PARKING RATIO: MIN 2 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED RESTAURANT PARKING RATIO: 2.58 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL (HOTEL) PARKING: 183 STALLS 

PROVIDED OFFICE/ RETAIL PARKING RATIO: 2.39 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING (OFFICE) : 656 STALLS 
REQUIRED OFFICE PARKING RATIO: MIN 1 PER 1,000 SF I MAX 4 PER 1,000 SF 
PROVIDED OFFICE PARKING RATIO · 2 92 STALLS PER 1,000 SF 
TOTAL: 680 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
±239' (15 STORIES) 

REQUIRED HOTEL PARKING RATIO: FIRST 30RMS: 1 STALL/NEXT 30 RMS:! STALL/ALL REMAINING : f STALL : MIN: 101 STALLS REQ. 
PROVIDED HOTEL PARKING RATIO: .80 STALLS PER ROOM 
TOTAL: 195 STALLS 

BUILDING HEIGHT: 
± 85' (7 STORIES) BUILDING PROJECT STATISTICS 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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TOTAL PROJEC1' PARKING SUMMARY: 

NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING : RESIDENTIAL PARKING : TOTAL PARKING : 

BUILDING 1 47 STALLS BUILDING 1 558 STALLS BUILDING 1 605 STALLS 

BUILDING 2 13STALLS BUILDING 2 308 STALLS BUILDING 2 321 STALLS 

BUILDING 3 20 STALLS BUILDING 3 383 STALLS BUILDING 3 403 STALLS 

BUILDING 4 & 4A 1,384 ST ALLS BUILDING 4 & 4A BUILDING 4 & 4A 1,384 STALLS 

BUILDING 5 34 STALLS BUILDING 5 378 STALLS BUILDING 5 412 STALLS 

BUILDING 6 195 STALLS BUILDING 6 BUILDING 6 195 STALLS 

BUILDING 7 601 STALLS BUILDING 7 BUILDING 7 801 STALLS 

BUILDING8· 747 STALLS BUILDING 8 BUILDING B: 747 STALLS 

BUILDING9· 680 STALLS BUILDING 9 BUILDING 9: 680 STALLS 

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTIAL: TOTAL RESIDENTIAL: TOTAL PROJECT PARKING: 
3,921 PARKING STALLS/ 2.87 STALLS PER 1000 SF WITHOUT HOTEU 1,627 PARKING STALLS/ 1.61 STALLS PER LIVING UNIT 5,548 PARKING STALLS 

2.68 STALLS PER 1,000 SF WITH HOTEL (INCLUDES VISITOR PARKING) 

SITE AREA SUMMARY: 
TOTAL SITE AREA (BEFORE DEDICATIONS) : 1,062,923 SF /24 4 ACRES 
TOTAL SITE AREA (AFTER DEDICATIONS) 1.042,301 SF 123 92 ACRES 

TOTAL PROJECT FLOOR AREA SUMMARY: 

NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA : RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA : TOTAL FLOOR AREA : 

BUILDING 1· 61 ,456 SF BUILDING 1· 430,138 SF BUILDING 1 491,594 SF 

BUILDING 2· 6,904 SF BUILDING2· 223,692 SF BUILDING 2· 232.796 SF 

BUILDING 3 5.100 SF BUILDING 3 251,927 SF BUILDING 3 257.027 SF 

BUILDING 4 449 ,766 SF BUILD ING 4 BUILDING 4 449,766 SF 

BUILDING 4A 8,010 SF BUILDING4A BUILDING 4A 8,010 SF 

BUILDING 5 25,138 SF BUILDING 5 269,556 SF BUILDING 5 294,694 SF 

BUILDING 6 162,001 SF BUILDING 6 BUILDING 6 162,001 SF 
-~ 

BUILDING 7 262,222 SF BUILDING 7 BUILDING 7 262,222 SF 

BUILDING B 241 ,574 SF BUILDINGS BUILDING 8 241,574 SF 

BUILDING 9 234.584 SF BUILDINGS BUILDING 9 234,584 SF 

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA TOTAL RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA TOTAL PROJECT FLOOR AREA: 

: ,458. 755 SF (55%) / 50% min required 1.175,513 SF (45%) 150% max permitted 2,634,268 SF 
I 

2,634,26811,042,301 = FAR 2.52 

NOTE PER WC 2035 PLAN SECTION 6 2.1 2.3, A 
RESIDENTIAL BONUS IS PERMITTED FOR UP TO 2 
INCENTIVIZED USES TO ASCEND THE 
GRADUATED FAR TABLE USE MIX BY TWO 
LEVELS. TWO INCENTIVIZED USES ARE 
PROPOSED -5 LOCAL SERVING RETAIL 
BUSINESSES (EACH WITH UP TO 5,000 SF OF 
FLOOR AREA) AND 50% ADDITIONAL PAOS 

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTIAL AREA: 

RETAIL: RESTAURANT: 
RESTAURANT/ COMMUNITY WORK/LIVE OFFICE/ 

OFFICE: OFFICE SUPPORT: HOTEL: TOTAL: RETAIL: SPACE: NON-RESIDENTIAL: RETAIL: 

BUILDING 1: 12,439 SF 49,017 SF 61,456 SF 

BUILDING 2: 3,265 5,639 SF 8,904 SF 

BUILDING 3: 5,100 SF 5,100 SF 

BUILDING 4 15,741 SF 4,897 SF 421 ,051 SF 8,077 SF 449,760 SF 

BUILDING 4A: 3,942 SF 4,068 SF 8,010 SF 

BUILDING 5: 8,933 SF 16,205 SF I 25,138 SF 

BUILDING 6: 4,466 SF i 157,535 SF 162,001 SF 

BUILDING 7: 11,870SF 246,499 SF 3,853 SF 262,222 SF 

BUILDING 8: 4,864 SF 234,397 SF 2,313 SF 241,574 SF 

BUILDING 9: 10,028 SF 222,065 SF 2,491 SF 234,584 SF 

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL 
RETAIL AREA RESTAURANT RESTAURANT/ COMMUNITY WORK/LIVE OFFICE/ RETAIL OFFICE AREA. OFFICE/ HOTEL AREA NON-RESIDENTIAL 

15,741 SF AREA RETAIL AREA SPACE NON-RESIDENTIAL AREA 1,124,012 SF SUPPORT AREA 157,535 SF AREA 
7,731 SF 35,311 SF 4,068 SF AREA 26,762 Sf 16,734 SF 1,458,755 SF 

70,861 SF 

TOTAL PROJECT UNIT SUMMARY: 

WORK/ LIVE UNITS : RESIDENTIAL UNITS · CONDO UNITS : HOTEL ROOMS : TOTAL UNITS/ ROOMS : 

BUILDING 1: 48 UNI TS 355 UNITS 403 UNITS 

BUILDING 2: 5 UNITS 199 UNITS 204 UNITS 

BUILDING 3: 234 UNITS 234 UNITS 

BUILDING 4 & 4A: 

BUILDING 5: 15 UNITS• 153 UNITS 168 UNITS 

BUILDING 6: 226 ROOMS 228 ROOMS 

BUILDING 7: 

BUILDING 8: 

BUILDING 9: 

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL 
WORK/LIVE UNITS RESIDENTIAL UNITS. CONDO UNITS HOTEL ROOMS RESIDENTIAL- 1,009 UNITS 

68 UNITS 788 UNITS 153 UNITS 228 ROOMS HOTEL- 228 ROOMS 
"!NC!.UO.'NG 15 COfJOO WORi'V1.l ~'E UN/ I S (PLUS 15 WORK/ LIVE CONDOS) 

PROJECT STATISTICS NOTES 

1: WHERE RESTAURANT/ RETAIL USES ARE SHOWN, 60% OF THE SPACES WI LL BE 
ATTRIBUTED TO RESTAURANT AND 40% FOR RETAIL FOR THE OVERALL PROJECT. 
PARKING REQUIREMENTS WILL BE BASED ON THE COMMERCIAL USE REQUIREMENTS 
OF THE WC 2035 PLAN AT 2 PER 1000 SF MINIMUM AND 4 PER 1000 SF MAXIMUM. 

2: WHERE OFFICE/ RETAIL USES ARE SHOWN, 50% OF THE SPACES WILL BE ATTRIBUTED 
TO OFFICE USES AND 50% FOR RETAIL FOR THE OVERALL PROJECT. PARKING 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE ENTIRE ALLOCATED AREAS DEEMED AS OFFICE/ RETAIL 
WILL BE BASED ON THE HIGHER REQUIREMENTS FOR PARKING AND AS SUCH WILL BE 
MEETING THE COMMERCIAL USE REQUIREMENTS OF THE WC 2035 PLAN AT 2 PER 1000 
SF MINIMUM AND 4 PER 1000 SF MAXIMUM. 

3: MJN/ MAX PARKING REQUIRED SHALL BE PER WC 2035 PLAN SEC.6.2.3 FOR ALL USES 
EXCEPT HOTEL WHICH WILL BE PER LAMC SEC.12.21A4(b) 

4: FLOOR AREAS AND BUILDING HEIGHTS SHOWN ARE AS DEFINED IN THE LOS ANGELES 
MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 12.03 

5: FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) IS PER WC 2035 PLAN AND IS DEFINED AS THE RATIO OF A 
BUILDING'S TOTAL FLOOR AREA, AS DEFINED IN LAMC SECTION 12.21.1A, TO THE AREA 
OF ITS LOT AFTER DEDICATIONS. 

6: SEE SHEET MP-12 FOR ADDITIONAL DETAILED STATISTICS. 
7: SEE PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE DIAGRAM SHEET MP-22 FOR REQUIRED 

PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 
8: SEE A1 .1/A2.1/A3.1/A4.1/A5.1/A6.1/A7.1/A8.1 FOR EACH SPECIFIC BUILDING/ BICYCLE 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS. 
9: PER WC 2035 PLAN SECTION 16- PRORATION OF NUMBERS- WHENEVER MINIMUM 

REQUIREMENTS ARE DICTATED AND SUCH NUMBERS DO NOT RESULT IN A WHOLE 
NUMBER SUCH NUMBERS SHALL BE ROUNDED UP. WHENEVER A MAXIMUM IS 
DICTATED, THE NUMBERS SHALL BE ROUNDED DOWN. 

PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE (P.A.0.5.) FOR TOTAL BUILDING PHASEOUT: 

PAO.S. REQUIRED:* (15%/2 X 23.92 ACRES)] X 1.5 = 2.69 ACRES)* 
PROVIDED: 2.79 ACRES 
(EXCESS OPEN SPACE FOR PARK AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES ALSO PROVIDED) 

REQUIRED P.A.O.S. PER WC 2035 PLAN: 15% OF TOTAL SITE AREA. 
50% REDUCTION OF REQUIRED P.A.O.5. ALLOWED IF NEW STREET 15 PROVIDED PER 
WC 2035 PLAN 6.2.2.3.2. 
50% INCREASE AFTER REDUCTION FOR NEW STREET AS AN INCENTIVIZED USE PER WC 
2035 PLAN 6.2.1.1.5. 

~ - LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations 
~ Project Checklist 

BURBAUK AUD D£50TO MASTER PLAN 

LEED 'ill VfR REQUIRED- MIU. j() POI-IT~ 

[~<i[,;r;;-.J.........,... 1'0, •_1bie Pcints· 26 

Constructk>n Ac:.Mty Pollution Preventio11 

SiLeSd.~tion 
Devel.apment ~Hy and ConY11unity Connecti'lity 

l!ro1·lflfie(d RetJev\..~opment 
Alt~tive Transportation-Public Trar~portatio11 Ar:ces,;, 
Aftematfve TranSQOrt.-,t100- Bicyc\e Storage and Ch3nging Rooms 

A!tcrru:tive Tran:;,porutio;-i•-LO'.:· Emlt':.!nR and Fuel-Efficient '/dlidt."'Ji 3 
Altem.,:t~"e TranY,>Ortat1on- ?arking Capac1t~· 1 
Sit!!- De,,,~o~t-Protl-<::l or Rc~torc Habite\t 

S1te-1Je"elopme-nt-N;:1,r.imlz:t' Open Spac~ 

Stoml\';ater Design-Quantity Control 

Stoml\'1ater Desi8n-Quality Control 
Heat Island Ef1ect-t-k>o•roof 
Heat Island Effect-Rooi 
Light Pollution Reduction 

· -·· Pmai 1 Water Use Reduction- 20% Reduction 

Credit 1 Water Efficient LandKaplrl'il 

C.-.dit 2 Innovative Wastei:~ater Technologies 
C..edit J Water Use Reduction 

l::i] Prereq 1 Fundamental Commissioning or Building Ener,gy S~lems 

2 to 4 
2 
2 to 4 

::,3 ~~:::~::f:::;;:::ge1)ef)l 1 to 19 b
' Y ' P," "' 2 Min;nnrn Fner!!Y Pe,formance 

Cr~t 2 On·'i1te Reoe-aable Energy t to 7 
Credit J Enhanced Commhsioni~ 2 
CrMrt-4 Enhanced Refrigerant Mafl-itgelJerll 

Credit !I Measurement and Verification 
Crrdit fi Green Powt'f 

Po;,m,I., Pomto , 14 

Prereq 1 'Storage and Collect,on of Recyclable-5 
crmt11 f5u1ld1ng_Reus.e-Malntain ExlitlngVlalls, Floors. alldHoof 

Crcdil 1 2 Bu1ld,ng Reuse- Maintain SO% of Interior Non-Structural Elemeriu 
Crmit 2 Con~troct1on Waste Management 
Credit l Materials Reuse 

1 to 3 
1 
1 to 2 
1 to 2 

~te<iaf\ and Resourc""~ (ont.inu11-d 

Minimum Indoor A!r Quallty 9erforma!'lCEi 

Environmental Tobacco Smoklc' tETS) Control 

Outdoor Air Delivery Mon1 tori11g 
Increased Ventilation 

Construction IAQ 1\1.anagemeot P(an- During Construction 

Comtruction IAO . .Yanage,nent Plan-Before ()ccupancv 
Low-EmlttJng Materials-Adhesives and Se.tan~ 

Lm'!•Emitting '"3,terials- Palnts and Coatings 

Lon·Emitting Milterial5-floofing Sv~ten15, 

Lm·1·Fmi1ting ~•erials-Composlte Vlood ,md Agf'ifibet Products 
Indoor Chemk.il and Pollutant Source Control 

Controllabil ity ci SV'.itetm- Lightfr,g 
Controllability cl Systems- Thermal lomfcrt 

Thermal Comfort-Design 

Thermal Comfort-Verification 
Daylight and V1ews-Oaylfght 

Daylight and Viev,15,-Vfe-.·~ 

L_f_LJ _tnnovation dnd DesJg~ Pr~.~s 

[ rT:_lRegionnl Prio!Jly Cradit, 

f-· ~~-~--1~::: ::: :~=~ :~~::~ :::~:~ ~~:::~ 
i·· f · ·f -Afcredit1.1 Regional Priority: Specific Credit 

t:l.___LJc,dit 1.4 Regional Priority: Specific Credit 

_SO[=r::-iTotal 
. • ,,•J.1• 

1 IC 2 

1 ( (I 1 

TOTAL PROJECT STATISTICS/ LEED LIST 

ADLER De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 

REALTY INVESTMENTS 
Woodland Hills, CA 

SUSTAINABILITY NOTES: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

LEED LIST IS PRELIMINARY. EACH 
PROJECT PHASE WILL MEET THE 
EQUIVALENT OF THE LEED SILVER 
LEVEL PER THE REQUIREMENTS 
OF THE WC 2035 PLAN ON ITS OWN 
INDIVIDUAL LEED LIST ITEMS 
REQUIREMENTS MAY VARY 
BETWEEN EACH PHASE. 

ROOFING MATERIALS TO HAVE AN 
EQUAL OR GREATER THAN SOLAR 
REFLECTANCE INDEX OF 78. 

PROJECT SHALL MEET CAL GREEN 
CODE REQUIREMENTS 

KEY PLAN 

MP-12a 
May 21 , 2019 

tJ 
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KEY PLAN 

MP-13 
OVERALL SITE RENDERING 

May 21. 2019 

ADLER De Sotoi Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

REALTY INVESTMENTS 
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BLDG 2 & 3 - TOWN CENTER - RENDERING 

ADLER De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

REALTY INVESTMENTS 
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KEY PLAN 

MP-14 
May 21, 2019 
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MP-15 

BLDG 5 & 6 - WARNER CENTER LANE 
May 21, 2019 

ADLER De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
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REALTY INVESTMENTS 
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BLDG 8 & 9 - PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE - INTERIOR COURTYARD 

IADLER 
i ~~~LTY INVESTMENTS 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

KEY PLAN 
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MP-16 
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BUILDING 4 

'l!flf! . ::i 1:1~,. 
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ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

BUILDING 7 

BUILDING 9 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

SOUTH ELEVATION - BURBANK BOULEVARD 

BUILDING 8 

BUILDING 1 

OVERALL SITE ELEVATIONS 

EAST ELEVATION - DESOTO AVENUE 

SCALE 1/32" = 1 '-0" 

~D' 16 ~, . 5' 

MP-17 
May 21, 2019 
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BUILDING 3 

BUILDING 1 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills. CA 

I 
I 

I- I It I '. I 111 I ·I I • I I 

BUILDING 4 WEST ELEVATION 
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BUILDING 2 BUILDING 3 NORTH ELEVATION 

OVERALL SITE ELEVATIONS 
,· - • SCALE 1132" = 1'-0" 

fl,- O' 16' 32' .;. 

I ~ 3 II 11-r ~ t..: l' I F, C. T !:: FF T 

~l\!',;1' ... M(lN"l(:A. C" '10404 
J «--0 rv >-~> ~1!1 

MP-18 
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-----

BUILDING# 5 
(7)-5-TORfES + BASEMENT 

~RESIDENTIAL: 168 UNITS 
'PARKmG:412 SPACES 
TOTAL A~A:-~4,694 Sf 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 88' 

(24) STORIES+ 
(2) BASEMENT LEVEL ' 
PARKING: 1,384 SPACE 
TOTAL AREA: 4irrJ76 (inc 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX O' 

BUILDING# 4A 
(2) STORY 
TOTAL AREA: 8,010 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX~ 5' 

(15) STORI ES + 
(2) BASEMENT LEVELS 
PARKING: 801 SPACES 
TOTAL AREA: 262,222 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 222 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

BUILDING# 8 
(15) STORIES+ 

(7) STORIE BASEMENT 
R NTIAL: 234 UNITS 

G: 403 SPACES 
AL AREA: 257,027 SF 

HEIGHT/ APPROX 86' 

(2) BASEMENT LEVELS 
PARKING: 7 4 7 SPACES 
TOTAL AREA: 241,574 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 243' 

AREA TABULATION 

(7) STORIES+ BASEMENT 
RESIDENTIAL: 204 UNITS 
PARKING: 321 SPACES 

(?),STORIES+ BASEMENT 
RESIDENTIAL : 403 UNITS 
I 
PARKING: 605 SPACES) 
TOTAL AREA: 491,594 Sfi 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APP 3' 

Bldg 

4A 
5 
6 

Total 

---~{
//# 

/ / /-f.,<i--'?-~ ,t?' 
/ 

------- BUl1BfNG # 9 
{15) STORIES+ 

.._/,/ · (2) BASEMENT~~ 
PARKING: 680~ES 
TOTAL A.BE : 234,584 SF 
BLDG HT/ APPROX 239' 

"-------- BUILDING#6 
(7) STORIES+ BASEMENT 
HB.it1t: 228 UNITS 
P/\RKING: 195 §iACES 
TOTAL ARE~2,001 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 85' / 

Non-residential Residential Total 

61,456 430,138 491 ,594 
8,904 223,892 232,796 
5,100 251,927 257,027 

449,766 0 449,766 
8,010 0 8,010 

25,138 269,556 294,694 
162,001 0 162,001 
262,222 0 262,222 
241,574 241.574 
234,584 234,584 

1,458,755 1,175,513 2,634,268 

55% 45% FAR ·2.52 

/ 

i -- ·1 PARKING 

' LJ __ OFFICE 

,---- ESIDENTIAL ---~==n COMMER( 

, • HOTEL _______ ____,_ _ __,, 

MP-19 

MASSING MODEL - NORTHWEST VIEW ~ 
May 21 . 2019 

VfBS#1<l019 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 1SJ 
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AREA TABULATION 
Bldg 

4 
4A 
s 

Total 

--' 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

' 

Non-residential 

61,456 
8,904 
5,100 

449,766 
8,010 

25,138 
162,001 
262,222 
241,574 
234,584 

1,458,755 

55% 

Residential 

430,138 
223,892 
251,927 
0 
0 
269,556 
0 
0 

1,175,513 

45% 

Total 

491,594 
232,796 
257,027 
449,766 

8,010 
294,694 
162,001 
262,222 
241,574 
234,584 

2,634,268 

FAR-2.52 

BUILDING# 6 -(7) STORIEi..+ %:SEM~T 
~- 'f.lOTGk: 228 UNITS 
-_ ·P-ARK~ 1~ Se.Atfs-::--.._.. . • ... '"' . ; '.-- '. ' . ---~ . -- . .._, 

~ TOTJ:.t AREA~62,0SJ... SF -_ 
BtDG ~HT/ APPRO~S' 

-' • 
"~UILO~ # 5 C '"'------~ 

-00 STORIES+ BASEMENT ~.,,. 

RESIDENTIAL: 1{>8 u ___ NI~ 
~ PARKI~: 412 SPA~~s -::.:· 
~OT~tAREA:-&94,694 SF 
Bij)G ~IGHT/ APPROX ?8' 

-- . ··o•·· ~\I~---("\\ _ , 

Q~s;Ui'L_DING 
(7) STORIES+ BA ENT 
RESIDENTIAL: 403 UNITS 
PARKING: 605 SPACES 
TOTAL AREA: 491,594 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 83' 

BUILDING# 2 

PARKING: 321 SPACES 
TOTAL AREA: 232,796 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 88' 

BUILDING# 3 
(7) STORIES+ BASEMENT 
RESIDENTIAL: 234 UNITS 
PARKING: 403 SPACES 
TOTAL 

~ BLDG 
<"'0 

-1'~ 
',?-

BUILDING# 9 
(15) STORIES+ 
(2) BASEMENT LEVELS 
PARKING:680 SPACES 

.,TOTALA~34iSB4SF 

.._.~:- BlBG~l~~ 39' 

~ -~-~-~.-~~~:~~~ -

(24) STORIES+ 
(2) BASEMENT LEVELS 
PARKING: 1,384 SPACES 

'-J 

TOTAL AREA: 457,776 SF (including 4A) 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 350' 

BUILDING# 8 
(15) STORIES+ 
(2) BASEMENT LEVELS 
PARKING: 747 SPACES 
TOTAL AREA: 241,574 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 243' 

BUILDING# 7 
(15) STORIES+ 
(2) BASEMENT LEVELS 
PARKING: 80 l SPACES 
TOTAL AREA: 262,222 SF 
BLDG HEIGHT/ APPROX 222' 

II I 

r 1PARKING , __ J 

Q oFFICE 

CJ RESIDENTIAL • COMMERCIAL 

n fiOTEL 

MASSING MODEL - SOUTHEAST VIEW ~ 

MP-20 
May 21, 2019 

VTBS#14019 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 'fl 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE (PAOSl SUMMARY: 

PAOS REQUIRED: 
TOTAL SITE AREA (AFTER DEDICATIONS): 1,042,301 SF/ 23.92 ACRES 

REQUIRED: 15% OF SiTE AREA/2 x 1.5*: 117,259 sf 2.69 acres 
• ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE PER WC 2035 PLAN SECTION 6.2.2.3.2: 50% REDUCTION 

FROM 15% REQUIREMENT WHEN NEW STREET IS PROVIDED PLUS 50% INCREASE 

TO QUALIFY AS AN INCENTIVIZED USE PER 6.2.1.1.5. 

PAOS PROVIDED: 
BURBANK SETBACK EAST 5626 sf 
BURBANK SETBACK CENTRAL 1 6298 sf 
BURBANK SETBACK CENTRAL 2 1664 sf 

BURBANK SETBACK WEST 3217 sf 

WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 1 2066 sf 

WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 2 7914 sf 
WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 3 4628 sf 
WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 4 1228 sf 
WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 5 8970 sf 
WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 6 7300 sf 
WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 7 1734 sf 
WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 8 2196 sf 
WARNER CENTER LANE SETBACK 9 5392 sf 
DESOTO SETBACK NORTH 7850 sf 
DESOTO NORTH EASEMENT 6530 sf 
DESOTO SETBACK SOUTH 11454 sf 
PLAZA - FOCAL 1 1575 sf 

PLAZA 4 9891 sf 
PAOS 1 2290 sf 
PAOS 2 6019 sf 
PAOS 3 4593 sf 
PAO54 2623 sf 
PAOS 5 1863 sf 
PAOS 6 1130 sf 
PAOS 7 2415 sf 
PAOS 8 1666 sf 
PAOS9 3551 sf 

TOTAL PROVIDED 121,683 sf 2.79 acres 

EXCESS OPEN SPACE FOR PARK AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES: 

WARNER CENTER LANE RECREATIONAL SPACE 

PLAZA· FOCAL 2 
PLAZA 3 • TOWN CENTER 

PEDESTRIAN ACCESSIBLE PATHWAY 

PUBLIC PLAYGROUND 

11750 SF 

9108 sf 
8105 sf 

74297 sf 

6502 sf 

11.25% 

11.66% 

EXCESS PROVIDED (APPROXIMATELY) 109762 SF 2.52 acres 10.53%) 

LEGEND 

PROVIDED PUBUCLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

PAOS 6-
1,130SF/ 
.03 ACRES 

PAOS 5-
1,863SF/ 
.04 ACRES ------

PAOS 4-
2,623SF/ 

.06 ACRES ----· 
PAOS 3-
4,593SF/ 
.11 ACRES --

PAOS 2-
6,170SF/ 
.14 ACRES 

~:_.A,7A TOWN 

3, 105SF/ .3D 
ACRES ··----

WARNER CENTER 
LANE SETBACK 3-
4,628SF / -------
.11 ACRES 

PAOS 1-
2,290SF/ 
.04 ACRES-

WARNER CENTER 
LANE SETBACK 
4-
1,228SF/ 
.03 ACRES ____ ..,., 

WARNER CENTER 
LANE SETBACK 
9-
5,392SF/ 
.12 ACRES 

PAOS 8-
1,666SF/ 
.04 ACRES -

BURBANK 
SETBACK 
WEST-
3,217SF/ 
.07 ACRES 

I 
L.. Pl 4?A/ 

FOCAi, 2-

::,tt•h'tt~tnttt 

'i(f!q} . .+Ula 

PLAZA/ 
FOCAL 1-
1,575 SF/ 
.05 ACRES 

WARNER CENTER 
LANE SETBACK 2-
7 ,914SF / 
.22 ACRES 

7 

,0 

0 

h U, 

--

wAANER = Loo,_ = 
LANE SETBACK 1- CENTRAL 1-
2,066SF / 6,298SF / 
.05 ACRES .14 ACRES 

,,_,,_,,_,,_,,_, 

I / 

I I 
. I 

\ I / 
\ I I 
\I/ w 

f____ PEDESTRIAN 

\ 
~ BURBANK 

SETBACK 
CENTRAL 2-

/\CC:ESSl81 F PAfHW,\Y/ 
1,664SF/ 
.04 ACRES 

FOC.~I S- 74,297SF/ 
1.70 .i\CRES 

l BURBANK 
BURBANK 
SETBACK 
EAST-
5,626SF/ 
.13 ACRES 

WARNER CENTER 
LANE SETBACK 8-
2, 196SF / 
.05 ACRES 

....,-----------WARNER CENTER 

BOULEVARD 

LANE SETBACK 
7-
1,734SF/ 
.04 ACRES 

,,-DESOTO 
SETBACK 
SOIJTH-
11454SF/ 
.27 ACRES 

MP-22 

PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE DIAGRAM ~-
May 21, 2019 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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PHASE I 

BURBANK BOULEVARD -

PHASE I- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 1 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2022) 
P.A C.S. IN PHASE I -
TOTAL PADS -

39,207 SF 
39,207 SF 

BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE V- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 5 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2031) 
P A.O.S FROM PREVIOUS PHASES - I 34,103 SF 
P.A.O.S. ADDED IN PHASE V - 40 308 SF 
TOTAL P.A.O.S. - 174,411 SF 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

~r~---__ -,,L 

[r -:JC - L 

"---==~· ..... -..... ~.........,_,_,= .................. ==---; · ..... · =· __ ; ..... [=· =·---______ · -----------__ : __ ~ __ -__ .. _-_.__. 
BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE 11- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 2 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2023) 
P.A.0.S FROM PREv10US PHASES - 39,207 SF 
~t&\, ~og~o IN PHASE II - b~fi sr 

BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE VI- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 3 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2031) 
PAO.S FROM PREVIOUS PHASES - 174,411 SF 
~tT2LsP~og~o ~ PHASE VI - 16;2a §r 

BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE Ill- CONSTRUCT SLOGS. 8 & 9 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2024) 
PADS FROM PREVIOUS PHASES -
PADS ADDED IN PHASE 111 -
TOTAL PAO.S. -

57,922 SF 
52.075 SF 

7o9]9TSF 

:PHASE VII 
PHASE VII- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 7 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2033) 
P.A.O.S FROM PREVIOUS PHASES - 189,839 SF 
PAO S. ADDED IN PHASE VII - 17 990 SF 
TOTAL PAO S 207,829 SF 

BURBANK BOULEVARD 

!'=~-
!· 

BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE IV- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 6 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2029) 

PADS FROM PREVIOUS PHASES - 109,997 SF 
P.A.0.S ADDED IN PHASE IV - ~ 
TOTAL P .A.OS - I 34, I 03 SF 

--- ·- - .. ~ .. ~-' ~-~~ 
- -PHASE \/Ill BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE VIII- CONSTRUCT BLDG 4 & 4A 
(ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2035) 
P.A D.S. FROM PREVIOUS PHASES - 207,829 SF 
~o~~LSP~og~o ~N PHASE VIII - 23,515 ~~ 

MP-22A 
OPEN SPACE PHASING DIAGRAMS 

May 21, 2019 

VTBS#14D19 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA E 
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LEGEND 

[D]O[[[{ CROSSWALK 
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BURBANK BOULEVARD 

EXISTING SITE (2017)-

Total Floor Area• 340,339 SF 
Total Surface Parking - 1,198 Spaces 

PHASING NOTES 
This project is a Phased Master Planned ProJect as defined by the WC 2035 Plan and as such is required to provide a Phasing Plan The phasing 
plan includes the fo llowing for each phase 
A Building locations, land uses, building heights ancJ floor area 
B Demolrtion schedule and retention schedule of existing bui ldings 
C Estimated completion dates 
D Parking allocc1tions 
E Internal physical improvements including streets, sidewalks. open space, and other amenities 
F External physical improvements including streets, sidewalks, open space. and other amenities 
G Regional or sub•regional transportation/ mobilrty improvements 

2 The phasing plan presented here is an estimate of when each area will be constructed based on market cond1t1ons antic ipated in the future If the 
areas are constructed in a ditterent order, the developer will coordinate with the appropriate Crty agencies through the Director of Planning to 
determine any additional requirements 
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BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE 1- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 1 (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2022) 

Building Area to be Demolished
ExIstIng Ong1nal Floer Area to Remain-
New Floor Area Added m Previous Phases to Remair.
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Total Floor Area-

Original Surface Parking to be Demolished
Existing Surface Parking to Remam
Ex1sting Structured Parking to Remain
New Structured Parking-
New Surface Park1r1g-
Total Parking-

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Non-re~idential 
(60,930) SF 
279,409 SF 

0 SF 
51456SF 

340,865 SF 

(223 ) Spaces 
975 Spaces 

o Spaces 
588 Spaces 

~ 
1,580 Spaces 

Residential 
0 SF 
0 SF 
0 SF 

430 138 SF 
430.138 SF 

Total 

279,409 SF 
0 SF 

491 594 SF 
771 ,003 SF 

• Demolish three existing one~story office buildings located on the existing lots 1, 2, and 3 and all related parking lots and landscaping. Designate as 
New Lot 1 
Dedicate 18' at the west side of De Soto Avenue from the north property line to south side of Warner Center Lane and make all required 
improvements to accommodate widening the street as required by the WC 2035 Plan including new curb, gutter, paving and striping. 

• Improve Warner Center Lane from De Soto Avenue west to the new Town Center Drive. 
• Make improvements to the north and south sides of Warner Center Lane to accommodate a multi-lane intersection at De Soto Avenue and 

Serrania Avenue to a point approximately 250' east of De Soto Avenue. Make improvements to De Soto Avenue and Serrania Avenue to improve 
the intersection, including a new traffic signal if deemed requi red by the Department of Transportation 

• Constroct the new sewer main and sewer laterals in Warner Center Lane from De Soto up to 1he most easterly manhole in Phase I and prov;de a 
stub for future extension 

• Construct the new storm drain to connect the proposed catch basin on the north side of Warner Center Lane. Extend the storm drain south up to 
the future catch basin and cap 

• Build Town Center Drive, except for the parallel parking on the west side, from Warner Center Lane extending north to a point about 25' away from 
the north property line. 
Adjust existing property lines through the adoption of the first unit map to accommodate the proposed new construction and to provide the 
allowable openings in the exterior walls of the existing one story office building to remain on existing Lot 4 

• Make adjustments to the existing surface parking !at serving existing Lot 4 as required to accommodate the new Town Center Drive. 
Construct a new seven~story mixed use building at the corner of De Soto Avenue and Warner Center Lane extending to the corner of Warner 
Center Lane and the new Town Center Drive. The building will includQ a 588 space parking structure, a 403 unit apartment building, and 12,439sf 
of restaurant/ retail space. 48 of the for-rent units are two story Work/live units located at grade level. The project will include an on-grade 
approximately 10,805sf courtyard with a pool and other amenities reserved far the resident's use. 

, The street frontages at De Soto Avenue, Warner Center Lane and Town Center Drive between the curbs and the new building will be fully improved 
including parkway, sidewalks, street trees, and setbacks. 
New surface parking and publicly accessible open space with a focal point will be provided in a new courtyard opening to the south ta.Nard Warner 
Center Lane. 17 surface parking spaces and the vehicular entrance to the parking structure will be located in this area as well 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Transportation/ Mobility Impacts will be analyzed in the project MND/ Traffic Study 
• The west side of De Soto AventJe will be widened as required by the WC 2035 Plan and an 18' wide dedication along the Phase I De Soto frontage 

will be provided. The multi•modalf slow vehicle (including bikes) lane will be included on De Soto Avenue. 
• Improvements to the intersection of Warner Center L;ane/ Serrania Avenue and De Soto Avenue will be made including widening and adding lanes 

to Warner Center Lane and a traffic signal to the intersection If deemed required by the Department of Transportation 
• Warner Center Lane will be improved from De Soto Ave to the east to the new Town Center Drive to the west. The rest of Warner Center Lane will 

remain as it exists during this phase. Stop signs and crosswalks will be included in the improved portion. The improved portion will accommodate 
lhree lanes of traffic. an east bound , a west bound and a turning lane. 
Town Center Drive, a private drive, will be built and w ill provide for the poss ible future ci rculator transit paths connecting to the north. The private 
drive will accommodate three lanes of t raffic, a north bound, a south bound and a turning lane. 
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BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE II- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 2 (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2023) 

Building Area to be Demolished
Existing Original Floor Area to Remain~ 
New Floor Area Added in Previous Phases to Remain
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Total F loor Area-

Non-residential 
(34,670) SF 
244,739 SF 

61,456 SF 
8 904 SF 

315,099 SF 

Original Surface Parking to be Demolished- (142) Spaces 
Original Surface Parking to Rem11in• 833 Spaces 
New Structured Parking from Previous Phases to Remain- 588 Spaces 
New Surface Parking from Previous Phases to Remain- 17 Spaces 
New Structured Parking this Phase- 318 Spaces 
New Surface Parking this Phase- ~ 

Total Parking- 1,759 Spaces 

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Residential 
0 SF 
0 SF 

430,138 SF 
223 892 SF 
654 ,030 SF 

Total 

244,739 SF 
491,594 SF 
232 796 SF 
969,129 SF 

• Demolish one existing one-story office building located on the existing Lot 4 and the related parking lot and landscaping. Designate as New Lot 2.Cl::; t~t~ ~r~~o:a~.f existing parking spaces on the existing Lot 4 that occur adjacent to the existing Lot 5 so that the spaces are accessible from the tC(, 

: ~~!!~~~r::~:een:~:;~ 5t:!~i8p~~:~n~flno~!/s~~~n0~~~~:;~:~~!~~!~~~~~!t:~u~: ~ho~~~=:~~~ tr;:::: line west of the new Building 2. s: 
A seven-story mixed use building will be constructed that includes a 318space parking garage, 204 unit apartment building and approximately 
3,265sf of restaurant space. 5 of the for-rent units are two story Work/live units located at grade level. Resident amenities wil l be provided inside 
the building and at the exterior courtyard with a pool located on top of the parking structure. 

• The street frontages at Warner Center Lane and Town Center Drive between the curbs and the new build ing will be ful ly improved including 
parkway, sidewalks, street trees, and setbacks. A plaza that will be publicly accessible open space will be formed between the new building and 
Warner Center Lane that will require further development and will form a 'Town Center' in Phase VI. 

• Construct new sewer main and sewer laterals in Warner Center Lane from the previous phase stub to the next phase manhole with a stub for 
future connection 

• Construct new storm drain to connect the proposed catch basin on the north side of Warner Center Lane. 
The west side of the property, on grade, adjacent to the new building, will be improved ta incorporate additional resident amenities. The area will 
be fenced temporarily during Phase II but will be shared with the adjacent future building ta the west in Phase VI. 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Transportation/ Mobility impacts win be analyzed in the project MND/ Traffic Study. 
• Warner Center Lane will be reduced in width on the north side (in compliance with the WC. 2035 Plan) for the portion adjacent to the Phase II 

property to align wrth the previous Phase I. This is the curved portion of the Warner Center Lane and no parallel parking will be located at this 
location. This alteration along with the addition of parallel parking on the west side of Town Center Drive will serve as traffic slowing devices for 
the area 
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BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE Ill- CONSTRUCT BLDGS. 8 & 9 (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2024) 

Building Area to be Demolished
Existing Original Floor Area to Remain-
New F!oor Area Added in Previous Phases to Remain
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Tota I Floor Area-

Original Surface Parking to be Demolished
Original Surface Parking ta Remain-
New Structured Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Surface Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Structured Parking this Phase-
New Surface Parking this Phase-
Total Parking-

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Non-residential 
(60,000) SF 
184.739 SF 

70.360 SF 
476.158 SF 
731.257 SF 

Residential 
0 SF 
0 SF 

654,030 SF 
0 SF 

654,030 SF 

1189) Spaces 
644 Spaces 
906 Spaces 

2D Spaces 
1.427 Spaces 

~ 
2.997 Spaces 

Total 

184,739 SF 
724.390 SF 
476.158SF 

1,385,287 SF 

• Demolish three existing one-story office buildings located on the existing Lots 9. 10, and 11 along with the necessary portions of ex1st1ng parking lots 
and landscaping Designate as New Lot 8 
Dedicate 18' at the west side of De Soto Avenue from the south side of Warner Center Lane on the north end to Burbank Boulevard to the south. Make 
all required improvements to accommodate widening the street as required by the WC 2035 Ptan including new curb, gutter, paving and striping 
Make adjustments to the existing surface parking lots serving existing Lots 8, 9 and 12 as required to accommodate the new constructmn. The access 
from Burbank Boulevard to the existing parking lots will be moved to the west 
Construct a new multi-lane driveway to access the parking garage of the new Building 8 that aligns with the existing driveway of the Kaiser Hospitai on 
the south side of Burbank Blvd. Make improvements to the intersection per D O.T requirements including a traffic signal 
Make necessary portions of lot hne adjustments to accommodate all of the Phase Ill construction including site improvements and fire access 

• Construct two 15 story office buildings with two stories of below grade parking_ The buildings will contain 1427 parking spaces in two below grade and 
6 above grade levels. The below grade parking will be shared and continuous between the two buildings. Building 8 will include 236,710sf of office and 
4,864sf of possible office/retail space. Building 9 will include 224,556sf of office space and 10,028sf of possible office/ retail space 
The below grade parking for Building 8 will extend to the west under the delivery, visitor egress and fire access driveway leading to Burbank Blvd. The 
construction of this portion of the project during this phase will allow fire access and deliveries to be uninterrupted during the future construction of 
Burldrng 7 
The street frontages at De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard between the curbs and the new butldings will be fully improved including parkway, 
sidewalks, street trees as necessary, and setbacks 
Improvements will be made to the on grade portions of the site north of Building 8 and west of Building 9 that will form a large publicly accessible open 
space pedestrian adapted pathway. During this phase, the improvements will be a combination of permanent and temporary installations. Subsequent 
improvements to this space will occur in later phases 
As part of this Phase, a plaza will be constructed at the corner of Burbank Boulevard and De Soto Avenue that includes a focal point. This plaza 1s 
intended to serve as the gateway to the project and the southeast gateway to Warner Center. A pedestrian adapted pathway will be provided between 
Buldings 8 and 9 that will connect this plaza to the pedestrian adapted pathway north of Building 8 and west of Building 9 

• Improve the portion of Phase Ill north of Building 9 to the curb of Warner Center Lane including the parkway, sidewalk. landscaping, etc 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Transportstion/ Mobility impacts will be analysed in the project MND/ Traffic Study 
• This phase will complete the widening of the west side of De Soto Avenue adjacent to the property as required by the WC 2035 Plan as well as the 

required 18' wide dedication 
• Burbank Boulevard will remain the same width, but 2 additional feet of r o.w. will be dedicated along the entire length of the south side of the Phase Ill 

portion of the site as required by the WC 2035 Plan 
• All street improvements on the east and south sides of Phase Ill will include multi- modal! slow vehicle lanes (including bikes) 
• Pedestrian adapted pathways are designed for pedestrians, but also for non-motorized vehicles and much of that work begins to take place in this 

phase 
• The driveways from Burbank Blvd_ to Building 8 will align with the Kaiser Hospital Driveway. The intersection formed by the alignment will be improved 

per D.O.T requirements including a traffic signal 
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BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE IV- CONSTRUCT BU ILDING 6 (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2029) 

Building Area to be Demolished
Existing Original Floor Area to Remain-
New Floor Area Added in Previous ;:,hases to Remain
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Total Floor Area-

Original Surface Parking to be Demolished
Original Surface Parking to Remain-
New Structured Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Surface Parking from Previous Phases to Remam
New Structured Parking this Phase-
New Surface Parking this Phase-
Total Parking-

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Non-residential 
(23,970) SF 
160,769 SF 
546.518 SF 
162 001 SF 
869,288 SF 

Residential 
0 SF 
0 SF 

654.030 SF 
0 SF 

654,030 SF 

(58) Spaces 
586 Spaces 

2,333 Spaces 
20 Spaces 

Total 

160,769 SF 
1.200,548 SF 

162 001 SF 
1,523,318 SF 

193 Spaces (101 Req'd per LAMC) 

~ 
3, 134 Spaces 

• Demolish one ex:isting one-story office building located on the extstmg Lot 8 and the related portions of the parking lot and landscaping Designate as 
New Lot6 

• Alter the existing surface parking serving Lot 7 The existing driveway from Warner Center Lane to the existing parking Lot will be not be relocated 
• Make ad1ustments to the portion of Warner Center Lane that abutt the Phase IV site 
• A Lot Line adjustment will be made at this time that allows the Phase IV construction to occur on a separate property The lot line adjustment will also 

provide a separation of the new construction from the parking required to serve the existing buildings 
• A seven-story mixed use building will be constructed on the Phase IV site that will include a 193 space parking garage, a 228 room hotel with 

amenities, and 4,466 sf of restaurant space 
The improvements made to the on-grade portions of the site north of Building 8 and west of Building 9 will be completed in this phase. The 
temporary installations will be removed and the large publically accessible open space pedestrian adapted pathway will be completed up to the 
western limit of the Phase IV work 
An additional publicly accessible open space pedestrian adapted pathway 1s planned on the west side of the Phase IV mixed use hotel building. The 
pathway will extend from Warner Center Lane and run south to the pathway north of Building 8 During this phase part of this area will be improved 
with permanent and temporary elements, including permanent focal elements and plazas. The completion ofthi5 pathway will happen in later 
phases 

• The street frontages at the private street, Warner Center Lane, bet,veen the curbs and the new buildings will be fully improved including parkway, 
sidewalks, street trees as necessary, and setbacks ';his portion of the site will include a porte cochere/ drop off area for the hotel, parking garage 
driveway and delivery area 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Transportation/ Mobility impacts will be analyzed in the project MND/ Traffic Study 
• Pedestrian adapted pathways are designed for pedestrians, but also for non-motorized vehicles and much of that work takes place in this phase 

Adjustments to the south side of Warner Center Lane continue on the north side of the Phase IV site. The wide, slightly raised, cross walk shown on 
the site plan that connects Phase I with Phase IV north of the Phase IV site will be installed and will further contrbute to traffic slowing 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
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BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE V- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 5 (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2031) 

Building Area to be Demohshed
Existing Original Floor Area to Remain-
New Floor Area Added in Previous Phases to Remain
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Total Floor Area-

Original Suiiace Parking to be Demolished
Onginal Surface Parking to Remain-
New Structured Parking from Previous Phases to Remai'"I
New Surface Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Structured Parking this Phase-
New Surface Parking this Phase-
Total Parking-

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMEN1"S 

Non-residential 
(41,580) SF 
119,1B9SF 
708.519 SF 

25 138 SF 
852,846 SF 

Residential 

0 SF 
654,030 SF 
269 556 SF 
923,586 SF 

(115) Spaces 
471 Spaces 

2.526 Spaces 
22 Spaces 

403 Spaces 

~ 
3,431 Spaces 

Total 

119.189 SF 
1,362,549 SF 

294 694 SF 
1,776,432 SF 

• g::;~::e :: ~::t~;t ~~e-story office buildings located on the existing Lots 7 and 12 and the related portions of the parking lots and landscaping ~ 

The portion of the existing parking lot at the northeast corner of Warner Center Lane and Burbank Boulevard not within the limits of the previous c;t' 
phase and this phase will remam as overflow parking for the adjacent uses until that site is improved in later phases ~ 

• As part of this phase, the entire east side Warner Center Lane will be Improved down to the southern limit of Phase V including new curb, gutter ..:i.. 
paving, addition of parallel parkmg and stnp1ng 

• A seven-story mixed use building will be constructed on the Phase V site that will include a 403 space parking garage, a 168 unit condominium 
building, and 8,933s f of restaurant/ retail space. 15 of the for-sale units are two story Work/live units located at grade level 

• The improvements made to the on-grade portions of the site north of Building 8 and west of Building 9 will be extended to Warner Center Lane to 
the east in this phase The improvements on the north side of the extension will be permanent and the improvements on the south side will be 
temporary. The southern side of the pedestrian accessible pathway extension will be improved at a later phase 
The publicly accessible open space pedestrian adapted pathway that was partially constructed on the west side of the Phase IV mixed use hotel 
building will be built out as part of this phase Any temporary construction will be removed and all areas will now be complete permanent 
improvements 

• The street frontage at Warner Center Lane between the curbs and the new buildings will be fully improved including parkway, sidewalks, street 
trees as necessary, and setbacks 

• The streeV driveway frontages at south side and east side of Warner Center Lane between the curbs and the new building will be fully improved 
including the parkway, sidewalks, street trees, and improved setbacks 

• Construct the new sewer main and sewer laterals ,n Warner Center Lane from the previous phase stub up to the end of the proposed sewer main 
• Construct a catch basin on the south side of Warner Center Lane and connect to the storm drain constructed per unit map 1 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

Transportation/ Mobility impacts will be analyzed in the project MND/ Traffic Study 
Pedestrian adapted pathways are designed for pedestrians, but also for non-motorized vehicles and much of that work will be complete at the 
completion of this phase 

• Continue the previous improvements to Warner Center Lane including the left turn lane up to the south extent of Phase V limit 
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PHASE VI- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 3 (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2031) 

Building Area to be Demolished
Existing Original Floor Area to Remain-
New Floor Area Added in Previous Phases to Remain
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Total Floor Area-

Original Surface Parking to be Demolished
Original Surface Parking to Remain-
New Structured Parking frcm Previous Phases to Remain
New Surface Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Structured Parking this Phase-
New Surface Parking this Phase-
Total Parking-

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Non-residential 
(57,794) SF 

61,395 SF 
733,657 SF 

5 100 SF 
BOO, 152 SF 

Residential 

0 SF 
923,586 SF 
251 927 SF 

1,175,509 SF 

(172) Spaces 
299 Spaces 

2,929 Spaces 
31 Spaces 

403 Spaces 

~ 
3,665 Spaces 

Total 

61,395SF 
1,657,243 SF 

257.027 SF 
1,975,661 SF 

• Demolish one existing two-story office building located on the existing Lot 5 along with the necessary port1om, of existing parking lots and 
landscaping Designate as New Lot 3 

• Construct the new private driveway, Commerce Drive, to its full width including new curb, gutter, paving, parallel parking and striping 
• A lot line adjustment along the south side of the property is needed to accommodate a future phase 
• Construct the portion of the new private driveway, Adler Drive, running north of Commerce Drive and all improvements to provide fire access for the 

Phase VI site and vehicular access to the second driveway to the proposed building's parking structure 
• A seven-story mixed use building will be constructed that includes a 403 space parking garage, 234 unit apartment building and 5, 100sf of 

restaurant/ retail space Resident amenities will be provided inside the building and at the exterior courtyard with a pool located on top of the parking 
structure 

• The street frontages at the private street, Warner Center Lane, and the private driveways Town Center Drive and Adler Drive, betvveen the curbs 
and the new building will be fully improved including parkway, sidewalks, street trees, and setbacks_ The west side of Adler Drive up to the property 
line and south to the Phase VI limrt: will be landscaped 

• The plaza that forms the 'Tovm Center' that was begun in Phase II will be added to and completed, forming additional publicly accessible open 
space that now includes a focal point A children's public playground will be added to the publicly accessible open space 

• The private courtyard on the east side of the property, on grade, located between the new Building 3 and Building 2 will be completed. The 
temporary fence built during Phase II will be demolished and improvements will be made so that the courtyard and amenities can be shared 
bet\veen both properties 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Transportation/ Mobility impacts will be analyzed m the pr•Ject MND/ Traffic Study 
• Construct the private driveways Commerce Drive and portion of Adler Drive with crosswalks and stop signs at the intersections including at Warner 

Center Lane 

ADLER 
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PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
COMPUCIED BURBANK BOULEVARD 

PHASE VII- CONSTRUCT BUILDING 7 (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2033) 

Building Area to be OemolIshed
Ex1sting Original Floor Area to Remain-
New Floor Area Added in Previous Phases to Remain
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Total Floor Area-

Original Surface Parking to be Demolished
Original Surface Parking to Remain-
New Structured Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Surface Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Structured Parking this Phase-
New Surface Parking this Phase-
Total Parking-

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Non-residential 
0 SF 

61,395 SF 
738,757 SF 
262.222 SF 

1,062,374 SF 

(110) Spaces 
189 Spaces 

3,332 Spaces 
34 Soaces 

801 Spaces 

~ 
4,356 Spaces 

Residential 

0 SF 
1,175,509 SF 
_______Q_§[ 
1,175,509 SF 

Total 

61,395SF 
1,914,266 SF 

262 222 SF 
2,237,883 SF 

• Clear the site including the remaining portion of the existing parking lot that served former Lot 12. Designate as New Lot 7 
• Construct a 15 story office builCing with three stones of below grade parking. The below grade parkrng will have openmgs to and be connected to 

the below grade parking of Buildings 8 and 9 The building will contain 801 parking spaces in two and one half below grade and 7 above grade 
levels. The building will include 250,352sf of office and 11,870sf of possible office/ retail space 

• Make improvements to the east and west sides of Warner Center Lane to accommodate a multi-lane intersection at Burbank Boulevard. Make 
improvements to Burbank Boulevard to improve the intersection, including a new traffic signal, per the requirements of the Department of 
Transportation 
The street frontages at Warner Center Lane and Burbank Boulevard, betw'een the curbs and the new building will be fully improved including 
parkway, sidewalks, street trees, and setbacks Any temporary construction installed during Phase V along Warner Center Lane will be removed 
The north side of the Phase VII site will be improved completing the publically accessible open space pedestrian adapted pathway system for the 
large portion of the site bordered by Warner Center Lane, De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard Any temporary construction installed during 
Phase V will be removed 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Transportation/ Mobility impacts will be analyzed in the project MND/ Traffic Study 
The system of pedestrian adapted pathways designed for pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles constructed in Phase Ill will be added to in this 
phase 
Burbank Boulevard will remain the same width, but 2 additional feet of r o.w will be dedicated along the entire length of the south side of the Phase 
VII portion of the site as required by the WC 2035 Plan 

• Improvements to the intersection of Warner Center Lane and Burbank Boulevard will be made including widening and adding lanes to Warner 
Center Lane and a traffic signal to the intersection per the requirements of the Department of Transportation 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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PHASE VIII- CONSTRUCT BLDG 4 & 4A (ESTIMATED COMPLETION 2035) 

Building Area to be Demolished
Existing Original Floor Area to Remain-
New Floor Area Added in Previous Phases to Remain
New Floor Area Added this Phase-
Total Floor Area-

Original Surface Parking to be Demolished
Original Surface Parking to Remain-
New Structured Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Surface Parking from Previous Phases to Remain
New Structured Parking this Phase-
New Surface Parking this Phase-
Total Parking-

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Non-residential 
(61,395) SF 

0 SF 
1,000,979 SF 

457 776 SF 
1,458,755 SF 

(189) Spaces 
O Spaces 

4, 133 Spaces 
34 Spaces 

1,373 Spaces 

~ 
5,551 Spaces 

Residential 
O SF 
0 SF 

1,175 509 SF 
___ O_S_F 

1,175.509SF 

Total 

2,634,264 SF 

• Demolish an existing three-story office building located on the existing Lot 6 including the oarking lots and landscaping Cesignate as New Lot 4 This 
will complete the demolition of all existing site elements that existed before Phase I 
Extend Adler Drive from the portion built durmg Phase VI on the north side, to the south connecting it with Burbank Boulevard 
A 24-story mixed use, primarily office building (designated as Building 4) will be constructed. The building will include parking two levels below grade 
and six levels above grade for 1,373 vehicles, 429,128sf of office space, 4,897sf of restaurant/ retail space and 15,741sf of retail space 
A free-standing appro:ximately 8,010sffreestand1ng restaurant/ retail building with Community Space on the second floor (designated as Building 4A) 
will be constructed on the Phase VIII property at the corner of Burbank Boulevard and Warner Center Lane. Parking for this building will be located in 
Building 4 

• The street frontages at Warner Center Lane, Adler Drive, and Burbank Boulevard betw'een the curbs and the new building will be fully improved 
including parkway, sidewalks, street trees, and setbacks. The west side of Adler Drive up to the property line will be landscaped 

• The Publicly Accessible Open Space Pedestrian Adapted Pathway that extends throughout the rest of the site on the east stde of Warner Center Lane 
will be extended through the Phase VIII site between the 24 story mixed use building 4 and 4a. The extension of this path will complete the system of 
paths and nodes extending over all phases 

TRANSPORTATION/ MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Transportation/ Mobility impacts will be analysed in the project MND/ Traffic Study 
• The system of pedestrian adapted pathways designed for pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles will be completed in this phase 
• The last portion of Adler Drive will be completed 
• A crosswalk at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard with Adler Drive will be added. Also, a raised controlled crosswalk across Warner Center Lane 

continuing the Pedestrian Adapted Pathway from the Phase VII property to the Phase VIII property will be added. A similar cross walk will be added 
across Adler Drive for possible pedestrian access to the neighboring property to the west 

• The slow moving vehicle lanes (including bikes) on Warner center Lane will be completed 
• Burbank Boulevard will remain the same width, but 2 additional feet of r.o.w. will be dedicated along the entire length of the south side of the Phase VIII 

portion of the site as required by the WC 2035 Plan 
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BUILDING 8 
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OVERALL SITE PLAN - TECHNICAL 
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(1) BUILDING 1 ENTRY 01 

(5) BUILDING 4A ENTRY 

(8) BUI LDING 5 ENTRY 

(13) BUILDING 9 ENTRY 
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(2) BUILDING 1 ENTRY 02 

(9) BUILDING 4a 
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(10) BUILDING 6 ENTRY 
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BUILDiN.G 1 . 

BURBANK BOULEVARD 

NOTES: 
1. NON-NATIVE TREES GREATER THAN 10 CENTIMETERS (4 INCHES) IN DIAMETER AT BREAST HEIGHT (4.5 FEET ABOVE SURROUNDING GRADE) 
WILL BE REPLACED WITH NATIVE OR NON-NATIVE (NON-INVASIVE) TREES OF APPROPRIATE LOCAL CLIMATE TOLERANCE AT A 2: 1 RATIO. 
2. PER we 2035 PLAN SEC. 6.2.6.2.6, ALL PLANTED AREAS WITHIN THE PROJECT WILL BE SERVICED BY AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEMS 
AND WILL CONFORM WITH THE CITY'S WATER CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS. 
3. SURFACE PARKING LOT NEAR BUILDING 1 WILL COMPLY WITH WC 2035 PLAN SEC. 6.2.6.2.7(1) 
4. PROJECT WILL COMPLY WITH WC 2035 PLAN SEC. 6.2.6.2.7(2), AS APPLICABLE 

WC 2035 LANDSCAPING REQ. 

SETBACK 

SEATING 
~ SCALE· 1" = 50'-0" 

Ta· ·2s· so· 100· 

TOTAL PAOS 

PAP 

LEGEND 

0 FOCAL POINT INCLUDING BUILT-IN SEATING Al~D/OR 

SCULPTURE, ENHANCED PAVING AND TABLES/CHAIRS 

® PEDESTRIAN ACCESSIBLE PATHWAY 

0 EXISTING STREET TREE TO REMAIN, TYPICAL 

0 NEW GINKGO BILOBA STREET TREE 

0 NEW STREET TREE, TYPICAL ULM US PARVIFOLIA 

0 CHILDREN'S PLAY AREA 

0 BASKETBALL COURT 

© DOG PARK 

0 EXERCISE TRACK WITH OUTDOOR EQUI PMENT 

@ FLEXIBLE OUTDOOR USE AREA 

@ FIREPLACE 

® OUTDOOR TABLE AND CHAIRS 

@ LOUNGE FURNITURE WITH GIP FIRE PIT 

G RAISED PLANTER 

@ STEEL AND WOOD TRELLIS 

@ GIP RETAINING WALL 

® ENHANCED PAVING 

® CONCRETE SEAT WALL ~ 
@ OUTDOOR PATIO 

@) FIRE LANE GRASSCRETE PAVING ..... ~ 
@ DECOMPOSED GRANITE ;:( "'-

~ \JI '--... 
@ CORNER FOCAL POINT PLAZA WITH SCULPT 

@ OUTDOOR BARBEQUE 

@ POOL DECK WITH SPA AND CABANAS 

@ UMBRELLA/TENT 

@ MULTI-PURPOSE LAWN 

® PET RELIEF STATION 

,.., 
'\Ji 

@ ti.:: PERMANENT PUBLIC ART 
<( 

@ ACCENT WALL :c 
@ ZEN GARDEN 

PAOS 
REQUIRED: 15% OF SITE AREA/2 X 1.5*: 117,259 SF (2.69 ACRES) 
* ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE PER WC 2035 PLAN SECTION 6.2.2.3.2: 50% REDUCTION FROM 
15% REQUIREMENT WHEN NEW STREET IS PROVIDED PLUS 50% INCREASE TO QUALIFY AS 
AN INCENTIVIZED USE PER 6.2.1.1.5. 
PROVIDED: 121,683 SF (2.79 ACRES) 

WC 2035 LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS 

AREA (SF) REQ'D LANDSCAPING REQ'D LANDSCAPING PROVIDED PROVIDED 

84067 SF 30% MIN 25220 SF 39694 SF 47% 
121683 SF 1 /500 SF 243 SEATS 256 SEATS 1/475 SF 

121683 SF 50% MIN 60842 SF 60850 SF 50% 
74297 SF 25% MIN 18574 SF 18580 SF 25% 
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PLANT LEGEND - TREES 

NOTES 

EXl:OTIMI.. TRE"E'.01/Hi 1.2" IO"'-Sl"'."E ~5-' \IS. STREETTREE<;.40) i399TOT.-.L 12"+) 
EXISTING TREES O'i/Eli 12" TO BE REMOVED(ON-SITE 359 VS. STREET TREES27) 
1:115-TING TREES.Olt'ER 1~" TO RE ....... IN (ON-SIH 0 y~ ~T1u:n T~l".I".~ n) 

~Xl~TING TREES OVER 8" (ON-SITE 514 VS. STREET TREES41) 1555 T01AL B·'+) 
EXISTING rREES OVER 8"10 BE REMOVED (ON-SITE 514 VS. STREET TREES 281 
EXliTING TREES OVER 8'" TO REMAIN (ON-SITr ,J VS STREET TREE<; 131 

[l IS.Tl NG Tll[ES. OYER -4" (ON-SITE ~-42 ¥S. STREET TREES-41) (5e3 TOT AL-4" -t) 
FltS.Tll,lhTIIFFSOVFR-4"TrlFFRE~VFD[O1,i.'-,.T[5.t2V<; ':".TREETTREE'-.]Si 

EXISTING TIIEES OYER -4·· TQ RE~AIN (ON-SITE O '6 STREIT TREES BJ 

SUMMARY 

TOTAL NO. OF OFFSITE TREES (STREET TREES)- 41 

TREE SURVEY PPEP/\RED BY 
LRM LANDS~APF ARCHITFCT J:::?~ 

LRM 
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Burbank and Desoto 

CANOPY DBH 

TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE IFTl IIINI OTHER NOTES 

Tree 1 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 10 

Tree 2 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 8 

Tree 3 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 12 

Tree 4 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM so 30 

Tree 5 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 30 24 LOTS OF DIEBACK 

Tree 6 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 14 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 7 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 35 18 

Tree 8 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 8 OVER PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 9 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 12 SEVERLY OVER PRUNDED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 10 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 14 OVER PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 11 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 14 OVER PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 12 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 10 20 

Tree 13 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 10 20 

Tree 14 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 10 20 

Tree 15 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 16 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 16 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 10 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 17 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 18 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 18 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 10 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 19 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 10 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 20 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 8 3 

Tree 21 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 8 4 

Tree 22 ULM US PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 8 4 

Tree 23 ULM US PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 8 8 

Tree 24 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 16 

Tree 25 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 18 

Tree 26 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 18 

Tree 27 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 24 

Tree 28 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 22 

Tree 29 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 15 22 

Tree 30 PINUS CANARIENSIS ,CANARY ISLAND PINE 10 14 

Tree 31 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 14 LEANING; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 32 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 15 24 

Tree 33 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 22 12 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 34 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 45 14 

Tree 35 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 15 22 

Tree 36 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 10 

Tree 37 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 16 

Tree 38 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 14 

Tree 39 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 12 

Tree 40 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 10 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

CANOPY 
TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) 

Tree 41 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 
Tree 42 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 1S 
Tree 43 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 35 
Tree 44 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOUUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 15 

Tree 45 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 

PROTECTED REMOVE Tree 46 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 
l(Y/Nl ICY/NI Tree 47 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 
N y Tree 48 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 

N y Tree 49 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 
N y Tree 50 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 

N y Tree 51 CUPANIOPSIS ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD s 
N y Tree 52 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 15 

N y Tree 53 JACARANDA MIMOSIFOLIA JACARANDA 45 
N y Tree 54 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 
N y Tree 55 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 
N y Tree 56 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 15 
N V Tree 57 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 12 
N y Tree 58 SCHINUS fEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 12 
N y Tree 59 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 

N y Tree 60 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLiUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 40 

N y Tree 61 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 
N y Tree 62 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 
N y Tree 63 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 
N y Tree 64 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 2S 
N V Tree 6S CUPANIOPSIS ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD 10 
N y Tree 66 CUPANIOPSIS ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD 8 
N y Tree 67 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA I LONDON PLANE 30 

N y Tree 68 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 
N y Tree 69 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 
N y Tree 70 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 
N y Tree 71 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 55 

N y Tree 72 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 45 
N y Tree 73 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 
N y Tree 74 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 

N y Tree 7S PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 35 

N y Tree 76 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 
N y Tree 77 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 

N y Tree 78 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 
N y Tree 79 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 

N y Tree 80 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 
N y Tree 81 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 
N y Tree 82 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 40 

N y Tree 83 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 40 
N y Tree 84 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 40 
N y Tree 85 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 45 

N y Tree 86 TRISTA.NIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 

N V Tree 87 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 

DBH PROTECTED REMOVEl 
(IN) OTHER NOTES (Y/N) (Y/N) 

16 N y 

12 N y 

12 N y 

10 N y 

10 N y 

18 N y 

8 N y 

10 N y 

14 N y 

12 N y 

2 N y 

8 N y 

6 N y 

12 N V 
10 N y 

4 N y 

8 N y 

10 N y 

8 N y 

14 N y 

10 N y 

14 N y 

12 N y 

14 N y 

2 N V 
1.S N y 

12 N y 

10 N y 

14 DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 SEVERLY TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

18 

16 

12 
14 

10 

12 

14 

16 

16 

16 

16 
14 

16 

16 NICE FORM 

12 

12 

18 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N V 
N y 

N y 

N y 

SUMMARY 

TOTAL NO OF ONSITE TREES - 569 

TOTAL NO. OF OFFSITE TREES (STREET TREES) - 41 

PROTECTED TREES - 0 

TOTAL ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES 610 

TREE SURVEY PREPARED BY 
LRM LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
RLA #4226 
JANUARY 9. 2017 
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CANOPY DBH 

TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) (IN) OTHER NOTES 

Tree 88 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 10 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 89 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 18 12 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 90 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 1.2 12 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 91 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 15 5 

Tree 92 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 55 15 

Tree 93 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 12 4 

Tree 94 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 18 6 

Tree 95 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 15 6 

Tree 96 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 15 5 

Tree 97 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 35 12 

Tree 98 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 10 

Tree 99 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 35 12 

Tree 100 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 22 15 SEVERL Y TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 101 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 32 15 

Tree 102 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 10 4 

Tree 103 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 10 4 

Tree 104 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 10 4 

TrPP 10'i Ill MUS PARVIFnl IA CHINFSF Fl M 17 8 

Tree 106 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 62 18 

Tree 107 LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA CRAPE MYRTLE 11 3 LEANING 

Tree 108 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 18 24 

Tree 109 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 28 

Tree 110 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 18 30 

Tree 111 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 15 24 

Tree 112 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 22 28 

Tree 113 PINUS CANARIEN515 CANARY ISLAND PINE 10 18 

Tree 114 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 28 

Tree 115 PINUS CANARIENSIS CANARY ISLAND PINE 20 30 

Tree 116 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 30 12 SEVER LY TOPPED 

Tree 117 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 35 10 SEVERL Y TOPPED 

Tree 118 PINUS CANARIEN51S CANARY ISLAND PINE 60 24 

Tree 119 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 10 

Tree 120 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 16 12 

Tree 121 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 14 

Tree 122 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 26 14 

Tree 123 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 15 5 

Tree 124 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIU5 BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 8 

Tree 125 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 15 

Tree 126 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOL!US BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 14 

Tree 127 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 12 

Tree 128 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 14 

Tree 129 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 15 

Tree 130 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 28 16 

Tree 131 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 32 18 

Tree 132 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 10 

Tree 133 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 18 

Tree 134 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 18 

ADLER 
REALTY I NVESTMENTS 

PROTECTED REMOVE CANOP'f 
(Y/N) (Y/N) TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) 

N y Tree 135 PLATANUS X ACERIFOUA LONDON PLANE 48 
N y Tree 136 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 27 
N y Tree 137 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 43 
N y Tree 138 EUCALYPTUS SIDEROXYLON ROSEA RED IRONBARK 42 
N y Tree 139 EUCALYPTUS SIDEROXYLON ROSEA RED IRONBARK 47 
N y Tree 140 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 63 
N y Tree 141 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 40 
N y Tree 142 CUPANIOPSIS ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD 8 
N y Tree 143 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 
N y Tree 144 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 
N y Tree 145 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIU5 BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 
N y Tree 146 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 21 
N y Tree 147 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 15 
N y Tree 148 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 12 
N y Tree 149 PLATANUS X ACERIFOUA LONDON PLANE 17 
N y Tree 150 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 17 
N y Tree 151 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 24 
N y Tree 152 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE s 
N y Tree 153 SCH IN US TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 35 
N y Tree 154 SCH IN US TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 40 
N y Tree 155 5CHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 40 
N y Tree 156 5CHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIU5 BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 
N y Tree 157 SCH IN US TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 
N y Tree 158 5CHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIU5 BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 
N y Tree 159 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 32 
N y Tree 160 CUPANIOPSIS ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD 4 
N y Tree 161 CUPANIOPSIS ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD 4 
N y Tree 162 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 10 

IN y Tree 163 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 
'N y Tree 164 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 35 
N y Tree 165 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 

'N y Tree 166 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 
N y Tree 167 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN f'EPPER TREE 22 

N y Tree 168 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 
N y Tree 169 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 27 
N y Tree 170 JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS TORULOSA HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER 18 
N y ,Tree 171 JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS TORULOSA HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER 18 
N y iTree 172 JUNIPERUS CHINEN51S TORULOSA HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER 15 
N y iTree 173 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 
N y !Tree 174 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 

N y ·Tree 175 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 
N y 

1
Tree 176 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 

N y Tree 177 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 
,N y !Tree 178 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 
N y ,Tree 179 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 
N y Tree 180 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 
N y tT,ee 181 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 

DBH PROTECTED REMOVE 
{IN) OTHER NOTES (Y/N) (Y/N) 

28 N y 

24 N y 

24 N y 

18 N y 

27 N y 

30 N y 

16 N y 

2 N y 

12 N y 

12 N y 

10 N y 

6 N y 

10 N y 

8 N y 

10 N y 

10 N y 

12 N y 

:=! N y 

16 N y 

8 N y 

14 N y 

16 N y 

12 N y 

12 N y 

12 N y 

2 N y 

2 N y 

10 N y 

16 N y 

15 N y 

14 N y 

2 N y 

11 N y 

10 N y 

10 N y 

4 N y 

6 N y 

6 N y 

7 SEVERL Y TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

8 DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 N y 

8 SEVEP.LY TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

8 DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 SEVERLY TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

8 N y 

8 SEVERLY TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 N V 

SUMMARY: 

TOTAL NO OF ONSITE TREES - 569 

TOTAL NO OF OFFSITE TREES {STREET TREES)~ 41 

PROTECTED TREES - 0 

TOTAL ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES -610 

TREE SURVEY PREPARED BY 
LRM LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
RLA #4226 
JANUARY 9, 2017 
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CANOPY DBH 

TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) (IN) OTHER NOTES 

Tree 182 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 22 20 DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 183 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 12 8 TOPPED 

Tree 184 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 27 10 TOPPED 

Tree 185 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 8 TOPPED 

Tree 186 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 28 10 TOPPED 

Tree 187 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 14 8 TOPPED 

Tree 188 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 10 TOPPED 

Tree 189 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 1S 10 TOPPED 

Tree 190 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 15 10 TOPPED 

Tree 191 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 12 TOPPED 

Tree 192 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 14 TOPPED 

Tree 193 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 10 TOPPED 

Tree 194 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 12 TOPPED 

Tree 195 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 15 TOPPED 

Tree 196 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 12 

Tree 197 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 25 1B 

Tree 198 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 18 

Tree 199 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 27 12 

Tree 200 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 32 14 

Tree 201 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 16 

Tree 202 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 22 12 

Tree 203 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 27 12 

Tree 204 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 45 20 

Tree 205 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 37 16 

Tree 206 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 40 18 

Tree 207 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 35 12 

Tree 208 PLATANUS X ACERIFOUA LONDON PLANE 38 14 

Tree 209 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 10 

Tree 210 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 12 B SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 211 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 14 

Tree 212 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 26 18 

Tree 213 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 15 10 

Tree 214 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 10 

Tree 215 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 12 

Tree 216 SCH IN US TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 20 8 

Tree 217 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOUUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 28 24 

Tree 218 SCH IN US TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZIUAN PEPPER TREE 24 18 SIGNIFICANT DAMAGE 

Tree 219 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOUUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 24 18 

Tree 220 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 14 

Tree 221 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 23 12 

Tree 222 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 16 

Tree 223 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 18 18 

Tree 224 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 16 10 

Tree 225 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 38 22 

Tree 226 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 24 10 

Tree 227 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 9 

Tree 228 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 10 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

PROTECTED REMOVE CANOPY 
(Y/N) (Y/N) TREE It SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) 

N y Tree 229 PLATANUSX ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE s 
N y Tree 230 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 

N 'I Tree 231 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 23 

N V Tree 232 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 

N V Tree 233 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 

N y Tree 234 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 

N V Tree 235 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 

N y Tree 236 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 

N V Tree 237 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 24 

N y Tree 238 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 

N y Tree 239 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 
N V Tree 240 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 27 
N y Tree 241 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 
N y Tree 242 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 

N V Tree 243 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 

N y Tree 244 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 

N y Tree 245 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 

N y Tree 246 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 

N V Tree 247 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 

N V Tree 248 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 

N y Tree 249 JACARANDA MIMOSIFOLIA JACARANDA 27 

N y Tree 250 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 

N y Tree 251 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 

N y Tree 252 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 18 

N y Tree 253 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 24 

N V Tree 254 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 

N y Tree 255 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 

N y Tree 256 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 
N y Tree 257 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 

N y Tree 258 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 
N y Tree 259 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 
N y Tree 260 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 

N y ITree 261 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 14 

N y iTree 262 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 2.0 
N y Tree 263 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 23 
N y 1Tree 264 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 53 

N y Tree 265 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 6 

N y Tree 265 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 

N y Tree 267 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 

N y Tree 268 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 25 

N y Tree 269 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 10 
N y Tree 270 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 

N y Tree 271 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 

N y Tree 272 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 24 

N y Tree 273 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 25 

N y Tree 274 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 18 

N y iTree 275 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 25 

DBH PROTECTED REMO\Jf. 
(IN) OTHER NOTES (Y/N) IY/N) 

8 SEVERLY PRUNED N y 

24 N y 

11! N '( 

12 N y 

10 N y 

10 N y 

12 $EVERLY PRUNED N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED N y 

12 N y 

10 N y 

12 N y 

6 N y 

8 N y 

8 N y 

6 N y 

10 N y 

8 N y 

10 N y 

8 N y 

8 N y 

10 N y 

18 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 N y 

16 N y 

18 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

14 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

15 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

14 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

14 SEVERL Y PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

14 N y 

10 DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

12 N y 

12 N y 

81 N y 

3 N y 

14' N y 

6 N y 

12 N y 

8 N y 

10 N y 

9 N y 

TOTAL NO. OF ONSITE TREES 569 

TOTAL NO OF OFFSITE TREES (STREET TREES) - 41 

TOTAL ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES 610 

TREE SURVEY PREPARED BY 
LRM LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
RLA #4226 
JANUARY 9, 2017 

VTBS #14D19 
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CANOPY 
TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT} 

Tree 276 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 
Tree 277 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 
Tree 278 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 25 

Tree 279 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 
Tree 280 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 
Tree 281 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 
Tree 282 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 
Tree 283 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 8 

Tree 284 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 18 

Tree 285 DODONAEA V. 'ATROPURPUREA' PURPLE HOPSEEO BUSH 10 
Tree 285 DODONAEA V. 'ATROPURPUREA' PURPLE HOPSEED BUSH 8 
Tree 287 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BR ISBANE BOX 20 
Tree 288 DODONAEA V. 'ATROPURPUREA' PURPLE HOPSEED BUSH 15 
Tree 289 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 

Tree 290 DODONAEA V. 'ATROPURPUREA' PURPLE HOPSEED BUSH 3 

Tree 291 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 

Tree 292 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 
Tree 293 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 
Tree 294 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 

Tree 295 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 
Tree 296 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 

Tree 297 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 1 

Tree 298 TRISTANiA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 

Tree 299 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA UQUIDAMBER 15 

Tree 300 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 13 
Tree 301 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 10 
Tree 302 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 
Tree 303 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE so 
Tree 304 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 

Tree 305 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 42 
Tree 306 PLATANUS X ACERIFO LIA LONDON PLANE 22 

Tree 307 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 6 
Tree 30B PLATA NUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 

Tree 309 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 

Tree 310 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 25 
Tree 311 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 35 

Tree 312 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 45 
Tree 313 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 30 

Tree 314 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 
Tree 315 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 27 
Tree 316 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 
Tree 317 ULM US PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 27 

Tree 318 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 33 
Tree 319 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 37 

Tree 320 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 
Tree 321 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 

Tree 322 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 28 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

DBH .PROTECTED REMOVE CANOPY DBH 
(IN) OTHER NOTES (YIN) (Y/N) TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT} (IN} OTHER NOTES 

12. N y Tree 323 CUPANIOPSIS ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD 24 8 

12 N y Tree 324 CUPANIOPSl5 ANACARDIOIDES CARROTWOOD 24 10 

10 N y Tree 325 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 14 

4 N y Tree 326 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 12 

10 N y Tree 327 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 25 14 

18 N y Tree 328 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 16 

18 N y Tree 329 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 12 8 

5 N y Tree 330 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 20 24 STREET TREE 

10 N y Tree 331 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 32 16 

10 HALF DEAD N y Tree 332 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 30 20 STREET TREE 

5 DEAD N y Tree 333 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 42 18 

12 N y Tree 334 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 10 

6 HALF DEAD N y Tree 335 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 8 
10 N y Tree 336 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 32 20 STREET TREE 

4 ALMOST DEAD N y Tree 337 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 47 20 STREET TREE 

8 ALMOST DEAD; DYING OF SCORTCH N y Tree 338 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 10 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED; ALMOST DEAD; DYING OF SCORTCH N y Tree 339 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 42 18 

10 DYING OF SCORTCH N y Trf'f' 340 FRAXINI 1$ VFI llTINA 'MClOFSTO' MOOFSTO A5H 67 74 5TRfFT TRH 

10 DYING OF SCORTCH N y Tree 341 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 35 18 

8 DYING OF SCORTCH N y Tree 342 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 26 10 

6 N y Tree 343 ULMUS PARVIFOUA CHINESE ELM 60 22 

4 DEAD N y Tree 344 TRISTANIA CONFERTA ! BRISBANE BOX 23 12 

6 N y Tree 345 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 52 20 

14 SEVERL Y TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y Tree 346 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 12 

16 SEVERLY TOPPED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y Tree 347 TRISTANIA CONFERTA I BRISBANE BOX 23 18 

18 SEVERL Y TOPPED N y Tree 348 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA 'LONDON PLANE 30 16 

12 N y Tree 349 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 12 

20 N y Tree 350 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 14 

10 SEVERLY TOPPED N y Tree 351 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 28 14 

16 N y Tree 352 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 12 
10 SEVERLY TOPPED N y Tree 353 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA !LONDON PLANE 25 16 
10 N y Tree 354 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 12 

10 N y Tree 355 PLATANUS X ACERIFOUA LONDON PLANE 20 12 

8 N y Tree 356 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 55 15 

24 STREET TREE N y Tree 357 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 14 DYING OF SCORTCH 
20 STREET TREE N y Tree 358 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 12 
28 STREET TREE N y Tree 359 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 16 
24 STREET TREE N y Tree 360 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 26 14 

10 N y Tree 361 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 47 18 
14 N y Tree 362 TRISTANIA CONFERTA 1BRISBANE BOX 25 10 

14 N y Tree 363 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 14 
10 N y Tree 364 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 27 14 
12 N y Tree 365 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 12 

14 N y Tree 366 PLATAMUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 16 
14 N y Tree 367 PLATANUS X ACER IFOLIA LONDON PLANE 24 10 

10 N V Tree 368 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 26 15 

14 N y Tree 369 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 32 18 

De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Master Plan--TREE SURVEY 
Woodland Hills, CA 

PROTECUD REMOVE 
(Y/N) (Y/N) 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N 'y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

N y 

SUMMARY: 

"!'OTAL NO OF ONSITE TREES 569 

TOTAL NO. OF OFF SITE TREE S (STREET TREE S) · 41 

PROTECTED TREES - D 

TOTAL ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES -610 

TREE SURVEY PREPARED BY 
LRM LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
RLA #4226 
JANUARY 9, 2017 
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! CANOPY DBH 
TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) (IN) OTHER NOTES 
Tree 370 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 22 16 
Tree 371 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 28 16 
Tree 372 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 22 16 
Tree 373 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 16 

Tree 374 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 27 18 

Tree 375 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 25 16 

Tree 376 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 8 HEAVILY PRUNED 
Tree 377 PLATA NUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 18 8 
Tree 378 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 12 

Tree 379 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 10 

Tree 380 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 16 
Tree 381 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 33 16 
Tree 382 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 12 
Tree 383 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 12 
Tree 384 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 12 

Tree 385 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 25 20 
Tree 386 ULM US PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 48 16 
Tree 387 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 45 24 

Tree 388 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 12 

Tree 389 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 12 
Tree 390 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 6 12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 391 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 37 18 
Tree 392 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 42 14 

Tree 393 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 15 18 
Tree 394 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 12 
Tree 395 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 10 DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 396 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 12 
Tree 397 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 16 
Tree 398 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 42 14 

Tree 399 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 8 SEVERLY PRUNED 
Tree 400 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 35 18 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 401 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 16 $EVERLY PRUNED 
Tree 402 PLATANUS )( ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 12 SEVERLY PRUNED 
Tree 403 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 12 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 404 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 14 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 405 ULMUS PARVlrnllA CHINESE ELM 48 12 
Tree 406 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 23 18 
Tree 407 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 30 18 SPLIT TRUNK 
Tree 408 ULM US PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 48 18 
Tree 409 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 16 
Tree 410 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 36 16 
Tree 411 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 28 16 
Tree 412 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 413 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 43 18 

Tree 414 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 38 18 
Tree 415 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 35 16 

Tree 416 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 14 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

PROTECTED REMOVE 
(Y/NI (Y/N) TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME 

N y Tree 417 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 418 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 419 fHISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 420 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 421 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 422 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 423 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 424 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 42S TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 426 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 427 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 428 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 429 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 430 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 431 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 

N y Tree 432 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 433 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 434 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 

N y Tree 435 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 

N y Tree 436 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARI< TREE 

N y Tree 437 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 438 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 439 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 440 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA UQUIDAMBER 

N y Tree 441 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 

N y Tree 442 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 

N y Tree 443 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 

N y Tree 444 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 445 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 446 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 447 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 448 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 449 LIQUIDAMDrn 5TYRAClrLUA LIQUIDAMDrn 

N y Tree 450 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y Tree 451 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 

N y ITree 452 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 

N y Tree 453 MAGNOLIA GRANDIFLORA SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA 

N y Tree 454 MAGNOLIA GRANDIFLORA SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA 

N y Tree 455 MAGNOLIA GRANDI FLORA SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA 

N y Tree 456 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 457 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 458 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree459 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N ,y !Tree 460 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 461 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 462 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

N y Tree 453 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 

CANOPY 
SIZE (FT) 

30 

23 

20 

25 

22 

30 

30 

22 

75 

45 

27 

23 

23 

18 

12 

30 

23 

18 

8 

8 

23 

25 

25 

8 

6 

5 

6 

45 

50 

42 

20 

8 

6 

8 

8 

10 

25 

2S 

25 

30 

35 

24 

20 

22 

24 

24 

30 

DBH PROTECTED REMOVE 
(IN) OTHER NOTES (Y/N) (Y/N) 

15 N y 

10 N y 

10 N y 

18 N y 

12 N y 

16 N y 

20 N y 

14 N y 

28 SPECIMEN N y 

18 N y 

18 SEVERL Y PRUNED N y 

14 SEVERLY PRUNED N y 

12 N y 

8 N y 

10 DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

16 N y 

9 N y 

18 MULTI W/ WEAK ATTACHMENT AT BASE N V 

12 N y 

12 N y 

14 N y 

14 N y 

18 N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

20 N y 

20 N y 

20 SEVERLY PRUNED N y 

8 FALLEN OVER N y 

2 SEVERLY PRUNED N y 

12 DYING or SCORTCII N y 

2 N y 

2 N y 

10 DYING OF SCORTCH N y 

8 N y 

10 N y 

10 N y 

18 N y 

12 N y 

16 N y 

12 N y 

10 N y 

12 N y 

12 N y 

18 N V 

SUMMARY: 

TOTAL NO OF ONSITE TREES 569 

TOTAL NO OF OFFSITE TREES (STREET TREE S)- 4' 

PR OTECTED TREES - O 

TOTAL ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES - 610 

TREE SURVEY PREPARED BY 
LRM LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
RLA #4226 
JANUARY 9, 2017 
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CANOPY DBH 
TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) (IN) OTHER NOTES 
Tree 464 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 16 
Tree 465 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 466 LIQU!DAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 467 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 6 10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 468 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 62 30 SIGNIFICANT 
Tree 469 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 14 
Tree 470 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 12 
Tree 471 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 10 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 472 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 473 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 474 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 12 12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 475 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 12 $EVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 476 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 14 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 477 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 12 SEVERL Y PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 
Tree 478 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 42 18 
Tree 479 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA Cl-!INESE ELM 45 12 
Tree 480 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 55 18 
Tree 481 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPER BARK TREE 6 12 
Tree 482 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPER BARK TREE 22 22 
Tree 483 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 12 16 
Tree 484 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 35 20 STREET TREE 
Tree 485 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 43 22 STREET TREE 
Tree 486 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 35 22 STREET TREE 
Tree 487 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 12 24 STREET TREE 
Tree 488 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 32 18 STREET TREE 
Tree 489 FRAXINUS VELUTINA 'MODESTO' MODESTO ASH 48 24 STREET TREE 
Tree 490 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 12 
Tree 491 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 26 12 
Tree 492 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 45 24 
Tree 493 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 6 
Tree 494 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 8 
Tree 495 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 28 18 
Tree 496 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 12 
Tree 497 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 12 
Tree 498 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 10 
Tree 499 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 12 
Tree 500 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 10 10 
Tree 501 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 43 30 
Tree 502 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 48 30 
Tree 503 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM S2 18 
Tree 504 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 44 16 STREET TREE 
Tree SOS ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 48 20 STREET TREE 
Tree 506 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 45 18 STREET TREE 
Tree 507 ULMUS PARVIFOUA CHINESE ELM 32 14 STREET TREE 
Tree 508 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 55 22 STREET TREE 
Tree 509 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 58 20 STREET TREE 
Tree 510 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 20 10 STREET TREE 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

PROTECTED REMOVE CANOPY DBH 
(V/N) (Y/N) TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) (IN) OTHER NOTES 

N y Tree 511 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 62 24 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 512 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 43 20 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 513 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 18 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 514 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 23 14 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 515 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 55 18 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 516 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 34 16 STREET TREE 

N y Tree S17 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 53 20 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 518 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 36 12 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 519 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 53 24 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 520 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 64 24 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 521 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 46 18 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 522 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 43 16 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 523 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 20 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 524 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 16 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 525 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 18 STREET TREE 

N y Tree S26 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 18 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 527 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 12 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 528 IJLMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 15 STREET TREE 

N y Tree 529 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 40 15 STREET TREE 

N y Tree S30 PLAT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 75 32 

N y Tree 531 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 22 18 

N y Tree 532 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 24 16 

N y Tree 533 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 18 

N y Tree 534 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 32 16 

N y Tree 535 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 24 16 

N y Tree 536 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 60 36 

N y Tree 537 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 57 18 

N y Tree S38 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 45 28 

N y Tree 539 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 30 12 

N y Tree 540 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 6 

N y Tree 541 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 6 

N y Tree 542 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 6 

N y Tree 543 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 23 10 

N y Tree 544 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 45 20 

N y Tree 545 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 8 

N y Tree 546 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 32 18 

N y Tree 547 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 5 

N y Tree 548 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 12 10 

N y Tree 549 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 10 4 

N y Tree 550 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 6 
N y Tree 551 PlATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 45 20 

N y Tree S52 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 8 

N ,\J Tree S53 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 18 3 

N N Tree 554 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 10 

N N Tree 555 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 36 18 SEVERLY PRUNED 

N N Tree 556 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 34 16 SEVERLY PRUNED 

N y Tree 557 Pl.AT ANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 34 18 

De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Master Plan --TREE SURVEY 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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SUMMARY: 

TOT AL NO OF ONSITE TREES· 569 

TOTAL NO OF OFF SITE TREES (STREET TREES). 41 

PROTECTED TREES - 0 

TOTAL ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES· 610 

TREE SURVEY PREPARED BY 
LRM LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
RLA #4226 
JANUARY 9, 2017 
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CANOPY DBH 
TREE# SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE IFTI (IN) OTHER NOTES 

Tree 558 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 52 24 

Tree 559 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 45 16 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 560 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 45 20 

Tree 561 TRl5TANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 6 

Tree 562 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 32 10 

Tree 563 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 58 16 

Tree 564 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 22 12 

Tree 565 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 8 
Tree 566 TRl5TANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 24 10 

Tree 567 TRISTANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 20 10 

Tree 568 TRl5TANIA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 24 10 

Tree 569 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 10 8 

Tree 570 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 15 6 

Tree 571 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 24 8 
Tree 572 EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS RED RIVER GUM 57 26 

Tree 573 TRISTAN IA CONFERTA BRISBANE BOX 12 6 

Tree 574 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE so 16 

Tree 575 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 8 12 

Tree 576 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPERBARK TREE 12 12 

Tree 577 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 38 14 

Tree 578 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 32 12 

Tree 579 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 12 14 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 580 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 14 

Tree 581 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 38 16 

Tree 582 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 30 10 

Tree 583 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 20 8 
Tree 584 PLATANU5 X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 48 14 
Tree 585 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 12 10 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 586 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 12 

Tree 587 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 50 22 

Tree 588 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 15 16 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 589 PLATANUS SP SYCAMORE HYBRID 32 18 

Tree 590 MELALUCA QUINQUENERVIA PAPER BARK TREE 15 12; 1 3 PLANTED TOGETHER 

Tree 591 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 30 22 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 592 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 22 16 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 593 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 25 12 SEVERLY PRUNED 

Tree 594 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 35 18 

Tree 595 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 23 12 LEANING 

Tree 596 ULMUS PARVIFOLIA CHINESE ELM 30 12 
Tree 597 PLATANUS )( ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 45 24 

Tree 598 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 43 18 

Tree 599 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 8 12 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 600 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 20 16 SEVERlY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 601 LIQUIDAMBER STYRACIFLUA LIQUIDAMBER 10 14 SEVERLY PRUNED; DYING OF SCORTCH 

Tree 602 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLAl~E 44 16 

Tree 603 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA LONDON PLANE 28 18 

Tree 604 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 2D 12 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 
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TREE# SPECIES NAME 

Tree 605 SCH I NUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS 

Tree 606 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS 

Tree 607 SCHINUS TEREBINTHIFOLIUS 

Tree 608 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA 

Tree 609 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA 

Tree 610 PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA 

53ts_iflliuma ,J>m·,• W,-., afan.f'}{",Ks, Cafiforma 91364 
100(Bra~ L ant • :}{.Jffl;ft,in1 Jrf .._,nt,anu S!u.·40 (maifn19.J&fr1•~) 

January 17, 2017 

Mr. David Larkins 
Manag ing Principal 
LRM Landscape Arch itecture 
10335 Jefferson Boul evard 
Culver City, California 90232 

CANOPY 
COMMON NAME SIZE (FT) 

BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 30 
BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 25 

BRAZILIAN PEPPER TREE 22 

LONDON PLANE 8 

LONDON PLANE 34 

LONDON PLANE 42 

DBH 
(IN) OTHER NOTES 

14 

14 

12 

12 

16 

18 

J'fi,»u (SOS,) 577-SnJ 
&.J9,ee(,y@,~fin{:1•!1 

Subject: Site Inspection - Four Parcels at Northwest Corner of Burbank Boulevard and 
De Soto Avenue, Los Angeles, California 

Dear Mr. Larkins: 

As requested , we performed a site inspection of four parcels located at the northwest corner of 
Burbank Boulevard and De Soto Avenue , Los Angeles, California 91367. The purpose of the 
inspection was to determine whether the site or immediate area contains western sycamore 
trees (Platanus racemosa) deemed protected under the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

My associate Ann Burroughs, Registered Consulting Arborist, met with Steve Woods of your 
office on January 10. 2017 to perform the site inspection. There were no western sycamores on 
the parcels or within the immediate v icinity. There were however numerous London plane trees 
(P. x hispanica) on the parcels. Although the London plane tree belongs to the same genus as 
the western sycamore, the plane tree is not native to California and therefore not protected 
under City of Los Angeles ordinance number 177 404. 

A copy of th is letter may be provided to the City of Los Angeles as certification of our findings. If 
you have any questions. please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

KAY J. GREELEY 
President 

Civil Engineer 37396 
Landscape Architect 4035 
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist WE-1140B 
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 
Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists 
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April 24, ~OP 

LRM Land .':ic a p e Arch i tecture ·=-onducted a thorough si t e 1.n:tpec~ion o f 2 0920 -

210$1 Warner Center Lane a nd : 0931 - 209 71 Burban k Boul evard to identify any 

tree speci 1: s p rotected under c ity of Los Angeles c .rd i na.-ice n umber 1774 0 4 

that mlgl"lt Pe lo..:ated ther e i n. We did not find any pr o t ected tree s peci e s 

on l:e p r oJeL. l p t operty at t he t ime of o ur: inspection. Wi: d 1d find 

I1umE-rou'j r 1~ ~ in the Pl a t il. n us sp.:?ClE5 whi c h we belie·Jed t ,:i b e L,,ndcn F.!.ane 

Tree-!\: f Pl a tan\13 >: h1spanica) . Sin ce t he London Plane tree belon ~.s t o the 

3~m-= g e,nu3 d :!t tl.t: pr ,:,t ect e.-d weste.r n sycamore {Pl.a.tan us racemos~ ) we hi r ed 

-=1r., 1noe-pe dent arbor- ist to r e-view t he trees in ques t ion and verify o ut 

iir.:h no 5. Th£1r l e t t er c f c•:>nfirma t ior. 1s. a tt a,;::he:d. 

If yc-u h .~ve any ~ue, .5 t1 c n s p lease fe-el free: to c c,ntr.ic-=: me d 1 rectlr-

Since r e l y , 

Ch arles El liott 

P r i.nci.pal 

LRM La n dscape Ar ,:::.hit ei:t;.J..re and ;Jrhan Des ign. 

Landscape Archi.tect 4S 02 

TOTAL NO OF ON SITE T REE S 569 

TOTAL NO OF OFF SITE TRE ES (STREET TRE ES) - 41 

PROTECTED TR EES - D 

TOTAL ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES - 610 

TREE SURVEY PREPARED BY 
LRM LANDSCAPE ARCH)TECTURE 
RLA 114226 
JANUARY 9. 2017 

, ; ~ ~ ~[f, t,. fLn 
VTBS #14019 

De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Master Plan--TREE SURVEY LRM 
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ACORUS GRAMINEUS 'OGON' 
golden variegated sweet flag 
1 GAL@12"0C 

LEYMUS CONDENSATUS 
'CANYON PRINCE' 
canyon prince wild rye 
1 GAL@ 12" O.C. 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

DYMOND IA MARGARETAE 
silver carpet 
SODDED FROM FLATS 

NASSELLA TENUISSIMA 
mexican feather grass 
1 GAL@ 12" O.C. 

FESTUCA GLAUCA 'ELIJAH 
BLUE' 
blue fescue 
1 GAL@ 12" OC 

PENNISETUM 'FAIRY TAILS' 
everygreen fountain grass 
1 GAL@ 12" O.C. 

FESTUCA RU BRA 
red fescue 
FROM SOD 

PENNISETUM SPATHIOLATUM 
slender veldt grass 
1 GAL@12"0C. 

LAWN 
FROM SOD 

MYOPORUM PARVIFOLIUM 'PU
TAH CREEK' 
creeping myoporum 
4" POTS @ 8" O.C. 

SEDUMALBUM 
white stonecrop 
4" POTS@ 8" O.C. 

SENECIO MANDRALISCAE 
blue chalk sticks 
1 GAL@ 12' O.C. 

De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Master Plan--PLANTING PALETTE 
Woodland Hills, CA 

SENECIO SERPENS 
blue chalk sticks 
1 GAL@ 12" O.C. 

LRM 

11 MAY21,2019 

SENECIO VITALIS 
narrow leaf chalk sticks 
1 GAL @ 12" 0 C. 

I~~ 6 JH:!\t,,ELJ:~ 
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AGAVE AMERICANA 
century plant 
15 GAL @ 30"X30' 

AGAVE ATTENUATTA 
fox tail agave -MIX TO CREATE 
NATURAL CLUMP 
5 GAL@ 18' O.C 
15 GAL 24" 0 C. 

CHONDROPETALUM TECTORUM DIAN ELLA CAERULEA 'CASSA 
small cape rush BLUE 
5 GAL@ 18" O.C. blue flax lily 

ROSMARINUS OFFICINALIS 
'PROSTRATUS' 
trailing rosemary 
5GAL@18"OC 

ADLER 
REAL TY INVESTMENTS 

5 GAL@18" OC 

WESTRINGIA FRUTICOSA 
'MORNING LIGHT 
coast rosemary 
5 GAL @ 24" 0 C. 

AGAVE 'BLUE FLAME' 
blue flame agave 
5GAL@18" OC 

DIANELLA TASMANICA 
'VARIEGATA' 
white striped tasman flax lily 
5 GAL@ 18" O.C 

AGAVE 'BLUE GLOW 
blue glow agave 
5 GAL@18" OC 

FURCRAEA FOETIDA 
'MEDIOPICTA' 
variegated mauritius hemp 
15 GAL@ 30"X30" 

AGAVE DESMETTIANA 
smooth agave 
15 GAL @ 30"X30" 

LIRIOPE 'GIGANTEA' 
giant lily turf 
5 GAL@ 18" O.C. 

AGAVE VILMORINIANA 
octopus agave 
15 GAL @ 30' X30" 

LOROPETALUM CHINENSE 
'RAZZLEBERRY' 
razzleberri fringe flower 
5 GAL@24" O.C. 

ALOE ARBORESCENS 
tree aloe 
5 GAL@ 24" 0 C 

PITTOSPORUM CRASSIFOLIUM 
karo 
5 GAL@ 24" O.C. 

, .... ~ .. •·.., 
:i_.,_,- . •;. .. ~ 

.. ' •.. , .• -. ""V ... . ~:. 

l_• • . : , . .-, 

ANIGOZANTHOS 'BIG RED' 
red kangaroo paw 
5 GAL@ 18" O.C 

PHORMIUM 'AMAZING RED' 
amazing red new zealand flax 
5 GAL@ 18" O.C. 

De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Master Plan--PLANTING PALETTE 
Woodland Hills, CA 

ANIGOZANTHOS 'BUSH GOLD' 
yellow kangaroo paw 
5 GAL@ 18" O.C. 

PHORMIUM 'BRONZE BABY' 
bronze baby new zealand flax 
5 GAL@ 24" O.C. 

LRM 

12 MAY 2 1, 2019 

A NIGOZANTHOS 'BUSH TANGO' 
orange kangaroo paw 
5 GAL@ 18" O.C. 

PHORMIUM 'YELLOW WAVE' 
yellow wave new zealand flax 
5 GAL@18" O C 

VTBS #1401 9 
I 7' ~ II !!Cr-.'-'.Cl.J: \ ' 
,;_ .. NT'I M 0Slr4 . (""O\ .. n41M ~ 

VAN TH .BURG, BANVARJJ & SODFRBF.RGH, Al\ 



PITTOSPORUM CRASSIFOLIUM 
karo 
15 GAL@24" O.C. 

ACACIA BAILEYANA 
golden mimosa tree 
24" BOX MIN 

PLATANUS RACEMOSA 
california sycamore 
24" BOX MIN. 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

FEIJOA SELLOWIANA 
pineapple guava 
15 GAL@ 24" O.C. 

ARBUTUS 'MARINA' 
marina strawberry tree 
24" BOX MIN. 

PRUNUS CERASIFERA 
'KRAUTER VESUVIUS ' 
krauter vesuvius purple leaf plum 
24" BOX MIN. 

BUXUS JAPONICA 
japanese boxwood 
15 GAL@24" O.C. 

LIGUSTRUM TEXAN UM 
waxleaf privet 
15 GAL@24" O.C. 

CERCIDIUM 'DESERT MUSEUM' JACARANDA MIMOSIFOLIA 
desert museum pale verde jacaranda tree 
24" BOX MIN. 24" BOX MIN. 

TIPUANA TIPU 
tipu tree 
24" BOX MIN . 

ULMUS PARVIFOLIA 
chinese elm 
24" BOX MIN. 

PODOCARPUS GRACILIOR 
fern podocarpus 
15 GAL @ 24" 0 C 

KOELREUTERIA BIPINNATA 
chinese flame tree 
24" BOX MIN. 

PODOCARPUS MACROPHYLLUS 
yew podocarpus 
15 GAL@24" O.C. 

KOELREUTERIA PANICULATA 
goldenrain tree 
24" BOX MIN. 

PHOENIX DACTYLIFERA 'DEGLET' WASHINGTON IA ROBUSTA 
date palm 
30 FT BTH 

mexican fan palm 
48" BOX 

FICUS MICROCARPA NITIDA 
'GREEN GEM' 
green gem fig 
15 GAL@ 24" O.C. 

LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA 
crape myrtle 
24" BOX MIN. 

PITTOSPORUM TENUIFOLIUM 
'SILVER SHEEN' 
si lver sheen kohuhu 
15 GAL@24" O.C. 

METROSIDEROS EXCELSUS 
new zealand christmas tree 
24" BOX MIN. 

De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Master Plan--PLANTING PALETTE 
Woodland Hills, CA 

WESTRINGIA 'WYNYABBIE GEM' 
coast rosemary 
15 GAL@24" O.C. 

OLEA EUROPAEA 
olive 
24" BOX MIN. 

L RM 

13 MAY21, 2019 

PLATANUS X ACERIFOLIA 
london plane 
24" BOX MIN. 
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KEY PLAN 

A1 .0 

BUILDING 1 - RENDERING 
May 21 , 2019 

ADLER De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 

REALTY INVESTMENTS 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 
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RESIDENTIAL 
LOBBY/ 

LEASING/ 
MAIL 

2,542 SF 

UP 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

COLOR LEGEND 

• RESIDENTIAL LOBBY • L/':E I WORK • RESTALJRANT • RETAIL • RESTALJRNJT /RETAIL • C.lFFICi: /RETAIL • O•F,CE • HOTEL • BOH • "'ARKING 

BUILDING 1 
BUILDING STATISTICS: 

Total Bldg.I 

Nott: FDr additional clari/k0tio111 Stt Pro/Kt Sratisllcs Not rs on 5nr« Ml>•Ull . 

Building 1 : Parking Summary 

RCSidtntialCom act 

Resldtmiai Com act Tandem 

Resideotii!IOiYblec! 

Dbl Redd,mtial P:n-11:ins 

Visitor Fun 

Visl1orCurnpac1 

TotalVi,ltorParking 

Rl"sta11rant/ RttaiiFull-Surf11cl!' 

Re~ta.11.Jnt / Rel.iii Cornp,;,ct Surf.iu! 

Rc)laur;mti Rl'tail • i~c1lfod- Surface 

Taul Restaur..inl/ Ret.iil Parking 

jroTAL PARKING I u2j 
S\ OJ each cafe6a;y p,ovkied w),har;lng .dailoni: 

Building 1 : Residential Unit Mix-

i l>ti 2nd! 3rdl ... 1 Sthi 6th! 7th Total % 
WJl-1 BR I 61 I I I I I 
W/L-2.BR I 3Bi I I I l I 
W/L·3BR • O J •I I i ! I I 

NOTE ~~;~~~~~1io¼:1~~~1~N I Total Work/ Live Units 48 
LOC-'TEO AT THE 1~T FLR 

lstudio i 
hBR i 
hBR-..O 
j; BR ' 
IJOR i 

jTOTAL 

I sl lO JOI 101 lOI 8 
I 221 S5 ssl ssl !61 lO 211 53.0% 

! I l ;I ,1 
I l 1.°" 

I ,1 17 171 171 » I 7 19.0% 

11 2 21 21 21 

Total Residential Units 355 

481 nl ss! ss j esj 4031 100.0%) 

Iau11a,ng J.: t<es1aent1aI upen !tpace !:liummary 

Studios.(2tiahr:ablerc,oms) 53unitsx 100sf 

1 a"droom [2 habitable rooms} 222 1..,11its,,: 100 sf 
l Bedrooms (3 habiuble room5I ! 15 units 11 125 sf 

38E!drooms[4hclbit.1ble raoms) 13uni:sx l75sf 

TOTAL: 

P~:vctte Bolc.ou1es (SO!of / uni•! 
Flr.1.1Floo1Cowty,mj 

S: ir~I Floe, (Xj,!fti~c Patti 

Sl!c.or,d Fluor Tt!rnict::~ 

~.300 ,t 
22 ,200 ~, 

14,375 ~, 

2.nssf 

44,150 sf 

15,200 ~( 

.10.eos ~r 
4.133 ~f 

2. 6s7 ~r 
SeYt"nth Floor "it!'rrou•~ 2,353 ~f 
Seventh FloorGaraee Roof Terrace 10.121 

Interior Jl.menities- 1st & 2nd Hrs !}:S,;, maJt of required) 7.857 ~f 

(Actual ;Jrca provided : 1st Fir: 2,C.50 sf. 2nd •Ir: 5,207 sf; 7,8)7 sO 

TOTAL: 53,126 sf 

•ccrLAMC12.21G.2 . 

Required u~a,bll! open space: 

100sf/unithilVing<3,hnbitablcrooms 

125:af / umthil'lln!l:: 3 h-3b1tablc room~ 
175 sf / unit h.r.•1ng > 3 hab,t:ible rooms 
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PREP.\RED FOR 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

j I I 
0 C ; C I C 
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SLOPE ON 12% SLOPE UP 5% 

. I .rs=- --T--.,,r-~ \ -+1 ~~ ·--~+la==' ~~'\ 

I - , \ 
o !o l o o i ~ 

PARKING GARAGE 

BUILDING AREA: 87,000 SF, EXCLUDING GARAGE - STAIRS, 
ELEVATORS.SHAFTS 

I I 0 i 
' I i I 

I 

COURTYARD BELOW 

STfl. 7 

RESIDENTIAL 
AMENITIES 

2.377 SF 

/ 

1B / 
I 

/ 3B 

BUILDING 1 - 2ND LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

SCALE 1" : 20'-0" 
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COURTYARD BELOW 

KEY PLAN 

BUILDING 1 - 3RD/4TH & 5TH LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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SLOPE DN 5% 

:i~~ I l'I ' l'I I !'i 
I 11 I I I 

1J I lo! I u ! !o! I I 01 i tor .I~ 
BUILDING AREA 87,589 SF, EXCLUDING GARAGE - STAIRS , II I 
ELEVATORS SHAFTS SLOPEUP5% ! 

' 93 SPACES TOTAL •~ OO 
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PARKING GARAGE 
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BUILDING 1 - 3RD/4TH & 5TH LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE 1•• = 20'-0' 
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May 21 , 2019 

ADLER De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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APPROX 
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KEY PLAN 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

APPROX 
5'.,0" PARA.PET 

COURTYARD BELOW 

APPROX 
5'-0" PARAPET 

APPROX 
8'-0"PARAPET 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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BUILDING 1 - 6TH LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 
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SCALE 1" ~ 20'-0" 
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ROOF BELOW 

ROOF BELOW 

KEY_PLAN 

PREPARED FOR 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

I 

• I : . 

• ST~IRS OWN 

• ro'."" m.c t ~ 
FOR INFORMATION IN THIS AREA SEE SIXTH LEVEL PLAN 

BUILDING AREA 24,350 SF, 
EXCLUDING GARAGE -
STAIRS, ELEVATORS, SHAFTS 

ROOF BELOW 

,-APPROX 
/ 5'-0" PARAPET 

· FOR INFORMATION BEYOND THIS POINT 
SEE THE SIXTH LEVEL PLAN 

PARKING GARAGE 

ROOF BELOW 

- APPROX 
/ S'-(t PARAPET 

I 
i 

ROOF 
TERRACE 1 
(1,575 SF) 

ROOF 
TERRACE 2 
(2,300 SF) 

BUILDING 1 - 7TH LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 
. SCALE 1' = 20'-0" 
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NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OFTHE GROUNOFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENTWINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (B) 

~ -: .--
0 - 0 
O.. ' d... 

• 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (D) 

ADLER De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Masterplan 
Woodland Hills, CA 

REAL TY INVESTMENTS 

DD 
CL :CO 

D 
a'. 

EAST ELEVATION 

BLDG 1 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 

BUILDING 1 MATERIALS 

PAINT OVER STUCCO - 20/30 FINISH 
P-01 (WHITE) 
P-02 (LIGHT GREY) 
P-03 (Ml D GREY) 
P-04 (DARK GREY) 
P-05 (LIGHT BROWN) 

STONE 
ST-01 (CREAM THIN BRICK) 

METAL 
MT-01 (WHITE ALUMINUM) 
MT-02 (SILVER ALUMINUM) 
MT-03 (LIGHT BROWN ALUMINUM) 
MT-04 (DARK GREY ALUMINUM) 
MT-05 (LIGHT GREY CORRUGATED ALUMINUM) 
MT-06 (GREY CORRUGATED ALUMINUM) 

SIDING 
5-01 (WHITE FIBER CEMENT) 
5-02 (DARK GREY FIBER CEMENT) 
5-03 (GREY ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
5-04 (BROWN ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 

WINDOW 
W-01 (VINYL WINDOW) 
W-02 (STOREFRONT WINDOW) 

BALCONY 
B-01 (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
8-02 (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
8-03 (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
8-03B (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
8-04 (VISION GLASS) 

SCALE- 1116"=1'-0" 
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NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (B) 
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• 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENT TO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (D) 

ADLER De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Masterplan 
Woodland Hills, CA 

REALTY INVESTMENTS 

' ' ' V\ 
0 

,o'.. 

WEST ELEVATION 
N i , 

~: 

BLDG 1 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 

BUILDING 1 MATERIALS 

PAINT OVER STUCCO • 20/30 FINISH 
P-01 (WHITE) 
P-02 (LIGHT GREY) 
P-03 (MID GREY) 
P-04 (DARK GREY) 
P-05 (LIGHT BROWN) 

STONE 
ST-01 (CREAM THIN BRICK) 

METAL 
MT-01 (WHITE ALUMINUM) 
MT-02 (SILVER ALUMINUM) 
MT-03 (LIGHT BROWN ALUMINUM) 
MT-04 (DARK GREY ALUMINUM) 
MT-05 (LIGHT GREY CORRUGATED 
ALUMINUM) 
MT-06 (GREY CORRUGATED ALUMI
NUM) 

SIDING 
5-01 (WHITE FIBER CEMENT) 
5-02 (DARK GREY FIBER CEMENT) 
S-03 (GREY ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
5-04 (BROWN ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 

WINDOW 
W-01 (VINYL WINDOW) 
W-02 (STOREFRONT WINDOW) 

BALCONY 
B-01 (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
6-02 (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
B-03 (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
B-03 B (ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
6-04 (VISION GLASS) 

"':,:','.",, 

NORTH ELEVATION 

KEY PLAN 

SCALE- 1116"=1"-0" 
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COLOR LEGEND 
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RESIDENTIAL 
AMENITIES 

RESIDENTIAL 
AMENITIES 

SECTION 1-1 

SECTION 1-2 
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WORK/LIVE WORK/ LIVE WORK / LIVE 
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SECTION 1-3 
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BUILDING 1 - SECTIONS 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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NOTE: 
WORK PART OF WORK/ 
LIVE UNITS IS LESS OR 
EQUAL TO 50% OF TOTAL 
UNIT SQUARE FOOTAG E. 

HATCHED AREA 
INDICATES WORK 
PORTION OF LIVE 
WORK UNIT 

KEY PLAN 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

,' / 

/ ./ / 

WORK SPACE / 
658 SF 

FIRST FLOOR 
(700 SF) 

WORK/ LIVE UNIT B 
1 BED./ 1.5 BATH. 
1435 - 1565 sfTOTAL 

_r-· 

FIRST FLOOR 
(700 SF) 

WORK / LIVE UNIT C 
2 BED./ 2.5 BATH. 
1487 - 1565 sfTOTAL 

·==s==s=::i--~--~ 
I ! . TERRACE .. · J 

FIRST FLOOR 
(700 SF) 

WORK/ LIVE UNIT D 
3 BED./ 2.5 BATH. 
1,976 - 2,064 sf TOTAL 

SECOND FLOOR 
(735 SF) 

SECOND FLOOR 
(787 SF) 

LI~ 
I I ,; -
, __ , \ ER 

BEDROOM 

SECOND FLOOR 
(1276 SF) 

,I .. 

,-----------· ·-
'• '✓ . . 
· .. ht~'R\c_" ·· 

SECOND FLOOR 
EXTENDED (865 SF) 

• TERRACE l , 

I 'I 
l MA~TER / i i 

BE~ROO"/ j j 

SECOND FLOOR 
EXTENDED (865 SF) 

TERRACE 

,___ ___ _ - ~ ~- -!S"_ . -

SECOND FLOOR EXTENDED 
(1364SF) 

FIRST FLOOR 
(1254 SF) 

WORK/ LIVE UNIT C1 
2 BED./ 2.5 BATH. 
2,614 sfTOTAL 

r 
! I 

~i 
I 
I 

/ 

WORK SPACE 

FIRST FLOOR 
(772 SF) 

WORK/ LIVE UNIT C2 
2 BED./ 2.5 BATH. 
1544 sf TOTAL 

WORK SPACE , 

_I----"='--~~ 
FIRST FLOOR 
(687 SF) 

WORK / LIVE UNIT C3 
2 BED./ 2.5 BATH. 
1374 - 1547 sf TOTAL 

r--· 
I 

I 

SECOND FLOOR 
(772 SF) 

SECOND FLOOR 
(687 SF) 

'TERR),_Cf ., 

___j 

SECOND FLOOR EXTENDED 
(860 SF) 

A1 .10 
BUILDING 1 - WORK/ LIVE UNIT PLANS * rl} 118

1=,··
0" ,. 

May 21, 2019 
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BUILDING 2&3 - RENDERING 
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BUILDING 2 
BUILDING STATISTICS: 

Basement l 

Ground Level 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5th 

6th 

7th 

Total Bldg. 2 

6,811 

8,077 

40,640 

40,640 

40,640 

40,640 

40,640 

199 Min, 

218,088 398 Max. 5,804 
5 Min . 

10 Max. 

5,639 

5,639 

Nate: Far further clar!flcat/ons see Project Statistics Notes on Sheet MP·12A. 

Building 2 : Parking Summary Ssmt 1st Znd 

Residt>r.tial Full 92 24 92 

Residentia l Compact J 

Residentia l Compact Tandem 12 8 19 
Residential Disabled 4 2 4 

Total Residential ~orklng 108 35 115 

Visitor Full 47 

Visitor Compact 

Visitor Disabled 

Total Visitor Parking so 

Restaurant Full- Garage 91 
Restaurant Disabled- GaraRe 11 
Re:!itaurant Full- Street 31 
Total Restaurant Parking 0 131 0 

lr .__o_T_AL_PA_R_K_IN_G ______ l....__10_e.._l __ 9s.._l __ 1_1_.s! ~ 
5~ of each mregory Dravided w/dmrging stations 

KEY PLAN 

ADLER 
REAL TY INVESTMENTS 

3,265 

3,265 

~ 

~ 
40,640 

40,640 

~ 

~ 

40,640 

7 Min. 211 Min. 

13 Max. 232,796 421 Max. 

I Building 2: Residential Unit Mix 

I I Bsmtl 1st! 2nd! 
IW/l·2 BR I I I SI 

108 

98 

115 

321 

j 

128 128 16 

I I I I 

15 

17 Required 

16 17 Provided 

Total % 
2.4% 

ALL WORK•LIVE UNITS ARE 
2- STOR Y VI/ WORK PORTION 
LOC"TEDATTt-iE 1$TFLR 

I Total Work/ Live Units 

Studio 5 6 6 6 G 29 14.2% 

I BR 24 24 2• 24 24 120 58.8% 

2 BR 9 9 9 9 9 4S 22.0% 

3 BA l l l I l 5 Z.4% 

Total Residential Units 199 

!TOTAL sl 

Building 2 : Residential Open Space Summary 
Required:• 
Studios (2 habitable rooms} 29 units :,c 100 sf 

1 Bedroom (2 habitable rooms) 120 units)( 100 sf 

2 Bedrooms (3 habitable rooms} 50 units x 125 sf 

3 Bedrooms (4 habitable rooms) 5 units x 175 sf 

TOTAL: 
Provided: 

401 

2,900 sf 
12,000 sf 

s.2so sf 
875 sf 

22,025 sf 

Private Balconies (SOsf max./ unit) 10,200 sf 
Interior Residenti.il Amenities (25% max of required) 5,506 sf 

(Actual area provided• 1st Fir- 4,811 sf, 2nd Fir- 8,066 sf =12,877 sf) 

Second Floor Terrace 1,311 sf 

Courtyard @ 3rd Floor 1S,640 sf 

TOTAL: 

• per LAMC 12.21 G.2. 

Required usablP. open sp.100 

l00 sf/ unit having< 3 habitable rooms 
125 sf/ unil having., 3 habit;;ible rooms 

175 sf/ unit having> 3 habitable room5 

32,657 sf 

COLOR LEGEND 

• RES;DE~HIA. LOBBY • Ll\'E :' ,VORk • RESTAURANT • RETAtc • RESTAUR!\NT iR['Ti>IL • o=F1CE /RETAIL • OFFICE • HOTEL • oOH • ".Aq~ING 
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BUILDING 2 - GROUND FLOOR PLAN 
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ADLER 
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De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills. CA 
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PARKING 
112 SPACES 

BASEMENT PLAN 

I 
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APPROX 
6-0' PARAPET 

APPROX-'/ 
4'-0' PARAPET 
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NOTE: 
, 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6 1 .2.2.4 (B) 
, 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 [D) EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 
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REALTY INVESTMENTS 

BUILDING 2 MATERIALS 

PAINT OVER STUCCO - 20/30 FINISH 
P-01 (WHITE) 
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P-04 (DARK GREY) 
P-05 (LIGHT BLUE) 

PAINT OVER BRICK 
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NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUND FLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (B) 
-80% OR MORE OF THE GROUND FLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (D) 
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ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

NOTE: 
WORK PART OF WORK/ LIVE UNITS 
IS LESS OR EQUAL TO 50% OF TOTAL 
UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE. 

HATCHED AREA 
INDICATES WORK 
PORTION OF WORK/ 
LIVE UNIT 

FIRST FLOOR 
(893 SF) 

WORK/ LIVE UNIT C 
2 BED. / 2.5 BATH. 
1893 sfTOTAL 

FIRST FLOOR 
(1384 SF) 

WORK/ LIVE UNIT C1 
3 BED.+ DEN/ 2.5 BATH. 
3,947 sf TOTAL 

FIRST FLOOR 
(1300 SF) 

WORK/ LIVE UNIT D 
3 BED./ 2.5 BATH. 
2,717 sfTOTAL 

I 

'-------"'--='----~ _ __J. 

SECOND FLOOR 
(1000 SF) 

SECOND FLOOR 
(1563 SF) 

SECOND FLOOR 
(1417 SF) 
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ADLER De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
Woodland Hills, CA 

REALTY INVESTMENTS 

"r .. .:.. .. ..,. .. 

BUILDING 2&3 - RENDERING 

KEY PLAN 

A3.0 
SCALE. 1" = 20'-0" May 21, 2019 



BUILDING 3 
BUILDING STATISTICS: 

Basement 1 

Ground Level 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5th 

6th 

7th 

Total Bldg. 3 

4,600 

11,030 

47,089 

47,302 

47,302 

47,302 

47,302 

·1: 
::, 

"' C. 

Min. 234 

251,927 MaK, 468 

5,100 

5,100 

"' C. 

Min. 11 

MaK, 20 

9,700 

11,030 
47,089 

47,302 

47,302 

47,302 

47,302 

Min. 245 

257,027 Max. 488 

§ 
E 
·;;; 

E 

l 
-0 

"' <:: 
:, 
0 

0 
<:: 

"' 
ci 

0 

~ 

131 

125 

147 

403 137 138 

Note: For further clarifications see Project Statistics Notes on Sheet MP-12A. 

Building 3: Residential Unit Mix 

Bsmt 1st 2nd 3rd 

Studio 8 
1 BR 12 
2 BR 16 

TOTAL 0 0 0 46 

Building 3 : Residential Open Space Summary 
Required :• 
Studios (2 liabitable rooms) 39 units x 100 sf 
1 Bedroom (2 habitable roomsl 106 units 1< 100 d 

2 Bedrooms. (3 habitable mom5) 84 units x 125 sf 

TOTAL: 
Provided: 

Private Balconies (SOsf max./ umt )( 234! 

4th 

9 

21 
17 

47 

5th 

9 
21 
17 

47 

3,900 ,, 

10,600 sf 

10,500 ,f 

25,000 sf 

11,700 sf 
Interior Residential A.menities (25% max of required) 15,912 sf 

(Actual area provided: 1st floor: 2,88Ssf, 2nd floor: 13,027sf - 15,912 sf) 

CO\Jrtyards @ 3rd Floor 14,010 sf 

TOTAL: 

"'per LAMC 12.21 G.2. 

Required usable open space; 

100 sf/ unit having..:. 3 habitable rooms 

125 sf/ unit having= 3 habitable rooms 

175 sf/ unit having> 3 habitable rooms 

l 
KEY PLAN 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

41,622 ~f 

Building 3: Parking Summary Bsmt 

6th 7th Total % R.e~idential Full 116 

9 9 44 18.8% R~sidential Compact 

21 21 106 45.3% Residential Compact Tandem 11 

17 17 84 35.9% Residential Disabled 4 

47 47 234 100.0% Total Resldenti:Jf Parkins Ul 

Restaurant Full- Gara e 

Restaurant Disabled• G;ita e 

!TOTAL PARKING I 1nl 
5" of Mch r:otf!gory provid~d w/chorging srarions 

18 

17 

19 Required 

17 19 Provided 

Isl 2nd 

41 125 

5 
11 

6 

41 147 

'O 

i 
OJ 

"' a. 

rl 

II 

Total 

282 

s 
22 

10 

319 

56 

~ 64 

16 

~ 20 0 

12sl 1471 4031 
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SOUTH ELEVATION 

NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6. 1 .2.2.4 (BJ 
• 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6. 1.2.2.4 (D) BLDG 3 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 
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NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (B) 
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• 800/4 OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENT TO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC 6.1.2.2.4 (D) 
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BUILDING 4 - RENDERING 

ADLER 
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BUILDING 4 & 4A - RENDERING 
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BUILDING 4 AND 4A 
BUILDING 4 STATISTICS (W/ 4A PARKING): 

Basement 1 

Ground level 15,741 

2nd 
3rd 

4th 

5th 

6th 
7th 

Blh 
9th 
10th 

11th 

12th 
13th 

14th 
15th 

16th 
17th 

18th 

19th 
20th 

21st 
22nd 

23rd 

24th 

Total Bldg. 4 15,741 Min 32 421,051 Min 422 4,897 Min 10 

Note: For further darificatrons see Pro1ect Statistics Notes on Sheet MP-11A 

Building 4 & 4A: Parking Summary 8smt2 Bsmtl 

Restaurant/ Reta il Standard 36 

Restaurant/ Retail Compact 

Restaurant/ Reta il Disabled 

Restaurant/ Retail Street 

Total Restaurant/ Retail Parking 39 

1st 

47 

11 

58 

i 
I 

H u . : 

a,onl Mln9 

2nd 3rd 

449,766 Min 473 

Ma,c1797 

4th 

Note: Total for Restaurant/ Retail parking includes 18 Spaces for Building 4a and 79 spaces for Building 4. 

lcommunity Serving Use I s2I 
Note: The Comm,mity Serving Use Is located in Sldg 4a 

Office Visitor Standard 1361 23 
Office Visitor Compact 8 

Office Visitor Disabled 7 4 

Total Office Visitor Parking 151 109 

Office Mon thly Standard 127 127 127 
Office Monthly Compact 10 10 10 

Office Monthly Tandem 0 0 
Office Monthly Disabled 

Total Office Monthty Parking 144 144 144 

ITOTAL PARKING I ,s1I 1481 ssl 1441 1441 1441 
5~ of each category provided w/charvfng stations 
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• 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENT TO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1 .2.2.4 (D) BLDG 4 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 

ADLER De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Masterplan 
Woodland Hills, CA 
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BUILDING 4&4A MATERIALS 

METAL 
MT-01 (WHITE ALUMINUM PANEL) 
MT-02 (LIGHT GREY ALUMINUM) 
MT-03 (DARK GREY ALUMINUM) 
MT-04 (DARK GREY LOUVER) 
MT-05 (TAN LOUVER) 

STONE 
ST-01 (WHITE STONE) 

SIDING 
5-01 (WHITE FIBER CEMENT CLAD) 
5-02 (LIGHT GREY FIBER CEMENT CLAD) 
5-03 (GREY FIBER CEMENT CLAD) 
5-04 (DARK GREY FIBER CEMENT CLAD) 
5·05 (YELLOW FIBER CEMENT CLAD) 

WINDOW 
W-01 (STOREFRONTWINDOW) 
W-02 (STOREFRONT WINDOW) 
W-03 (CURTAIN WALL/ LIGHT BLUE) 
W-04 (CURTAIN WALL/ DARK BLUE) 

',j 

f 
I , 
I i I ~ 
I 

~ 
~ l 

~~ --..;;: I 
t 
~ 

~ ' I I ~I ~ 
I 

NT 

w• ,. 
s ... 

KEY PLAN 

SCALE- 1I32';;;;1'-0" 

1 • ~ r ~ i .. f, l t, -: ,. t f I 

~ "'""' .\ ~--·-- 1•-.. '· \ : 11 . .... - , . , . 

,,1, · t ,·•,t\• 1•1·,, .... 

I • 
I 

L_ 

•E 

A4.6 
May 21, 2019 

\·'AN Ill HLJRC. KANVAIOJ &i ~ll>t·MHMU.,.H, Ar '\ 

-,, ~- -
() 

(}} 
'ft 

fl_ 



NOTE: 

r<1 
0 

.~ 

, 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE 15 DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (B) 
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, 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (D) 
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A5.0 

BUILDING 5 RENDERING 
SCALE 1" = 20' -0" May 21, 2019 
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BUILDING 5 
BUILDING STATISTICS: 

~¥ s~ 
~ 3 
~ ~ 
:s! ~ 

~] 

Basement l 

Ground Level 6,582 
·2 -~ ·'g] 

16,205 

2nd 4,804 :::, :::, :::, ::, 

!! !! 3rd 48,393 
4th 48,393 ii ~ ~ 5th 48,393 

6th 48,393 
7th 48,393 

153 Min. 15 Min. 

Total Bldg.5 253,351 306 Max. 16,205 30max. 16,20S 

Note: Far further clarifications see Project Statistics Notes an Sheet MP-12A 

Builidng 5: Residential Unit Mix 

I Bsmtl 1,J 2ndl 3rd 

W/L- 2 BR I I 147 I 
W/L-3BR I I 11 I 

1 BR 

2 BR 

2 BR+- Den 
3 BR 

ITOTAL 

Building 5 : Residential Open Space Summary 
Required:• 

1 Bedroom (Z habit.able rooms) 35 urilts x 100 sf 

2 Bedrooms (3 habitable rooms) 63 units >1 125 sf 

2 Bedrooms+ Den {3 habitable rooms) 35 units x 175 sf 

3 Bedrooms {ll habitable rooms) 33 unit s x 175 sf 

TOTAL: 
Provided: 
Private Balconies (S0sf mi!I)(. / unit) 

4th! Sthl 6th I 
I I I 
I I I 

Total Work/ Live Units 

10 10 10 

7 7 

Total Residential Units 

3,500 sf 

7,875 sf 

6,125 sf 

6,125 sf 

23,625 sf 

8,400 sf 

Interior Residenti.al Ameriities (25% n-ax of required} S,906 sf 

(Actual area approx-1st Fir- 3,000sf, 2nd- 3,863sf, 3rd- 2,958sf provided} 

Courtyard@ 3rd Floor 28,603 sf 

TOTAL: 

"'per LAMC 12.21 G.2 

Required usable open space: 

100 sf / unit having< 3 habitable rooms 

125 sf I uni t having • 3 habitable rooms 

175 sf / unit having > 3 habitable rooms 

• 
KEY PLAN 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

42,909 sf 

l 
i 
1 1! 

l ~-~! 

8,933 u ... r .... ~ 

!! 
~ ~ 

18Min. 186Min. 

8,933 35ma•. 294,694 371 Max. 

-~ 

7th Total % 
14 8.3% 

I 0.6% 

15 

35 20.8% 

10 49 29.2% 
35 20.8% 

34 20.2% 

153 

168! 100%! 

Building 5: Parking Summary ! B5mt 

Residential Full 102 

Residential Comaact 6 

Re!:idential Ful l Tandem 22 

Residential Compact Tandem 11 

Residential Disabled 2 

Total Residential Parkin& 143 

Visitor Full 
Visitor Compa,t 

Total Visitor Parking 

Restaurant/ Retail Full- Garage 

Restaurant/ Retail Disabled- Garage 
RestauranV Retail Full- Street 

Total Restaurant/ Retilil Parkin1 

lror AL PARKING I 1431 
5% of each category provided w/charging stations 

412 114 118 

1st 2nd 

33 123 

6 
3 15 

11 

2 

36 157 

41 § 1 

42 2 

17 

~ 9 

34 4 

112! 1571 ~ 
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NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OFTHE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (B) 
• 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (D) 
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BLDG 5 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 

BUILDING 5 MATERIALS 

PAINT OVER STUCCO - 20/30 FINISH 
P-01 (WHITE) 
P-02 (CREAM) 
P-03 (TAN) 
P-04 (BROWN) 
P-05 (GREY) 
P-06 (DARK GREY) 

PAINT OVER BRICK 
P-07 (WHITE) 
P-08 (TAN) 
P-09 (DARK GREY) 
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METAL 
MT-01 (WHITE ALUMINUM) 
MT-02 (TAN ALUMINUM) 
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5-02 (WHITE ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
S-03 (TAN ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
S-04 (GREY ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
5-05 (BROWN ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 

WINDOW 
W-01 (VINYL WINDOW) 
W-02 (STOREFRONTWINDOW) 
W-03 (STOREFRONTWINDOW) 
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B-01 (TRANSLUCENT GLASS) 
B-02 (WHITE & TAN ARCHITECTURAL PANEL) 
B-03 (VISION GLASS) 
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NOTE: 
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• 80% OR MORE OF TH E GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENT TO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (D) 
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NOTE: 
WORK PART OF WORK/ LIVE UNITS 
IS LESS OR EQUAL TO 50% OF TOTAL 
UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE. 
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BUILDING 6 
BUILDING STATISTICS: 
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Basement 1 

Ground Level ~ 30,260 4,466 ., ~~ 
2nd [i ~ 8 g 

.--1~ .-I~ 

3rd 25,455 ~;~ !! 25,455 

4th 25,455 ~~? ~ ~ 
25,455 

5th 25,455 
E E oo 

25,455 ~ ~ :~ 
6th 25,455 ~ ~ E ~ 

~ i ~ 7th 25,455 u:::: z 4:: 25,455 

9Min. 

Total Bldg.6 157,535 101 Min. 4,466 17max. 162,001 110 Min. 

·-· -- C"&.- MP-1:Jn 

Building 6: Hotel Unit Mix 

Bsmt 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th Total % 
Standard 14 17 17 17 17 86 37.7% 

Studio 15 15 15 15 15 81 35.5% 

1-BR 12 12 12 12 12 61 26.8% 

TOTAL 11 41 44 44 44 44 228 100% 
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Building 6: Parking Summary 

Hotel Full 

Hotel Compact 

Hotel Disabled 
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Total Restaurant Parking 12 

!TOTAL PARKING I 371 
5% of each category provided w/charging stations 
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EAST ELEVATION 

SOUTH ELEVATION 

NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TO TRANSPARENT WINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (BJ 
• 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (DJ BLDG 6 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 
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BUILDING 6 MATERIALS 

PAINT OVER STUCCO - 20/30 FINISH 
P-01 (WHITE) 
P-02 (LIGHT GREY) 
P-03 (MID GREY) 
P-04 (DARK GREY) 
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ST-01 (CREAM THIN BRICK) 

METAL 
MT-01 (DARK GREY ALUMINUM) 
MT-02 (WHITE/ GREY/ DARK GREY LOUVERS) 

SIDING 
5-01 (LIGHT GREY FIBER CEMENT CLAD) 
S-02 (DARK GREY FIBER CEMENT) 

WINDOW 
W-01 (STOREFRONTWINDOW) 
W-02 (STOREFRONT WINDOW) 
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WEST ELEVATION 

NORTH ELEVATION 

NOTE: 
• 75% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR BUILDING FACADE IS DEVOTED TOTRANSPARENTWINDOWS PER SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (B) 
• 80% OR MORE OF THE GROUNDFLOOR PARKING STRUCTURES ARE CONCEALED WHEN ADJACENTTO PUBLIC STREETS, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE & PLAZAS SEC. 6.1.2.2.4 (D) BLDG 6 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 

ADLER De Soto Ave. & Burbank Blvd. Concept Masterplan 
Woodland Hills, CA 

REALTY INVESTMENTS 

BUILDING 6 MATERIALS 

PAINT OVER STUCCO -20/30 FINISH 
P-01 (WHITE) 
P-02 (LIGHT GREY) 
P-03 (MID GREY) 
P-04 (DARK GREY) 

STONE 
ST-01 (CREAM TH IN BRICK) 

METAL 
MT-01 (DARK GREY ALUMINUM) 
MT-02 (WHITE/ GREY/ DARK GREY LOUVERS) 

SIDING 
5-01 (LIGHT GREY FIBER CEMENT CLAD) 
5-02 (DARK GREY FIBER CEMENT) 

WINDOW 
W-01 (STOREFRONTWINDOW) 
W-02 (STOREFRONT WINDOW) 

NT 

C> 
('I 

~ 
c-rl 
('.J 

-=: .-): 
c,~~ 
.l-

I E 

w• • 
s ..... 

KEY PLAN 

SCALE- 1/16"=1 '-0" 

' ~' . 
• , .. ' .. W. • ... ,~ .. .,, .. , -

A6.5i 
May 21, 2019 

~ 
I 
! 

V.'\/'\ 111.H.UKL. HAN\'Akl> & ~)DH<H!kl,H. J\lA 



COLOR LEGEND 

• RESIDENTIAc LOBE Y • Li''i: i \\·ORK • RESTAuRAls' • PE,Ail 

D REST0U'<AW .iRETA,L • OFF!CE iRETA•L • OFFICE • '-!OTEL 

OsoH • P",RKli,G 

ADLER 
REALTY INVESTMENTS 

ll===~~!=======::-------------li====1 I :1 
HOTEL . _ ---~-0-~=-~--~-~~0ND HOTEL [II I ~ , 

C====1n1===f---~~~~~-----_--------_-------~------ll==~•1~1:== = == ~==1,1 ~~;,: 
1n1 9 ~ 

PARKING 

HOTEL AMENITIES II . I 
PARKING 

SECTION 6-1 

HOTEL BEYOND HOTEL 

PARKING 

HOTEL AMENITIES 
:-: ~:.:: : j ·-

PARKING 

KEY PLAN 
SECTION 6-2 

BUILDING 6 - SECTIONS 
SCALE 1/16" = 1'-0" 

De Soto/ Burbank Master Plan Project 
1 ~ 1 i. 11rr. Jo..rI r, 
'-A"-1 ~ MO!'ilCA, CA ,D41H 
m no.cc.,oi?':'I r,,.-: Jl~-!~,:-1~1 

I 

I 
b 

A6.6 
May 21, 2019 

'JTBS#14019 

Tl 
Woodland Hills, CA VJ\N TII KUKG, HANVAKD & SOllEHIHmC.TII, A1A 



.. .. 
KEY PLAN 

A7.0 

BUILDING 7 - RENDERING 
May 21, 2019 
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BUILDING 7 
BUILDING STATISTICS: 

] I E !,~ n ·~ 
H H 

Basement3 32 

Basement 2 

Basement 1 

Ground Level 11,870 

2nd 

~ § 
~ 

0 i 
~ 

3,d ....._____<JC! a 
4th ~--9_0 ~ 
5th 

7th 

8th 
9th 
lDth 

~ 11 
~ ~ ., 

~ 
~-

12th 
13th ~ 

§ 
15th 

Total Bldg. 7 11,870 Min 24 246,4~ Min 247 3,853 Min 4 262,222 Min 275 801 57 

~ Max 1047 R1tia 3,05 

Nate: Foraddtt1t1nal clarifications see Pro~ct StatJst,cs Notes on Sheet MP-12A 

,---

Building 7: Parking Summary Bsmt3 Bsmt2 Bsmt 1 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 

Office/ Retail Standard 40 

Office / Retail Compact 

Office/ Retail Disabled 2 
Total Office/ Retail Parking 0 0 42 0 

Office Visitor Standard 31 103 25 

Office Visitor Compact 

Office Visitor Disabled 1 3 2 

Total Office Visitor Parking 32 106 27 

Office Monthly Standard 61 83 83 83 

Office Monthlv Comoact 5 5 5 s 
Office Monthly Disabled 4 2 2 2 
Total Office Monthly Parking 70 90 90 90 

TOTAL PARKING 32 106 69 0 70 90 90 90 

5% of each cr,tegory provided w/charging stations 
----·-· ~--------- -
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Exhibit B 

Deputy Advisory Agency 
Determination VTT-74891



DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

 

COMMISSION OFFICE 
(213) 978-1300 

 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
SAMANTHA MILLMAN 

PRESIDENT 
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VICE-PRESIDENT 

 

DAVID H. J. AMBROZ 
CAROLINE CHOE 

HELEN LEUNG 
KAREN MACK 

MARC MITCHELL 
VERONICA PADILLA-CAMPOS 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
 

 City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 

 
 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

 

 EXECUTIVE OFFICES 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012-4801 

(213) 978-1271 
 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 

 
KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 

SHANA M.M. BONSTIN 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

TRICIA KEANE 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

ARTHI L. VARMA, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 
 
Decision Date: March 23, 2020 
 
Michael Adler (O/A) 
LLJ Adler WCCI, LLC & LLJ 
Adler WCCII, LLC 
c/o Adler Realty Investments, 
Inc. 
21301 Warner Center Lane 
Woodland Hills, CA  91367 
 
Brad Rosenheim and  
Jessica Pakdaman (R) 
Rosenheim and Associates, 
Inc. 
21600 Oxnard Street 
Woodland Hills, CA  91367 
 

Re: VTT-74891 
 Related Case: DIR-2017-1708-SPP 
 20920 – 20970 W Warner Center Lane; 

20935 – 21051 W Warner Center Lane; 
20931 – 21041 W Burbank Boulevard 
Canoga Park - Winnetka -  
Woodland Hills - West Hills Community 
Plan 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan 
Zone    : (WC) COMMERCE – SN 
D.M.     : 174-B-109 
C.D.      :  3 – Blumenfield 
CEQA   : ENV-2017-1706-MND 
Legal Description: Lots 1 through 12 of 
Tract 42011 

  
Last Day to File an Appeal: April 3, 2020 
 

 
In accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 and 17.15 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC), the Advisory Agency determines that the Initial Study / Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) tiers from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-
3471-EIR, SCH No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
15152 and 15168; that the IS/MND analyzes potential environmental impacts that were 
not examined as significant effects on the environment in the Warner Center PEIR, or 
were susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions 
in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means; that revisions in the project 
were made and agreed to by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for 
public review which would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly 
no significant effects would occur; that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect 
on the environment; that the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of 
the City; and approves an eight-phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM 74891) to 
merge and re-subdivide the Project site, located at 20920 – 20970 W Warner Center 
Lane, 20935 – 21051 W Warner Center Lane, and 20931 – 21041 W Burbank Boulevard, 
for a maximum of eight (8) parcels (Lots 1 through 8), including Lot 5 on which a new 
building with 168 residential condominium units would be developed, and Warner Center 
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Lane (a private street), as shown on revised map stamp-dated June 7, 2019. This unit 
density is based on the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. The subdivider is hereby 
advised that the LAMC may not permit this maximum approved density. Therefore, 
verification should be obtained from the Department of Building and Safety which will 
legally interpret the Zoning Code as it applies to this particular property. 
 
The Advisory Agency’s approval is subject to the following conditions: 
 
NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider 
should follow the sequence indicated in the condition.  For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider 
shall maintain record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be 
prepared to present copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its 
staff at the time of its review.   
 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS  
 
Any questions regarding this report should be directed to Mr. Georgic Avanesian of the 
Land Development Section, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 290, or by calling 
(213) 808-8588. 
 

1. That an 18-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along De Soto Avenue adjoining 
the subdivision to complete a 68-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Boulevard II Standards of LA Mobility Plan. In 
addition, a 20-foot radius property line return be dedicated at intersection with 
Burbank Boulevard adjoining the tract. 
 

2. That an additional 12-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along 
De Soto Avenue adjoining the public street dedication stated above in 
accordance with Warner Center Specific Plan. 

 
3. That a 2-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Burbank Boulevard adjoining 

the subdivision to complete a 45-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Avenue I Standards of LA Mobility Plan. 

 
4. That an additional 6-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along De 

Burbank Boulevard adjoining the public street dedication stated above in 
accordance with Warner Center Specific Plan. 

 
5. That a minimum 64-foot and variable width private street easement be provided 

as shown on the revised tentative map stamp dated June 7, 2019 including 
20-foot radius property easement returns at the intersections with Burbank 
Boulevard and De Soto Avenue all on alignments satisfactory to Valley District 
Engineering Office. The existing private street easement shall be located within 
the new proposed private street easement. In the event any portion of the 
existing private street easement area is outside of the new proposed private 
street easement area then a revised map shall be submitted for approval. 

 
6. That the full width of the proposed private street be dedicated as a sanitary 

sewer easement. 
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7. That the private street easement be part of the adjoining parcels.   
 

8. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary easements for ingress, 
egress and public facilities over the private street area upon the sale of the 
respective lots and they will maintain the private street, free and clear of 
obstructions and in a safe condition for vehicular use at all times. 

 
9. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded stating that private street will be 

posted in a manner prescribed in Section 18.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code” Private Street Regulations”. 

 
10. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded advising all future owners and 

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

 
11. That satisfactory arrangements be made with the Valley District B-permit 

Section for abandoning or privatizing the existing public sewer system within 
the tract property. In the event that the above system is to be abandoned then        
abandonment shall be completed prior to the recordation of the final map. 

 
12. That in the event that satisfactory arrangements have been made with the 

valley District Engineering District regarding the abandonment and or 
privatizing of the existing sewer system then the existing public sewer 
easement within the tract area be permitted to be merged with the remainder 
of the tract map pursuant to Section 66499.20.2 of the State Government Code, 
and in addition, the following conditions be executed by the applicant and 
administered by the City Engineer: 

 
a. That consents to easements being merged and waivers of any damages 

that may accrue as a result of such mergers be obtained from all property 
owners who might have certain rights in the area being merged. 
 

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

 
13. That all existing public sewer and drainage easements not being merged 

including any public drainage easement for LA County be shown on the final 
map. 
 

14. That the subdivider make a request to the Valley District Office of the Bureau 
of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 

 
15. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of 

the final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 
 
a. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans 

for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
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construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering. 
 

b. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by 
the construction of the following: 

 
i. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and 

landscaping of the parkway. 
 

ii. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 56-
foot half roadway. 

 
iii. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing improvements.   

 
iv. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 

 
c. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 

 
d. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 

by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and construction of the 
new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping 
of the parkway, including any necessary removal and reconstruction of 
existing improvement. 

 
e. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 

following: 
 

i. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-foot 
wide sidewalks. 

ii. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum roadway 
or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street roadways as 
approved under P-30435.  

 
f. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 

connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 
 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION        
 
Grading Division approvals are conducted at 221 North Figueroa Street, 12th Floor suite 
1200. The approval of this Tract Map shall not be construed as having been based upon 
a geological investigation such as will authorize the issuance of the building permit of the 
subject property. Such permits will be issued only at such time as the Department of 
Building and Safety has received such topographic maps and geological reports as it 
deems necessary to justify the issuance of such building permits. 

 
16. Comply with any requirements with the Department of Building and Safety, 

Grading Division for recordation of the final map and issuance of any permit. 
 
  



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 74891  PAGE 5 
 
 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION  
 
An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the Department of 
Building and Safety.  The applicant is asked to contact Eric Wong at (213) 482-6876 to 
schedule an appointment. 
 
17. That prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, 

Zoning Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the 
subject site.  In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:  

 
a. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the 

site.  Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots 
without a main structure or use.  Provide copies of the demolition permits 
and signed inspection cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

  
b. Provide a copy of affidavit AF-89-1492311-MB, AF-96-227272-OB, AFF-

53017, AFF-53018, AFF-55688, AFF-55689, AFF-5588, AFF-56892, AFF-
56893, AFF-56894, AFF-56895, AFF-56896, AFF-56896, AFF-56897, AFF-
56942, AFF-56981, AFF-64958, OB-14529, OB-14553, OB-14557 and 
PKG-5567.  Show compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the 
above affidavit(s) as applicable.  Termination of above affidavit(s) may be 
required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain approval from the 
Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

   
c. Provide a copy of CPC case CPC-2008-3470-SP-GPA-ZC-SUD-BL and 

CPC-22423-ZBA.  Show compliance with all the conditions/requirements of 
the CPC case(s) as applicable. 

  
d. Show all street dedication(s) as required by Bureau of Engineering and 

provide net lot area after all dedication.  “Area” requirements shall be re-
checked as per net lot area after street dedication.  Front and side yard 
requirements shall be required to comply with current code as measured 
from new property lines after dedication(s). 

  
e. Private Street shall comply with both Fire Department and Bureau of 

Engineering conditions. 
  
Notes:  
 
 Each Unit Map shall be clear once all applicable above Zoning conditions 

have been satisfied. 
  
 This property is located within the Warner Center Specific Plan Area and 

requires to comply with the Warner Center Specific Plan. 
  
 This property is located in a Liquefaction Zone. 
  
 The submitted Map may not comply with the number of parking spaces 

required by Section 12.21 A.4(a) based on number of habitable rooms in 
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each unit.  If there are insufficient numbers of parking spaces, obtain 
approval from the Department of City Planning. 

  
 The submitted Map may not comply with the number of guest parking 

spaces required by the Advisory Agency. 
  
 The existing or proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall 

comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements.  With the exception of 
revised health or safety standards, the subdivider shall have a vested right 
to proceed with the proposed development in substantial compliance with 
the ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the time the subdivision 
application was deemed complete.  Plan check will be required before any 
construction, occupancy or change of use. 

  
 If the proposed development does not comply with the current Zoning Code, 

all zoning violations shall be indicated on the Map.   
 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
Any questions regarding these conditions should be directed to Shirley Zamora or 
Brandon Wilson by calling (818) 374-4691. 
 
18. A minimum 20-foot reservoir space is required between any security gate or 

parking space and the property line, or to the satisfaction of DOT. 
 
19. A two-way driveway width of W=30 feet is required for all driveways, or to the 

satisfaction of DOT. 
 
20. With respect to each unit map, a parking area and driveway plan should be 

submitted to the Citywide Planning Coordination Section of the Department of 
Transportation for approval prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check 
by the Department of Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted 
at 6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 320, Van Nuys, CA 91401. 

 
21. The subdivision report fee and condition clearance fee be paid to the Department 

of Transportation as required per Ordinance No. 183270 and LAMC Section 19.15 
prior to recordation of each unit map. Note: The applicant may be required to 
comply with any other applicable fees per this new ordinance. 

 
FIRE DEPARTMENT  
 
The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these conditions 
must be with the Hydrant and Access Unit.  This would include clarification, verification of 
condition compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be 
accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive service with 
a minimum amount of waiting please call (818) 374-4351.  You should advise any 
consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 
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22. Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of 

Tract Map Action. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 
 

a. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required.  
 

b. One or more Knox Boxes will be required to be installed for LAFD access to 
project location and number to be determined by LAFD Field inspector. (Refer 
to FPS Req # 75).  

 
c. 505.1 Address identification. New and existing buildings shall have approved 

building identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from 
the street or road fronting the property.  

 
d. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet 

from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane.  

 
e. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 

accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or 
where fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet 
in width.  

 
f. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not 

be less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky.  
 

g. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required.  

 
h. Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department 

approval.  
 

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

 
j. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 

Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 
 

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

 
l. Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire 

Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of Occupancy.  
 

m. Private streets and entry gates will be built to City standards to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer and the Fire Department.  
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n. Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed development shall 
not exceed 15 percent in grade.  

 
o. Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on 

Department of Public Works Standard Plan S-470-0.  
 

p. Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns.  
 

q. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan.  

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

the Fire Department.  
 

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

 
t. Recently, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) modified Fire Prevention 

Bureau (FPS) Requirement 10. Helicopter landing facilities are still required on 
all High-Rise buildings in the City. However, FPB's Requirement 10 has been 
revised to provide two new alternatives to a full FAA-approved helicopter 
landing facilities.  

 
u. Each standpipe in a new high-rise building shall be provided with two remotely 

located FDC's for each zone in compliance with NFPA 14-2013, Section 7.12.2. 
 

v. The plot plans shall be approved by the Fire Department showing fire hydrants 
and access for each phase of the project prior to the recording of the final map 
for that phase. Each phase shall comply independently with code requirements. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
 
23. That the developer shall complete the following financial and engineering 

arrangements as conditions of map clearance: 
 

a. Street improvement/sewer/storm drain/water plans shall be submitted. Submit 
on a unit map basis. 
 

b. Quitclaim Easement.  Developer must start the quitclaim process for the 
64' easement for waterline right-of-way purposes on Warner Center Lane. 

 
24. That the developer shall complete the following financial and engineering 

arrangements as conditions of service (but not conditions of map clearance): 
  

a. New services and meters shall be installed. Installed on a unit map basis. 
Developer/engineer to provide list of services required for development. 
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b. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los Angeles City 
Plumbing Code for lot(s) where pressures exceed 80 psi at the building pad 
elevation.  Required for all unit maps. 

 
c. Additional Requirements:  New LADWP easements must be granted and 

recorded by the applicant over the area of the new Warner Center Lane 
street alignment prior to quitclaim of the existing easement. Grants and 
quitclaims of portions of the easement can be on a unit map basis. 

 
25. Other pertinent information applicable to this subdivision: On January 1, 2018, 

LADWP implemented a new policy regarding water service for multi-unit residential 
structures. If a development allows LADWP to install an individual meter in front of 
each house and the water main serving that development fronts the property and 
is in a public right-of-way, then this is a conventional installation and LADWP will 
provide individual meters. However, if the small lot is completely and within private 
property and the request is for a manifold type installation of consecutive meters 
in a coffin-type configuration, LADWP can provide up to five meters in that 
manifold-setting. LADWP can provide a master meter if the number of meters 
required is greater than five. 

 
BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING – SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
 
Street Lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance Assessment District condition 
is conducted at 1149 S. Broadway Suite 200. Street Lighting improvement condition 
clearance will be conducted at the Bureau of Engineering District office, see condition S-
3. (c). 
 
26. IMPROVEMENT CONDITION: No street lighting improvements if no street 

widening per BOE improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street 
lights; eight (8) on Burbank Bl. and ten (10) on De Soto Ave. 

 
NOTES:  
  
 The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly during the plan 

check process based on illumination calculations and equipment selection.  
 
 Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3) by other 

legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering conditions, requiring an 
improvement that will change the geometrics of the public roadway or driveway 
apron may require additional or the reconstruction of street lighting improvements 
as part of that condition. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 
If you have any questions regarding this recommendation, please contact Park Fee Staff 
at (213) 202-2682 or rap.parkfees@lacity.org. Park Fees are paid at 221 North Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Los Angeles. 
 
27. That the requirements of LAMC 12.33 be fulfilled through the payment of in-lieu 

fees prior to the recordation of the final map. Payment of in-lieu fees may be on a 
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phased-map basis. A suitable arrangement shall be made, satisfactory to the 
Department of Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said payment of in-lieu fees. 

 
BUREAU OF SANITATION  
 
28. Wastewater Collection Systems Division of the Bureau of Sanitation has inspected 

the sewer/storm drain lines serving the subject tract and found no potential 
problems to their structure or potential maintenance problems, as stated in the 
memo dated June 8, 2017, with the exception of the following: 

 
 There are easements contained within the aforementioned property. Any proposed 

development in close proximity to the easements must secure Department of 
Public Works approval.  

 
 Note: This Approval is for the Tract Map only and represents the office of the 

Bureau of Sanitation/WCSD. The applicant may be required to obtain other 
necessary Clearances/Permits from the Bureau of Sanitation and appropriate 
District office of the Bureau of Engineering. 

 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 
 
29. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed in the same manner as 

other required improvements, please email cabletv.ita@lacity.org that provides an 
automated response with the instructions on how to obtain the Cable TV clearance.  
The automated response also provides the email address of three people in case 
the applicant/owner has any additional questions. 

 
URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 
30. The applicant shall submit a tree report and a landscape plan prepared by a Tree 

Expert, as required by LAMC Ordinance No. 177,404, for approval by the City 
Planning Department and the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street Services. 
The Tree Report shall contain the Tree Expert's recommendations for the 
preservation of as many desirable (eight inches diameter or greater) trees as 
possible and shall provide species, health, and condition of all trees with tree 
locations plotted on a site survey. An on-site 1:1 tree replacement shall be required 
for the unavoidable loss of any desirable on-site trees. 
 
Note: Removal of Protected trees requires the approval of the Board of Public 
Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 for tree removal permit 
information. CEQA document must address protected tree removals. 

 
31. Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or 

proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division of the 
Bureau of Street Services. Parkway tree removals shall be replanted at a 2:1 ratio 
All street tree plantings shall be brought up to current standards. When the City 
has previously been paid for tree plantings, the subdivider or contractor shall notify 
the Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 upon completion of construction to 
expedite tree planting. 
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 Note: Removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way requires approval 

of the Board of Public Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 
for permit information. CEQA document must address parkway tree removals.  

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
 
Clearances may be conducted at the Figueroa, Valley, or West Los Angeles Development 
Services Centers. To clear conditions, an appointment is required, which can be 
requested at planning.lacity.org. 
 
32. Prior to final map recordation for Phase I, the Property Owner shall bond for all De 

Soto Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, and Private Street improvements satisfactory to 
the Valley District Engineering Office, or, if the Property Owner elects to construct 
the improvements, submit to the Bureau of Engineering an application for A-
permit(s) and/or B-permit(s) for such improvements. On a unit map basis, public 
right-of-way improvements along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, as well 
as Private Street improvements, shall be completed and constructed prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any new building within the subject unit 
map.   

 
33. Prior to final map recordation for each phase, any designated remainder or any 

omitted parcel may subsequently be sold without any further requirement of the 
filing of a parcel map or final map per Government Code Section 66424.6(d), but 
a conditional certificate of compliance is required. No building permits shall be 
issued for any designated remainder or any omitted parcel unless a conditional 
certificate of compliance is recorded, with the exception of demolition permits, 
tenant improvements, and changes of use.  

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

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

 
a. Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 8 lots. 

 
b. That the subdivider shall comply with the Warner Center 2035 Specific 

Plan prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit. 
 

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

 
f. That the subdivider consider the use of natural gas and/or solar energy and 

consult with the Department of Water and Power and Southern California 
Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation measures. 

 
g. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS.   
 

Applicant shall do all of the following: 
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(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all 

actions against the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in 
part, the City’s processing and approval of this entitlement, including 
but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, void or 
otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the 
environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent  permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, 
including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional 
claim. 

(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an 
action related to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s 
processing and approval of the entitlement, including but not limited 
to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any 
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of 
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs. 

(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 
10 days’ notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and 
requesting a deposit.  The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by 
the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, based on the nature 
and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be less 
than $50,000.  The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does 
not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City.  
Supplemental deposits may be required in an increased amount from 
the initial deposit if found necessary by the City to protect the City’s 
interests.  The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not 
relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, 
execute an indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City 
under terms consistent with the requirements of this condition. 

 
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its 
receipt of any action and the City shall cooperate in the defense.  If the City 
fails to notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding in a 
reasonable time, of if the City fails to reasonably cooperate in the defense, 
the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold 
harmless the City. 
 
The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City 
Attorney’s office or outside counsel.  At its sole discretion, the City may 
participate at its own expense in the defense of any action, but such 
participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation imposed by this 
condition.  In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in 
whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its 
approval of the entitlement, or take any other action.  The City retains the 
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right to make all decisions with respect to its representations in any legal 
proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or settle litigation. 
 
For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 
 

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, 
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers. 
 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including 
those held under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, 
or lawsuits.  Action includes actions, as defined herein, alleging 
failure to comply with any federal, state or local law. 
 

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the 
rights of the City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this 
condition. 

 
35. That prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, 

a copy of the Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP shall be submitted to the satisfaction 
of the Advisory Agency.  In the event that Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP is not 
approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract modification.  Case No. DIR-2017-
1708-SPP concerns Project Permit Compliance with the Warner Center 2035 
Specific Plan and conditions site development, permitted land uses, intensity, 
phasing, ground floor limitations, building height, street standards, Activity Nodes, 
Active Street Frontages, setbacks, Publicly Accessible Open Space, Park Fees 
and Land Dedication, parking requirements, compliance with Design Guidelines, 
street trees, on-site trees, compliance with sustainability standards, street lighting, 
site access and internal circulation, Mobility Fee, Transportation Demand 
Management options, and the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Development 
Fee, among other regulations.  

 
36. Per Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 5.3.3.2.2, any changes to any phase of 

development which are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including 
changes to elevations, site plans, orientations, and other design features to a 
Multiple-Phase Project, shall require a modification to a Project Permit Compliance 
pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-O. Any modification request 
shall include submittal of all materials necessary to support the modification 
request including, but not limited to, supplemental application materials, phasing 
documentation and DOT review specified in subsections 5.3.3.1.1 through 
5.3.3.1.3. 
  

37.  Pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.1.2.2.10 regarding the anticipated 
extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to the north to Burbank Boulevard to 
the south, the Project shall design the driveway identified on plans as Adler Drive, 
along the west side of the Project site, to be directly accessible to Burbank 
Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as proposed on Plan Sheet MP-30, 
in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the north and west being redeveloped, 
and allowing for an extension of Variel Avenue in a southerly direction to Burbank 
Boulevard. There shall be a 10-foot parkway located to the west of Adler Drive, 
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extending to the property line, as proposed by the applicant and depicted on Plan 
Sheet MP-30. The northern end of Adler Drive may be temporarily improved as 
private, park-like open space, as proposed by the applicant, until such time that 
the property to the north redevelops. 

 
38. Per Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.2 and Appendix F, Section 7, the Project 

shall provide a minimum of 15 percent of the net site area as Publicly Accessible 
Open Space (PAOS), based on a lot size of 1,042,301 square feet.  Since the 
Project includes the creation of a New Street, 50% of the Project’s PAOS 
requirement shall be credited, in accordance with Section 6.2.2.3.2.  The Project 
thus shall provide a minimum of 78,173 square feet of PAOS, which is further 
conditioned in Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
39. That prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 

a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770 and 
Exhibit CP-6770. M) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring 
the subdivider to identify (a) mitigation monitor(s) who shall provide periodic status 
reports on the implementation of mitigation items required by the following 
Mitigation Condition and Project Design Feature Nos. of the Tract’s approval 
satisfactory to the Advisory Agency.  The mitigation monitor(s) shall be identified 
as to their areas of responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, 
construction, post construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation 
of the above mentioned mitigation items. 

 
40. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider will prepare and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 
 
AES-1: All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 

recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and 
maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an 
automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect 
to the satisfaction of the decision maker. 

AES-2:  Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a 
safe and sanitary condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, 
debris, rubbish, garbage, trash, overgrown vegetation or other 
similar material, pursuant to LAMC Section 91.8104. 

AES-3:  The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when 
such graffiti is visible from a public street or alley, pursuant to LAMC 
Section 91.8104.15. 

AES-4:  Multiple temporary signs in the store windows and along the building 
walls are not permitted. 
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AES-7:  All signs shall meet the following criteria: 

a)  The building and ground area around signs shall be properly 
maintained at all times. All unused mounting structures, 
hardware and wall perforations from any previous sign shall 
be removed and building surfaces shall be restored to their 
original condition. 

b)  All signage copy shall be properly maintained and kept free 
from damaged sign material and other unsightly conditions, 
including graffiti. 

c)  Any sign structure shall be at all times kept in good repair and 
maintained in a safe and sound condition and in conformance 
with all applicable codes. 

d)  Razor wire, barbed wire, concertina wire or other barriers 
preventing unauthorized access to any sign, if any, shall be 
hidden from public view. 

e)  The signage copy must be repaired or replaced immediately 
upon tearing, ripping, or peeling or when marred or damaged 
by graffiti. 

f)  No access platform, ladder, or other service appurtenance, 
visible from the sidewalk, street or public right-of-way, shall be 
installed or attached to any sign structure. 

g)  Existing signs that are no longer serving the current tenants, 
including support structures, shall be removed and the 
building facades originally covered by the signs shall be 
repaired/resurfaced with materials and colors that are 
compatible with the facades. 

AES-8:  The material, construction, mounting, and adhesive methods of all 
proposed signage shall be subject to the approval of the Fire 
Department and the Department of Building and Safety. 

AES-9:  All lighting related to construction activities shall be shielded or 
directed to restrict any direct illumination onto property located 
outside of the construction area boundaries that is improved with 
light-sensitive uses. 

AES-10:  Exterior lighting shall incorporate fixtures and light sources that focus 
light onto project sites to minimize light trespass. 

AES-11:  Lighting of individual phases of the Project shall comply with LAMC 
Section 93.0117.  As such, lighting shall not cause more than two 
footcandles of lighting intensity or direct glare from the light source 
at any residential property. 

AES-12:  All buildings, parking structures, and signage shall be prohibited from 
the using highly reflective building materials such as mirrored glass 
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in exterior façades.  Examples of commonly used non-reflective 
building materials include cement, plaster, concrete, metal, and non-
mirrored glass, and would likely include additional materials as 
technology advances in the future. 

AES-13:  Buildings shall not include large areas of reflective surfaces that 
could reflect light from signage into surrounding areas. No high 
brightness special effects lighting with brightness levels that shall 
exceed the lighting levels of permitted signage would be allowed. 
Buildings, signage or thematic elements shall not incorporate 
reflective building materials or provide a source of auto headlight-
related glare in proximity to glare sensitive uses. 

AES-14:  Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so 
that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential uses. 

AES-15:  The exteriors of buildings shall be constructed of materials such as 
high performance tinted non-reflective glass and/or pre-cast 
concrete or fabricated wall surfaces. 

AES-16:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for signage displays for each 
phase of the Project, a lighting design expert shall develop plans and 
specifications for the proposed lighting displays, to identify maximum 
luminance levels for the displays.  The City and lighting expert shall 
review and monitor the installation and testing of the displays, in 
order to insure compliance with all City lighting regulations and these 
mitigation measures. 

AES-17:  The Applicant (and successor) and/or its lighting design expert shall 
implement the following protocol to determine compliance with all 
City lighting regulations and these mitigation measures no later than 
6 months after certificate of occupancy: 

a)  A representative testing site shall be established on or next to 
those light sensitive receptors that have the greatest exposure 
to signage lighting on each facades of a development. 

b)  A light meter mounted to a tripod at eye level, facing project 
buildings, should be calibrated and measurements should be 
taken to determine ambient light levels with the sign on. 

c)  An opaque object (a board) should be used to block out the 
view of the sign from the light meter, at a distance of at least 
4 feet away from the tripod and blocking the light meter’s view 
of the building.  A reading should be taken to determine the 
ambient light levels with the sign off. 

d)  The difference between the two would be the amount of light 
the sign casts onto the sensitive receptor. 

e)  An alternate acceptable method to measure light levels would 
be to use the same tripod and same light meter, but to turn on 
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and off the signage.  This method takes more coordination, 
but is more accurate. 

AES-27  The Applicant (or successors as appropriate) shall submit a 
conceptual signage and lighting design plan to the Department of 
City Planning to establish lighting standards and guidelines. 

AQ-1:   The Project shall use soil binders on soils exposed for extended 
periods of time (more than two weeks) to reduce fugitive dust. In 
addition, the Project shall include the following measures as 
applicable and feasible for each phase of the Project: 

1) Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during 
all phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 

2) Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction 
trucks and equipment, on-and off-site.   

3) Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or 
sensitive receptor areas. 

4) Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community 
liaison concerning on-site construction activity including 
resolution of issues related to PM10 generation. 

5) Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure that 
all vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and 
maintained according to manufacturers' specifications. 

6) Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that 
required under AQMD Rule 1113. 

7) Construct or build with materials that do not require painting.  

8) Require the use of pre-painted construction materials.  

9) Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., 
material delivery trucks and soil import/export). 

10) During project construction, all internal combustion 
engines/construction equipment operating on the project site 
shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions standards, or higher, 
according to the following: 

 All off road diesel-powered construction equipment greater 
than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where 
available.  In addition, all construction equipment shall be 
outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB.  Any 
emissions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what 
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could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control 
strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB 
regulations. 

 A copy of each unit's certified tier specification, BACT 
documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit 
shall be provided at the time of mobilization of each 
applicable unit of equipment.  

 Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD 
"SOON" funds.  Incentives could be provided for those 
construction contractors who apply for AQMD "SOON" 
funds.  The "SOON" program provides funds to accelerate 
cleanup of off-road diesel vehicles, such as heavy-duty 
construction equipment.  More information on this program 
can be found at the following website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/programs/business/business-
detail?title=off-road-diesel-engines. 

11) Other measures as applicable that may be recommended by 
SCAQMD on their web site or elsewhere: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-
analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-
efficiencies. 

AQ-2:   The Applicant shall ensure that ground cover be reestablished on 
construction sites through seeding and watering on completion of 
construction (or if sites are to remain undeveloped for more than a 
year) for each phase of the Project.  

AQ-3:   The Applicant shall ensure that trucks leaving construction sites be 
washed to reduce track-out dirt and dust.  

AQ-4:   The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to 
construction personnel.  

AQ-5:   The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize 
interference with traffic lanes.  

AQ-6:   The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the 
vicinity of each construction site.  

AQ-7:   The Applicant and City Departments shall require the use of flag 
people during construction to guide traffic properly.  

AQ-8:   The Applicant shall ensure that construction activities that could 
affect roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods.  

AQ-9:   Project construction personnel (as well as City construction 
personnel associated with construction of roadway and other 
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infrastructure) shall ensure that that construction vehicles avoid, to 
the extent feasible, travel on streets immediately adjacent to Canoga 
Park High School, Woodland Hills Academy Middle School and Hart 
Elementary School throughout the construction phase for each 
phase of the Project to reduce potentially significant project specific 
and cumulative construction-related air quality impacts. The 
Applicant shall ensure that haul routes are designed to comply with 
this measure.  

AQ-10:   Each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School shall be subject to a construction fee that 
provides for funding for the replacement of air filters at the beginning 
and at the conclusion of construction in any air conditioning units at 
the affected school site.  

AQ-11:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland 
Hills Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall provide advance 
notification of the Project's anticipated general construction schedule 
and a specific schedule for site grading and preparation activities, 
and shall allow the affected school 15 days to review and comment 
on the schedule. In addition, any such project phase shall be required 
to provide personnel on a daily basis to wash the playground, lunch 
areas, and seating areas at the affected school site during active 
grading and earth moving phases of the construction, as coordinated 
with the appropriate school administrative staff.  

AQ-12:  For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland 
Hills Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall, as a condition of 
the Project Permit Compliance Review, execute a covenant to 
implement feasible mitigation measures, including all measures 
identified above.  

AQ-13:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland 
Hills Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall contribute a fair 
share to the Warner Center Air Quality Trust Fund by paying the 
Construction Air Quality Impact Assessment (CAQIA) fee prior to the 
issuance of any building, demolition, grading or foundation permit. 
The CAQIA Fee shall be $0.10 per square foot of proposed surface 
area disturbed or greater as may be identified in a subsequent fair 
share study.  

AQ-22:   All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce 
water consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 

BIO-1:  The development of the Project shall avoid disturbance of any nests 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: If construction activities 
(i.e., removal of trees or shrubs) are scheduled to occur during the 
non-breeding season (September 1 through January 31), no 
mitigation is required. If construction activities are scheduled to occur 
during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), the 
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project proponent will implement the following measures to avoid 
potential adverse effects on birds covered by the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act: 

 No more than two weeks prior to construction, a qualified wildlife 
biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys of all potential 
nesting habitat within 500 feet of construction activities where 
access is available. 

 If active nests are found during preconstruction surveys, the 
project proponent will create a no disturbance buffer (acceptable 
in size to the CDFG) around active raptor nests and nests of other 
special-status birds during the breeding season, or until it is 
determined that all young have fledged. Typical buffers include 
500 feet for raptors and 250 feet for other nesting birds. The size 
of these buffer zones and types of construction activities 
restricted in these areas may be further modified during 
coordination and in consultation with the CDFG and will be based 
on existing noise and human disturbance levels at the project site. 
Nests initiated during construction are presumed to be 
unaffected, and no buffer would be necessary. However, the 
"take" (mortality, severe disturbance to, etc.) of any individual 
birds will be prohibited. 

 If preconstruction surveys indicate that nests are inactive or 
potential habitat is unoccupied during the construction period, no 
further mitigation is required. Trees and shrubs within the 
construction footprint that have been determined to be 
unoccupied by birds covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or 
that are located outside the no-disturbance buffer for active nests 
may be removed. 

BIO-2:  Replacement for the loss of any protected trees shall be required in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance: 
Replace all on-site trees to ensure continuation of the urban forest. 
Replace all non-native trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) 
in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with 
native or non-native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate local climate 
tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For native species, source materials should 
be from seeds or cuttings gathered within coastal southern California 
to ensure local provenance.  

CUL-3:  Archaeological monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, of grading of 
subsurface materials not previously disturbed, shall be undertaken. 
If buried cultural resources are discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find 
until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find 
and, if necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures. If during 
cultural resources monitoring the qualified archaeologist determines 
that the sediments being excavated are previously disturbed or 
unlikely to contain significant cultural materials, the qualified 
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archaeologist can specify that monitoring be reduced or eliminated 
will verify that work is halted until appropriate site-specific treatment 
measures are implemented. 

CUL-4:  If cultural resources are discovered during construction activities, the 
Project’s construction contractor will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are Implemented. 

CUL-5:  If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities on the Project Site, the Project will 
comply with State laws relating to the disposition of Native American 
burials that fall within the jurisdiction of the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (Public Resources Code Section 
5097). According to California Health and Safety Code, six or more 
human burials at one location constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), 
and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony (Section 
7052). Section 7050.5 requires that excavation be stopped in the 
vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine 
whether the remains are those of a Native American. If the remains 
are determined to be Native American, the coroner must contact the 
California Native American Heritage Commission to determine the 
most likely descendent(s). The most likely descendent shall 
determine the most appropriate means of treating the human 
remains and any associated grave artifacts, and shall oversee 
disposition of the human remains and associated artifacts by the 
project archaeologists. 

CUL-6:  A qualified paleontological monitor shall monitor excavation activities 
below previously disturbed materials for the Project on the Project 
Site. The qualified paleontological monitor shall retain the option to 
reduce monitoring with respect to any project phase if, in his/her 
professional opinion, potentially fossiliferous units, are not found to 
be present or, if present, are determined by qualified paleontological 
personnel to have low potential to contain fossil resources. 

GEO-1:  The Applicant is required to prepare detailed geotechnical 
investigations that address site-specific geologic constraints of the 
site including soil conditions (including liquefaction and expansive 
soils) and stability.  The study shall include recommendations related 
to erosion control and other site-specific conditions including 
seismicity for construction of individual projects. 

GEO-2:  The Project shall be constructed in compliance with the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and California Building Code and other applicable 
regulations. 

GEO-3:  Unless otherwise specified by the City, for each phase of the Project, 
the Applicant shall demonstrate compliance with specific 
recommendations for grading, foundation design, retaining wall 
design, temporary excavations, slabs on grade, site drainage, 
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asphalt concrete pavement and interlocking pavers, design review, 
construction monitoring and geotechnical testing as identified in a 
site-specific geotechnical study, to the satisfaction of the Department 
of Building and Safety, as conditions to issuance of any grading and 
building permits with respect to such phase. 

GEO-4:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with the 
following Department of Building and Safety requirements (if not 
already covered by mitigation measure GEO-3), prior to issuance of 
a grading permit for such phase of the Project: 

 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit by the Department of 
Building and Safety for each phase of the Project, the consulting 
geologist and soils engineer for the Project shall review and 
approve project grading plans with respect to such phase. This 
approval shall be conferred by signature on the plans which 
clearly indicate the geologist and/or soils engineer have reviewed 
the plans prepared by the design engineer and that the plans 
include the recommendations contained in the report. 

 Prior to the commencement of grading activities for each phase 
of the Project, a qualified geotechnical engineer and engineering 
geologist shall be employed with respect to such phase for the 
purpose of observing earthwork procedures and testing fills for 
conformance to the recommendations of the City Engineer, 
approved grading plans, applicable grading codes, and the 
geotechnical report approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

 During construction of each phase of the Project, all grading shall 
be carefully observed, mapped and tested by the project 
engineer.  All grading shall be performed under the supervision 
of a licensed engineering geologist and/or soils engineer in 
accordance with applicable provisions of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and California Building Code and to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Department of Building 
and Safety. 

 Any recommendations prepared by the consulting geologist 
and/or soils engineer for each phase of the Project for correction 
of geologic hazards, if any, encountered during grading shall be 
submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for approval 
prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 

 Grading and excavation activities shall be undertaken in 
compliance with all relevant requirements of the California 
Division of Industrial safety, the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act of 1970 and the Construction Safety Act. 
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GEO-5:  The Project shall conform to applicable criteria set forth in the 
Recommended Lateral Force Requirements and Commentary by the 
Structural Engineers Association of California. 

GEO-6:  Each phase of the Project shall be designed to conform to the City 
of Los Angeles Seismic Safety Plan and additional seismic safety 
requirements not encompassed by compliance with the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and California Building Code and Grading Ordinance 
as may be identified by the Department of Building and Safety prior 
to Plan Check approval on each building. 

GEO-7:  The structural design of each project building shall comply with the 
seismic standards of the most recent applicable California Building 
Code according to the seismic zone and construction type. 

GEO-8: For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall ensure that during 
inclement periods of the year, when rain is threatening (between 
November 1 and April 15 per the Los Angeles Building Code, Sec. 
7002.), an erosion control plan that identifies BMPs shall be 
implemented on the Project Site to the satisfaction of the Department 
of Building and Safety to minimize potential erosion during 
construction.  The erosion control plan shall be a condition to 
issuance of any grading permit for the applicable phase of the 
Project. 

GEO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that appropriate erosion control and 
drainage devices are incorporated to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety.  Such measures include 
interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet 
structures. 

GEO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that if temporary excavation slopes are to 
be maintained during the rainy season, all drainage shall be directed 
away from the top of the slope. No water shall be allowed to flow 
uncontrolled over the face of any temporary or permanent slope. 

GEO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that provisions are made for adequate 
surface drainage away from areas of excavation, as well as 
protection of excavated areas from flooding, on the Project Site. The 
grading contractor shall control surface water and the transportation 
of silt and sediment. 

GEO-12:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
requirements, including preparation of Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plans (SWPPP). As part of the SWPPP for each phase 
of the Project, Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be 
identified for construction to reduce soil erosion and pollutant levels 
to the maximum extent possible. 
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HAZ-3:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall ensure that no hazardous 
materials are transported along Topanga Canyon Boulevard or 
Burbank Boulevard or within one-quarter mile of a school. 

HAZ-4:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall coordinate in advance of 
construction with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation and Fire Department to ensure that road closures 
(temporary or permanent) are identified and that alternate access 
and evacuation routes are determined in the event of an emergency 
and/or natural disaster. 

HAZ-5:  Each construction site and/or permanent facility storing hazardous 
materials shall comply with applicable regulations regarding storage, 
transport and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. 

HYDRO-1:  The Applicant shall comply with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
Ordinance. Construction contractors for the Project shall be required 
to control erosion and runoff as necessary through the use of site 
appropriate grading practices. Specifically, the construction 
contractor shall plan for and implement Best Management Practice 
(BMP) during each phase of construction to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, Stormwater 
Management Division City of Los Angeles, and/or other designated 
responsible agencies/departments. (LID measures also require 
review and approval of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-2:  The Applicant shall ensure that structural design of the Project will 
be modified when possible to avoid the need for a permanent 
dewatering system. When a permanent dewatering system is 
necessary, one or more of the following measures as per the 
Department of Building and Safety shall be followed: 

 Pumping water to a beneficial use on site (landscaping, 
decorative fountains or lakes, toilet flushing, cooling towers); or 

 Returning water to the groundwater basin by an injection well. 

HYDRO-3:  The Applicant shall provide sufficient available area so that runoff 
can be collected in roadside vegetated swales, as appropriate and 
feasible, and directed to existing curb and gutter or storm drains. In 
other areas, runoff shall be collected in gutters and directed to the 
storm drain systems. Swale design shall be coordinated with on-site 
hazardous materials issues as necessary. 

HYDRO-4:  The Applicant shall comply with applicable NPDES permit 
requirements, including preparation and implementation of a 
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for each 
phase of the Project in accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal 
Storm Water permit.  The SUSMP shall identify post development 
peak runoff, conserve natural areas, minimize stormwater pollutants, 
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protect slopes and channels, and post construction Best 
Management Practices (BMP) and other items as required by the 
permit.  (SUSMP measures require review and approval of the 
Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-5:  The Applicant shall ensure that runoff from parking lots to be treated, 
as required by SUSMP regulations, prior to discharging into existing 
storm drain systems. 

HYDRO-6:  The Applicant shall ensure that all wastes from construction on the 
Project Site shall be disposed of properly.  Appropriately labeled 
recycling bins shall be used to recycle construction materials 
including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete; wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable 
materials/wastes shall be taken to an appropriate landfill.  Toxic 
wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

HYDRO-7:  The Applicant shall ensure leaks, drips, and spills be cleaned up 
immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can 
be washed away into the storm drains. 

HYDRO-8:  The Applicant shall prevent material spills from being hosed down at 
the pavement. Dry cleanup methods shall be required wherever 
possible. 

HYDRO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that dumpsters be covered and 
maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be required to be placed 
under a roof or covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

HYDRO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that where truck traffic is frequent, gravel 
approaches and dirt tracking devices shall be used to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

HYDRO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that all vehicle/equipment maintenance, 
repair, and washing shall be conducted away from storm drains.  All 
major repairs shall be required to be conducted at an appropriate 
location. Drip pans or drop cloths shall be required to catch drips and 
spills. 

HYDRO-12:  Short-term water quality impacts may result from the construction of 
the proposed Project.  Each phase of project construction shall 
comply with the Construction General Activity Stormwater Permit 
(General Permit) and the City’s Development Construction Program 
pursuant to the NPDES Permit (Permit No. CA00401). 
Implementation of the General Permit and NPDES Permit programs 
will mitigate potential impacts to a level of insignificance. 

HYDRO-13:  Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494 specify 
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control, which requires the 
application of Best Management Practices (BMPs).  Chapter IX, 
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Division 70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code addresses grading, 
excavations, and fills. The Applicant must meet the requirements of 
the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) approved 
by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board for each 
phase of the Project, including the following (a copy of the SUSMP 
can be downloaded at: (http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/). 

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

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

 Clearing and grading of native vegetation at the project site shall 
be limited to the minimum needed to build lots, allow access, and 
provide fire protection. 

 Trees and other vegetation at each site shall be maximized by 
planning additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and 
promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. 

 Natural vegetation shall be promoted by using parking lot islands 
and other landscaped areas. 

 Any identified riparian areas shall be preserved. 

 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices, such as 
interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet 
structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code 
will be incorporated. 

 Outlets of culverts, conduits or channels from erosion by 
discharge velocities shall be protected by installing a rock outlet 
protection.  Rock outlet protection is physical devise composed 
of rock, grouted riprap, or concrete rubble placed at the outlet of 
a pipe.  Sediment traps shall be installed below the pipe-outlet.  
Inspect, repair, and maintain the outlet protection after each 
significant rain. 

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

 Impervious surface area will be reduced by using permeable 
pavement materials where appropriate.  These include pervious 
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concrete/asphalt; unit pavers, i.e. turf block; and granular 
materials, i.e. crushed aggregates, cobbles. 

 Roof runoff systems will be installed where site is suitable for 
installation. 

 Messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into the 
storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets shall be painted. 

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

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

 Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained. 

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

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

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

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

 Cleaning of oily vents and equipment will be performed within 
designated covered area, sloped for wash water collection, and 
with a pretreatment facility for wash water before discharging to 
properly connected sanitary sewer with a CPI type oil/water 
separator.  The separator unit must be: designed to handle the 
quantity of flows; removed for cleaning on a regular basis to 
remove any solids; and the oil absorbent pads must be replaced 
regularly according to manufacturer's specifications. 

 Trash dumpsters will be stored both under cover and with drains 
routed to the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking and water tight 
dumpsters with lids.  Containers will be washed in an area with 
properly connected sanitary sewer. 

 Wastes, including paper, glass, aluminum, oil and grease will be 
reduced and recycled. 
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 Liquid storage tanks (drums and dumpsters) will be stored in 
designated paved areas with impervious surfaces in order to 
contain leaks and spills.  A secondary containment system such 
as berms, curbs, or dikes shall be installed.  Drip pans or 
absorbent materials whenever grease containers are emptied will 
be used. 

 The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant 
and agreement satisfactory to the Planning Department binding 
the owners to post construction maintenance on the structural 
BMPs in accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

NOI-3:   The Applicant shall restrict construction hours to hours between 7:00 
a.m. and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between 8:00 a.m. 
and 6:00 p.m. on Saturday. No noise-generating construction 
activities shall be allowed on Sundays or national holidays. 

NOI-4:   The Applicant shall ensure that noise-generating construction 
equipment be equipped with the most effective state-of-the-art noise 
control devices, i.e., mufflers, lagging, or motor enclosures.  All 
equipment shall be properly maintained to assure that no additional 
noise, due to worn or improperly maintained parts, would be 
generated. 

NOI-5:   The Applicant shall ensure that temporary noise barriers to be used 
and relocated, as needed, to block line-of-sight (sound) between the 
construction equipment and any noise sensitive receptors within 500 
feet of a construction site. 

NOI-6:   The Applicant shall ensure that truck deliveries and haul routes, to 
the extent feasible, shall be directed away from the three LAUSD 
schools in the vicinity of Warner Center and not access construction 
sites from De Soto Avenue, along the lot line of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School or from Topanga Canyon Boulevard and 
Vanowen Street along the lot line of Canoga Park High School, or 
use Variel north of Warner Center to access project sites in Warner 
Center. 

NOI-7:  The Applicant shall notify schools in advance of construction 
activities.  The construction manager's (or representative's) 
telephone number shall be provided with the notification so that each 
school may communicate any concerns. 

PS-1:  Adequate fire protection service levels shall be maintained through 
the addition of personnel and facilities as necessary to meet 
anticipated demand, and where appropriate, through project-specific 
on-site features that reduce the demand for such personnel and 
facilities. 
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PS-2:  The Applicant shall submit for review and approval all project plans 
on a phase-by-phase basis to the LAFD to ensure that the applicable 
new building complies with current fire codes and LAFD 
requirements. 

PS-3:  The project building plans shall include the submittal of a plot plan 
on a phase-by-phase basis for approval by the LAFD prior to the 
recordation of the final map or the issuance of the first building permit 
for the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-4:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAFD and incorporate fire 
prevention and suppression features appropriate to the design of 
each phase of the Project. 

PS-5:  Plans and specifications shall be submitted to the LAFD on a phase-
by-phase basis and requirements for necessary permits satisfied 
prior to commencement of any portion of the applicable phase of the 
Project. 

PS-6:  Fire hydrants shall be installed on a phase-by-phase basis as 
appropriate that shall be fully operational and accepted by the LAFD 
prior to any building construction above grade. 

PS-7:  Plot plans shall indicate access driveways and roads and turning 
areas be reviewed and approved by the LAFD, prior to the issuance 
of a building permit for the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-8:  During each construction phase of the Project, emergency access 
shall remain clear and unobstructed. 

PS-9:  The Project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes 
and ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and 
Fire Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are 
elements of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. 

PS-10:  All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet 
in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code. 

PS-11:  A Fire Flow analysis shall be prepared for each phase of the Project. 
The purpose of the analysis will be to determine whether the 
proposed public water system can deliver required fire flows to the 
public fire hydrants located in the area. Should fire flow be found to 
be inadequate with respect a project phase, the Applicant shall be 
required to comply with the requirements of LADWP (including 
construction of additional water supply lines within the project area, 
payment of a fee to cover fair share costs and/or other measures as 
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deemed necessary by LADWP and/or LAFD) to ensure adequate fire 
flow. 

PS-12:  During construction, the Applicant shall implement security 
measures including security fencing, lighting, locked entry, and 
security patrol on the site. 

PS-13:  During the construction phase of the Project, the Applicant shall 
provide adequate through access and emergency access to adjacent 
uses as necessary. 

PS-14:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD and comply with 
recommended security features for the construction site, including 
security fencing, locked entrances, lighting, and the use of a seven-
day, 24-hour security patrol. 

PS-16:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit 
regarding crime prevention features appropriate for the design of the 
Project and subsequently, shall submit plot plans on a phase-by-
phase basis to the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit for review and 
comment.  The plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to 
security and semi-public and private spaces which may include but 
not be limited to access control to buildings, secured parking 
facilities, wall/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public and 
semi-public and private spaces, which may include access control to 
buildings, secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, 
well-illuminated public space designed with a minimum of dead 
space to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or 
building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, and provisions of 
security guard patrol if needed. These measures shall be approved 
by the LAPD prior to the issuance of a building permit for the 
applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-17:  Upon completion of each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall 
provide the local Commanding Officer with access routes and other 
information with respect such phase that might facilitate police 
response, as requested by the LAPD. 

PS-18:  The Applicant shall provide project plans on a phase-by-phase basis 
to the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit to determine any additional crime 
prevention and security features appropriate to the design of the 
applicable phase of the Project.  Any additional design features 
identified by the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit shall be incorporated 
into the final design for the applicable phase of the Project and to the 
satisfaction of LAPD, prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
for such phase of the Project. 

PS-19:  Each phase of the Project shall incorporate design guidelines relative 
to security, semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but 
not be limited to, access control to buildings, secured parking 
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facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well illuminated public and 
semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space to 
eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or building 
entrances in high-foot traffic areas and provision of security guard 
patrol throughout the portion of the Project Site on which the 
applicable phase is located, if needed. 

PS-20:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for each phase of the Project, 
the Applicant shall pay to the LAUSD the prevailing State 
Department of Education Development Fee for the applicable phase 
of the Project to the extent allowed by State law. School fees exacted 
from residential and commercial uses would help fund necessary 
school service and facilities improvements to accommodate 
anticipated population and school enrollment within the LAUSD 
service area, and would allow for the LAUSD to allocate these funds 
as they deem necessary. 

PS-21:  The Applicant shall comply with the open space regulations of the 
WC2035 Plan and also undertake one of the following: (1) dedicate 
additional parkland to meet the requirements of LAMC Section 
17.12; (2) pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication requirement 
shortfall; and/or (3) provide onsite improvements equivalent in value 
to said in lieu fees.  If any fees are collected, they should be spent 
within the WC2035 Plan area, including, for example, within 
opportunity areas along the Los Angeles River. 

PS-22:  The Applicant shall offset the burden on the existing libraries through 
one of the following: (1) payment of a fee based on an established 
nexus between the Project, demand and the need for additional 
personnel and facilities on a phase-by-phase basis; (2) provision of 
onsite facilities commensurate with the demand generated; or (3) 
some combination of the foregoing. If any fees are collected, they 
should be spent within the WC2035 Plan area. 

TCR-1:   The Project Applicant shall retain a professional Native American 
monitor procured by the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission 
Indians to observe all clearing, grubbing, and grading operations up 
to 5-feet below the surface of native soil, unless there is evidence to 
suggest cultural resources extend below the specified depth. 

 If cultural resources are encountered, the Native American 
monitor will have the authority to request ground disturbing 
activities cease within 60-feet of discovery to assess and 
document potential finds in real time. 

TCR-2:   The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with 
the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on the disposition 
and treatment of any Tribal Cultural Resource encountered during 
the Project. 
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TCR-3:   If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any 
activities associated with the Project, work in the immediate vicinity 
(within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County 
coroner shall be contacted. If the human remains are determined to 
be Native American in origin by the County coroner, the applicant 
shall immediately notify the Lead Agency, the Fernandeño Tataviam 
Band of Mission Indians. 

U-1:  The Applicant shall be required to coordinate with the Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation in order to ensure that existing 
and/or planned sewer conveyance and treatment facilities are 
capable of meeting wastewater flow capacity requirements. In 
coordination with the Bureau of Engineering, the Applicant shall be 
required to identify specific on- and off-site improvements needed to 
ensure that impacts related to wastewater conveyance capacity are 
addressed prior to issuance of plans for each phase of construction. 
Sewer capacity clearance from the Department of Public Works will 
be required at the time that a sewer connection permit application is 
submitted for a construction phase. 

U-2:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) in order to ensure that 
existing and/or planned water supply and water conveyance facilities 
are capable of meeting water demand/pressure requirements. In 
coordination with the LADWP, the Applicant will identify, with respect 
to each phase of the Project, specific onsite and offsite 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to water supply 
and conveyance demand/pressure requirements are addressed prior 
to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the applicable project 
phase. Water supply and conveyance demand/pressure clearance 
from the LADWP will be required at the time that a water connection 
permit application is submitted for the applicable phase of the 
Project. 

U-3:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department and Building Safety Department in order to ensure that 
existing and/or planned fire hydrants are capable of meeting fire flow 
demand/pressure requirements.  The issuance of building permits for 
each phase of the Project will be dependent upon submission, 
review, approval, and testing of fire flow demand and pressure 
requirements, as established by the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department and Building Safety Department prior to occupancy of 
the applicable Project phase. 

U-4:  The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 
includes dual flush 
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 High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 
waterless) 

 Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 

 Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less 
and self-closing 

 Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 

 Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

 High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

 High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

 Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to 
point(s) of use, as feasible 

 Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

 Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 
concentration 

 Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

 Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses 
(irrigation, cooling towers, sanitary) 

 Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps 
or ice machines) 

 Irrigation shall include: 

 Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 

 Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped 
areas) 

 Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

 Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

 Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 

 Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of 
native/drought tolerant plant materials 

 Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff 

U-5:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify 
feasible and reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, 
including, but not limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for 
landscaping (should reclaimed water become available in Warner 
Center), drip irrigation, re-circulating hot water systems, water 
conserving landscape techniques (such as mulching, installation of 
drip irrigation systems, landscape design to group plants of similar 
water demand, soil moisture sensors, automatic irrigation systems, 
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clustered landscaped areas to maximize the efficiency of the 
irrigation system), water conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures 
and appliances, thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths 
and showers, and insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC 
requirements. 

U-6:  The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose 
watering of driveways and associated walkways; requiring 
decorative fountains to use recycled water, and repairing water leaks 
in a timely manner. 

U-7:  The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions.  

U-8:  The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be 
installed to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the 
evening to reduce water losses from evaporation.  Sprinklers shall 
be reset to water less often in cooler months and during the rainfall 
season, so that water is not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-9:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to issuance of 
building permits, the Applicant shall pay any appropriate fees 
imposed by the Department of Building and Safety. A percentage of 
any such building permit fees will be contributed to the fire hydrant 
fund, which provides for Citywide fire protection improvements. 

U-10:  The Project shall remain within Citywide water budgets established 
by LADWP.  As required by LADWP, the Project may be required to 
provide for new water supply through a combination of water 
conservation (onsite and potentially offsite) and recycled water, such 
that the net increase in water demand (not including demand for 
recycled water) from Warner Center does not exceed the calculated 
demand anticipated for the City and/or Warner Center as appropriate 
and as documented in the City's most recent Urban Water 
Management Plan. 

U-11:  Any pumping and discharge or disposal of groundwater is 
considered to be a consumptive use. The Applicant shall report any 
pumping of groundwater to the Watermaster and LADWP shall be 
compensated for any loss of groundwater. In addition, reasonable 
efforts by the Applicant shall be made to beneficially use any 
extracted groundwater (for example cooling or irrigation). 

U-12:  The Applicant shall ensure that the Project recycles and/or salvages 
at least 75% of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris, in 
addition to the preparation of a construction waste management plan 
that, at a minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from 
disposal and whether the materials will be sorted on-site or 
comingled shall be developed and implemented. Excavated soil and 
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land-clearing debris do not contribute to the amount of 
recycled/salvaged debris. Calculations can be done by weight or 
volume, but must be consistent throughout. 

U-13:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles' 
Department of Water and Power in order to ensure that existing 
and/or planned electrical facilities are capable of meeting electrical 
demand requirements. In coordination with the Department of Water 
and Power, the Applicant will be required to identify specific on- and 
off-site improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to 
electrical facility requirements are addressed prior to operation. 
Electrical facility design clearance from the Department of Water and 
Power will be required as established by the LADWP. 

U-14:  During the design process for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall consult with the Department of Water and Power, 
Energy Services Subsection, and the Southern California Gas 
Company, the Commercial, Industrial or Residential Staff 
Supervisor, regarding possible Energy Conservation Measures for 
the Project. 

U-15:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the Gas Company in order to 
ensure that existing and/or planned natural gas facilities are capable 
of meeting natural gas demand requirements. In coordination with 
the Gas Company, the Applicant will identify specific on- and off-site 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to natural gas 
facility requirements are addressed prior to operation of each phase 
of the Project. Natural gas 

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
C-1 That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a 

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

 
1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot plan 

for approval by the Development Services Section of the Department of City 
Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office and off-
street parking.  The sales office must be within one of the model buildings. 

 
2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22A, 10 

and 11 and Section 17.05 O of the Code shall be fully complied with 
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. 

 
C-2 Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the 

payment of a park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule 
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applicable.  The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in 
accordance with Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and to be paid 
and deposited in the trust accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund. 

 
C-3 That a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, be submitted 

to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730 prior to 
obtaining any permit.  Replace all on-site trees to ensure continuation of the urban 
forest. Replace all nonnative trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in 
diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-
native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For 
native species, source materials should be from seeds or cuttings gathered within 
coastal southern California to ensure local provenance. Failure to comply with this 
condition as written shall require the filing of a modification to this tract map in order 
to clear the condition. 

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

 
C-4 In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building permit 

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

 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
S-1.     (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of the 

final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). 

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

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

 
(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and 

the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to 
water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public utility 
easements. 
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(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting easements 
be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site easements by 
separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-Way and Land shall 
verify that such easements have been obtained. The above requirements 
do not apply to easements of off-site sewers to be provided by the City. 

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

 
(f) That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as required, 

together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary topography 
of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer. 

 
(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map. 
 
(h) That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements of 

the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

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

 
(j) That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated for 

public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be 
transmitted to the City Council with the final map. 

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

 
(l) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply with 

the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 2010. 
 
S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements 

constructed herein: 
 

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be 
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the 
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be followed. 

 
(b) Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Traffic with respect 

to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs. 
 

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

 



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 74891  PAGE 38 
 
 

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

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

final map. 
 
S-3. That the following improvements are either constructed prior to recordation of the 

final map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed: 
 

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

 
(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

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

Street Lighting. 
 

(1) No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE 
improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street lights; 
eight (8) on Burbank Bl. and ten (10) on De Soto Ave. 

 
Notes:  
 

The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly during 
the plan check process based on illumination calculations and 
equipment selection. 
 
Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT,  
or 3) by other legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering 
condition S-3 (i), requiring an improvement that will change the 
geometrics of the public roadway or driveway apron may require 
additional or the reconstruction of street lighting improvements as 
part of that condition. 

 
(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or 

proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of the 
Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be brought up 
to current standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree 
planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division 
(213) 847-3077) upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting. 

 
(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
 

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

 
(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
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(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the 

2010 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible 
Design. 

 
(i) That the following improvements are either constructed prior to recordation 

of the final map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed: 
 
(1) After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage 

plans for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final 
map, construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District 
Engineering. 

 
(2) Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the 

subdivision by the construction of the following: 
 

a. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk 
and landscaping of the parkway. 
 

b. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
56-foot half roadway. 
 

c. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements.   
 

d. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 
 

(3) Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 
 
(4) Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the 

subdivision by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and 
construction of the new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete 
sidewalk and landscaping of the parkway, including any necessary 
removal and reconstruction of existing improvement. 

 
(5) Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 

following: 
 

a. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-
foot wide sidewalks. 
 

b. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street 
roadways as approved under P-30435.  

 
(6) Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 

connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 
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NOTES: 
 
The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the tract 
map action. However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this number of units.  
This Vesting map does not constitute approval of any variations from the Municipal Code, 
unless approved specifically for this project under separate conditions. 
 
Any removal of the existing street trees shall require Board of Public Works approval. 
 
Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power 
facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the 
underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with Section 17.05-N of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). 
 
The final map must be recorded within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension 
is granted before the end of such period. 
 
The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, 
as required by the Subdivision Map Act. 
 
The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy 
saving design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the 
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the 
Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to the 
subdivider upon his request. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 
 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, was prepared for the 
project and circulated on December 19, 2019.  The IS/MND found the following potential 
negative impacts, but found that all could be reduced to less than significant: 
 

Aesthetics; 
Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology and Soils; 
Green House Gas Emissions; 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
Hydrology and Water Quality; 
Noise; 
Public Services; 
Tribal Cultural Resources; and 
Utilities and Service Systems 

 
The Advisory Agency has reviewed the IS/MND No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated 
on December 19, 2019, all comments received, and the imposition of mitigation measures 
and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the IS/MND.  The Advisory Agency 
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finds that IS/MND tiers from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-
EIR, SCH No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 
and 15168.  This IS/MND analyzes potential environmental impacts that were not 
examined as significant effects on the environment in the Warner Center PEIR; or were 
susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the 
project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means.   
 
The Advisory Agency determines that revisions in the project were made and agreed to 
by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for public review which would 
avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would 
occur.  The Advisory Agency finds that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect 
on the environment and that the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis 
of the City.  The Advisory Agency further finds mitigation measures have been made 
enforceable conditions on the project. 
 
In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB3180), the Deputy 
Advisory Agency has assured that the above identified mitigation measures will be 
implemented by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in Condition No. 40. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 
 
In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. VTT-74891 the 
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 
and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes 
the prescribed findings as follows: 
 
(a) THE PROPOSED MAP IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND 

SPECIFIC PLANS. 
 

The Land Use Element of the General Plan consists of the 35 Community Plans 
within the City of Los Angeles. The Community Plans establish goals, objectives, 
and policies for future developments at a neighborhood level. Additionally, through 
the Land Use Map, the Community Plan designates parcels with a land use 
designation and zone. The Land Use Element is further implemented through the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
 
The proposed subdivision is located within the areas governed by the Canoga 
Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan and the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan (WC 2035 Plan).  The General Plan Framework Element sets 
forth the long-term growth and development of the City of Los Angeles through its 
goals, objectives, and policies, which the City implements through its individual 
community plans and specific plans.   The proposed Project includes a mix of 
buildings and uses that are consistent with the purposes, intent, and provisions of 
the General Plan, including the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan.  A review 
of the relevant and applicable General Plan goals, objectives, and policies is 
presented below.  
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General Plan Framework Element.  The land use designation for the Project Site 
is Regional Center Commercial.  Regional Centers, as defined in the Land Use 
Chapter (Chapter 3) of the Framework Element, "are intended to serve as the focal 
points of regional commerce, identity, and activity." Additionally, the definition in 
Chapter 3 describes Regional Centers as "contain[ing] a diversity of uses such as 
corporate and professional offices, retail commercial malls, government buildings, 
major health facilities, major entertainment and cultural facilities and supporting 
services. Region-serving retail commercial malls and retail services should be 
integrated where they complement and support the other uses in the Regional 
Center. The development of sites and structures integrating housing with 
commercial uses is encouraged in concert with supporting services, recreational 
uses, open spaces, and amenities." 
 
The Framework Element goes on to further describe the physical characteristics 
of Regional Centers, including "Areas containing mid- and high-rise structures 
sited on large independent lots, set back from the property frontages (e.g., Warner 
Center and most of Century City). Though inhibited by the separation of structures, 
it is encouraged that buildings and sites be designed to improve pedestrian activity 
within the center."   
 
Consistent with the definition and physical development for Regional Centers, the 
proposed Project is a mixed-use development on a 24-acre site that combines 
commercial office space, hotel, retail, restaurant, community space and multi-
family (rental and ownership) housing in mid-rise and high-rise structures, with 
building setbacks that meet the applicable development regulations in the WC 
2035 Plan, and provides pedestrian adapted pathways throughout the Project Site 
to maintain pedestrian connectivity between the new buildings and the adjacent 
properties and street frontages.  
 
Goal 3F of the Framework Element is to provide "mixed-use centers that provide 
jobs, entertainment, culture and serve the region."  In support of this Goal, 
Objective 3.10 is to "[r]einforce existing and encourage the development of new 
Regional Centers that accommodate a broad range of uses that serve, provide job 
opportunities, are accessible to the region, are compatible with adjacent land uses, 
and are developed to enhance urban lifestyles." 
 
In conformance with this Goal and Objective, the Project redevelops the existing 
commercial office park with a mixed-use development that includes commercial 
office space, hotel, retail, restaurant, community space and multi-family housing 
uses.  These combined uses serve the overall goals of the WC 2035 Plan to 
establish Warner Center as the primary Regional Center in the West San Fernando 
Valley providing work, live, and play opportunities.  The opportunity presented by 
the Project for future residents and workers to live and work in an urban setting 
that does not require a car to access many of the essential aspects of one's 
community will further the objectives of the WC 2035 Plan.   
 
Goal 7G in the Economic Development Chapter (Chapter 7) of the Framework 
Element seeks "[a] range of housing options in the City."  Objective 7.9 of this Goal 
is to "[e]nsure that the available range of housing opportunities is sufficient, in 
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terms of location, concentration, type, size, price/rent range, access to local 
services and access to transportation, to accommodate future population growth 
and to enable a reasonable portion of the City's work force to both live and work in 
the City." 
 
Consistent with this Goal and Objective, the proposed Project contains a range of 
housing opportunities from apartment to condominium units, including Work-Live 
Units.  The mix of units includes floor plans ranging from studio to three-bedroom 
units, allowing for a diverse residential population.   
 
The incorporation of ground floor retail and restaurant uses will provide residents 
access to local services within walking distance.  The proximity of the Project to a 
number of local and regional transit stops will allow residents and workers alike to 
have meaningful access to transportation.  The following local and regional bus 
lines are within convenient walking distance (approximately 1,500 feet) of the 
Project Site: 
 
 Metro Local Line 244 
 Metro Local Line 150 
 Metro Local Line 161 
 Metro Shuttle Line 601 (Warner Center Shuttle) 
 Santa Clarita Transit Route 796/797 
 Antelope Valley Transit Authority 787 
 
The Project Site will also have access to the Orange Line.  Metro Shuttle Line 601 
(the Warner Center Shuttle) provides two stops located adjacent to and on the 
Project Site, one at the northwest intersection of Burbank Boulevard and De Soto 
Avenue, and the other on Warner Center Lane, just north of Burbank Boulevard. 
The shuttle runs through the Project Site along Warner Center Lane every ten 
minutes.  The shuttle provides direct connection to and from the Metro Orange 
Line Canoga Station and throughout Warner Center, including direct connection to 
the Warner Center Towers, Warner Center Corporate Park, and Westfield 
Topanga, the Village and the Promenade.  The Warner Center Shuttle also stops 
at the Warner Center Transit Hub at the intersection of Oxnard Street and 
Owensmouth Avenue. 
 
The proximity of the Project to a variety of public transit options, both existing and 
proposed, will provide new residents and businesses with greater flexibility and 
quality of life choices.  The Project will further the City's approach to "smart growth", 
as it expands employment, transportation access, housing type and size, and 
concentrates uses in an efficient manner to improve public health and quality of 
life overall.  Given the Project's range of housing options and its proximity to local 
services and transportation, the Project is generally consistent with the Economic 
Development section of the Framework Element.  
 
General Plan Housing Element.  Goal 1 of the General Plan Housing Element is 
"Housing Production and Preservation."  Objective 1.1 of this Goal is to "[p]roduce 
an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing in order to meet current and 
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projected needs."  To implement this Goal and Objective, Policy 1.1.3 is to 
"[f]acilitate new construction and preservation of a range of different housing types 
that address the particular needs of the City's households" and Policy 1.1.4 is to 
"[e]xpand opportunities for residential development, particularly in designated 
Centers, Transit Oriented Districts and along Mixed-Use Boulevards".  Similarly, 
Policy 1.3.5 of the Housing Element is to "[p]rovide sufficient land use and density 
to accommodate an adequate supply of housing units by type and cost within the 
City to meet the projections of housing needs, according to the policies and 
objectives of the City's Framework Element of the General Plan."  Additionally, 
Goal 2 of the Housing Element is, "Safe, Livable, and Sustainable Neighborhoods", 
and in support of this Goal is Objective 2.2, to "[p]romote sustainable 
neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, jobs, amenities, services and 
transit."   
 
Consistent with these goals, objectives and policies, the Project is a mixed-use 
development containing much-needed housing with a variety of housing unit types 
(rental and ownership) and sizes served by several transit options, as discussed 
above.   
 
The Project includes a total of 1,009 residential units, with a mix of studio, one-, 
two- and three-bedroom units and Work-Live Units, as well as office, hotel, and 
other commercial (restaurant and/or retail) uses, as well as community space (to 
be completed in Phase VIII).  The phased development of the Project will not 
displace any current residents or remove any existing housing stock since it will be 
built on land currently used for commercial uses.  The Project will instead 
substantially increase the amount of available housing stock in the City of Los 
Angeles to address housing demand.  Additionally, the Project encourages a more 
sustainable neighborhood that contains a mix of housing, job opportunities, 
commercial services, and amenities near public transit.   
 
The Project includes amenities including, but not limited to, several landscaped 
courtyards, swimming pool/spa facilities, recreation and fitness outlets, children’s 
play areas, and dog runs, which will improve future residents' quality of life and 
reduce the need for additional public recreational resources.  The Project's 
proximity to a variety of public transportation services will also increase the 
sustainability of this neighborhood, as it will allow future and current residents to 
utilize alternative modes of transportation.  The availability of multiple modes of 
transportation will in turn reduce single- occupancy vehicle trips, and therefore, 
emissions of common air pollutants.  The Project's concentration of a mix of uses, 
as well as proximity to a variety of existing commercial, retail, and service uses, 
will further reduce the need for automobile trips and improve the quality of life for 
residents and community members at large.  In light of the Project's mixed-use 
program of commercial and residential uses located in close proximity to several 
modes of public transportation, the Project is consistent with the Housing 
Element's applicable goals, objectives, and policies.   
 
General Plan Mobility Plan 2035.  Policy 3.3, for Land Use Access and Mix, is to 
"[p]romote equitable land use decisions that result in fewer vehicle trips by 
providing greater proximity and access to jobs, destinations, and other 
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neighborhood services." Policy 3.4, for Transit Services, is to "[p]rovide all 
residents, workers, and visitors with affordable, efficient, convenient, and attractive 
transit services."  Mobility Plan 2035, which is the transportation element of the 
General Plan, encourages development that promotes concentrations of housing, 
jobs, and local services within close proximity of one another.  The Project is 
consistent with the above policies of the Mobility Element, as it proposes mixed-
use residential and commercial buildings located in close proximity to one another 
as well as a variety of existing public transit lines and future transit opportunities.  
The Project will include 1,009 residential units, including Work-Live Units, and 
1,140,746 square feet square feet of office space in addition to several ground-
floor commercial (restaurant, retail and/or office) uses, providing future residents, 
employees, and patrons from the broader Warner Center community access to a 
mixed land use that helps to minimize vehicular trips.   
 
The Project will also be conditioned through the Project Permit Compliance 
entitlement to dedicate land along De Soto Avenue to complete a 56-foot half 
roadway, a 16-foot half parkway, and an eight (8)-foot half sidewalk, within a 68-
foot half right-of-way and a 12-foot easement, consistent with the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan standard for Major Highway Class I and the Mobility Plan 
standard for Modified Boulevard II. Also, the Project will be conditioned to dedicate 
land along Burbank Boulevard to complete a 35-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-
foot half sidewalk, and an eight (8)-foot half parkway within a 45-foot half right-of-
way and a six (6)-foot easement, consistent with the Warner Center 2035 Specific 
Plan standard for Secondary Highway and the Mobility Plan standard for Modified 
Avenue I. With the inclusion of a New Street, the Project will be conditioned such 
that the New Street meets the following standards: a minimum 64-foot right-of-way, 
including a maximum roadway width of 36 feet, a minimum paved sidewalk width 
of six (6) feet on each side of the roadway, and a minimum parkway width of eight 
(8) feet on each side of the roadway from the edge of the sidewalk to the edge of 
the roadway curb. There are controlled crosswalks with raised, enhanced paving, 
crosswalks, and crosswalks with enhanced paving located throughout the Project 
site, across Warner Center Lane as well as across Adler Drive, Commerce Drive, 
and Towncenter Drive (private driveways), depicted on Plan Sheet MP-23. 
 
The Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan.  The 
Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan (the 
"Community Plan") is part of the Land Use Element of the General Plan, with which 
the Project is consistent. The Project is consistent with the following relevant 
residential and commercial land use goals, objectives and policies identified in the 
Community Plan: 
 

 Goal 1 - A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all 
economic, age, and ethnic segments of the Community Plan Area. 

 Objective 1-1 - Achieve and maintain a housing supply sufficient to meet 
the diverse economic needs and current and projects population to the year 
2010. 

 Policy 1-1.1 - Maintain an adequate supply and distribution of multi-family 
housing opportunities in the Community Plan Area. 

 Objective 1-2 - Reduce automobile trips in residential areas by locating new 
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housing in areas offering proximity to goods, services, and facilities. 
 Policy 1-2.1 - Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers 

and major bus routes where public service facilities, utilities and topography 
will accommodate development. 

 Policy 1-2.2 - Encourage multiple family residential development in 
commercial zones. 

 
The Project is consistent with these goals, objectives, and policies, as it includes 
multi-family units with a range of unit types from studio to three-bedroom floor 
plans, and includes apartments, condominiums and Work-Live Units as part of a 
larger, multi-phase, mixed-use development.  The variety of housing type helps to 
provide housing that is accessible for a broad segment of the community.  The 
Project's proximity to a multitude of public transportation options will further ensure 
the accessibility of such housing.  In addition, the location of housing within a 
mixed-use development will reduce the number of vehicle trips because goods, 
services, and amenities will be located immediately adjacent to and within walking 
distance of the residential buildings.   
  

 Goal 2 - An economically vital commercial sector offering a diversity of 
goods and services to meet the needs of the community plan area.  This 
means that commercial land use policies must support maximum efficiency 
and accessibility of commercial development while preserving the historic 
commercial and cultural character of the district.   

 Objective 2-1 - Conserve and strengthen viable commercial development 
and encourage recycling of obsolete commercial development. 

 
The Project includes the phased redevelopment of commercial structures built in 
the 1980s.  The existing low-density commercial buildings and their age limit the 
Project Site's commercial vitality and fails to provide a diversity of goods and 
services that meet the needs of the community.  Through the incorporation of 
mixed-use development and modern commercial spaces, the Project will better 
meet the needs of the Warner Center community and strengthen the economic 
viability of the commercial sector.   
 

 Goal 5 - A community with sufficient open space in balance with new 
development to serve the recreational environment and health needs of the 
community. 
 

The Project includes 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of Publicly Accessible Open 
Space (PAOS) for recreational opportunities, as well as common open space 
exclusively for the residential uses.  Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAPs) are 
incorporated into the PAOS to provide both access to all of the project buildings 
and connectivity between De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard.  The 
incorporation of nine (9) focal points distributed throughout the Project Site will 
provide additional open and gathering spaces in the form of shaded seating areas 
for employees, residents, and visitors. 
 
For these reasons, the Project is consistent with the applicable goals, objectives 
and policies in the Community Plan. 
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WC 2035 Plan.  The Project is in compliance with the applicable development 
regulations and design guidelines in the WC 2035 Plan, as discussed in more 
detail below, which discussion is incorporated herein by this reference.  The 
Project is consistent with the WC 2035 Plan and its vision, creating the desired 
urban center with a mix of land uses.  The Project is a mixed-use development on 
a 24-acre property that combines commercial office space, hotel, retail, restaurant, 
community space and multi-family housing in mid-rise and high-rise structures, 
together with PAPs throughout the Project Site, which will be further reinforced 
through conditions of Project Permit Compliance to create pedestrian connectivity 
between the buildings and to the adjacent street frontages.  

 
(b) THE DESIGN OR IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS 

CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 
 

For purposes of a subdivision, design and improvement is defined by Section 
66418 and 66419 of the Subdivision Map Act and LAMC Section 17.02. Design 
refers to the configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the 
proposed site plan layout. Pursuant to Section 66427(a) of the Subdivision Map 
Act, the location of the buildings is not considered as part of the approval or 
disapproval of the map by the Advisory Agency. Easements and/or access and 
“improvements” refers to the infrastructure facilities serving the subdivision. LAMC 
Section 17.05 enumerates the design standards for a tract map and requires that 
each map be designed in conformance with the Street Design Standards and in 
conformance with the General Plan. LAMC Section 17.05 C requires that the tract 
map be designed in conformance with the zoning regulations of the project site.  
 
The tract map was distributed to and reviewed by the various city agencies of the 
Subdivision Committee that have the authority to make dedication, and/or 
improvement recommendations. The Bureau of Engineering reviewed the tract 
map for compliance with the Street Design Standards. The Bureau of Engineering 
has recommended dedication and improvements, consistent with the standards of 
the WC 2035 Plan and the Mobility Plan. As conditioned, the design and 
improvements of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the applicable 
General Plan. 
 
Further, the design of the proposed subdivision and the Project is consistent with 
the General Plan, Community Plan, and Specific Plan.  As discussed in the prior 
finding, which is incorporated herein by this reference, the Project is consistent 
with the applicable goals, objectives, policies, regulations and guidelines in the 
General Plan, including the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan.  The balance 
of this finding sets forth additional details regarding the consistency of the Project 
with the applicable development regulations and design guidelines in the WC 2035 
Plan. 
 
The Project Site consists of multiple lots within the Commerce District established 
in the WC 2035 Plan.  VTTM 74891 merges and re-subdivides the Project Site into 
eight lots, including one lot (Lot 5) that will be developed with 168 residential 
condominium units for condominium purposes.  The Project is consistent with the 
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development regulations for the Commerce District established in the WC 2035 
Plan and other development regulations and design guidelines in the WC 2035 
Plan.  Some aspects of the WC 2035 Plan with which the Project is consistent 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 
The Project includes multi-family residential, work-live, office, hotel, restaurant and 
retail uses as well as community space, consistent with the uses and development 
intensity permitted in the Commerce District under the WC 2035 Plan.  As set forth 
in Appendix A: Land Use Matrix of the WC 2035 Plan, a variety of land uses are 
permitted in the Commerce District, including live/work units, multiple residential 
dwelling units, offices, restaurants and retail uses.  A base maximum Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) of 4.5:1 is permitted in the Commerce District.  The Project includes 
2,634,268 square feet of floor area on the 1,042,301-square foot Project Site (post 
anticipated dedications), for an overall FAR of 2.52:1. 
 
With regard to height, the Project varies in height from 35 feet (2 stories) to 350 
feet (24 stories).  Projects within the Commerce District are permitted an unlimited 
building or structure height, subject to certain provisions that have been met.  
 
With regard to setbacks, projects within the Commerce District are required to 
observe a front setback area of not less than 12 feet and not more than 15 feet.  
Projects not located on an Active Street Frontage, however, are permitted a front 
setback area of up to 20 feet.  A minimum of 30% of the required setback area 
shall be landscaped.  The Project includes front setback areas in compliance with 
those standards.  In addition, as shown in the plans for the Project, on Sheet L-01 
(Ground Level Landscape Plan), the Project exceeds the minimum 30% 
landscaped front setback requirement, with 36,694 square feet (or 47%) of 
combined landscaping in the front setback areas (at project completion). 
 
The Project complies with the applicable parking provisions set forth in WC 2035 
Plan Section 6.2.3 and any applicable LAMC provisions, providing 1,627 
residential parking spaces and 3,921 non-residential parking spaces.  Parking is 
detailed in the Project Plans, Sheets MP-24, MP-25 and MP-26 (Phasing 
Diagrams).  For each new building, all parking required for such building will be 
constructed simultaneously and on the same lot. 
 
In accordance with the PAOS requirement in WC 2035 Plan Section 6.2.2.1, the 
Exception provision in Section 6.2.2.3.2 for Warner Center Lane, which will be 
improved as a “New Street,” and the Incentivized Uses and Development Bonus, 
the Applicant proposes 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of PAOS for the Project, 
as detailed in the Project Plans, Sheet MP-22 (Publicly Accessible Open Space 
Diagram), in compliance with Warner Center standards.  
 
The Project, as subdivided in the manner set forth in VTTM 74891, has been 
designed to comply with the applicable development regulations in the WC 2035 
Plan, and the subdivision and improvements are otherwise consistent with the 
General Plan, including the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan.  
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 The Project has been further conditioned so that, in accordance with Warner 

Center 2035 Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2.2, any changes to any phase of 
development which are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including 
changes to elevations, site plans, orientations, and other design features to a 
Multiple-Phase Project, shall require a modification to a Project Permit Compliance 
pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-O.   

 
 Additionally, pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.1.2.2.10 regarding 

the anticipated extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to the north to 
Burbank Boulevard to the south, the Project is conditioned to design the driveway 
identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the Project site, to be 
directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as 
proposed on Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the 
north and west being redeveloped, and allowing for an extension of Variel Avenue 
in a southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard. Additionally, there shall be a 10-foot 
parkway located to the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property line, as 
proposed by the applicant and depicted on Plan Sheet MP-30. The northern end 
of Adler Drive may be temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, as 
proposed by the applicant, until such time that the property to the north redevelops.  

 
 Should the properties to the north and west redevelop during the time frame in 

which the Warner Center 2035 Plan is in effect, the possibility remains that Variel 
Avenue may be extended from Califa Street in the north to Burbank Boulevard in 
the south.  Should the properties not redevelop within that time frame, however, 
Adler Drive provides vehicular, as well as pedestrian connectivity on the eastern 
side of Adler Drive, from Burbank Boulevard to the northern property line of the 
site, consistent with the intent of the Warner Center 2035 Plan to break up large 
blocks with vehicular and pedestrian access.  
 

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

The project site is a generally level, irregular-shaped site consisting of 1,062,923 
gross square feet (24.40 acres) of lot area.  The site is currently developed with 12 
existing buildings with 340,339 total square feet of floor area.   
 
The Project Site is physically suitable for the subdivision and improvements that 
comprise the proposed Project.  The Project Site is not located in a Hillside area, 
a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, a Flood Zone, a Hazardous Waste Area, 
a Landslide Area, or a Methane Buffer Zone.  The project site is located within 12.4 
km of the Malibu Coast Fault, but is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone.  
The subject site is, however, located within a State of California liquefaction 
seismic hazard zone. 
 
Prior to the issuance of any permits, the project would be required to be reviewed 
and approved by the Department of Building and Safety and the Fire Department. 
The site is not identified as having hazardous waste or past remediation. The site 
is in Flood Zone X/Type C, which denotes areas an area of minimal hazard from 
the principal source of flood. There are currently no flood zone compliance 
requirements for construction in this zone. The site is not subject to the Specific 
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Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards (floodways, floodplains, mud prone 
areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related erosion hazard areas 
 
As of the writing of the staff report, the Department of Building and Safety, Grading 
Division recommends that approval of VTT-74891 be withheld until a soils report 
has been approved by LADBS-Grading, as the subject site is located within a State 
of California liquefaction seismic hazard zone, stated in an email dated July 9, 
2019, with outstanding items listed in the attached Soils Report Review Letter (Log 
#97585 dated 5/16/2017). The tract map thus will receive approval contingent on 
the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to 
the recordation of the map and issuance of any permits.  
 

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

 
The Project Site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development.  
The WC 2035 Plan regulates density for the Project Site, which is located within 
the Commerce District established in the WC 2035 Plan.  The development 
standards for the Commerce District limits development through the establishment 
of a maximum floor area ratio (FAR).  A maximum FAR of 4.5:1 is permitted on the 
Project Site, which is far greater than the 2.52:1 FAR proposed for the Project.  A 
4.5:1 FAR for the Project Site would allow for 4,690,355 square feet of floor area, 
while the Project consists of only 2,634,268 square feet of combined residential 
and non-residential floor area.  As measured by the permitted and proposed FAR 
per zone, the proposed Project's intensity of development is physically suitable for 
the Project Site. 
 
Furthermore, the Final Environmental Impact Report certified for the WC 2035 Plan 
analyzed the environmental impacts associated with allowable density for the WC 
2035 Plan area, including the Project Site.  Therefore, the long-term planning 
document for Warner Center, and its related environmental document, 
contemplated and allows the proposed density for the Project Site. 
 
Finally, the tract map has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of the 
map and issuance of any permits. 

 
(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT. 

 
The proposed subdivision and related improvements will not likely cause 
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat.  The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City 
of Los Angeles, and is currently developed with buildings, paved surface parking 
lots, and landscaping.  Given that the proposed subdivision is an urban infill 
development that would replace a property currently improved with commercial 
buildings and associated surface parking and landscaping, the Project will likely 
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not cause any substantial environmental damage that would injure fish or wildlife 
or their habitat.  Further, the Project has been analyzed for its effect on the 
environment and has been conditioned through Condition No. 40 containing 
Mitigation Measures AES-1 through U-15. 
 

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR TYPE OF IMPROVEMENTS IS NOT 
LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS. 

 
The design of the proposed subdivision and improvements will not likely cause 
serious public health problems.  The proposed subdivision includes new multi-
family apartment and condominium units and Work-Live Units, and will replace an 
existing auto-oriented commercial park with new commercial floor area occupied 
by office, retail, restaurant and hotel uses.  The replacement of the existing 
development with a new development will not cause any serious public health 
problems.   
 
The design of the Project furthers the intent of the WC 2035 Plan, which seeks to 
create an environment where there is a mix of uses. The Project has the potential 
to result in fewer vehicle trips, as homes, jobs, amenities and services will be 
located immediately adjacent to each other and the Project is proximately located 
next to several modes of public transportation.  This is a potential benefit to the 
public health of the community in improving air quality. 
 

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

 
The design of the proposed subdivision and proposed improvements will not 
conflict with easements for access through or use of the Project Site.  The Project 
does not contemplate the removal or rerouting of any public streets. Warner Center 
Lane will be upgraded to meet the "New Street" design standards in the WC 2035 
Plan, significantly improving the private street easement to provide public access 
to the Project.   
 
VTTM 74891 shows all other public utility, sanitary sewer, flood control, street trees 
and lighting, and communications easements, and describes the status of each 
easement as to whether it will remain, be merged by the final map, or quitclaimed, 
as appropriate. 
 

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

 
The design of the proposed subdivision will provide, to the extent feasible, for 
future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.  The 
Project will include features such as, but not limited to, building materials, 
architectural features (i.e., balconies), courtyards, and landscaping that will 
minimize glare and reflected heat, and will provide shade to reduce heat gain.  
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DETERMINATION 
 
Pursuant to Section 65457 of the California Public Resources Code (California Environmental 
Quality Act), as the designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby:  
 

Find, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), after consideration of the whole of 
the administrative record, including the Mitigated Negative Declaration, No. ENV-2017-
1706-MND, as circulated on December 19, 2019 (“Mitigated Negative Declaration”), and 
all comments received, with the imposition of mitigation measures, that the MND tiers from 
the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH No. 1990011055 
(“Warner Center PEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 15168, and analyzes 
potential environmental impacts that were not examined as significant effects on the 
environment in the Warner Center PEIR, or were susceptible to substantial reduction or 
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avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, 
or other means; determine that revisions in the project were made and agreed to by the 
applicant before the proposed MND was released for public review which would avoid the 
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; 
find that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, 
that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment and that the 
MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City; find the mitigation 
measures have been made enforceable conditions on the project; and adopt the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

 
Pursuant to Section 11.5.7.C of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and Section 5.3.3 of the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan (Ordinance 182,766), as the designee of the Director of Planning, I 
hereby:  

 
Approve with Conditions a Project Permit Compliance Review for the demolition of 
340,339 square feet of 12 one- two- and three- story office buildings, and the construction 
of a Master Planned, Multiple-Phased, Mixed Use development with up to 2,634,268 
square feet of combined residential and non-residential floor area on a 1,062,923 square 
foot lot before dedications: 
 
Phase 1. On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, the partial demolition of three (3), single-story office 
buildings totaling 60,930 square feet in floor area and including 223 surface parking 
spaces, and the construction of a new addition, seven (7) -story, 83 feet in height, 491,594 
square-foot, mixed-use building. The Phase 1 Project includes 419,739 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, a maximum of 403 dwelling units including 42,781 square feet 
divided between 48 Work-Live units. The Phase 1 Project also includes approximately 
71,855 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 49,017 square feet 
divided between 48 Work-Live units, 12,439 square feet of commercial space divided 
between 3 commercial units, 2,542 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 
7,857 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 1 Project includes 
seven (7) above-grade levels of parking, a maximum of 605 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of 17 new surface parking spaces, 188 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, 
and 31 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 1 Project also provides 11% of 
Lot 1’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  
 
Phase 2. On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), single-story office building 
totaling 34,670 square feet in floor area, removal of 142 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of a new, seven (7) -story, 88 feet in height, 232,796 square-foot, mixed-use 
building. The Phase 2 Project includes 209,015 square feet of Residential Floor Area, with 
a maximum of 204 dwelling units including 5,804 square feet divided between five (5) 
Work-Live units. The Phase 2 Project also includes approximately 23,781 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,639 square feet divided between five (5) 
Work-Live units, 3,265 square feet of commercial space in one (1) commercial unit, 2,000 
square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 12,877 square feet of indoor 
residential amenities spaces. The Phase 2 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one 
(1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 321 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 
three (3) new street parking spaces, 128 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 16 
new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 2 Project also provides 11% of Lot 2’s 
net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
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Phase 3. On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, the demolition of three (3), single-story office buildings 
totaling 60,000 square feet in floor area, removal of 189 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of two (2) new, 15-story, commercial buildings identified as Building 8 and 
Building 9, with a total 476,158 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 8 is 
243 feet in height, and consists of approximately 241,574 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of commercial area in three (3) units at the 
ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 234,397 
square feet of office space. Building 9 is 239 feet in height, and consists of approximately 
234,584 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 10,028 square feet of 
commercial area in two (2) units at the ground level, 2,491 square feet of office support 
area at the ground level, and 222,065 square feet of office space. The Phase 3 Project 
also includes eight (8) levels of parking in each building, two (2) of which are subterranean, 
a maximum of 1,427 new vehicle parking spaces, 100 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 56 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 3 Project also provides 
11% of Lot 8’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
 
Phase 4. On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), single-story office building 
totaling 23,970 square feet in floor area, removal of 58 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of one (1) new, seven- (7) story, commercial building, with a total 162,001 
square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 4,466 square 
feet of commercial area at the ground level and a maximum of 228 hotel units. The Phase 
4 Project also includes two (2) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a 
maximum of 195 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of two (2) new street parking 
spaces, 30 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 26 new short-term bicycle parking 
spaces. The Phase 4 Project also provides 11% of Lot 6’s net site area after dedications 
as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
 
Phase 5. On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, the demolition of two (2), single-story office buildings 
totaling 41,580 square feet in floor area, removal of 115 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of a new, seven (7) -story, 88 feet in height, 294,694 square-foot, mixed-use 
building. The Phase 5 Project includes 256,153 square feet of Residential Floor Area, with 
a maximum of 168 dwelling units including 16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-
Live units. The Phase 5 Project also includes approximately 38,541 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area which includes 16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live 
units, 8,933 square feet of commercial space in two (2) commercial units, 2,704 square 
feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 10,699 square feet of indoor residential 
amenities spaces. The Phase 5 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of 
which is subterranean, a maximum of 412 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of nine 
(9) new street parking spaces, 118 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new 
short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 5 Project also provides 11% of Lot 5’s net 
site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
 
Phase 6. On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), two (2)-story office building 
totaling 57,794 square feet in floor area, removal of 172 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of a new, seven (7) -story, 86 feet in height, 257,027 square-foot, mixed-use 
building. The Phase 6 Project includes 234,350 square feet of Residential Floor Area, with 
a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The Phase 6 Project also includes approximately 22,677 
square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,100 square feet of commercial 
space in one (1) commercial units, 1,715 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, 
and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 6 Project 
includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 403 



  
DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane Page 4 of 76 

 
 
  

new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three (3) new street parking spaces, 138 new 
long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 6 Project also provides 11% of Lot 3’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
 
Phase 7. On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, the removal of 110 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of one (1) new, 15-story, commercial building, with a total 262,222 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area. The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of 
commercial area in two (2) units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support 
area at the ground level, and 246,499 square feet of office space including the ground 
floor lobby. The Phase 7 Project also includes nine (9) levels of parking, three (3) of which 
are subterranean, a maximum of 801 new vehicle parking spaces with no new street 
parking spaces included, 58 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 7 Project also provides 11% of Lot 7’s net site area 
after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
 
Phase 8. On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), three (3)-story office building 
totaling 61,395 square feet in floor area, removal of 189 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of two (2) new commercial buildings identified as Building 4 and Building 4a, 
with a total 457,776 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a is two (2)-story 
building 35 feet in height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial area in one (1) 
units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of community space. Building 4 is a 24-
story tower 350 feet in height, and consists of approximately 449,766 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 20,638 square feet of commercial area in five (5) 
units at the ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 
421,051 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby area. The Phase 8 
Project also includes ten (10) levels of parking located in Building 4, two (2) of which are 
subterranean, a maximum of 1,384 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 11 new street 
parking spaces, 106 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 69 new short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Phase 8 Project also provides 11% of Lot 4’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
 
At the conclusion of Phase 8, there will be spread across 10 buildings on eight (8) lots: a 
total of 1,119,257 square feet of Residential Floor Area; a maximum of 1,009 dwelling 
units including 68 Work-Live units; approximately 1,515,011 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, including 70,861 square feet of portions of the 68 Work-Live units, 
85,545 square feet of commercial space, 9,839 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
area in Mixed Use buildings, 46,417 square feet of indoor residential amenity spaces, 
4,068 square feet of community space, 16,734 square feet of office support space, 
1,124,012 square feet of office space, and 228 hotel rooms. The Project includes buildings 
of varying heights not to exceed 350 feet, a minimum of five (5) local-serving retail spaces 
that individually do not exceed 5,000 square feet, and a new private street. The Project 
also includes a maximum of 5,548 vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 surface and 28 
street parking spaces, 870 long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 264 short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Project also includes a New Street labeled Warner Center Lane, and 
231,445 square feet (approximately 5.313 acres) of Publicly Accessible Open Space 
(PAOS). 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
This Project approval is subject to the following Conditions of Approval imposed to ensure 
compliance with the Warner Center 2035 Plan and is based upon the attached Findings. In 
addition, the applicant shall comply with any requirements of the Department of Building 
and Safety (B&S), Department of Transportation (DOT), Bureau of Engineering (BOE), 
Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of the Street Services (BSS), Bureau of Street 
Lighting (BSL), and the Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP). 
 

1. Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial 
conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, labeled Project 
Plans “Exhibit A,” dated March 20, 2020 and attached to the subject case file. No change 
to the plans shall be made without prior review by the Department of City Planning, Plan 
Implementation Division, and written approval by the Director of Planning. Each change 
shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to 
comply with the provisions of the Municipal Code, the project conditions, or the project 
permit authorization. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, except for demolition, 
excavation, or foundation permits for any component of this Project, detailed plans 
showing that component's compliance with these conditions shall be submitted for 
review, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, unless otherwise specified. 
 

Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Conditions 
 

2. Multiple Phase Projects. Pursuant to the Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2, the Multiple-
Phase Project shall comply with the following: 
 

a. Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.2, the Project has been approved for eight (8) 
geographic phases as follows: 
 

i. Phase 1: On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, 419,739 square feet of Residential Floor 
Area, consisting of a maximum of 403 dwelling units including 42,781 
square feet divided between 48 Work-Live units. The Phase 1 Project also 
includes approximately 71,855 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area 
which includes 49,017 square feet divided between 48 Work-Live units, 
12,439 square feet of commercial space divided between 3 commercial 
units, 2,542 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 7,857 
square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 1 Project 
includes seven (7) above-grade levels of parking, a maximum of 605 new 
vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 new surface parking spaces, 188 
new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 31 new short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Phase 1 Project also provides 11% of Lot 1’s net site 
area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The 
work proposed is to be completed in 2022.  
 

ii. Phase 2: On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, 209,015 square feet of Residential Floor 
Area, consisting of a maximum of 204 dwelling units including 5,804 square 
feet divided between five (5) Work-Live units. The Phase 2 Project also 
includes approximately 23,781 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area 
which includes 5,639 square feet divided between five (5) Work-Live units, 
3,265 square feet of commercial space in one (1) commercial unit, 2,000 
square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 12,877 square feet 



  
DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane Page 6 of 76 

 
 
  

of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 2 Project includes three 
(3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 321 
new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three (3) new street parking 
spaces, 128 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 16 new short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 2 Project also provides 11% of Lot 2’s 
net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
The work proposed is to be completed in 2023.  
 

iii. Phase 3: On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, two (2) new, 15-story, commercial 
buildings identified as Building 8 and Building 9, with a total 476,158 square 
feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 8 is 243 feet in height, and 
consists of approximately 241,574 square feet of Non-Residential Floor 
Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of commercial area in three (3) units 
at the ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support area at the ground 
level, and 234,397 square feet of office space. Building 9 is 239 feet in 
height, and consists of approximately 234,584 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 10,028 square feet of commercial 
area in two (2) units at the ground level, 2,491 square feet of office support 
area at the ground level, and 222,065 square feet of office space. The 
Phase 3 Project also includes eight (8) levels of parking in each building, 
two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,427 new vehicle 
parking spaces, 100 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 56 new 
short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 3 Project also provides 11% 
of Lot 8’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space 
(PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed in 2024. 
 

iv. Phase 4: On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, one (1) new, seven- (7) story, 
commercial building, with a total 162,001 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 4,466 square feet of commercial 
area at the ground level and a maximum of 228 hotel units. The Phase 4 
Project also includes two (2) levels of parking, one (1) of which is 
subterranean, a maximum of 195 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 
two (2) new street parking spaces, 30 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 26 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 4 
Project also provides 11% of Lot 6’s net site area after dedications as 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed in 2029.  
 

v. Phase 5: On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, 256,153 square feet of Residential Floor 
Area, consisting of a maximum of 168 dwelling units including 16,205 
square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units. The Phase 5 Project also 
includes approximately 38,541 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area 
which includes 16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units, 
8,933 square feet of commercial space in two (2) commercial units, 2,704 
square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 10,699 square feet 
of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 5 Project includes three 
(3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 412 
new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of nine (9) new street parking spaces, 
118 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Phase 5 Project also provides 11% of Lot 5’s net site 
area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The 
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work proposed is to be completed by 2031. 
 

vi. Phase 6: On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, 234,350 square feet of Residential Floor 
Area, with a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The Phase 6 Project also 
includes approximately 22,677 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area 
which includes 5,100 square feet of commercial space in one (1) 
commercial units, 1,715 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, 
and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 
6 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is 
subterranean, a maximum of 403 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 
three (3) new street parking spaces, 138 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 6 
Project also provides 11% of Lot 3’s net site area after dedications as 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed by 2031. 
 

vii. Phase 7: On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, one (1) new, 15-story, commercial 
building, with a total 262,222 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area. 
The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of commercial area in two 
(2) units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support area at the 
ground level, and 246,499 square feet of office space including the ground 
floor lobby. The Phase 7 Project also includes nine (9) levels of parking, 
three (3) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 801 new vehicle parking 
spaces with no new street parking spaces included, 58 new long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 7 Project also provides 11% of Lot 7’s net site area after dedications 
as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be 
completed by 2033 
. 

viii. Phase 8: On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, two (2) new commercial buildings 
identified as Building 4 and Building 4a, with a total 457,776 square feet in 
Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a is two (2)-story building 35 feet in 
height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial area in one (1) 
units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of community space. 
Building 4 is a 24-story tower 350 feet in height, and consists of 
approximately 449,766 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which 
includes 20,638 square feet of commercial area in five (5) units at the 
ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the ground level, 
and 421,051 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby 
area. The Phase 8 Project also includes ten (10) levels of parking located 
in Building 4, two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,384 new 
vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 11 new street parking spaces, 106 new 
long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 69 new short-term bicycle parking 
spaces. The Phase 8 Project also provides 11% of Lot 4’s net site area 
after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed by 2035.  
 

b. In compliance with Section 5.3.3.2, no Project Permit Compliance review shall be 
required for future building permit applications for Phases 2 through 8 of the 
Project, provided that each Phase of the development shall be reviewed by the 
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Director for substantial conformance with “Exhibit A” and the terms and conditions 
of this Multiple-Phase Project approval.  
 

c. Any changes to any phases of development after Phase 1 of development which 
are not substantially compliant with the plans approved under this Project Permit 
Compliance, including changes to elevations, site plan, orientation, number of 
units, square footage of commercial development, and other design features, shall 
require a modification to this Project Permit Compliance pursuant to the 
requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-D. Any changes in the sequencing of the 
phases of development may require a modification to this Project Permit 
Compliance at the discretion of the Department of City Planning, Plan 
Implementation Division. Any modification request shall include submittal of all 
materials necessary to support the modification request including, but not limited 
to, supplemental application materials, phasing documentation and DOT review as 
specified in subsections 5.3.3.1.1 through 5.3.3.1.3 of the Warner Center 2035 
Plan. Significant changes to the plans may require the filing of a new Project Permit 
Compliance review application, as may be determined by the Director of Planning 
or designee.  
 

d. Commercial Uses. No temporary certificate of occupancy shall be issued for a 
residential building which also contains commercial square footage, unless the 
commercial component has received a temporary certificate of occupancy prior to, 
or concurrently with, the residential building component. No building permit shall 
be issued for the next sequential development phase prior to compliance with this 
condition.  
 

e. Prior to the issuance of any building permit for Phase 1, the applicant/owner of the 
lots on which the entire Multiple-Phase Project is located shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for the Project 
and all successors to comply with the requirements and conditions of the Director’s 
approval. The Covenant and Agreement shall be recorded against all lots subject 
to the Multiple-Phase Project. A copy of the Covenant and Agreement shall be 
submitted to the case file prior to final signoff for Phase 1 and kept with the file for 
this case. 
 

f. Additional Authority. In order to accommodate the phased nature of this Project, 
the following uses shall be permitted: 
 

i. Temporary surface parking may be permitted as part of this Multiple-Phase 
Project. 
 

ii. Parking in excess of the maximum allowable number of parking spaces 
specified in Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan may be permitted for one or 
more phases, provided that the total number of parking spaces does not 
exceed the total number approved for all phases of the Multiple-Phase 
Project.  
 

g. In addition, prior to issuance of a Planning clearance for Phase 1, the applicant 
must provide the following: 
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i. A complete list, both in narrative form and display maps, of those 
intersections and/or local residential streets on which the proposed 
Multiple-Phase Project may have significant transportation/mobility 
impacts, including small slow vehicles, pedestrians, and bikes;  

 
ii. A complete list of the proposed regional or sub-regional transportation and 

mobility improvements to be provided as part of the Multiple-Phase Project;  
 

iii. A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan, and,  
 

iv. A complete list, both in narrative form and display maps, of the location of 
facilities and improvements that demonstrate connectivity through the 
Project site, to the surrounding streets, and to nearby transit, including, but 
not limited to, new streets, pedestrian routes, pedestrian adapted 
pathways, bike facilities, and bikeways. 

 
3. Master Planned Projects. In compliance with Section 5.3.3.3 of the Specific Plan, the 

Project shall comply with the requirements for a Master Planned Project located on a 
site that is greater than 217,000 square feet (i.e 5 acres) with two (2) public street 
frontages by providing a minimum of one (1) New Street (Warner Center Lane) with a 
continuous connection among at least two (2) public streets as shown on “Exhibit A.”  
 
The Project shall submit prior to signoff for Phase 1 a revised Circulation and 
Connectivity Diagram missing from “Exhibit A.”  
 

4. Use. In compliance with Section 6.1.2.2.1 and Appendix A of the Specific Plan, uses on 
the Project site shall be restricted to those permitted in the Commerce District of the 
Specific Plan. The Project includes Work-Live Units, multiple residential dwelling units, 
commercial, community center, office, hotel, and retail uses included as permitted in 
Appendix A. Any use defined by Appendix A as requiring a Conditional Use Permit shall 
be considered under a separate application to the Department of City Planning and is 
not approved as part of this Project Permit Compliance Review.  

 
5. Intensity. The project shall be limited to an FAR of 2.53:1 as defined by Section 4 of the 

Specific Plan.   
 

6. Permitted Development by Floor Area. The Project shall provide a minimum of 50% 
of Non-Residential floor area and a maximum of 50% Residential Area of the total floor 
area proposed, as defined by Appendix B in the Specific Plan for projects that have a 
FAR of 3.0:1 or greater that is allowed through development bonuses for projects that 
fulfill the requirements for Incentivized Uses as defined in Section 6.2.1 of the Specific 
Plan.  
 
Additionally, the Project shall be limited to a total of 2,634,268 square feet of Residential 
and Non-Residential Floor Area combined for all phases and buildings. The Project shall 
be limited to the following square footage for each building, in conformance with “Exhibit 
A:” 
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Building Phase Residential 
Square Footage 

Non-Residential 
Square Footage 

1 1 419,739 71,855 

2 2 209,015 23781 

3 6 234,350 22,677 

4 8 0 449,766 

4a 8 0 8,010 

5 5 256,153 38,541 

6 4 0 162,001 

7 7 0 262,222 

8 3 0 241,574 

9 3 0 234,584 

TOTAL  1,119,257 1,515,011 

 
7. Revised Plans. Prior to signoff, the following revised plans shall be provided: 

 
a. Revised elevation plans for Phase 8, Building 4 to show cardinal directions of each 

elevation; 
 

8. Ground Floor Limitations. Pursuant to Section 6.1.2.2.4 of the Specific Plan, the 
following are required: 

 
a. Residential Uses. The project shall not contain new ground floor residential use. For 

the purposes of the Specific Plan, hotel or similar uses shall be considered Non-
Residential, and the non-residential portions of Work-Live units shall not be 
considered as residential occupancy per Section 4 of the Specific Plan; 
 

b. Depth and Height. Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a minimum 
depth of 25 feet from the front Building Façade, and a minimum floor-to-floor height 
of 15 feet. The Project shall provide revised ground floor plans for Phase 2, Building 
2 that shows the lobby has a minimum depth of 25 feet from the south Building 
Façade. The Project shall provide revised elevations that show a minimum ground 
floor-to-floor height of 15 feet for the following Phases and Buildings: Phase 3, 
Building 8 (north); Phase 3, Building 9 (west); Phase 8, Building 4a. The Project shall 
provide revised sections that show a minimum ground floor height of 15 feet for the 
following Phases and Buildings: Phase 1, Building 1, Phase 2, Building 2; Phase 3, 
Building 8 (north on section 8-1); Phase 4, Building 6; Phase 5, Building 5; Phase 6, 
Building 3;   
 

c. Transparency. Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a minimum of 
75 percent of the Building Façade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from the 
finished grade devoted to transparent windows and/or doors. Dark tinted, reflective 
or opaque glazing shall not be counted towards such minimum percentage. The 
Project shall provide updated elevations to reflect this condition prior to sign off for 
the corresponding phase for the following building(s) and phase(s): Phase 8, Building 
4a (west);  
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d. Permitted Non-Habitable Uses Ancillary to Residential Use. Ground floor Non-

Residential development may include non-habitable uses that are used in conjunction 
with residential uses for the Project, including but not limited to: leasing offices, 
community centers, entrance lobbies, gym/fitness center, residential business center, 
residential amenity space, and concierge services.  

 
e. Parking. Parking at the ground floor of the Project shall have:  

 
i. At least 80 percent of the ground floor frontage on any side of an above-grade 

parking structure adjacent to a public street (not including an alley) or adjacent 
to a public open space/plaza devoted to ground floor Non-Residential 
development. Prior to signoff for Phase 2, Building 2 and Phase 6, Building 3, 
the Project shall revise ground floor, landscape, and technical site plans for the 
west elevation of the Phase 2 Project and both east and west elevations of the 
Phase 6 Project to show gates, fences or physical demarcations of the private 
open space from public open space, or a minimum of 80 percent of the ground 
floor of the aforementioned elevations devoted to Non-Residential development 
and in compliance with Condition of Approval Number 8.e.ii;  

 
ii. A minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level Building Façade that 

includes all of the following features: 
 

1. Articulation and modulation through changes in vertical wall plane and/or a 
change in building material.  
 

2. Use of windows with non-reflective glazing that may be translucent but not 
black or mirrored glass or similar opaque glazing;  

 
3. Integration of building entrances; and 

 
4. Buffering of the street edge with landscaping, berms, or landscaped 

planters. 
 

9. Height.  The project shall be limited to a maximum overall height of approximately 350 
feet. Each project phase shall be limited in height as follows: 
 

a. Phase 1, Building 1: a maximum height of approximately 83 feet; 
b. Phase 2, Building 2: a maximum height of approximately 88 feet; 
c. Phase 3, Building 8: a maximum height of approximately 243 feet; 
d. Phase 3, Building 9: a maximum height of approximately 239 feet; 
e. Phase 4, Building 6: a maximum height of approximately 85 feet; 
f. Phase 5, Building 5: a maximum height of approximately 88 feet; 
g. Phase 6, Building 3: a maximum height of approximately 86 feet; 
h. Phase 7, Building 7: a maximum height of approximately 222 feet; 
i. Phase 8, Building 4: a maximum height of approximately 350 feet; 
j. Phase 8, Building 4a: a maximum height of approximately 35 feet. 
 
Additionally, the Project shall have a building or structure height of a minimum of 35 feet 
vertically along Burbank Boulevard and/or De Soto Avenue for the following phases and 
buildings:  
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a. Phase 1, Building 1; 
b. Phase 3, Building 8; 
c. Phase 3, Building 9;  
d. Phase 7, Building 7;  
e. Phase 8, Building 4; 
f. Phase 8 Building 4a. 
 

10. Street Standards – Improvements and Dedications. De Soto Avenue is designated 
as a Major Highway Class 1 and shall be in compliance with Table 1 of the Specific 
Plan, which requires on the west side of the north/south section a 68-foot half right-of-
way, a 56-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, 16-foot parkway, and 12-foot 
easement. Burbank Boulevard is designated as a Secondary Highway and shall be 
in compliance with Table 2, which requires on the north side of the east/west section 
a 45-foot half right-of-way, a 35-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, an 
eight (8)-foot parkway, and six (6)-foot easement. Warner Center Lane is designated 
as a Private Street and shall be in compliance with Figure 11 of the Specific Plan, 
which requires a 64-foot right-of-way, a 36-foot roadway, a 10-foot sidewalk, and 6-
foot parkway. As directed by the Bureau of Engineering, in accordance with the 
approval of VTT-74891, the Project shall comply with the street standards on Tables 1 
and 2 of the Specific Plan as follows: (DOT/BOE/DCP) 
 

a. That an 18-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along De Soto Avenue adjoining 
the subdivision to complete a 68-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Boulevard II Standards of LA Mobility Plan. In addition, 
a 20-foot radius property line return be dedicated at intersection with Burbank 
Boulevard adjoining the tract.  
 

b. That an additional 12-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along De 
Soto Avenue adjoining the public street dedication stated above in accordance 
with Warner Center Specific Plan. 
 

c. That a 2-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Burbank Boulevard adjoining 
the subdivision to complete a 45-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Avenue I Standards of LA Mobility Plan. 
 

d. That an additional 6-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along 
Burbank Boulevard adjoining the public street dedication stated above in 
accordance with Warner Center Specific Plan. 
 

e. That a minimum 64-foot and variable width private street easement be provided as 
shown on the revised tentative map stamp dated March 20, 2020 including 20-
foot radius property easement returns at the intersections with Burbank Boulevard 
and De Soto Avenue all on alignments satisfactory to Valley District Engineering 
Office. The existing private street easement shall be located within the new 
proposed private street easement. In the event any portion of the existing private 
street easement area is outside of the new proposed private street easement area 
then a revised map shall be submitted for approval.  
 

f. That the full width of the proposed private street be dedicated as a sanitary sewer 
easement. 
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g. That the private street easement be part of the adjoining parcels.   
 

h. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant  the necessary easements for ingress, egress 
and public facilities over the private street area upon the sale of the respective lots 
and they will maintain the private street, free and clear of obstructions and in a safe 
condition for vehicular use at all times. 
 

i. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded stating that private street will be 
posted in a manner prescribed in Section 18.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code” Private Street Regulations”. 
 

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

k. That satisfactory arrangements be made with the Valley District B-permit Section 
for abandoning or privatizing the existing    public sewer system within the tract 
property. In the event that the above system is to be abandoned then        
abandonment shall be completed prior to the recordation of the final map. 
 

l. That in the event that satisfactory arrangements have been made with the valley 
District Engineering District regarding the abandonment and or privatizing of the 
existing sewer system then the existing public sewer easement within the tract 
area be permitted to be merged with the remainder of the tract map pursuant to 
Section 66499.20.2 of the State Government Code, and in addition, the following 
conditions be executed by the applicant and administered by the City Engineer: 

 
i. That consents to easements being merged and waivers of any damages 

that may accrue as a result of such mergers be obtained from all property 
owners who might have certain rights in the area being merged. 
 

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

 
m. That all existing public sewer and drainage easements not being merged including 

any public drainage easement for LA County be shown on the final map. 
 

n. That the subdivider make a request to the Valley District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 
 

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

 
i. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans 

for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering.  
 

Gina Thornburg
Highlight
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ii. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by 
the construction of the following: 
 

1. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk 
and landscaping of the parkway.  
 

2. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
56-foot half roadway. 
 

3. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements.   
 

4. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 
 

iii. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 
 

iv. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 
by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and construction of the 
new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping 
of the parkway, including any necessary removal and reconstruction of 
existing improvement. 
 

v. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 
following: 
 

1. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete    minimum 6-
foot wide sidewalks. 
 

2. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street 
roadways as approved under P-30435.  

 
Note: The existing Private Street was constructed under P-30435 therefore 

proposed improvements shall be in addition to the existing 
improvements per approved plans including the wider roadways at the 
entrances. Any changes to the private street easement width and 
alignment from the original private street approved under P-30435, and 
then a revised map shall be submitted for review and approval 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

 
p. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house connections 

satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 
 

q. Street Trees. The Project shall preserve to the greatest extent possible all 
existing Street Trees if the curb is not being relocated. As necessary, the Project 
shall install tree wells with root barriers and plant street trees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer and the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services. 
Pursuant to the Specific Plan Section 6.2.6.2.8 and Appendix F, Section 3, 
Guideline A.7, new street trees shall be of the species indicated on Figures 1 
and 3 in the Specific Plan. Prior to the issuance of a permit for the Project, 
satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Urban Forestry Division of the 
Bureau of Street Services for the construction of tree wells and planting of street 
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trees along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard to meet Specific Plan 
standards.  The Project shall plant a row of a minimum of 30 Gingko biloba 
(Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone Pine) within the parkway along De 
Soto Avenue, in compliance with the street tree requirements in Figure 3 of the 
Specific Plan. The Project shall plant a row of a minimum of 26 Ulmus parvifolia 
‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) within the parkway along Burbank Boulevard, in compliance 
with the street tree requirements in Figure 1 of the Specific Plan. Species of 
street trees along the private street Warner Center Lane shall be decided upon 
by the Urban Forestry Division. Note: if existing, healthy street trees are to be 
removed, per Appendix F, Section 7, Guideline 6, they shall be relocated in the 
following locations in order of preference: nearby streets, public open space on-
site and or other private project sites. All trees should be planted within the 
boundaries of the Plan, if feasible. (BSS/DCP)   

 
1. Replacement. 28 street trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 2:1. 

Replacement trees on De Soto Avenue, Warner Center Lane and Burbank 
Boulevard are to be taken from Figures 3, 11, and 1 respectively of the 
Specific Plan. The street tree replacement selection is subject to further 
review and approval from the Division of Urban Forestry, which may 
supersede this condition. A copy of the Tree Removal Permit from the 
Division of Urban Forestry shall be submitted to the subject case file prior to 
final signoff. Final landscape plans shall show these required replacement 
trees. 
 

2. Non-Protected Trees. Prior to issuance of any permit, a plot plan shall be 
prepared indicating the location, size, type, and general condition of all 
existing trees on the site and within the adjacent public right(s)-of-way. 
Should the applicant need the removal or planting of any tree in the public 
right-of-way, approval is required from the Board of Public Works. Contact 
Urban Forestry Division at: 213-847-3077. All trees in the public right-of-way 
shall be provided per the current standards of the Urban Forestry Division, 
Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works. 

 
3. Bonding (Tree Survival). The applicant shall post a cash bond or other 

assurances acceptable to the Bureau of Engineering in consultation with the 
Urban Forestry Division and the decision maker guaranteeing the survival 
of trees required to be maintained, replaced, or relocated in such a fashion 
as to assure the existence of continuously living trees for a minimum of three 
years from the date that the bond is posted or from the date such trees are 
replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of ownership shall 
require that the new owner post a new protected tree bond to the satisfaction 
of the Bureau of Engineering. Subsequently, the original owner’s protected 
tree bond may be exonerated. 

 
4. The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its procedural 

guide in satisfaction of said bond requirements and processing. Prior to 
exoneration of the bond, the owner of the property shall provide evidence 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and Urban Forestry Division that the 
protected trees were properly replaced, the date of the replacement and the 
survival of the replacement trees for a period of three years. 
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r. That the following improvements are either constructed prior to recordation of 
the final map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed: 
 

i. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans 
for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable easements 
may be required satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering. 
 

ii. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by 
the construction of the following: 
 

1. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk 
and landscaping of the parkway. 
 

2. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
56-foot half roadway. 
 

3. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements.   
 

4. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 
 

iii. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 
 

iv. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 
by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and construction of the 
new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping 
of the parkway, including any necessary removal and reconstruction of 
existing improvement. 
 

v. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the following: 
 

1. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-
foot wide sidewalks. 
 

2. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street roadways 
as approved under P-30435.  
 

3. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 
connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 

 
s. Additional Requirements. The Department of Transportation may have 

additional requirements for dedication and improvements. See BOE Report, 
dated September 29, 2019, for additional instructions regarding other 
improvements requested. (DOT)  
 

11. Activity Nodes and Active Street Frontages.    
 

a. The Project shall include an Activity Node at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard 
and Warner Center Lane, as proposed by the applicant.  
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b. The Project shall provide an Active Street Frontage along Burbank Boulevard from 

the western property line to the Activity Node at Burbank Boulevard and Warner 
Center Lane, as proposed by the applicant.  

 
c. Uses in these designated areas shall be limited to Non-Residential uses to a depth 

of 25 feet from the building frontage along the street, a minimum of 15 feet in floor-
to-floor height as measured from the ground, and at least 75 percent of the building 
facade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from the ground floor shall 
be devoted to transparent windows and/or doors.  Dark tinted reflective or opaque 
glazing shall not be counted towards the minimum percentage.   

 
d. The project shall locate in a portion of the ground floor along the street wall retail 

space with frontage not more than 60 feet from the back of the sidewalk, and visible 
from the sidewalk.   

 
e. The project shall have a primary entrance for the building located on a public street 

that is connected and visible from the street.  
 

12. Front Setbacks.  The project shall have a front setback on De Soto Avenue, Burbank 
Boulevard, the private street Warner Center Lane, and the private driveway labeled 
Adler Drive on “Exhibit A” of not less than 12 feet and no more than 15 feet each. The 
parts of the Project with frontage not along those streets or driveway shall have a 
maximum setback of 20 feet.  
 

13. New Street Extension of Variel Avenue between Califa Street and Burbank 
Boulevard. The Project shall include a new private driveway at the west end of the 
Project, labeled “Exhibit A” that will not be a new street per VTT-74891 and this 
entitlement.  

 
14. Incentivized Uses and Bonuses. Pursuant to Specific Plan Section 6.2.1, the following 

Incentivized Uses are approved as conditioned: 
 

a. Local-Serving Retail. Per Section 6.2.1.1.3 of the Specific Plan, the Project shall 
have a minimum of five (5) or more Local-Serving Retail businesses, all of which 
are located on the first floor and shall comply with the regulations set forth in the 
Specific Plan. Businesses that qualify as local serving as defined in Section 4 of 
the Specific Plan shall not exceed 5,000 square feet of floor area individually. Any 
proposed uses must be approved by the Director as part of the substantial 
conformance review for each phase of the Project.  
 

i. The Project shall have Local-Serving Retail spaces each individually not 
exceeding 5,000 square feet in the following locations: Building 1 (two 
locations, Phase 1), Building 2 (Phase 2), Building 4 (4 locations, Phase 
8), Building 4a (Phase 8), Building 5 (two locations, Phase 5), Building 7 
(Phase 7), Building 8 (three spaces, Phase 3), and Building 9 (Phase 3).  

 
b. Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). Per Section 6.2.1.1.5 of the Specific 

Plan, the Project shall provide a minimum of fifty percent (50%) more than the size 
that is required by Section 6.2.2 of the Specific Plan. As the Project is adding a 
New Street, per Section 6.2.2.3.2 of the Specific Plan, the Project shall be credited 
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50% of the PAOS requirements before calculating the amount needed to qualify 
for the Incentivized Use bonus. As such, the Project shall provide a minimum of 
11% of the total site’s net area after dedications as PAOS (lot area after 
dedications x 15% x 50% credit of total required for new street x 150% increase 
for Incentivized Use Bonus). 
 

i. The Project is required to provide 117,260 square feet of PAOS based on 
a lot area of 1,042,301 square feet. The Project provides 231,445 square 
feet of PAOS. Any amount of additional PAOS above the required cannot 
be used for additional bonuses than the ones given in this Condition.  

 
c. Per Section 6.2.1.3 of the Specific Plan, all Incentivized Uses shall: 

 
i. Be accessible to the general public during regular business hours. 

 
ii. Establish business hours, which provide at least 40 hours of operation per 

week. 
 

iii. If an Incentivized Use has been discontinued, replace the discontinued use 
with another Incentivized Use of similar scale and scope.  

 
d. Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.3 of the Specific Plan, Incentivized Uses associated with 

the Project shall be provided on the same lot(s) as the Project. The owner(s) of the 
lot or lots where the Incentivized Uses are located shall prepare and execute a 
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for the Project 
and all successors to comply with the requirements and conditions of the Director’s 
approval. The Covenant and Agreement shall be recorded against all lots subject 
to the Incentivized Use. A copy of the Covenant and Agreement shall be submitted 
to the case file prior to final signoff for Phase 1 and kept with the file for this case. 
 

e. Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.2.3, the following development bonus is conditionally 
approved: 

 
i. The Project is conditionally approved for two (2) Incentivized Uses Bonuses 

for Residential Development in the Commerce District to be applied at the 
time of the building permit application based on the proposed incentivized 
use(s) and size. The Project shall ascend the Graduated FAR Table use 
mix by two levels from 65%/35% Non-Residential / Residential floor area 
mix to 60%/50% Non-Residential / Residential floor area mix.  
 

ii. Should the applicant, or its successor, request a different but not additional 
Development Bonus at a later time, such bonus shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Director as part of the substantial conformance review of 
each phase of the Project. As part of the review, the director may require 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA to ensure any different 
development bonus will not result in any new impacts or exacerbate 
previously identified significant and unavoidable impacts e.g. additional 
FAR bonus. Any changes to incentivized uses shall require the owner(s) of 
the lot or lots where the he Incentivized Use(s) are located to prepare and 
execute an updated Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department 
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General Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning 
Department binding the land for the Project and all successors to comply 
with the requirements and conditions of the Director’s approval. The 
Covenant and Agreement shall be recorded against all lots subject to the 
Incentivized Use. A copy of the Covenant and Agreement shall be 
submitted to the case file prior to final signoff for the first phase for which it 
is being applied toward and kept with the file for this case.  
 

iii. The Project shall not be allowed additional Incentivized Uses Bonuses 
above or beyond the ones stated in this Condition of Approval. The Project 
shall be allowed to substitute a Development Bonus as stated in the 
immediately preceding paragraph.  

 
15. Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  In accordance with WC 2035 Plan Section 

6.2.2.3.2, a Project that includes the creation of a New Street shall be credited 50% of 
such Project’s PAOS requirements, provided that all of those requirements established 
in Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7, inclusive, are satisfied.  As such, the Project shall 
provide a minimum of 78,173 square feet of PAOS. Nevertheless, as an Incentivized 
Use to be entitled to a development bonus to ascend the Graduated FAR Table use mix, 
the Project has requested to provide 50% more than the minimum 78,173 square feet 
of PAOS required, or at least 117,260 square feet of PAOS. Requirements for PAOS 
shall be as follows:  
 

a. adjacent to or interrupted by the public right-of-way, but otherwise contiguous;  
 

b. integrated into the overall design of the Project;  
 

c. integrated with neighboring buildings or structures and any existing, or approved, 
PAOS, if applicable;  

 
d. maintained in good condition;   

 
e. open to the public from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., seven days a week. There shall 

be at least four (4) signs stating the hours of operation of the PAOS, including in 
the focal point(s).  PAOS identification signage shall indicate that the PAOS is 
available for use by the public from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m., seven days a week. 
Supporting documentation of signage and placement shall be submitted to the 
subject case file prior to final signoff and to be kept with the file for this case. This 
identification signage shall not be counted against a Project's signage limitation;  

 
f. containing a minimum of 105,534 square feet of PAOS that is open to the sky, 

excluding shade structures and other features or elements that are not calculated 
as Floor Area;   

 
g. containing a minimum of 50 percent of PAOS that is landscaped (58,630 square 

feet);  
 

h. containing a minimum of 235 seats in the PAOS that is a ratio of no less than one 
(1) seat per 500 square feet of the provided PAOS. Seating shall include but not 
be limited to chairs, benches, and planters. Seating shall be permanent or 
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moveable. For benches, two (2) linear feet of bench or seat-wall shall equal one 
(1) seat;  

 
i. seating placed with consideration to noontime sun and shade;   

 
j. including of nine (9) focal points or gathering space of at least 500 square feet, as 

agreed upon by the applicant;  
 

k. inclusive of required setbacks along a public way;   
 

l. excludes the following uses: surface parking areas, open storage areas, private 
open space areas not accessible to the general public, swimming pools and spas 
unless open to the general public, loading docks and parking, driveway 
entrance/exit areas, sidewalks and parkways in the public right-of-way as of the 
date of the adoption of the Plan, and detached utility areas/pads; and  

 
m. includes a mix of passive and active recreational facilities designed to serve 

residents, employees, and visitors to Warner Center. PAOS shall include   
amenities for all ages such as one or more tot lots, community gardens, or other 
physical activity facilities to integrate shared spaces designed for gathering year-
round.  

 
n. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall prepare and 

execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for the 
Project and all successors. It shall include a detailed, dimensioned site plan and 
landscape plan demonstrating the required and provided PAOS areas and a 
comprehensive summary table showing compliance with the regulations contained 
in the applicable PAOS conditions herein. It should include information regarding 
the ongoing maintenance and operation of the open space areas and on-going 
public access through easement. A copy of the Covenant and Agreement shall be 
submitted to the case file prior to final signoff and kept with the file for this case.  

 

16. Park Fees and Land Dedication. As applicable, the applicant shall provide 

documentation that LAMC Section 12.33 Park Fees and Land Dedication requirements 

were satisfactorily arranged with the Department of Recreation and Parks.  

 

Note: Condition 27 of VTT-74891 stipulates that the requirements of LAMC 12.33 be 

fulfilled through the payment of in-lieu fees prior to the recordation of the final map. 

Payment of in-lieu fees may be on a phased-map basis. A suitable arrangement shall 

be made, satisfactory to the Department of Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said 

payment of in-lieu fees. (RAP) 

 
17. New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAP) 

  
a. The Project shall provide a New Street, which shall connect with each public street 

at a minimum of one (1) discrete point and as follows:  
 

i. A minimum 64-foot right-of-way (inclusive of roadway width, paved sidewalk 
width, and parkway width) shall be provided.  
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ii. A maximum roadway width of 36 feet shall be provided.  
  

iii. A minimum paved sidewalk width of six (6) feet on each side of the roadway 
shall be provided.  

  
iv. A minimum parkway width of eight (8) feet on each side of the roadway shall 

be provided from the edge of the sidewalk to the edge of the roadway curb.  
  

v. Any connection to any public street shall be provided subject to review and 
approval of the Director in consultation with the City Engineer (Bureau of 
Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of Transportation.  

  
vi. Access for motorized vehicles and parking shall be permitted.  

  
vii. Pedestrian amenities, including but not limited to benches, information and 

retail kiosks, water features, and trash cans, shall be provided and shall 
occupy a minimum of five (5) percent of the total surface area of each New 
Street.  

  
viii. Lighting shall be provided subject to the approval of the Director in 

consultation with the Bureau of Street Lighting.  
  

ix. Open public access and right of travel shall be provided at all times.  
 

b. The Project shall provide two (2) Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAP), as agreed 
upon by the applicant, as follows:  
  

i.An east/west PAP to connect De Soto Avenue (from the southeast corner of 
the Project Site) to Burbank Boulevard (at the western portion of the Project 
Site).    

  
ii.A north/south PAP between Buildings 5 and 6.  

  
iii.A minimum 20-foot right-of-way shall be provided.  

  
iv.Any connection to any public street shall be provided subject to review and 

approval of the Director in consultation with the City Engineer (Bureau of 
Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of Transportation.  

  
v.Only non-motorized vehicles shall be permitted (except for emergency 

vehicle uses during an emergency).  
  

vi.A minimum 10-foot wide pathway clear of obstructions shall be provided; 
permeable surface treatments may be incorporated.  

  
vii.Lighting shall be provided subject to the approval of the Director in 

consultation with the Bureau of Street lighting.  
  

viii.A minimum of twenty-five percent (25%) of the total square-footage devoted 
for the Pedestrian Adapted Pathways shall be landscaped (with plantings).  
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ix.Open access to the public shall be provided from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m., seven 
days per week, at a minimum.  

 
18. Automobile Parking 

 
a. Residential Parking. For the Project’s Residential use, the Project shall provide 

1,627 Residential spaces, that includes 1,270 standard-sized spaces including one 
(1) full-sized surface-lot space, 181 compact-sized spaces, 136 tandem-sized 
spaces, and no less than 41 accessible spaces. Sizes of spaces to follow the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code requirements. The Project shall not exceed 1,627 
Residential parking spaces total for the development. These spaces shall be counted 
separately from Non-Residential spaces.  
 
Phase 5, Building 5 shall have 42 Residential Guest Parking garage spaces inclusive 
of the total number of spaces permitted for Residential Use. Prior to final signoff, the 
applicant shall provide revised plans that demonstrate that the Guest Parking spaces 
will be clearly marked and reserved for guest parking only. The Guest Parking spaces 
shall not be used for accessory commercial uses or delivery uses.  

 
b. Non-Residential Parking. For the Project’s Non-Residential use, the Project shall 

provide a minimum of 3921 Non-Residential spaces that includes a minimum of 3430 
spaces designated for Office use, a minimum of 308 spaces designated for 
Commercial use, exactly 183 spaces designated for Hotel use, and a minimum of 152 
spaces as designated accessible spaces. The spaces shall also be per size a 
minimum of the following quantities unless noted: 3,170 standard-sized garage 
spaces, 477 compact-sized garage spaces, zero (0) tandem sized garage spaces, a 
minimum of 151 accessible garage spaces, 41 standard-sized surface-lot or New 
Street spaces, two (2) compact-sized surface-lot spaces, zero (0) tandem sized 
surface-lot spaces, and a minimum of one (1) accessible surface-lot spaces. Sizes of 
spaces to follow the Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements. The project shall not 
exceed 3,921 Non-Residential spaces total for the development. These spaces shall 
be counted separately from Residential spaces.  
 

c. New Street Parking. The New Street spaces associated with the Non-Residential 
uses shall not be calculated into the Project’s total parking count if the amount of 
spaces being provided equals the maximum amount of parking allowed for the 
Project. 

 
d. Disabled Parking. The accessible spaces associated with the Residential and Non-

Residential uses shall not be calculated into the Project’s total parking count if the 
amount of spaces being provided equals the maximum amount of parking allowed for 
the Project.  

 
e. Setback Parking. The project shall not include surface parking in the front setbacks. 

 
19. Bicycle Parking.  

 
a. Residential. The Project shall provide 87 short-term and 576 long-term bicycle 

parking spaces for Residential use. Prior to final signoff for Phases 1, 2, 4, 5, and 
6 each, the applicant shall submit revised plans for the phase in which they are 
seeking signoff showing facilities for employee showers in association with the 
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bicycle parking. These spaces shall be counted separately from Non-Residential 
spaces. Hotel use bicycle parking spaces are counted in this subsection as they 
considered as part of the Residential Uses in LAMC Section 12.21 A.16 

 
b. Non-Residential. The Project shall provide 177 short-term and 294 long-term 

bicycle parking spaces for Non-Residential that includes. Prior to final signoff for 
each and every phase, the applicant shall submit revised plans for the phase in 
which they are seeking signoff showing facilities for employee and occupant 
showers and personal lockers in association with the bicycle parking. The Non-
Residential bicycle parking spaces shall be counted separately from Residential 
spaces and follow size and design regulations as outlined in the LAMC.  

 
20. Landscape. Prior to signoff, revised landscape plans or proof of compliance shall be 

provided to show: 
 

a. Compliance with the instructions on Form CP-6730 including 
 

i. The name, address, phone number, and email address of the landscape 
professional who prepared the plans; 

 
ii. The notation of existing and replacement street trees;  

 
iii. The dimensions of all open space areas; 

 
iv. All plants proposed keyed to the landscape plan; 

 
v. Height at planting; 

 
vi. Quantity of each proposed plant being planted; 

 
vii. Notes indicating a height of at least 35 feet and the age to maturity 

(maximum of 10 years) for a portion of the trees proposed; 
 

viii. WUCOLS classification for all plants; 
 

b. A minimum of 30% of the required setback areas landscaped; 
 

c. Trees planted at a ratio of every 30 linear feet in the setback area adjacent to the 
parking structures;  

 
d. Climbing vines planted on the façade of the daylighted portions of a structure’s 

parking.  
 

e. The use of shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls of 
daylighted portions of a structure’s parking; 
 

f. shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls throughout the Project 
site and in each phase; 

 
g. At the live-work units, landscaped setbacks with any or all of the following: 

walkways, porches, raised planters and other solid walls up to three (3) feet above 
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sidewalk elevation, and transparent fences up to four (4) feet above sidewalk 
elevation; 

 
h. All planted areas within a Project serviced by automatic irrigation systems and 

conforming to the City’s water conservation requirements as prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect; 

 
i. Use of a high-efficiency “smart” irrigation system, which includes a weather-based 

controller, and, where feasible, in-line drip and bubblers, rather than overhead 
spray.  Where overhead spray is used, heads should have low-precipitation 
nozzles to reduce run-off; 

 
j. Plants identified as California Friendly by the Metropolitan Water District’s Be 

Water Wise program (www.bewaterwise.com) for at least 50 percent of the plant 
materials used. The landscape plan shall incorporate Southern California native 
plant species. Please refer to the Theodore Payne Foundation 
(www.theodorepayne.org) to access their Native Plant Database; 

 
k. 50% of the trees in the non-PAOS open space areas as canopy trees that provide 

shade. Native, drought tolerant, species with a low WUCOLS level are preferred. 
Bamboo and Palm tree varieties shall not be counted toward this requirement;   

 
l. Seating in plazas and courtyards independent of PAOS, indicating amount 

provided; 
 

m. That the Project treats 100 percent of the 85th percentile storm and provide 
detentions capacity to retain a rainfall intensity of 0.5 inches/hour or other Code 
requirement if the latter is more restrictive, to the satisfaction of the Bureau of 
Sanitation. On-site infiltration is the preferred method of treatment. 

 
n. Additionally, the Project shall use permeable paving for at least 75 percent of all 

hardscape areas to the extent allowed by other agencies, and in the PAOS areas 
plant deciduous trees as the most effective means of providing comfortable access 
to sun and shade.   

 
21. Supplemental Urban Design Guidelines. Prior to signoff, revised plans shall be 

provided as follows: 
  
a. Lighting and Security. The applicant shall submit revised elevations that show all 

and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the structure(s), shielded to 
reduce glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from the sky and windows 
of residential units.  
 

b. Landscaping Requirements for Parking Facilities.  
 

i. Surface Parking. Prior to final signoff for each phase, the Project shall submit 
updated landscape plans that show:  

 
1. A minimum of one (1) canopy tree for every four (4) new parking spaces. 

These trees at the time of planting shall each be evergreen shade-
producing trees, in a minimum 24-inch box and, a minimum two (2) inches 



  
DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane Page 25 of 76 

 
 
  

in trunk caliper width, a minimum ten (10) feet in height as measured from 
the ground after it is planted, and expected to be at the point of maturity 
a minimum of 30 feet and maximum of 50 feet in height with a tree canopy 
of 20 to 40 feet in diameter.  

 
2. The required canopy trees distributed throughout the parking area at a 

minimum ratio of one (1) tree within every 10 feet of any parking space. 
The distribution shall not preclude groups or clusters of trees located 
throughout the parking lot.  

 
3. Solar structures in-lieu of the canopy trees at the discretion of the Project 

and the Director of Planning. 
 

ii. Any Portion of a Building Used for Parking. Prior to final signoff for each 
phase, the Project shall submit updated elevations and/or landscape plans 
for the applicable phase that is seeking signoff that show:  
 
1. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures not adjacent to a 

street (public or private) or PAP, a width of at least five (5) feet in the 
landscaped setbacks for areas. 
 

2. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures adjacent to a street 
(public or private) or PAP, landscaping within the setbacks required for 
the Commerce District that includes a berm, hedge, or combination of the 
two, measuring at least 36 inches in height not including openings. 
 

3. Trees planted in the setback area at a ratio of one (1) tree every 30 linear 
feet for the length of the day-lighted portions of parking in structures. 
 

4. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures, the material 
proposed for screening headlight and noise impacts on adjacent 
properties.  

 
5. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures, climbing vines on the 

ground floor façade and any floors thereafter.  
 

c. Utilities.  Prior to final sign off for Phase 1, the Project shall submit revised plans that 
show utility lines within the public right-of-ways placed underground, subject to the 
standards of the Bureau of Street Services. The Project shall also show plans that 
provide on-site all infrastructure that is necessary for the future placement of 
underground utilities off-site, as approved by the Department of Building and Safety.  
(B&S) (BOE) 
 

d. Articulation of Building Facades. Prior to final signoff for each phase, the Project 
shall submit revised plans and/or elevations that show for facades longer than 250 
horizontal feet within 50 feet of required setbacks (excluding parking structures) the 
following: 

 
i. Depth variation measurements that show that 15% of the façade is different 

than the rest on the same elevation.  
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ii. Depth variation to a minimum structural height of 35 feet. 
 

iii. Each depth variation a minimum five (5) horizontal feet in length. 
 

22. LEED Silver. The Project shall be designed to meet the equivalent green standards of 
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) at the Silver Level, in addition 
to the City’s Green Building and any other applicable regulations relating to sustainability 
standards.  (Note: the project is subject to the most current version of LEED at the time 
of the Planning clearance on the building permit).   

 
23. Green Building Ordinance.  Prior to Planning clearance for each phase, the Project 

shall submit evidence that it complies with the City’s Green Building Ordinance No. 
182,849.  (B&S/DCP) 

 
24. Solar Reflectance Index (SRI). Prior to Planning clearance for each phase, an updated 

roof plan shall be submitted showing the slope of the roof as having a maximum slope 
of 2:12, and illustrating the percentage of the roof with an SRI equal to or greater than 
78 for at least 75 percent of the roof area.  (B&S) 

 
25. Design Guidelines. 

 
a. Ground Floor Use. The Project shall include commercial space on the ground 

floor on De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. 
 

b. Neighbor Impacts. Prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised plans 
showing: 

 
i. The location on the exterior of all mechanical equipment including the roof, 

with screens shielding it from public view or placed entirely underground. 
 

ii. The location of the ventilation intakes and exhausts on the exterior located 
more than 20 vertical and horizontal feet from the sidewalk and directing 
air flow away from the public realm. 

 
iii. Metal surfaces on the exterior noted as having a matte finish or other finish 

that minimizes glare or reflection.  
 

iv. Antennas and satellite dishes screened. Cable and satellite services 
should be provided through a single source that serves individual units 
throughout the entire complex through wired connections that are 
contained within building walls. 

 
c. On-Site Trees. The Project proposes to remove 569 on-site trees, 542 of which 

are greater than 4 inches of diameter at breast height. Pursuant to the Specific 
Plan, as replacement for the loss of any on-site trees, replace trees greater than 
10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding 
grade) with native or non-native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate local climate 
tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. Prior to Planning clearance, plans shall be revised to 
illustrate the planting of the 1,084 on-site trees proposed in “Exhibit A”. 
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26. Site Access and Internal Circulation.  Prior to the issuance of any building permit for 
the Project, a site plan shall be submitted to the DOT’s Valley Development Review 
Section (6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 320, Van Nuys, CA) in coordination with Valley 
Project Planning Division of the Department of City Planning for review and approval of 
driveways, loading/unloading areas, parking, and internal circulation.  (DOT) 

 
27. Mobility Fee.  Pursuant to Section 7 and Appendix D of the Specific Plan, the final 

determination to pay a Mobility Fee will be calculated using the Appendix D Mobility Fee 
Table in effect at building permit issuance. In accordance with Section 7.3.2.1, the 
Project is entitled to a credit against the Mobility Fee for the previous use that existed 
on the site on January 1, 2008.  The final Mobility Fee, including these credits, will be 
calculated by DCP after final square footage totals for the Project uses are determined 
through the Plan Check process by Building and Safety.  Based on the Preliminary 
Mobility Fee estimate, it is anticipated that the Project will incur a Mobility Fee of 
approximately $10,579,833.  Adjustments and/or credits may be applied to the Mobility 
Fee estimate, which is pending final review and approval by LADOT. (B&S/DOT) 

 
28. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Options. Prior to the issuance of any 

building, foundation, grading, demolition, change of use or use of land permit for the 
Project, the Applicant and/or property owner(s) shall select one of the two options: 
submittal of a TDM Plan to the City or membership in a Transportation Management 
Organization or similar organization. Depending on the option selected, the Project shall 
be cleared according to the following: 
 

a. Submittal of a Final TDM Plan to the City: Prior to the issuance of any Project 
approval, the Project applicant and/or the property owner(s) (including resident 
associations) of the lot where the Project is located shall submit to DOT an 
application for review and approval of a TDM plan. DOT shall review and approve 
or disprove a TDM plan within 90 days after the date of submittal of a complete 
application. Any plan not approved or disapproved by the end of this 90-day period 
shall be deemed approved. A TDM plan shall include the minimum elements 
outlined in Section 7.8.1.1. OR (DOT)  
 

b. Transportation Management Organization (TMO): Prior to the issuance of any 
building, foundation, grading, demolition, change of use or use of land permit for 
the Project, the Applicant shall join a Transportation Management Organization 
(TMO) or an equivalent organization. Proof of membership in good standing shall 
be required at the time of building permit clearance. A member in good standing 
shall include minimum specifications outlined in Section 7.8.1.2, which implement 
the TMO's overall TDM goals and objectives. (DOT) 
 

29. Warner Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee.  Pursuant to Section 9 of the 
Specific Plan, if the valuation of the Project’s building permit for any land use is $500,000 
or more, the applicant shall be assessed a Warner Center Cultural Amenities 
Development Fee at the same rate as the Citywide Arts Development Fee. In regards 
to this Project, LAMC Section 91.107.4.6 sets the fee for Office at $1.57 per square foot 
resulting in an estimated amount of $1,790,971.22 for 1,140,746 square feet; Retail 
Projects at $1.31 per square foot resulting in an estimated amount of $112,063.95 for 
85,545 square feet, and Hotels at $0.52 per square foot resulting in an estimated amount 
of $79,595.88 for 153,069 square feet. The estimated total is $1,982,631.05. All fees 
collected from the Applicant shall be conveyed by the Department of Building and Safety 
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to the Treasurer for deposit into the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Trust Fund (Fund 
577), pursuant to Ordinance No. 184,838, which is to be administered by the Warner 
Center Cultural Amenities Committee per Section 9.5.  A record of such conveyance 
shall be provided by the applicant to the Department of City Planning following the 
issuance of building permit(s) and the payment of the fee.  (B&S/DCP) 

 
Environmental Conditions (Addition or New Construction) 
 

AES-1: All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 
recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and 
maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic 
irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the 
satisfaction of the decision maker. 

AES-2:  Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe 
and sanitary condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, 
rubbish, garbage, trash, overgrown vegetation or other similar material, 
pursuant to LAMC Section 91.8104. 

AES-3:  The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when such 
graffiti is visible from a public street or alley, pursuant to LAMC Section 
91.8104.15. 

AES-4:  Multiple temporary signs in the store windows and along the building walls 
are not permitted. 

AES-7:  All signs shall meet the following criteria: 

a)  The building and ground area around signs shall be properly 
maintained at all times. All unused mounting structures, hardware 
and wall perforations from any previous sign shall be removed and 
building surfaces shall be restored to their original condition. 

b)  All signage copy shall be properly maintained and kept free from 
damaged sign material and other unsightly conditions, including 
graffiti. 

c)  Any sign structure shall be at all times kept in good repair and 
maintained in a safe and sound condition and in conformance with 
all applicable codes. 

d)  Razor wire, barbed wire, concertina wire or other barriers 
preventing unauthorized access to any sign, if any, shall be hidden 
from public view. 

e)  The signage copy must be repaired or replaced immediately upon 
tearing, ripping, or peeling or when marred or damaged by graffiti. 

f)  No access platform, ladder, or other service appurtenance, visible 
from the sidewalk, street or public right-of-way, shall be installed or 
attached to any sign structure. 

g)  Existing signs that are no longer serving the current tenants, 
including support structures, shall be removed and the building 
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facades originally covered by the signs shall be repaired/resurfaced 
with materials and colors that are compatible with the facades. 

AES-8:  The material, construction, mounting, and adhesive methods of all 
proposed signage shall be subject to the approval of the Fire Department 
and the Department of Building and Safety. 

AES-9:  All lighting related to construction activities shall be shielded or directed to 
restrict any direct illumination onto property located outside of the 
construction area boundaries that is improved with light-sensitive uses. 

AES-10:  Exterior lighting shall incorporate fixtures and light sources that focus light 
onto project sites to minimize light trespass. 

AES-11:  Lighting of individual phases of the Project shall comply with LAMC Section 
93.0117.  As such, lighting shall not cause more than two footcandles of 
lighting intensity or direct glare from the light source at any residential 
property. 

AES-12:  All buildings, parking structures, and signage shall be prohibited from the 
using highly reflective building materials such as mirrored glass in exterior 
façades.  Examples of commonly used non-reflective building materials 
include cement, plaster, concrete, metal, and non-mirrored glass, and 
would likely include additional materials as technology advances in the 
future. 

AES-13:  Buildings shall not include large areas of reflective surfaces that could 
reflect light from signage into surrounding areas. No high brightness special 
effects lighting with brightness levels that shall exceed the lighting levels of 
permitted signage would be allowed. Buildings, signage or thematic 
elements shall not incorporate reflective building materials or provide a 
source of auto headlight-related glare in proximity to glare sensitive uses. 

AES-14:  Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential uses. 

AES-15:  The exteriors of buildings shall be constructed of materials such as high 
performance tinted non-reflective glass and/or pre-cast concrete or 
fabricated wall surfaces. 

AES-16:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for signage displays for each phase 
of the Project, a lighting design expert shall develop plans and 
specifications for the proposed lighting displays, to identify maximum 
luminance levels for the displays.  The City and lighting expert shall review 
and monitor the installation and testing of the displays, in order to insure 
compliance with all City lighting regulations and these mitigation measures. 

AES-17:  The Applicant (and successor) and/or its lighting design expert shall 
implement the following protocol to determine compliance with all City 
lighting regulations and these mitigation measures no later than 6 months 
after certificate of occupancy: 
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a)  A representative testing site shall be established on or next to those 
light sensitive receptors that have the greatest exposure to signage 
lighting on each facades of a development. 

b)  A light meter mounted to a tripod at eye level, facing project 
buildings, should be calibrated and measurements should be taken 
to determine ambient light levels with the sign on. 

c)  An opaque object (a board) should be used to block out the view of 
the sign from the light meter, at a distance of at least 4 feet away 
from the tripod and blocking the light meter’s view of the building.  
A reading should be taken to determine the ambient light levels with 
the sign off. 

d)  The difference between the two would be the amount of light the 
sign casts onto the sensitive receptor. 

e)  An alternate acceptable method to measure light levels would be to 
use the same tripod and same light meter, but to turn on and off the 
signage.  This method takes more coordination, but is more 
accurate. 

AES-27  The Applicant (or successors as appropriate) shall submit a conceptual 
signage and lighting design plan to the Department of City Planning to 
establish lighting standards and guidelines. 

AQ-1:   The Project shall use soil binders on soils exposed for extended periods of 
time (more than two weeks) to reduce fugitive dust. In addition, the Project 
shall include the following measures as applicable and feasible for each 
phase of the Project: 

1) Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all 
phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 

1) Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment, on-and off-site.   

2) Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive 
receptor areas. 

3) Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison 
concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues 
related to PM10 generation. 

4) Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure that all 
vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 

5) Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that 
required under AQMD Rule 1113. 

6) Construct or build with materials that do not require painting.  

7) Require the use of pre-painted construction materials.  
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8) Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material 
delivery trucks and soil import/export). 

9) During project construction, all internal combustion 
engines/construction equipment operating on the project site shall 
meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions standards, or higher, according 
to the following: 

• All off road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 
50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available.  
In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with 
BACT devices certified by CARB.  Any emissions control device 
used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that 
are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel 
emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined 
by CARB regulations. 

• A copy of each unit's certified tier specification, BACT 
documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall 
be provided at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of 
equipment.  

• Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD "SOON" 
funds.  Incentives could be provided for those construction 
contractors who apply for AQMD "SOON" funds.  The "SOON" 
program provides funds to accelerate cleanup of off-road diesel 
vehicles, such as heavy-duty construction equipment.  More 
information on this program can be found at the following 
website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/programs/business/business-
detail?title=off-road-diesel-engines. 

10) Other measures as applicable that may be recommended by 
SCAQMD on their web site or elsewhere: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies. 

AQ-2:   The Applicant shall ensure that ground cover be reestablished on 
construction sites through seeding and watering on completion of 
construction (or if sites are to remain undeveloped for more than a year) 
for each phase of the Project.  

AQ-3:   The Applicant shall ensure that trucks leaving construction sites be washed 
to reduce track-out dirt and dust.  

AQ-4:   The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to construction 
personnel.  

AQ-5:   The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize interference 
with traffic lanes.  
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AQ-6:   The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the vicinity 
of each construction site.  

AQ-7:   The Applicant and City Departments shall require the use of flag people 
during construction to guide traffic properly.  

AQ-8:   The Applicant shall ensure that construction activities that could affect 
roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods.  

AQ-9:   Project construction personnel (as well as City construction personnel 
associated with construction of roadway and other infrastructure) shall 
ensure that that construction vehicles avoid, to the extent feasible, travel 
on streets immediately adjacent to Canoga Park High School, Woodland 
Hills Academy Middle School and Hart Elementary School throughout the 
construction phase for each phase of the Project to reduce potentially 
significant project specific and cumulative construction-related air quality 
impacts. The Applicant shall ensure that haul routes are designed to 
comply with this measure.  

AQ-10:   Each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School shall be subject to a construction fee that provides 
for funding for the replacement of air filters at the beginning and at the 
conclusion of construction in any air conditioning units at the affected 
school site.  

AQ-11:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall provide advance notification 
of the Project's anticipated general construction schedule and a specific 
schedule for site grading and preparation activities, and shall allow the 
affected school 15 days to review and comment on the schedule. In 
addition, any such project phase shall be required to provide personnel on 
a daily basis to wash the playground, lunch areas, and seating areas at the 
affected school site during active grading and earth moving phases of the 
construction, as coordinated with the appropriate school administrative 
staff.  

AQ-12:  For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall, as a condition of the Project 
Permit Compliance Review, execute a covenant to implement feasible 
mitigation measures, including all measures identified above.  

AQ-13:   For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall contribute a fair share to the 
Warner Center Air Quality Trust Fund by paying the Construction Air 
Quality Impact Assessment (CAQIA) fee prior to the issuance of any 
building, demolition, grading or foundation permit. The CAQIA Fee shall be 
$0.10 per square foot of proposed surface area disturbed or greater as may 
be identified in a subsequent fair share study.  

AQ-22:   All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 
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BIO-1:  The development of the Project shall avoid disturbance of any nests 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: If construction activities (i.e., 
removal of trees or shrubs) are scheduled to occur during the non-breeding 
season (September 1 through January 31), no mitigation is required. If 
construction activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding season 
(February 1 through August 31), the project proponent will implement the 
following measures to avoid potential adverse effects on birds covered by 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 

• No more than two weeks prior to construction, a qualified wildlife 
biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys of all potential nesting 
habitat within 500 feet of construction activities where access is 
available. 

• If active nests are found during preconstruction surveys, the project 
proponent will create a no disturbance buffer (acceptable in size to the 
CDFG) around active raptor nests and nests of other special-status 
birds during the breeding season, or until it is determined that all young 
have fledged. Typical buffers include 500 feet for raptors and 250 feet 
for other nesting birds. The size of these buffer zones and types of 
construction activities restricted in these areas may be further modified 
during coordination and in consultation with the CDFG and will be 
based on existing noise and human disturbance levels at the project 
site. Nests initiated during construction are presumed to be unaffected, 
and no buffer would be necessary. However, the "take" (mortality, 
severe disturbance to, etc.) of any individual birds will be prohibited. 

• If preconstruction surveys indicate that nests are inactive or potential 
habitat is unoccupied during the construction period, no further 
mitigation is required. Trees and shrubs within the construction footprint 
that have been determined to be unoccupied by birds covered by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act or that are located outside the no-disturbance 
buffer for active nests may be removed. 

BIO-2:  Replacement for the loss of any protected trees shall be required in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance: Replace all 
on-site trees to ensure continuation of the urban forest. Replace all non-
native trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast 
height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-
invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For 
native species, source materials should be from seeds or cuttings gathered 
within coastal southern California to ensure local provenance.  

CUL-3:  Archaeological monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, of grading of 
subsurface materials not previously disturbed, shall be undertaken. If 
buried cultural resources are discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if 
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures. If during cultural 
resources monitoring the qualified archaeologist determines that the 
sediments being excavated are previously disturbed or unlikely to contain 
significant cultural materials, the qualified archaeologist can specify that 
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monitoring be reduced or eliminated will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are implemented. 

CUL-4:  If cultural resources are discovered during construction activities, the 
Project’s construction contractor will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are Implemented. 

[The end of the sentence was inadvertently omitted in Mitigation Measure 
WC-CUL-4 in the Specific Plan FEIR, so the remainder of that sentence 
below was completed with text from the equivalent Specifc Plan DEIR 
mitigation measure (Specific Plan DEIR, p. 4.4-13, Specific Plan FEIR, p. 
V-13).] 

CUL-5:  If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during ground-
disturbing activities on the Project Site, the Project will comply with State 
laws relating to the disposition of Native American burials that fall within the 
jurisdiction of the California Native American Heritage Commission (Public 
Resources Code Section 5097). According to California Health and Safety 
Code, six or more human burials at one location constitute a cemetery 
(Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony 
(Section 7052). Section 7050.5 requires that excavation be stopped in the 
vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine 
whether the remains are those of a Native American. If the remains are 
determined to be Native American, the coroner must contact the California 
Native American Heritage Commission to determine the most likely 
descendent(s). The most likely descendent shall determine the most 
appropriate means of treating the human remains and any associated 
grave artifacts, and shall oversee disposition of the human remains and 
associated artifacts by the project archaeologists. 

CUL-6:  A qualified paleontological monitor shall monitor excavation activities below 
previously disturbed materials for the Project on the Project Site. The 
qualified paleontological monitor shall retain the option to reduce 
monitoring with respect to any project phase if, in his/her professional 
opinion, potentially fossiliferous units, are not found to be present or, if 
present, are determined by qualified paleontological personnel to have low 
potential to contain fossil resources. 

GEO-1:  The Applicant is required to prepare detailed geotechnical investigations 
that address site-specific geologic constraints of the site including soil 
conditions (including liquefaction and expansive soils) and stability.  The 
study shall include recommendations related to erosion control and other 
site-specific conditions including seismicity for construction of individual 
projects. 

GEO-2:  The Project shall be constructed in compliance with the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and California Building Code and other applicable 
regulations. 

GEO-3:  Unless otherwise specified by the City, for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall demonstrate compliance with specific recommendations for 
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grading, foundation design, retaining wall design, temporary excavations, 
slabs on grade, site drainage, asphalt concrete pavement and interlocking 
pavers, design review, construction monitoring and geotechnical testing as 
identified in a site-specific geotechnical study, to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety, as conditions to issuance of any 
grading and building permits with respect to such phase. 

GEO-4:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with the following 
Department of Building and Safety requirements (if not already covered by 
mitigation measure GEO-3), prior to issuance of a grading permit for such 
phase of the Project: 

• Prior to the issuance of a grading permit by the Department of Building 
and Safety for each phase of the Project, the consulting geologist and 
soils engineer for the Project shall review and approve project grading 
plans with respect to such phase. This approval shall be conferred by 
signature on the plans which clearly indicate the geologist and/or soils 
engineer have reviewed the plans prepared by the design engineer and 
that the plans include the recommendations contained in the report. 

• Prior to the commencement of grading activities for each phase of the 
Project, a qualified geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist 
shall be employed with respect to such phase for the purpose of 
observing earthwork procedures and testing fills for conformance to the 
recommendations of the City Engineer, approved grading plans, 
applicable grading codes, and the geotechnical report approved to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

• During construction of each phase of the Project, all grading shall be 
carefully observed, mapped and tested by the project engineer.  All 
grading shall be performed under the supervision of a licensed 
engineering geologist and/or soils engineer in accordance with 
applicable provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and California 
Building Code and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

• Any recommendations prepared by the consulting geologist and/or 
soils engineer for each phase of the Project for correction of geologic 
hazards, if any, encountered during grading shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety for approval prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the applicable phase of the Project. 

• Grading and excavation activities shall be undertaken in compliance 
with all relevant requirements of the California Division of Industrial 
safety, the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 and the 
Construction Safety Act. 

GEO-5:  The Project shall conform to applicable criteria set forth in the 
Recommended Lateral Force Requirements and Commentary by the 
Structural Engineers Association of California. 

GEO-6:  Each phase of the Project shall be designed to conform to the City of Los 
Angeles Seismic Safety Plan and additional seismic safety requirements 
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not encompassed by compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code and 
California Building Code and Grading Ordinance as may be identified by 
the Department of Building and Safety prior to Plan Check approval on 
each building. 

GEO-7:  The structural design of each project building shall comply with the seismic 
standards of the most recent applicable California Building Code according 
to the seismic zone and construction type. 

GEO-8: For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall ensure that during 
inclement periods of the year, when rain is threatening (between November 
1 and April 15 per the Los Angeles Building Code, Sec. 7002.), an erosion 
control plan that identifies BMPs shall be implemented on the Project Site 
to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety to minimize 
potential erosion during construction.  The erosion control plan shall be a 
condition to issuance of any grading permit for the applicable phase of the 
Project. 

GEO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that appropriate erosion control and drainage 
devices are incorporated to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 
and Safety.  Such measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-
channels, and inlet and outlet structures. 

GEO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that if temporary excavation slopes are to be 
maintained during the rainy season, all drainage shall be directed away 
from the top of the slope. No water shall be allowed to flow uncontrolled 
over the face of any temporary or permanent slope. 

GEO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that provisions are made for adequate surface 
drainage away from areas of excavation, as well as protection of excavated 
areas from flooding, on the Project Site. The grading contractor shall 
control surface water and the transportation of silt and sediment. 

GEO-12:  For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, 
including preparation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP). 
As part of the SWPPP for each phase of the Project, Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) would be identified for construction to reduce soil erosion 
and pollutant levels to the maximum extent possible. 

AQ-4:   The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to construction 
personnel.  

AQ-5:   The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize interference 
with traffic lanes.  

AQ-6:   The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the vicinity 
of construction sites.  

AQ-7:   The Applicant shall use flag people during construction to guide traffic 
properly.  
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AQ-8:   The Applicant shall require that construction activities that could affect 
roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods.  

AQ-22:   All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 

U-4:  The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 

includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 

waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 

• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less and 

self-closing 

• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 

• Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

• High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

• High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

• Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to point(s) of 

use, as feasible 

• Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

• Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 

concentration 

• Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

• Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses (irrigation, 

cooling towers, sanitary) 

• Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps or ice 

machines) 

• Irrigation shall include: 

− Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 

− Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped areas) 

− Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

− Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

− Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 

− Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 

tolerant plant materials 
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− Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff. 

U-5:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify feasible and 
reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, including, but not 
limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for landscaping (should 
reclaimed water become available in Warner Center), drip irrigation, re-
circulating hot water systems, water conserving landscape techniques 
(such as mulching, installation of drip irrigation systems, landscape design 
to group plants of similar water demand, soil moisture sensors, automatic 
irrigation systems, clustered landscaped areas to maximize the efficiency 
of the irrigation system), water conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures 
and appliances, thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths and 
showers, and insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC 
requirements. 

U-6:  The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose watering 
of driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains to 
use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 

U-7:  The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions.  

U-8:  The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be installed 
to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the evening to 
reduce water losses from evaporation.  Sprinklers shall be reset to water 
less often in cooler months and during the rainfall season, so that water is 
not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-14:  During the design process for each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall 
consult with the Department of Water and Power, Energy Services 
Subsection and the Southern California Gas Company, the Commercial, 
Industrial or Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

HAZ-3:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall ensure that no hazardous materials 
are transported along Topanga Canyon Boulevard or Burbank Boulevard 
or within one-quarter mile of a school. 

HAZ-4:  The Applicant and/or contractor shall coordinate in advance of construction 
with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and Fire 
Department to ensure that road closures (temporary or permanent) are 
identified and that alternate access and evacuation routes are determined 
in the event of an emergency and/or natural disaster. 

HAZ-5:  Each construction site and/or permanent facility storing hazardous 
materials shall comply with applicable regulations regarding storage, 
transport and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. 
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HYDRO-1:  The Applicant shall comply with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
Ordinance. Construction contractors for the Project shall be required to 
control erosion and runoff as necessary through the use of site appropriate 
grading practices. Specifically, the construction contractor shall plan for 
and implement Best Management Practice (BMP) during each phase of 
construction to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works, Bureau 
of Engineering, Stormwater Management Division City of Los Angeles, 
and/or other designated responsible agencies/departments. (LID 
measures also require review and approval of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-2:  The Applicant shall ensure that structural design of the Project will be 
modified when possible to avoid the need for a permanent dewatering 
system. When a permanent dewatering system is necessary, one or more 
of the following measures as per the Department of Building and Safety 
shall be followed: 

• Pumping water to a beneficial use on site (landscaping, decorative 
fountains or lakes, toilet flushing, cooling towers); or 

• Returning water to the groundwater basin by an injection well. 

HYDRO-3:  The Applicant shall provide sufficient area so that runoff can be collected 
in roadside vegetated swales, as appropriate and directed to existing curb 
and gutter or storm drains. In other areas, runoff shall be collected in gutters 
and directed to the storm drain systems. Swale design shall be coordinated 
with on-site hazardous materials issues as necessary. 

HYDRO-4:  The Applicant shall comply with applicable NPDES permit requirements, 
including preparation and implementation of a Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for each phase of the Project in accordance with 
the Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water permit.  The SUSMP shall identify 
post development peak runoff, conserve natural areas, minimize 
stormwater pollutants, protect slopes and channels, and post construction 
Best Management Practices (BMP) and other items as required by the 
permit.  (SUSMP measures require review and approval of the 
Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-5:  The Applicant shall ensure that runoff from parking lots to be treated, as 
required by SUSMP regulations, prior to discharging into existing storm 
drain systems. 

HYDRO-6:  The Applicant shall ensure that all wastes from construction on the Project 
Site shall be disposed of properly.  Appropriately labeled recycling bins 
shall be used to recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-
based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete; wood, and 
vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill.  Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated 
disposal site. 
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HYDRO-7:  The Applicant shall ensure leaks, drips, and spills be cleaned up 

immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be 

washed away into the storm drains. 

HYDRO-8:  The Applicant shall prevent material spills from being hosed down at the 
pavement. Dry cleanup methods shall be required wherever possible. 

HYDRO-9:  The Applicant shall ensure that dumpsters be covered and maintained. 
Uncovered dumpsters shall be required to be placed under a roof or 
covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

HYDRO-10:  The Applicant shall ensure that where truck traffic is frequent, gravel 
approaches and dirt tracking devices shall be used to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

HYDRO-11:  The Applicant shall ensure that all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, 
and washing shall be conducted away from storm drains.  All major repairs 
shall be required to be conducted at an appropriate location. Drip pans or 
drop cloths shall be required to catch drips and spills. 

HYDRO-12:  Short-term water quality impacts may result from the construction of the 
proposed Project.  Each phase of project construction shall comply with the 
Construction General Activity Stormwater Permit (General Permit) and the 
City’s Development Construction Program pursuant to the NPDES Permit 
(Permit No. CA00401). Implementation of the General Permit and NPDES 
Permit programs will mitigate potential impacts to a level of insignificance. 

HYDRO-13:  Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494 specify Stormwater 
and Urban Runoff Pollution Control, which requires the application of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs).  Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code addresses grading, excavations, and fills. The Applicant 
must meet the requirements of the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation 
Plan (SUSMP) approved by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board for each phase of the Project, including the following (a copy of the 
SUSMP can be downloaded at: (http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/). 

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

• Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not 
exceed the estimated predevelopment rate for developments where the 
increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in increased 
potential for downstream erosion. 
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• Clearing and grading of native vegetation at the project site shall be 
limited to the minimum needed to build lots, allow access, and provide 
fire protection. 

• Trees and other vegetation at each site shall be maximized by planning 
additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and promoting the use of 
native and/or drought tolerant plants. 

• Natural vegetation shall be promoted by using parking lot islands and 
other landscaped areas. 

• Any identified riparian areas shall be preserved. 

• Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices, such as interceptor 
terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as 
specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code will be incorporated. 

• Outlets of culverts, conduits or channels from erosion by discharge 
velocities shall be protected by installing a rock outlet protection.  Rock 
outlet protection is physical devise composed of rock, grouted riprap, 
or concrete rubble placed at the outlet of a pipe.  Sediment traps shall 
be installed below the pipe-outlet.  Inspect, repair, and maintain the 
outlet protection after each significant rain. 

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

• Impervious surface area will be reduced by using permeable pavement 
materials where appropriate.  These include pervious concrete/asphalt; 
unit pavers, i.e. turf block; and granular materials, i.e. crushed 
aggregates, cobbles. 

• Roof runoff systems will be installed where site is suitable for 
installation. 

• Messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into the 
storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets shall be painted. 

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

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

• Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained. 

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

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

• The storage area shall have a roof or awning to minimize collection of 
stormwater within the secondary containment area.   
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• An efficient irrigation system shall be designed to minimize runoff 
including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; shutoff 
devices to prevent irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow 
reducers. 

• Cleaning of oily vents and equipment will be performed within 
designated covered area, sloped for wash water collection, and with a 
pretreatment facility for wash water before discharging to properly 
connected sanitary sewer with a CPI type oil/water separator.  The 
separator unit must be: designed to handle the quantity of flows; 
removed for cleaning on a regular basis to remove any solids; and the 
oil absorbent pads must be replaced regularly according to 
manufacturer's specifications. 

• Trash dumpsters will be stored both under cover and with drains routed 
to the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking and water tight dumpsters with 
lids.  Containers will be washed in an area with properly connected 
sanitary sewer. 

• Wastes, including paper, glass, aluminum, oil and grease will be 
reduced and recycled. 

• Liquid storage tanks (drums and dumpsters) will be stored in 
designated paved areas with impervious surfaces in order to contain 
leaks and spills.  A secondary containment system such as berms, 
curbs, or dikes shall be installed.  Drip pans or absorbent materials 
whenever grease containers are emptied will be used. 

• The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the owners 
to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance 
with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

NOI-3:   The Applicant shall restrict construction hours to hours between 7:00 a.m. 
and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. on Saturday. No noise-generating construction activities shall be 
allowed on Sundays or national holidays. 

NOI-4:   The Applicant shall ensure that noise-generating construction equipment 
be equipped with the most effective state-of-the-art noise control devices, 
i.e., mufflers, lagging, or motor enclosures.  All equipment shall be properly 
maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or improperly 
maintained parts, would be generated. 

NOI-5:   The Applicant shall ensure that temporary noise barriers to be used and 
relocated, as needed, to block line-of-sight (sound) between the 
construction equipment and any noise sensitive receptors within 500 feet 
of a construction site. 

NOI-6:   The Applicant shall ensure that truck deliveries and haul routes, to the 
extent feasible, shall be directed away from the three LAUSD schools in 
the vicinity of Warner Center and not access construction sites from De 
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Soto Avenue, along the lot line of Woodland Hills Academy Middle School 
or from Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Vanowen Street along the lot line 
of Canoga Park High School, or use Variel north of Warner Center to 
access project sites in Warner Center. 

NOI-7:  The Applicant shall notify schools in advance of construction activities.  The 

construction manager's (or representative's) telephone number shall be 

provided with the notification so that each school may communicate any 

concerns. 

PS-1:  Adequate fire protection service levels shall be maintained through the 
addition of personnel and facilities as necessary to meet anticipated 
demand, and where appropriate, through project-specific on-site features 
that reduce the demand for such personnel and facilities. 

PS-2:  The Applicant shall submit for review and approval all project plans on a 
phase-by-phase basis to the LAFD to ensure that the applicable new 
building complies with current fire codes and LAFD requirements. 

PS-3:  The project building plans shall include the submittal of a plot plan on a 
phase-by-phase basis for approval by the LAFD prior to the recordation of 
the final map or the issuance of the first building permit for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 

PS-4:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAFD and incorporate fire prevention 
and suppression features appropriate to the design of each phase of the 
Project. 

PS-5:  Plans and specifications shall be submitted to the LAFD on a phase-by-
phase basis and requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to 
commencement of any portion of the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-6:  Fire hydrants shall be installed on a phase-by-phase basis as appropriate 
that shall be fully operational and accepted by the LAFD prior to any 
building construction above grade. 

PS-7:  Plot plans shall indicate access driveways and roads and turning areas be 
reviewed and approved by the LAFD, prior to the issuance of a building 
permit for the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-8:  During each construction phase of the Project, emergency access shall 
remain clear and unobstructed. 

PS-9:  The Project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire 
Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of 
the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. 

PS-10:  All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
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driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet in area 
in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

PS-11:  A Fire Flow analysis shall be prepared for each phase of the Project. The 
purpose of the analysis will be to determine whether the proposed public 
water system can deliver required fire flows to the public fire hydrants 
located in the area. Should fire flow be found to be inadequate with respect 
a project phase, the Applicant shall be required to comply with the 
requirements of LADWP (including construction of additional water supply 
lines within the project area, payment of a fee to cover fair share costs 
and/or other measures as deemed necessary by LADWP and/or LAFD) to 
ensure adequate fire flow. 

PS-12:  During construction, the Applicant shall implement security measures 
including security fencing, lighting, locked entry, and security patrol on the 
site. 

PS-13:  During the construction phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
adequate through access and emergency access to adjacent uses as 
necessary. 

PS-14:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD and comply with recommended 
security features for the construction site, including security fencing, locked 
entrances, lighting, and the use of a seven-day, 24-hour security patrol. 

PS-16:  The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit regarding 
crime prevention features appropriate for the design of the Project and 
subsequently, shall submit plot plans on a phase-by-phase basis to the 
LAPD Crime Prevention Unit for review and comment.  The plans shall 
incorporate design guidelines relative to security and semi-public and 
private spaces which may include but not be limited to access control to 
buildings, secured parking facilities, wall/fences with key systems, well-
illuminated public and semi-public and private spaces, which may include 
access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key 
systems, well-illuminated public space designed with a minimum of dead 
space to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or 
building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, and provisions of security 
guard patrol if needed. These measures shall be approved by the LAPD 
prior to the issuance of a building permit for the applicable phase of the 
Project. 

PS-17:  Upon completion of each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
the local Commanding Officer with access routes and other information 
with respect such phase that might facilitate police response, as requested 
by the LAPD. 

PS-18:  The Applicant shall provide project plans on a phase-by-phase basis to the 
LAPD Crime Prevention Unit to determine any additional crime prevention 
and security features appropriate to the design of the applicable phase of 
the Project.  Any additional design features identified by the LAPD Crime 
Prevention Unit shall be incorporated into the final design for the applicable 
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phase of the Project and to the satisfaction of LAPD, prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for such phase of the Project. 

PS-19:  Each phase of the Project shall incorporate design guidelines relative to 
security, semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but not be 
limited to, access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, 
walls/fences with key systems, well illuminated public and semi-public 
space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of 
concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot 
traffic areas and provision of security guard patrol throughout the portion of 
the Project Site on which the applicable phase is located, if needed. 

PS-20:  Prior to issuance of a building permit for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall pay to the LAUSD the prevailing State Department of 
Education Development Fee for the applicable phase of the Project to the 
extent allowed by State law. School fees exacted from residential and 
commercial uses would help fund necessary school service and facilities 
improvements to accommodate anticipated population and school 
enrollment within the LAUSD service area, and would allow for the LAUSD 
to allocate these funds as they deem necessary. 

PS-21:  The Applicant shall comply with the open space regulations of the Specific 
Plan and also undertake one of the following: (1) dedicate additional 
parkland to meet the requirements of LAMC Section 17.12; (2) pay in-lieu 
fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall; and/or (3) provide onsite 
improvements equivalent in value to said in lieu fees.  If any fees are 
collected, they should be spent within the Specific Plan area, including, for 
example, within opportunity areas along the Los Angeles River. 

PS-22:  The Applicant shall offset the burden on the existing libraries through one 
of the following: (1) payment of a fee based on an established nexus 
between the Project, demand and the need for additional personnel and 
facilities on a phase-by-phase basis; (2) provision of onsite facilities 
commensurate with the demand generated; or (3) some combination of the 
foregoing. If any fees are collected, they should be spent within the Specific 
Plan area. 

TCR-1:   The Project Applicant shall retain a professional Native American monitor 
procured by the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians to observe 
all clearing, grubbing, and grading operations up to 5-feet below the surface 
of native soil, unless there is evidence to suggest cultural resources extend 
below the specified depth. 

• If cultural resources are encountered, the Native American monitor 
will have the authority to request ground disturbing activities cease 
within 60-feet of discovery to assess and document potential finds 
in real time. 

TCR-2:   The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on the disposition and 
treatment of any Tribal Cultural Resource encountered during the Project. 
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TCR-3:   If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities 
associated with the Project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-
foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County coroner shall be 
contacted. If the human remains are determined to be Native American in 
origin by the County coroner, the applicant shall immediately notify the 
Lead Agency, the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians. 

U-1:  The Applicant shall be required to coordinate with the Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Sanitation in order to ensure that existing and/or planned 
sewer conveyance and treatment facilities are capable of meeting 
wastewater flow capacity requirements. In coordination with the Bureau of 
Engineering, the Applicant shall be required to identify specific on- and off-
site improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to wastewater 
conveyance capacity are addressed prior to issuance of plans for each 
phase of construction. Sewer capacity clearance from the Department of 
Public Works will be required at the time that a sewer connection permit 
application is submitted for a construction phase. 

U-2:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP) in order to ensure that existing and/or planned 
water supply and water conveyance facilities are capable of meeting water 
demand/pressure requirements. In coordination with the LADWP, the 
Applicant will identify, with respect to each phase of the Project, specific 
onsite and offsite improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to 
water supply and conveyance demand/pressure requirements are 
addressed prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the applicable 
project phase. Water supply and conveyance demand/pressure clearance 
from the LADWP will be required at the time that a water connection permit 
application is submitted for the applicable phase of the Project. 

U-3:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department and Building Safety Department in order to ensure that existing 
and/or planned fire hydrants are capable of meeting fire flow 
demand/pressure requirements.  The issuance of building permits for each 
phase of the Project will be dependent upon submission, review, approval, 
and testing of fire flow demand and pressure requirements, as established 
by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department and Building Safety 
Department prior to occupancy of the applicable Project phase. 

U-4:  The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 
includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 
waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 

• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less and 
self-closing 

• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 
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• Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

• High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

• High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

• Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to point(s) of 
use, as feasible 

• Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

• Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 
concentration 

• Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

• Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses (irrigation, 
cooling towers, sanitary) 

• Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps or ice 
machines) 

• Irrigation shall include: 

− Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 

− Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped areas) 

− Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

− Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

− Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 

− Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 
tolerant plant materials 

− Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff 

U-5:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify feasible and 
reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, including, but not 
limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for landscaping (should 
reclaimed water become available in Warner Center), drip irrigation, re-
circulating hot water systems, water conserving landscape techniques 
(such as mulching, installation of drip irrigation systems, landscape design 
to group plants of similar water demand, soil moisture sensors, automatic 
irrigation systems, clustered landscaped areas to maximize the efficiency 
of the irrigation system), water conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures 
and appliances, thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths and 
showers, and insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC 
requirements. 

U-6:  The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose watering 
of driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains to 
use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 
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U-7:  The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions.  

U-8:  The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be installed 
to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the evening to 
reduce water losses from evaporation.  Sprinklers shall be reset to water 
less often in cooler months and during the rainfall season, so that water is 
not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-9:  With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to issuance of building 
permits, the Applicant shall pay any appropriate fees imposed by the 
Department of Building and Safety. A percentage of any such building 
permit fees will be contributed to the fire hydrant fund, which provides for 
Citywide fire protection improvements. 

U-10:  The Project shall remain within Citywide water budgets established by 
LADWP.  As required by LADWP, the Project may be required to provide 
for new water supply through a combination of water conservation (onsite 
and potentially offsite) and recycled water, such that the net increase in 
water demand (not including demand for recycled water) from Warner 
Center does not exceed the calculated demand anticipated for the City 
and/or Warner Center as appropriate and as documented in the City's most 
recent Urban Water Management Plan. 

U-11:  Any pumping and discharge or disposal of groundwater is considered to be 
a consumptive use. The Applicant shall report any pumping of groundwater 
to the Watermaster and LADWP shall be compensated for any loss of 
groundwater. In addition, reasonable efforts by the Applicant shall be made 
to beneficially use any extracted groundwater (for example cooling or 
irrigation). 

U-12:  The Applicant shall ensure that the Project recycles and/or salvages at 
least 75% of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris, in addition 
to the preparation of a construction waste management plan that, at a 
minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal and whether 
the materials will be sorted on-site or comingled shall be developed and 
implemented. Excavated soil and land-clearing debris do not contribute to 
the amount of recycled/salvaged debris. Calculations can be done by 
weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout. 

U-13:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles' Department of 
Water and Power in order to ensure that existing and/or planned electrical 
facilities are capable of meeting electrical demand requirements. In 
coordination with the Department of Water and Power, the Applicant will be 
required to identify specific on- and off-site improvements needed to ensure 
that impacts related to electrical facility requirements are addressed prior 
to operation. Electrical facility design clearance from the Department of 
Water and Power will be required as established by the LADWP. 

U-14:  During the design process for each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall 
consult with the Department of Water and Power, Energy Services 
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Subsection, and the Southern California Gas Company, the Commercial, 
Industrial or Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

U-15:  The Applicant shall coordinate with the Gas Company in order to ensure 
that existing and/or planned natural gas facilities are capable of meeting 
natural gas demand requirements. In coordination with the Gas Company, 
the Applicant will identify specific on- and off-site improvements needed to 
ensure that impacts related to natural gas facility requirements are 
addressed prior to operation of each phase of the Project. Natural gas 
facility design clearance from the Gas Company will be required for each 
phase of the Project as established by the Gas Company. 

Administrative Conditions 
 

1. Notations on Plans.  Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or 
notations required herein. 

 
2. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 

verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance 
of any building permits, for placement in the subject file.   

 
3. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of 

the subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.  
 
4. Department of Building and Safety.  The granting of this determination by the Director 

of Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or 
modifications to plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building 
and Safety Plan Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance 
of the project as approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the 
Department of Building and Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral 
of the revised plans back to the Department of City Planning for additional review and 
sign-off prior to the issuance of any permit in connection with those plans. 
 

5. Covenant and Agreement.  Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, a 
covenant acknowledging and agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions 
established herein shall be recorded in the County Recorder's Office.  The agreement 
(standard master covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall 
be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns.  The agreement with the 
conditions attached must be submitted to the Development Services Center for approval 
before being recorded.  After recordation, a certified copy bearing the Recorder's number 
and date shall be provided for attachment to the subject case file. 

 
6. Enforcement.  Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 

be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 
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7. Expiration.  In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective 
date (the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be 
considered null and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent 
continuation of, construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this 
grant. 
 

8. Indemnification and Reimbursement Of Litigation Costs. Applicant shall do all of the 
following: 

 
(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the 

City relating to or arising out of the City’s processing and approval of this 
entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, 
void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the 
environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit 
decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from inverse 
condemnation or any other constitutional claim. 
 

(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related 
to or arising out of the City’s processing and approval of the entitlement, including 
but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any 
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), 
damages, and/or settlement costs. 

 
(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 

notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit.  The 
initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole 
discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial 
deposit be less than $50,000.  The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit 
does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to 
the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

 
(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits 

may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary 
by the City to protect the City’s interests.  The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

 
(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an 

indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with 
the requirements of this condition. 

 
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense.  If the City fails to notify the applicant 
of any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City. 

 
The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office 
or outside counsel.  At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in 
the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any 
obligation imposed by this condition.  In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this 
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condition, in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its 
approval of the entitlement, or take any other action.  The City retains the right to make all 
decisions with respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent 
right to abandon or settle litigation. 

 
 For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 
   

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers. 

 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local 
law. 

 
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City 
or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition. 
 

  



  
DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane Page 52 of 76 

 
 
  

FINDINGS 
The proposed project involves Project Permit Compliance Review for the demolition of 340,339 
square feet of 12 one- two- and three- story office buildings, and the construction of a Master 
Planned, Multiple-Phased, Mixed Use development with up to 2,634,268 square feet of combined 
residential and non-residential floor area on a 1,062,923 square foot lot before dedications. At the 
conclusion of Phase 8, there will be spread across 10 buildings on eight (8) lots: a total of 
1,119,257 square feet of Residential Floor Area; a maximum of 1,009 dwelling units including 68 
Work-Live units; approximately 1,515,011 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, including 
70,861 square feet of portions of the 68 Work-Live units, 85,545 square feet of commercial space, 
9,839 square feet of lobby and leasing office area in Mixed Use buildings, 46,417 square feet of 
indoor residential amenity spaces, 4,068 square feet of community space, 16,734 square feet of 
office support space, 1,124,012 square feet of office space, and 228 hotel rooms. The Project 
includes buildings of varying heights not to exceed 350 feet, a minimum of five (5) local-serving 
retail spaces that individually do not exceed 5,000 square feet, a new private street and 
Pedestrian Adapted Pathways. The Project also includes a maximum of 5,548 vehicle parking 
spaces inclusive of 17 surface and 28 street parking spaces, 870 long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 264 short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Project also includes a New Street 
labeled Warner Center Lane, 231,445 square feet of Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
The project is located in the Commerce District of the Specific Plan, is subject to the requirements 
of the Specific Plan for Multiple-Phase Projects, Master Planned Projects, Incentivized Uses and 
Bonuses, Activity Nodes and Active Street Frontages, and New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted 
Pathways.  
 
1) The Project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, standards, 

and provisions of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
 
Based on a review of the plans labeled “Exhibit A” dated March 20, 2020, attached to the 
administrative file, and as modified by the conditions contained herein, the Director of Planning 
makes the following findings in accordance with Section 11.5.7.C.2 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) and the applicable review criteria of the Warner Center 2035 Specific 
Plan:  
 
As required by the Specific Plan, Project’s Phasing Plan includes the Project development in 
each phase, the proposed building and floor areas, demolition schedule of existing buildings, 
parking allocation, and proposed physical and mobility improvements for each phase is 
identified in “Exhibit A.” Further, as required by the Plan, the Applicant has submitted the 
Project’s Phasing Plan for LADOT review. LADOT has reviewed the proposed multiple-
phased project and issued its assessment letter dated March 29, 2019 and included as 
Appendix M.1 of the Draft Supplement EIR. Based upon the information provided in the 
Project’s proposed Phasing Plan, the Project is consistent with the Specific Plan’s 
requirements for Multiple-Phase Projects. 
 
Sections 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2 Multiple-Phase Projects 
The Project is a Multiple Phase Project consisting of eight subdivided lots in accordance with 
VTT-74891 as follows: Phase 1, Lot 1, Building 1; Phase 2, Lot 2, Building 2; Phase 3, Lot 8, 
Buildings 8 and 9; Phase 4, Lot 6, Building 6; Phase 5, Lot 5, Building 5; Phase 6, Lot 3, 
Building 3; Phase 7, Lot 7, Building 7; Phase 8, Lot 8, Buildings 4 and 4a. The phases are 
shown in the Phasing Plan in “Exhibit A.” Full build-out is anticipated in 2035. Under the 
Specific Plan, the Director may approve, disapprove, or conditionally approve the Multiple-
Phase Project following review of the Project’s materials, reports, and plans, and narratives 
submitted in connection with the Project’s application showing consistency with the Specific 
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Plan, including requirements for a Multiple-Phase Project. Per Condition of Approval Number 
2, the Project will require LADOT’s review of the its Phasing Plan. 
 
At buildout, the Project will provide approximately 2,634,268 square feet of floor area, 
comprising approximately 1,515,011 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area (58%) and 
approximately 1,119,257 square feet of Residential Floor Area (42%), consistent with the 
permitted ratios for projects within the range of 2.5 to 2.75 FAR. Note 6 of Appendix B of the 
Specific Plan states that “Multi-phased projects may reserve floor area for the required non-
residential component in a future phase onsite.” The Director of Planning maintains the 
authority to review any changes or reallocation of floor area between Project Phases to 
determine substantial conformance with Exhibit A, and may require a Modification of the 
Project Permit Compliance if deemed necessary.  
 
Phase 1  
On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, Building 1 consists of a seven (7)-story, approximately 83 foot high, 
mixed-use building of 419,739 square feet of Residential Floor Area, and containing a 
maximum of 403 dwelling units including 42,781 square feet divided between 48 Work-Live 
units. The Phase 1 Project also includes approximately 71,855 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area which includes 49,017 square feet divided between 48 Work-Live units, 12,439 
square feet of commercial space divided between 3 commercial units, 2,542 square feet of 
lobby and leasing office floor area, and 7,857 square feet of indoor residential amenities 
spaces. The Phase 1 Project includes seven (7) above-grade levels of parking, a maximum 
of 605 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 new surface parking spaces, 188 new long-
term bicycle parking spaces, and 31 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 1 
Project also provides 11% of Lot 1’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible 
Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed in 2022.     
 
In accordance with VTT-74891, prior to final map recordation for Phase I, the Property Owner 
shall bond for all De Soto Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, and Private Street improvements 
satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering Office, or, if the Property Owner elects to 
construct the improvements, submit to the Bureau of Engineering an application for A-
permit(s) and/or B-permit(s) for such improvements. On a unit map basis, public right-of-way 
improvements along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, as well as Private Street 
improvements, shall be completed and constructed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for any new building within the subject unit map.   
 
Phase 2 
On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, Building 2 consists of a seven (7)-story, approximately 88 foot high, 
mixed-use building of 209,015 square feet of Residential Floor Area, containing a maximum 
of 204 dwelling units including 5,804 square feet divided between five (5) Work-Live units. 
The Phase 2 Project also includes approximately 23,781 square feet of Non-Residential Floor 
Area which includes 5,639 square feet divided between five (5) Work-Live units, 3,265 square 
feet of commercial space in one (1) commercial unit, 2,000 square feet of lobby and leasing 
office floor area, and 12,877 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 2 
Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 
321 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three (3) new street parking spaces, 128 new 
long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 16 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 
2 Project also provides 11% of Lot 2’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible 
Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed in 2023.   
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Additional physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that 
would occur in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 3 
On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, consists of two (2) new, 15-story, commercial office buildings 
identified as Building 8 and Building 9, with a total 476,158 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. Building 8 is approximately 243 feet in height, and consists of approximately 
241,574 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of 
commercial area in three (3) units at the ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support area 
at the ground level, and 234,397 square feet of office space. Building 9 is approximately 239 
feet in height, and consists of approximately 234,584 square feet of Non-Residential Floor 
Area, which includes 10,028 square feet of commercial area in two (2) units at the ground 
level, 2,491 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 222,065 square feet of 
office space. The Phase 3 Project also includes eight (8) levels of parking in each building, 
two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,427 new vehicle parking spaces, 100 new 
long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 56 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 
3 Project also provides 11% of Lot 8’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible 
Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed in 2024. 
 
Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-site and to 
the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur in this phase are shown in the 
Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 4 
On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, Building 6 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story approximately 
85 foot high, commercial hotel building, with a total 162,001 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 4,466 square feet of commercial area at the ground 
level and a maximum of 228 hotel units. The Phase 4 Project also includes two (2) levels of 
parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 195 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of two (2) new street parking spaces, 30 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 
26 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 4 Project also provides 11% of Lot 6’s 
net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed in 2029. 
 
Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur in 
this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 5 
On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, Building 5 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story mixed-use 
condominium building approximately 88 feet in height, containing 256,153 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, and consisting of a maximum of 168 dwelling units including 16,205 
square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units. The Phase 5 Project also includes 
approximately 38,541 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 16,205 
square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units, 8,933 square feet of commercial space in 
two (2) commercial units, 2,704 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 10,699 
square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 5 Project includes three (3) 
levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 412 new vehicle parking 
spaces inclusive of nine (9) new street parking spaces, 118 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 5 Project also provides 
11% of Lot 5’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
The work proposed is to be completed by 2031. 
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Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur in 
this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 6 
On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, Building 3 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story mixed-use 
building approximately 86 feet in height, containing 234,350 square feet of Residential Floor 
Area, with a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The Phase 6 Project also includes approximately 
22,677 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,100 square feet of 
commercial space in one (1) commercial units, 1,715 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area, and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 6 Project 
includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 403 new 
vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three (3) new street parking spaces, 138 new long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 6 Project 
also provides 11% of Lot 3’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space 
(PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed by 2031. 
 
Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur in 
this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 7 
On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, Building 7 consists of one (1) new, 15-story, commercial office 
building, approximately 222 feet in height, with a total 262,222 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area. The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of commercial area in two (2) 
units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 
246,499 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby. The Phase 7 Project also 
includes nine (9) levels of parking, three (3) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 801 
new vehicle parking spaces with no new street parking spaces included, 58 new long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 7 Project 
also provides 11% of Lot 7’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space 
(PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed by 2033 
 
Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-site and to 
the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur in this phase are shown in the 
Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Phase 8 
On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, two (2) new commercial buildings identified as Building 4 and 
Building 4a, with a total 457,776 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a is a 
two (2)-story building 35 feet in height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial area in one (1) 
units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of community space. Building 4 is a 24-story 
tower 350 feet in height, and consists of approximately 449,766 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area, which includes 20,638 square feet of commercial area in five (5) units at the 
ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 421,051 square 
feet of office space including the ground floor lobby area. The Phase 8 Project also includes 
ten (10) levels of parking located in Building 4, two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum 
of 1,384 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 11 new street parking spaces, 106 new long-
term bicycle parking spaces, and 69 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 8 
Project also provides 11% of Lot 4’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible 
Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed by 2035.   
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Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-site and to 
the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur in this phase are shown in the 
Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
 
Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.2.3 of the Specific Plan, the Project has been conditioned to execute 
a covenant and agreement for a multiple-phase project to ensure that any subsequent 
property owners or successors comply with the multiple phase project as conditioned herein.  
 
In addition, pursuant to Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2.4, the Director also may permit 
“temporary surface parking as part of the Multiple-Phase Project” but none are proposed as 
part of this Project. The Project will maintain existing surface lots until the redevelopment of 
each of those areas in phases. The Project’s only proposed surface parking is part of Lot 1 
and complies with the Specific Plan’s regulations. This surface parking lot area per Condition 
of Approval Number 21 will include trees and other landscaping consistent with the Plan’s 
Supplemental Guidelines (See Specific Plan Section 6.2.6.2.7). Therefore, the Project’s 
proposed surface parking areas conform with the Specific Plan. As such, the Project complies 
with Sections 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2 of the Specific Plan on Multiple Phase Projects. 
 
Section 5.3.3.3 Master Planned Projects  
Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.3, the Applicant seeks a Project Permit Compliance approval for a 
Master Planned Project. The Project is a Master Planned Project because it is located on a 
Project Site that is over 217,800 square feet (approximately 24-acres). As required by Section 
5.3.3.3.2, the Project is consistent with Sections 6.2.2 (PAOS requirements), 6.2.3 (Parking 
requirements), 6.2.4 (Activity Node and Active Frontages requirements), 6.2.5 (New Streets 
and PAP requirements), and 6.2.6 (Urban Design Guidelines and Supplemental Urban Design 
Standards) for the reasons noted in the Project Permit Compliance findings for each 
respective section as hereby fully incorporated herein by.  
 
Pursuant to Section 6.2.5.3.1(b) of the Specific Plan, Master Planned Projects with two 
perpendicular public street frontages are required to have a minimum of one (1) New Street 
or Pedestrian Adapted Pathway (PAP) providing a continuous connection between the two 
(2) public streets at a minimum of one (1) discreet point. The Project meets this requirement 
to break up the large Warner Center super blocks. Warner Center Lane will be improved as a 
new private street, running east-west from De Soto Avenue and then bending to run north-
south to connect to Burbank Boulevard fulfills the New Street requirement. The New Street 
will be a variable width for right of way with a minimum of 64 feet per the Bureau of 
Engineering’s requirements for the related case VTT-74891 and Condition of Approval 
Number 10, not including additional turn lanes at driveways required to satisfy circulation and 
safety requirements. As such, the Project complies with Section 5.3.3.3 of the Specific Plan 
 
Section 6.1.2.2.1: Uses 
A range of land uses are permitted in the Commerce District as listed in Appendix A of the 
Specific Plan, including, but not limited to, residential uses, including Work-Live and multi-
residential; restaurants, bars, cafes, retail stores, supermarkets, and theaters; service 
industries, including office, gym, health club, hotel and personal services; and civic uses, such 
as community centers. The Project includes multi-family residential uses, retail/restaurant 
uses, office space, community center space, and hotel uses. As such, the project complies 
with Section 6.1.2.2.1 of the Specific Plan.  
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Section 6.1.2.2.2: Intensity 
The project will have a Floor Area Ratio of 2.53:1 at full build-out as shown in “Exhibit A”. As 
per Section 6.1.2.2.2 of the Plan states, a base maximum FAR of 4.5:1 shall be permitted for 
all lots within the Commerce District. Therefore, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.2 of 
the Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.1.2.2.3: Permitted Development by Floor Area 
All projects in the Commerce District shall provide a minimum percentage of Non-Residential 
floor area based on the total FAR of the Project. Per the table in Section 6.1.2.2.3, the 
Minimum Non-Residential Floor Area required for a Project proposing a FAR between 2.5:1 
and 2.75:1 is 65 percent, and the Maximum Residential Floor Area permitted is 35 percent. 
The Project has received two Incentivized Use Bonuses that per Section 6.2.1.2.3 of the 
Specific Plan on Incentivized Use Bonus for Residential Development in the College, 
Commerce, Downtown, and Uptown Districts, that allow the Project to ascend the Graduated 
FAR Table for the Commerce District by two levels to 3.0:1 requirements. The project has 
fulfilled those requirements as contain herein in the Findings addressing Section 6.2.1 of the 
Specific Plan. It has done so by agreeing to provide five (5) or more Local Serving Retail 
establishments and 50% more Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS) than is required.  
Projects that qualify for a 3.0:1 FAR and above development mix are required to provide 50% 
at minimum Non-Residential Floor Area, and 50% maximum Residential Floor Area in use 
square footage.  
 
The Project at build-out proposes a total of approximately 2,634,268 square feet of Floor Area, 
resulting in a FAR of 2.53:1, but as mentioned herein is granted the development mix as if it 
were 3.0:1 because of the Incentivized Uses Bonuses. The Project proposes approximately 
1,119,257 square feet of Residential Floor Area, a maximum of 1,009 dwelling units. The 
project also includes approximately 1,515,011 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area.  
 
Per Appendix B: Graduated FAR Table, any Project proposing qualifying Work-Live Units 
under this Plan's standards for each applicable District established in Section 6 shall be 
credited up to a maximum of 50 percent of a unit's floor area for Non-Residential calculation 
purposes. Qualifying units shall have only the Non-Residential floor area within an individual 
unit credited as Non-Residential floor area component, up to the maximum of 50 percent of 
the required non-residential component. The floor area devoted to common areas and other 
general areas within a Project shall be considered residential for calculation purposes. As 
such, the project proposes a Residential Floor Area of 42% and Non-Residential Floor Area 
of 58%. Therefore, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.3 
 
As conditioned, the owner(s) of the property will record a Covenant and Agreement, which 
runs with the land for the life of the Project, to maintain at least 50 percent of the building’s 
floor area as Non-Residential Floor Area. 

 
Section 6.1.2.2.4: Ground Floor Limitations 
Section 6.1.2.2.4 requires that no new ground floor residential uses shall be permitted for all 
Projects. Furthermore, the Specific Plan states that ground floor of any Project within the 
Commerce District shall be subject to the following regulations for discretionary review 
projects 
 
a) Ground floor Non-Residential uses will have a minimum depth of 25 feet from the front 

Building Façade and a minimum of 15 feet in floor-to-floor height.   
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b) Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a minimum of 75% of the Building 
Façade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from the finished grade devoted to 
transparent windows and/or doors. Dark tinted, reflective or opaque glazing shall not be 
counted toward such minimum percentage. 

 
c) Where residential uses are prohibited on the ground floor in the Commerce District, non-

habitable uses that are used in conjunction with residential uses may be permitted on the 
ground floor. 

 
d) Parking shall only be permitted on the ground floor of a Building or Structure when at least 

80% of the ground floor frontage on any side of an above grade parking structure that is 
either adjacent to a public street (except an alley) or adjacent to a public open space/plaza 
is devoted to ground floor Non-Residential development. At least the first 12 vertical feet 
of the ground-level Building Façade of such Building or Structure shall include: 

 
i) Building Façade articulation and modulation 
ii) Use of windows with glazing that may be translucent but not black, mirrored glass, or 

similar opaque glazing 
iii) Integration of building entrances 
iv) Buffering of the street edge with landscaping berms, or landscaping planters.  

 
Per Condition of Approval Number 8, the Project will not contain new ground floor Residential 
uses. Additionally, the ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a minimum depth 
of 25 feet from the front Building Façade, and a minimum floor-to-floor height of 15 feet; a 
minimum of 75 percent of the Building Façade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from 
the finished grade devoted to transparent windows and/or doors. Dark tinted, reflective or 
opaque glazing shall not be counted towards such minimum percentage. The ground floor 
Non-Residential development will also include non-habitable uses that are used in conjunction 
with residential uses for the Project, including but not limited to: leasing offices, community 
centers, entrance lobbies, gym/fitness center, residential business center, and concierge 
services, per “Exhibit A.” The ground floor Non-Residential development will also include the 
more than five (5) Local-Serving Retail businesses indicated in Condition of Approval Number 
14 for the Incentivized Uses Bonus, and binded for the future through Covenant and 
Agreement. And the parking at the ground floor of the Project will have at least 80 percent of 
the ground floor frontage on any side of an above-grade parking structure adjacent to a public 
street (not including an alley) or adjacent to a public open space/plaza is devoted to ground 
floor Non-Residential development; a minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level 
Building Façade that includes articulation and modulation through changes in vertical wall 
plane and/or a change in building material, use of windows with non-reflective glazing that 
may be translucent but not black or mirrored glass or similar opaque glazing, integration of 
building entrances, and buffering of the street edge with landscaping, berms, or landscaped 
planters. As such, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.4 of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 6.1.2.2.5: Building Height 
All Projects within the Commerce District shall be permitted an unlimited building or structure 
height, but must comply with the following:  

 
1. Street Wall: All Projects with frontage along a public street or highway shall be required 

to have a minimum building height of 35 feet along that public street or highway. The 
Street Wall’s design should follow the guidelines established in the Urban Design 
Guidelines in Appendix F.  
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The Project will develop buildings ranging from one-story (35 feet) to up to 24- stories 
(approximately 350 feet) in height. Taller buildings are proposed along Burbank and 
De Soto, whereas low to mid-rise buildings are placed primarily –with the exception of 
Building 1- interior to the site adjacent to existing low and mid-rise structures on nearby 
lots shown in Exhibit A. All buildings with ground floor retail will provide a break 
between a building's retail floors and upper floors through articulated building 
materials. In addition, consistent with Section 4.b of the Urban Design Guidelines, 
ground floor levels have been designed with active uses, such as retail, restaurant 
uses, and the work portions of work/live units, will front the public street along all 
perimeters of the Project. The only exception to this, which is permitted by the Specific 
Plan, will be surface parking area in Phase 1 on Lot 1 as well as ground level lobbies 
for the residential and hotel uses.  
 

2. Any Project over 75 feet in height shall be subject to additional submittal requirements 
as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Program. Unlimited height is permitted within 
the Commerce District. Structures which exceed 75 feet have been designed to 
minimize shade/shadow impacts to surrounding sensitive uses to the extent 
reasonable and feasible, including through building design that uses transitional 
building heights. The Project’s environmental analysis includes a shade/shadow 
analysis which assesses whether adjacent sensitive uses could be impacted by the 
proposed structures, consistent with the Mitigation Measure AES-1 included in the 
Specific Plan EIR’s Mitigation Monitoring Program.  
 

 As such, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.5 of the Specific Plan. 
 

Sections 6.1.2.2.6: Street Standards and 7.7: Street Improvements and Dedications 
Street standards in the Commerce District are established in Appendix H, Tables 1 and 2, of 
the Specific Plan. Additionally, this project’s related case, VTT-74891 which imposes 
conditions directed by the Bureau of Engineering as follows:   
 
De Soto Avenue is designated as a Major Highway Class 1 and shall be in compliance with 
Table 1, which requires on the west side of the north/south section a 68-foot half right-of-way, 
a 56-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, 16-foot parkway, and 12-foot easement.  
 
Burbank Boulevard is designated as a Secondary Highway and shall be in compliance with 
Table 2, which requires on the north side of the east/west section a 45-foot half right-of-way, 
a 35-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, an eight (8)-foot parkway, and six (6)-foot 
easement.  
 
Warner Center Lane is designated as a Private Street and shall be in compliance with Figure 
11, which requires a 64-foot right-of-way, a 36-foot roadway, a 10-foot sidewalk, and 6-foot 
parkway.  
 
Per Condition of Approval Number 10, which mirror the conditions of VTT-74891, the 
design of the Project’s frontages along public streets complies with the required setbacks, 
sidewalk and parkway, and right of way and roadway standards. As such, the Project 
complies with Section 6.1.2.2.6 of the Specific Plan and applicable parts of Section 
7.7.(BOE)  
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Section 6.1.2.2.7, Section 6.1.2.2.8, and Section 6.2.4: Activity Nodes and Active Street 
Frontages 
 
Section 6.1.2.2.7 of the Specific Plan calls for an Activity Node at the newly established 
intersection of Variel Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. However, since Variel Avenue is not 
being extended at this time, the applicant has agreed to provide a concentration of pedestrian-
serving restaurant and retail uses at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard and Warner Center 
Lane.  This location meets the Activity Node requirements set forth in Section 6.2.4.2.1 of the 
Specific Plan and is approximately 200 feet to the east of the anticipated location of the 
Activity Node shown on Map 10 of the Specific Plan. Adler Drive will intersect with Burbank 
Boulevard near the anticipated location of the intersection of Variel Avenue and Burbank 
Boulevard, but Adler Drive will function as a private driveway at this time per this entitlement 
and its related case VTT-74891.  
  
Section 6.1.2.2.8 of the Specific Plan calls for an Active Street Frontage on the east side 
of Variel Avenue between Oxnard Street to the north and Burbank Boulevard to the south, 
including the newly established portion of Variel Avenue.  However, since Variel Avenue is 
not being extended at this time, the applicant has agreed to design the Project’s frontage on 
Burbank Boulevard, from the western property line of the Project Site to east end of the Activity 
Node proposed at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard and Warner Center Lane, as an 
Active Street Frontage, meeting the requirements for projects along Active Street Frontages 
set forth in Section 6.2.4 of the Specific Plan.     
  
Where uses front on the Activity Node proposed at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard and 
Warner Center Lane, and on the Active Street Frontage proposed on Burbank Boulevard, 
from the western boundary of the Project Site to the eastern boundary of the Activity Node, 
the Project complies with the Non-Residential ground floor regulations established in Specific 
Plan Section 6.2.4.2.  No residential uses are proposed on the ground floor at these 
locations.  Also, at least 75 percent of the building facades located between 30 inches and 84 
inches from the ground floor will be devoted to transparent windows and/or doors in these 
locations.  Dark tinted reflective or opaque glazing will not be counted towards the minimum 
percentage.  As such, the Project complies with the spirit of Sections 6.1.2.2.7, 6.1.2.2.8, and 
6.2.4 of the Specific Plan, given that Variel Avenue is not being extended at this time. For 
further discussion of the Variel Avenue extension, see the Finding for the Specific Plan’s 
Section 6.1.2.2.10.  
 
Section 6.1.2.2.9: Front Setbacks  
Per Section 6.1.2.2.9, all Projects in the Commerce District shall have a front setback of no 
less than 12 feet, and no more than 15 feet. Per “Exhibit A”, the Project proposes a setback 
of 12 to 15 feet along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. Moreover, Condition of 
Approval Number 12 requires a setback of the same for each street. In addition, Condition of 
Approval Number 12 requires that parts of the Project along the private driveway designated 
as Adler Drive observe a setback between 12 and 15 feet as it may in the future become an 
extension of Variel Avenue per the Specific Plan.  Lastly, Condition of Approval Number 12 
requires that parts of the Project with frontage not along those streets or driveway to have a 
maximum setback of 20 feet. Condition of Approval Number 20requires the Project to submit 
an updated landscape plan which shows a minimum of 30% of the required setback areas 
landscaped. As such the Project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan.  
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Section 6.1.2.2.10: New Street Extension of Variel Avenue  
Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan specifies that "[i]t is anticipated that Variel Avenue will 
be extended from Califa Street to the north to Burbank Boulevard to the south."  However, 
the Variel Avenue extension was not analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report for the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan, nor is it included in the list of 151 traffic mitigation measures 
required to mitigate the traffic impacts associated with the implementation of the Specific Plan, 
set forth in Appendix E, Mobility Fee Nexus Study.  Consequently, the construction of 
the Variel extension is not required to mitigate any significant traffic impact associated with 
the Project or other development that may be proposed that is consistent with the Specific 
Plan.    
  
Furthermore, the Mobility Plan 2035, which was adopted after the adoption date of the Specific 
Plan in 2013, does not identify Variel Avenue as being extended at this location. As shown on 
Map A2 – Valley Subarea, Citywide General Plan Circulation System, the segment 
of Variel Avenue south of Oxnard Street terminates at Califa Street and does not extend 
through the Project Site to Burbank Boulevard to the south.    
  
Regarding the extension of Variel Avenue, however, the Project is conditioned in VTT-
74891 to design the driveway identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the 
Project site, to be directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 
feet, as proposed on “Exhibit A,” Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties 
to the north and west being redeveloped, and allowing for a possible extension 
of Variel Avenue in a southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard in the future. Additionally, there 
shall be a 10-foot parkway located to the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property line, 
as proposed by the applicant and depicted on “Exhibit A,” Plan Sheet MP-30. The northern 
end of Adler Drive shall be temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, as shown 
on Exhibit A, until such time that a northern extension is feasible to complete the through-
street.   
  
Should the properties to the north and west redevelop during the time frame in which the 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan is in effect, the possibility remains that Variel Avenue may 
be extended from Califa Street in the north to Burbank Boulevard in the south.  Adler Drive 
provides vehicular, as well as pedestrian connectivity on the eastern side of Adler Drive, from 
Burbank Boulevard to the northern property line of the site, consistent with the intent of the 
Specific Plan to break up large blocks with vehicular and pedestrian access.  
 
As such, the Project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.1: Incentivized Uses and Bonuses 
Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.1, the Project proposes Incentivized Uses as encouraged in the 
Specific Plan. The Director approves the proposed following incentive uses that must be 
accessible to the general public during regular business hours, operates for at least 40 hours 
per week and if use an approved use is discontinued, it must be replaced with another 
incentivized use of similar scale and scope:  
 
“Five (5) or more Local-Serving Retail businesses, all of which are located on the first floor 
and comply with all of the regulations set forth in [the Specific Plan]. Businesses that qualify 
as ‘local-serving’ shall not exceed 5,000 square feet of floor area.” (Section 6.2.1.1.3) Section 
4 of the Plan defines “Local Serving Retail” as “retail sale of goods or services needed by local 
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residents on a regular basis,” that includes a variety of goods and services, such as among 
others, apparel, art galleries, athletic/sporting goods, bakeries, bars, and cafes and other 
similar retail items as determined by the Director.  
 
Publicly Accessible Open Space. Publicly Accessible Open Space provided at a minimum of 
fifty percent (50%) more than the size that is required by Section 6.2.2 of this Plan. 
 
The Project has more than five (5) retail spaces of 5,000 square feet or less in various Phases 
and buildings. Per Condition of Approval Number 14, the Project will have to prepare and 
execute a Covenant and Agreement that binds for the future  the local-serving retail uses 
spaces to be replaced by the same uses in space under 5,000 square feet; the PAOS is also 
bound under the Covenant and Agreement. While the overall PAOS on the site is only 11% 
of the Project site’s land after dedication, the Project meets the conditions of the Incentivized 
Uses Bonus section of the Specific Plan because it requires a 50% increase more than the 
size that is required. As mentioned in several places herein, the Project receives a 50% credit 
for the creation of the New Street Warner Center Lane. Thus, the PAOS required for the 
project is 15% of the lot area after dedication multiplied by 50% for the New Street credit, or 
78,173 square feet. By providing more than 50% more than this requirement as shown in 
“Exhibit A”, the Project fulfills the obligations under Section 6.2.1.1.5 of the Specific Plan and 
qualifies for two bonuses.  
 
The Project chose to apply the Incentivized Uses Bonuses as allowed under Section 6.2.1.2.3 
to allow for Residential/Non-Residential use mix as mentioned in the findings for Section 
6.1.2.2.3.  As stated in Condition of Approval Number 14, any change to the development 
bonus requested, i.e., other than the one for Residential development in the Commerce 
District, will require additional review by the Director of Planning during the required review of 
each geographic phase of the Project. As part of the review, the Director may require 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA to ensure any additional development 
bonus. Additionally, the Project is not allowed additional Incentivized Uses above and beyond 
the ones stated in Condition of Approval Number 14. As such, the Project complies with 
Section 6.2.1 of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 6.2.2: Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS) 
Based on Section 6.2.2.1 of the Specific Plan, the 1,042,301-square foot Project Site (lot area 
after dedications) requires a minimum of 156,346 square feet of PAOS (calculated at 15% of 
the net site area, after dedications).  However, in accordance with Section 6.2.2.3.2 of the 
Specific Plan, a Project that includes the creation of a New Street shall be credited 50% of 
such Project’s PAOS requirements, provided that all of those requirements established in 
Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7, inclusive, are satisfied.  As part of the Project, Warner 
Center Lane will be improved as a New Street and will meet the requirements under Section 
6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7 (as further described in the following pages), reducing the Project’s 
PAOS requirement by 50%, to 78,173 square feet.  However, as an Incentivized Use to be 
entitled to a development bonus to ascend the Graduated FAR Table use mix, the Project will 
provide 50% more than the minimum 78,173 square feet of PAOS required, or at least 117,260 
square feet of PAOS.  The Project proposes a total of approximately 121,683 square feet 
(2.79 acres) of PAOS upon Project completion.  
 
The Project’s PAOS complies with the standards in Section 6.2.2.2 as follows:  
 

1. The PAOS is contiguous and internally integrated into the overall design of the Project. 
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2. The PAOS will be accessible to the public from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.  
 
3. A minimum of 90% of the PAOS is open to the sky and at least 50% of the PAOS is 

comprised of landscaping (50% required).  
 
4. The PAOS includes more seating than required, with 1,137 seats provided when only 

235 seats are required (based on a required rate of 1 seat per 500 square feet 
provided.)  

 
The Project includes an additional approximately 109,762 square feet (2.52 acres) of excess 
open space areas.  The proposed PAOS and proposed excess open space areas result in a 
total of approximately 231,445 square feet (5.31 acres) of public open space (2.79 acres + 
2.52 acres.)  
 
Two Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAPs) are incorporated into the PAOS to provide both 
access to all of the project buildings and connectivity between De Soto Avenue and Burbank 
Boulevard.  The incorporation of nine (9) focal points distributed throughout the Project Site 
will provide gathering spaces in the form of shaded seating areas for employees, residents, 
and visitors, which satisfy the requirement of Section 6.2.2.4.3 that states that the PAOS have 
at least one (1) focal point or gathering space with a minimum of 500 square feet.    
 
Furthermore, per Condition of Approval Number 15, the Project does not count toward the 
PAOS requirement any of the following: surface parking areas, open storage areas, private 
open space areas not accessible to the general public, swimming pools and spas not open to 
the general public, loading docks and parking, driveway entrances and exits, sidewalks and 
parkways that are already in the public right of way, and detached or attached utility areas or 
pads, therefore satisfying Section 6.2.2.5 of the Specific Plan.  
 
As conditioned, in addition to the PAOS requirement, the Project will satisfy the LAMC, Section 
12.33 Park Fees and Land Dedication requirement, as applicable.  The Project, in satisfaction 
of Section 6.2.2.4.1, will prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement that will bind the 
land for the Project and all successors to ensure the PAOS area will be maintained and made 
available and accessible to the public.   
 
As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.2 of the Specific Plan.   

 
Section 6.2.3: Parking 
All parking spaces will be in compliance with applicable parking provisions set forth in the 
Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan and LAMC Section 12.21 A.4.  The Project is a mixed use, 
master planned development project with a combination of residential and non-residential 
uses. The Project proposes to provide 5,548 parking spaces per “Exhibit A” and per Condition 
of Approval Number 18.  
 
The project complies per “Exhibit A” and Condition of Approval Number 18 with Section 6.2.3 
as follows: 
 
a) Residential Automotive Parking (Including Work-Live Units). The Project proposes 1,627 

Residential parking spaces for the 1,009 Residential units proposed. This is more than the 
minimum 1,009 spaces required, and less than the maximum 2,018 parking spaces 
allowed for Residential uses. The number of spaces proposed is inclusive of the 42 guest 
parking spaces proposed for Phase 5, Building 5, a proposed condominimum mixed-use 
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building. Per Condition of Approval Number 18, the Project will provide revised plans that 
demonstrate that the guest parking spaces clearly marked and reserved for Residential 
Guest Use and not accessory commercial uses or delivery uses. Therefore, the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.3.2.1(a), which requires that the Project provide parking for 
residents at the rate of at least one (1) parking space per unit but not more than two (2) 
spaces per unit. 
 

b) Non-Residential Automotive Parking. The Project proposes 3,921 Non-Residential 
parking spaces. The Project has 1,515,011 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area 
which includes 46,417 square feet of amenities space, a maximum of 228 hotel units, 
85,545 square feet of commercial space, 1,140,746 square feet of office space, and 9,839 
square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area.  
 
Per Section 6.2.3.2.2, Commercial areas are required to provide a minimum of two (2) and 
maximum of four (4) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area, Office and 
Research and Development areas are required to provide a minimum of one (1) and 
maximum of four (4) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area, and all other 
spaces not listed in Section 6.2.3.2.2 are to follow the parking requirements of the LAMC. 
Per Section 4 of the Specific Plan on Definitions, the non-habitable portions of the Work-
Live units are not considered Residential or Non-Residential area, but hotel uses are 
considered Non-Residential. Section 12.21 A.4 of the LAMC does not provide parking 
standards for the non-habitable portions of Work-Live units. The same section of the 
LAMC groups hotels with residential buildings, and as such, LA Department of Building 
and Safety clarifies in Information Bulletin P/ZC 2002-011 that parking spaces for hotel 
guestrooms shall be counted at a ratio of one (1) to one (1) for the first 30 guestrooms, 
0.5 to one for the next 30 guestrooms, and 0.33 to one for the remaining guest rooms. 
Therefore, the project is required to provide between 171 and 342 parking spaces for the 
commercial areas, between 2,282 and 4,563 parking spaces for the office areas, and 101 
parking spaces for the hotel areas for a total minimum of 2,554 and maximum of 4,905 
parking spaces overall for the Non-Residential parts of the Project. As such, the Project’s 
3,921 automotive parking spaces complies with Section 6.2.3.2.2 of the Specific Plan. 
 

c) Mixed Use Parking. As the Project is composed of Non-Residential floor area that is more 
than two (2) percent of the Project’s total Floor Area, the 3,921 Non-Residential parking 
spaces and 1,627 Residential parking spaces comply with Section 6.2.3.2.3 of the Specific 
Plan, which states that mixed-use developments comply with the parking standards for 
the Residential portion and the increment of Non-Residential floor area for the Project.  
 

d) General Parking Provisions. The Project complies as follows with Section 6.2.3.3 of the 
Specific Plan, which contains provisions that establish parking standards for all Projects 
in the Plan.  

 
i) Tandem Parking. Per “Exhibit A,” there are no tandem-sized spaces for Non-

Residential Parking. As such, Section 6.2.3.3(b) of the Specific Plan’s regulations on 
tandem parking do not apply to the Project.  

 
ii) Unbundled Parking. The Project does not propose off-street parking for other projects 

within the same or adjacent Districts within the Plan. As such, the Project complies 
with Section 6.2.3.3(c).  
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iii) New Street Parking. The Project propose the new private street of Warner Center Lane 
and per “Exhibit A” proposes 28 parking spaces spread out between each of the 
Phases of the Project. However, as the 5,548 parking spaces proposed is more than 
28 spaces over the minimum 3,563 required, and less than the site maximum of 6,923 
parking spaces, the 28 street parking spaces are not needed to apply toward meeting 
the parking minimums or leaving out of the total parking provided so as not to go over 
the maximum number of spaces allowed. As such, the Project complies with Section 
6.2.3.3(d).  

 
iv) Disabled Parking. The Project proposes overall 5,548 parking spaces, below the 

maximum of 6,923 parking spaces allowed for the site for the uses proposed. 
Nonetheless, Condition of Approval Number 18 includes provisions to exclude the 
counting of disabled parking spaces from the total numbers should the total amount of 
parking spaces being provided equal the maximum amount of parking allowed for the 
Project. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.3(e).  

 
v) Bicycle Parking. Per Condition of Approval Number 19, the Project will provide 87 

short-term and 576 long-term bicycle parking spaces for Residential use, as well as 
submit revised plans for each phase prior to signoff for Phases 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 each 
that show facilities for employee showers associated with the bicycle parking. For Non-
Residential use, the Project will provide 177 short-term and 294 long-term bicycle 
parking spaces, as well as submit revised plans for each and every phase prior to 

signoff that show facilities for employee showers and personal lockers associated with 

those bicycle parking spaces. The number of short-term and long-term spaces 
required for the Non-Residential uses is the total required calculated from the different 
types of uses proposed. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.3(f).  
 

Per the reasons stated above, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.3 of the Specific 
Plan. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan on Parking.   

 
Section 6.2.5: New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways 
 As a Master Planned Project with two public street frontages that are perpendicular, a New 
Street or PAP must be incorporated into the Project and must connect with each public street 
at a minimum of one discrete point, as required by Section 6.2.5.3.1(b).  The Project will 
provide both a New Street and a PAP.    
  
Warner Center Lane is proposed as a new private street, or New Street, and has been 
designed in compliance with the New Streets Standards under Section 6.2.5.2.  Warner 
Center Lane is an existing private street, but the street will be improved to New Street 
standards in accordance with the Specific Plan. Warner Center Lane is proposed to provide 
a variable right-of-way width, with a minimum width of 64 feet, inclusive of the roadway, paved 
sidewalks, and parkways, and a maximum width of 83 feet as it approaches the De Soto 
Avenue and Burbank Boulevard intersection, as shown in Exhibit A.  The proposed right-of-
way width will include a maximum roadway of 36 feet, except where the road approaches the 
De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard intersections where it will be wider, as required by 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation to accommodate additional vehicular lanes, 
including turn lanes.  WC 2035 Plan Section 6.2.5.2.1(e) states, "Any connection to any public 
street shall be provided subject to review and approval of the Director in consultation with the 
City Engineer (Bureau of Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of 
Transportation."  Furthermore, per the New Street Standards, minimum sidewalk and 
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parkway widths of six feet and eight feet will be provided, respectively, on each side of the 
roadway.  
  
An east/west running PAP is proposed to connect De Soto Avenue (from the southeast corner 
of the Project Site) to Burbank Boulevard (at the western portion of the Project Site).  While 
not required, an additional PAP is proposed, running north/south between Buildings 5 and 
6.  Each proposed PAP will be publicly accessible (from 6 AM to 10 PM, daily at minimum) 
and illuminated, will measure a minimum of 20-feet wide with a minimum 10-foot wide pathway 
clear of obstructions, and will contain a minimum of 25% of landscaping.  
 
Section 6.2.6: Urban Design Guidelines and Supplemental Urban Design Standards 
Section 6.2.6 requires that projects comply with a set of Supplemental Urban Design 
Standards. The Project is also encouraged to comply with Urban Design Guidelines, and the 
optional Design Guidelines that the project incorporates into the design are addressed in a 
separate section herein. The applicable required standards and the Project’s compliance with 
them are as follows: 

 
a) Parking in Required Setbacks. Per “Exhibit A”, the Project does not propose surface 

parking in the front setback areas. As such, the Project is not subject to Section 6.2.6.2.1, 
which limits surface parking in the front setback area.  
 

b) Architecture. Per “Exhibit A”, the Project has a variety of architectural treatments that 
break up the façade, using materials such as stucco, brick, stone, metal and siding, as 
well as detailing like storefront window systems on the first floor, recessed balconies on 
floors above the first floor for buildings that have housing, and articulation. As such, the 
Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.2, which requires projects that are three or more 
stories in height to have a different architectural treatment on the ground floor than the 
upper floors of the building.  
 

c) Lighting and Security. Per Condition of Approval Number 21, the Project will submit 
revised elevations that show all and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the 
structure(s), shielded to reduce glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from 
the sky and windows of residential units. As such, the Project complies with Section 
6.2.6.2.3, which requires projects to integrate exterior lighting with the building’s design 
and shield it to reduce glare.  
 

d) Utilities. As the Project is a Master Planned Project, per Condition of Approval Number 21, 
the Project will provide prior to final signoff for Phase 1 plans that show utility lines within 
the public right-of-ways placed underground to the standards of the Bureau of Street 
Services.  As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.4, which regulates the 
placement of utilities for Master Planned Projects.  
 

e) Articulation of Building Facades. The Project proposes several buildings with horizontal 
lengths over 250 feet within 50 feet of the required setbacks. Therefore, the Project is 
subject to Section 6.2.6.2.5 of the Specific Plan, which regulates the articulation of 
buildings over 250 feet measured horizontally.  
 
Per Condition of Approval Number 8 for any building which has parking at the ground floor, 
the Project will include a minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level Building 
Façade that features articulation and modulation through changes in vertical wall plane 
and/or a change in building material.  
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Additionally, per Condition of Approval Number 21, the Project, prior to final signoff for 
each applicable phase for facades longer than 250 horizontal feet within 50 feet of required 
setbacks, will provide updated plans and/or elevations that show depth variation 
measurements that show that 15% of the façade is different than the rest on the same 
elevation;  depth variation to a minimum structural height of 35 feet; and each depth 
variation a minimum five (5) horizontal feet in length.  
 
Per “Exhibit A,” the Project employs ornamental techniques in its architectural design, 
including variation in materials, textures, and fenestration. The Project also has designed 
the parking structures to be compatible in color and details with the buildings it serve by 
either wrapping other uses around them so only portions of it daylight, using similar or 
complementary materials to the buildings they are situated in, or using the same or 
complementary colors to coordinate with the buildings they serve.   
 
As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.5, which regulates the articulation of 
the building façade.  
 

f) General Landscape Requirements for all Projects – Landscape and Irrigation Plans. Per 
Condition of Approval Number 21, the applicant will submit revised landscape plans that 
show all planted areas within the Project serviced by automatic irrigation systems and 
conforming to the City’s water conservation requirements as prepared by a licensed 
landscape architect. Additionally, per Environmental Condition HYDRO-3, the Project will 
dedicate area in the parkway so that runoff can be collected in vegetated swales and 
directed to existing curb and gutter or storm drains .As such, the Project complies with 
Section 6.2.6.2.6, which requires automatic irrigation systems that conformance to the 
City’s water conservation requirements.  
 

g) Landscaping Requirements for Parking Facilities. Phase 1, Building 1 of the Project 
includes one new surface parking lot that does not incorporate surface parking that 
previously existed. As such, it is subject to Section 6.2.6.2.7 (1). Per Condition of Approval 
Number 21, prior to final signoff for Phase 1, the Project will submit updated landscape 
plans that show a minimum of one (1) canopy tree for every four (4) new parking spaces. 
These trees at the time of planting will each be evergreen shade-producing trees, in a 
minimum 24-inch box and, a minimum two (2) inches in trunk caliper width, a minimum 
ten (10) feet in height as measured from the ground after it is planted, and expected to be 
at the point of maturity a minimum of 30 feet and maximum of 50 feet in height with a tree 
canopy of 20 to 40 feet in diameter.  The required canopy trees distributed throughout the 
parking area will be at a minimum ratio of one (1) tree within every 10 feet of any parking 
space. The distribution will not preclude groups or clusters of trees located throughout the 
parking lot.  Additionally, if the Project chooses to erect solar structures in-lieu of the 
canopy trees, it can do so at the discretion of the Director of Planning. As such, the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.6.2.7(1) of the Specific Plan.  

 
Section 6.2.6.2.7(2) requires that any building or structure used for parking shall have a 
minimum landscaped setback of five (5) feet on any portion of a building used for parking 
at or above grade when it is not next to a street. Any portion of a structure used for parking 
adjacent to a street shall meet the requirements for setbacks for the District in which it 
resides. The area within the setbacks shall be landscaped with a berm and/or hedge of at 
least 36 inches in height. Additionally, trees shall be planted in the setback at a ratio of 
one tree every 30 linear feet for the length of the parking area. Finally, the parking areas 
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in the structure that are at or above grade shall be designed with screening techniques to 
minimize vehicle headlight and noise impacts on adjacent properties, and include climbing 
vines to provide landscaped screening and exterior amelioration to the walls. Parts of the 
Project with parking that are adjacent to a new street or PAP are permitted to meet the 
requirements for setbacks as listed for the district in which they sit. Per Conditions of 
Approval Number 20 and 21, the applicant will submit revised plans and elevations prior 
to final signoff for each phase that show compliance with the clarification of landscape 
plans through the two aforementioned Conditions of Approvals, the Project will comply 
with Section 6.2.6.2.7(2). 
 
As the Project does not propose temporary surface parking during any phase, Section 
6.2.6.2.7(3) does not apply. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.7 of the 
Specific Plan.  
 

h) Street Trees. Section 6.2.6.2.8 requires that new street trees be of the species indicated 
for street trees as set forth in Appendix F of the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan, however, 
is silent on the replacement ratio for street trees that are to be removed as part of a Project. 
When the Specific Plan is silent on a regulation that occurs in the LAMC, the LAMC 
prevails. As such, the Project is subject to the Street Tree requirements placed upon the 
project from the Urban Forestry Division. In this instance, the Urban Forestry Division will 
require a two (2) to one (1) replacement as appropriate. Appendix F of the Specific Plan 
requires street trees on De Soto Avenue to be Gingko biloba (Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea 
(Italian Stone Pine), and Ulmus parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) on Burbank Boulevard. 
Condition of Approval Number 10 directs the Project to preserve street trees to the 
greatest extent possible; existing Street Trees should be removed and new ones planted 
only if the removal is necessary for sidewalk widening. If the Project requires the removal 
and replacement of street trees, according to “Exhibit A” Street trees will be planted with 
Gingko biloba (Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone Pine), and Ulmus parvifolia 
‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) on Burbank Boulevard at a 2:1 ratio for every street tree removed as 
per the approval for VTT-74891. Condition of Approval Number 10 will require the 
applicant to seek approval from the Division of Urban Forestry for compliance with their 
requirements. With further review and approval from the Division of Urban Forestry, the 
project will comply with Section 6.2.6.2.8 of the Specific Plan. 
 

i) Application of the Urban Design Guidelines and the Supplemental Urban Design 
Standards. Section 6.2.6.3 of the Specific Plan requires that Projects have a consultation 
with the City’s Urban Design Studio before a Letter of Determination is to be issued. The 
Project had a review with the Urban Design Studio with a written response was provided 
on February 1, 2018, and as such complies with Section 6.2.6.3 of the Specific Plan.  
 

As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6 of the Specific Plan.  
 

Section 6.2.7: Hybrid Industrial 
The Project does not propose Hybrid Industrial uses. The Project therefore is not subject to 
Section 6.2.7 of the Specific Plan which regulates Hybrid Industrial use. As such the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.7 of the Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.8: Automobile Uses 
The Project does not propose uses that include the servicing, purchasing, or maintenance of 
automobiles. The Project is therefore not subject to Section 6.2.8 of the Specific Plan which 
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regulates auto-oriented uses. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.8 of the Specific 
Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.9: Establishment of Entertainment Uses 
The Project does not propose Entertainment Uses, and it is not located in the Downtown or 
Uptown Districts of the Specific Plan. The Project is therefore not subject to Section 6.2.9 of 
the Specific Plan which regulates entertainment and nightlife uses in the Downtown and 
Uptown Districts of the Specific Plan. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.9 of the 
Specific Plan.  
 
Section 6.2.10: Sustainability Requirements for the Entire Plan Area 
Per Condition of Approval Number 22, the Project will submit evidence that the project is 
designed to meet the equivalent green standards of LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) at the Silver Level, in addition to the City’s Green Building and any 
other applicable regulations and Mitigation Measures relating to sustainability standards.  
Additionally, per Conditions of Approval Number 23 and 24, the Project will submit evidence 
showing that it complies with the City’s Green Building Ordinance and that the roof complies 
with the Solar Reflectance Index requirement in Appendix G of the Specific Plan. Appendix G 
provides three options for roofs to meet compliance with Section 6.2.10 according to the slope 
of the roof and the materials used. While “Exhibit A” of the Project included SRI info, it did not 
include the slope of the roof, and per Condition of Approval Number 24, the Project will submit 
updated roof plan reflecting that it qualifies for the SRI indicated. As such, the Project complies 
with Section 6.2.10, which requires Projects to incorporate environmentally-conscience 
design and construction.  
 
Section 7.2: Department of Transportation Review 
In Condition of Approval Number 10 in “Additional Requirements”, the applicant is made aware 
that the Department of Transportation (DOT) may have additional requirements for dedication 
and improvements. As per Condition of Approval Number 26, the applicant will submit a site 
plan to DOT for review and approval in coordination with Valley Project Planning Division of 
the Department of City Planning. Additionally, the applicant at the time application is required 
to submit an Initial Site Assessment Form, which was signed as required by City Planning 
staff on May 11, 2018. As such, the Project complies with Section 7.2 on Transportation 
Review.  
 
Section 7.3: Mobility Fee 
As required, the Applicant has filed a Preliminary Mobility Fee application with the Department 
of City Planning and the Department of Transportation.  The Mobility Fee is calculated at time 
of building permit.  It will take into consideration the square footage of development, as well 
as in-lieu credits for mitigation measures and dedications, as outlined in Appendix C and 
Appendix E of the Specific Plan, as well as Tables 1 and 2, the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
Street Standards. The Project is required to provide an 18-foot dedication along De Soto 
Avenue and 2-foot dedication along Burbank Boulevard.     
 

The Specific Plan allows credit for any uses that were active on or subsequent to January 1, 
2008 to be deducted from a Project’s Mobility Fee. The Project Site is currently improved with 
12 office buildings (10 one-story buildings, 1 two-story building and 1 three-story building) with 
a combined total floor area of approximately 340,339 square feet, inclusive of approximately 
320,196 square feet of office floor area, approximately 1,843 square feet of restaurant floor 
area, and approximately 18,300 square feet of health club floor area.  Lot area (before 
dedications) is 1,062,923 square feet.  Based on the total existing floor area and the lot area 
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(before dedications), total existing FAR is approximately 0.32:1.  Based on Section 7.3.2 of 
the Specific Plan and the existing uses located on the Project Site, it is anticipated that Mobility 
Fee credits will be applied to the Project’s Mobility Fee Calculation.    
  
The proposed Project has a FAR of 2.52:1 and will include approximately 1,246,374 square 
feet of Residential floor area, which falls into Category A, Residential Land Uses, with a 
corresponding rate of $1.51 per square foot. The proposed Project also includes 1,154,127 
square feet of Office floor area (including the existing structure), which falls into Category D 
with a corresponding rate of $8.20 per square foot. It also includes 229,699 square feet of 
Commercial and Retail floor area, which fall into Category E, Commercial and Retail Land 
Uses, with a corresponding rate of $15.81 per square foot. The proposed Project also includes 
4,068 square feet of floor area that corresponds to Category F, which incurs no Mobility Fee.  
 
Based on Section 7 of the WC2035, the Existing Use Credit, and the proposed floor area and 
corresponding land uses, it is anticipated that the proposed Project will be subject to a 
preliminary Mobility Fee of approximately $10,579,833.  Adjustments and/or credits may be 
applied to the Mobility Fee estimate, which is pending final review and approval by LADOT.  
Please refer to the associated Preliminary WC2035 Plan Mobility Fee Calculation Application 
Form in the case file for additional details.  With further review and approval from the 
Department of Building and Safety and the Department of Transportation, the project will 
comply with Section 7.3 of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 7.8: Transportation Demand Management Program 
Per Condition of Approval Number 28, the Project will submit proof of membership in good 
standing for a Transportation Management Organization (TMO). As such, the Project 
complies with Section 7.8 which requires that Projects greater than 30,000 square feet submit 
a Transportation Demand Management plan to the City or join a TMO.  
 
Section 9: Cultural Amenities 
Per Condition of Approval Number 29, the Project will be assessed a Warner Center Cultural 
Amenities Development Fee if the valuation of the Project’s building permit is $500,000 or 
more. The rate at which it will be assessed will be at the rate set by LAMC Section 91.107.4.6 
and the total for fees to be paid is estimated in Condition of Approval Number 29. The project 
does not qualify for any exemptions at the time of issuance of this Letter of Determination as 
there is no Warner Center Cultural Amenities Master Plan from which items can be chosen to 
be provided in-lieu of the fee. As such, the Project complies with Section 9 of the Specific 
Plan, which regulates the establishment of Cultural Amenities in the Warner Center Specific 
Plan area.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 2 .11: Blocks 
Per “Exhibit A,” the project includes commercial spaces on the ground floor on De Soto 
Avenue, Warner Center Lane, and Burbank Boulevard. As such, the Project complies with 
Urban Design Guideline Section 2.11 which states that Neighborhood retail is encouraged 
and should be visibly concentrated at primary street corners, internal street corners, or facing 
onto public-private open spaces or pathways. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.5: Streets Setbacks 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the project will include on the east side at the live-work 
units landscaped setbacks with any or all of the following: walkways, porches, raised planters 
and other solid walls up to three (3) feet above sidewalk elevation, and transparent fences up 
to four (4) feet above sidewalk elevation. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
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Guideline Section 3.C.5, which states that adjacent to ground-floor residential units with 
individual entries or residential common areas the setbacks shall be landscaped with certain 
features.  

 
Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.7: Streets Setbacks 
Per Condition of Approval Number 18, and per “Exhibit A”, the project will not include surface 
parking in the setbacks. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 
3.C.7, which states that surface parking should not be located in the setbacks.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 4.D.1: Street Wall and Ground Floor Uses 
Per “Exhibit A,” the Project will have primary entrance for Buildings 1, 4a, 7, 8 and 9 located 
on De Soto Avenue or Burbank Boulevard, public streets, that are connected and visible from 
said street. Additionally, Building 4 has a primary entrance on a pathway that is visible from 
the Burbank Boulevard. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 
4.D.1, which states that a building's primary entrance, defined as the entrance which provides 
the most direct access to a building's main lobby and is kept unlocked during business hours, 
should be located on a public street or on a courtyard, plaza or pathway that is connected to 
and visible from a public street. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.29: Architecture General Design Guidelines 
Per Condition of Approval Number 8, the Project will use transparent, non-reflective glazing 
on the ground floor windows and doors. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 6.B.29 which states that Projects should Use transparent, non-reflective 
glazing in ground-floor windows and doors. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.35: Architecture General Design Guidelines 
Per Condition of Approval Number 21, the applicant will submit revised elevations that show 
all and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the structure(s), shielded to reduce 
glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from the sky and windows of residential 
units. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.35, which states 
that exterior lighting should be shielded to reduce glare and eliminate light being cast into the 
night sky. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Sections 6.B.38 and 6.B.41: Architecture Minimization of 
Impacts on Neighbors 
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised 
plans showing the location on the exterior of all mechanical equipment including the roof, with 
screens shielding it from public view or placed entirely underground, and the location of the 
ventilation intakes and exhausts on the exterior located more than 20 vertical and horizontal 
feet from the sidewalk and directing air flow away from the public realm. As such, the Project 
complies with Urban Design Guideline Sections 6.B.38 and 6.B.41 which state that 
mechanical equipment should be screened or integrated with the design of the building and 
that intake and exhaust vents should be located to minimize effects on pedestrian comfort.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.43: Architecture Screening of 
Telecommunications 
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised 
plans showing antennas and satellite dishes screened and Cable and satellite services 
encouraged to be provided through a single source. As such, the Project complies with Urban 
Design Guideline Section 6.B.45, which states that antennas and satellite dishes should be 
screened. 
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Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.45: Architecture Minimization of Glare on 
Neighbors 
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final signoff, the Project shall submit revised 
plans showing metal surfaces on the exterior noted as having a matte finish or other finish 
that minimizes glare or reflection. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 6.B.45, which states that reflective materials or other sources of glare (like polished 
metal surfaces) should be designed or screened to avoid impacts on views and measurable 
heat gain on surrounding windows either within or adjacent to a project. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.2: On-Site Open Space Landscaping Recreational 
Facilities  
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, the Project will include in its PAOS a mix of passive 
and active recreational facilities designed to serve residents, employees and visitors to 
Warner Center. The applicant is also required to install amenities for all-ages such as tot lots, 
community gardens or other physical activity facilities designed for social gathering and 
community use year-round. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 7.2, which states that Projects should design PAOS so that it includes a mix of passive 
and active recreational facilities designed to serve residents, employees and visitors to 
Warner Center. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.5: On-Site Open Space Landscaping 
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, prior to signoff, revised landscape plans or proof of 
compliance will be provided to show 50% of the trees in the non-PAOS open space areas as 
canopy trees that provide shade. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 7.5, which states that at least 50% of the required trees should be canopy trees that 
shade open spaces, sidewalks and buildings, unless City Planning approves a less 
percentage to accommodate recreational facilities. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.10: On-Site Open Space Seating 
Per “Exhibit A,” the Project will include a minimum of 1,137 seats in the PAOS that is inclusive 
of but not limited to chairs, benches, and planters, as well as seating placed with consideration 
to noontime sun and shade. Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project in revised plans 
submitted prior to final signoff will show seating with amounts indicated in the plazas and 
courtyard not considered part of PAOS. Additionally, per Condition of Approval Number 20, 
the Project will in the PAOS areas plant deciduous trees as the most effective means of 
providing comfortable access to sun and shade. As such, the Project complies with Urban 
Design Guideline Section 7.10, which states that plazas and courtyards are encouraged to 
incorporate seating to facilitate their enjoyment and use, with consideration paid toward the 
noontime sun and shade, and to use deciduous trees.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.13: On-Site Open Space Scale and Continuity 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans 
according to the instructions on CP-6730 that include the name, address, phone number and 
email address of the landscape professional who prepared the plans; the denotation of street 
trees existing and replacement; the dimensions of all open space areas; a legend or key 
showing which plants are to be planted where and in what quantity; height at planting; and a 
portion of the proposed trees showing a height of at least 35 feet 10 years from planting, 
denoting the height at and age to maturity. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 7.13, which states that landscape elements should establish scale and 
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reinforce continuity between indoor and outdoor spaces, as well as Projects should plant 
canopy trees that will achieve a height of 35 feet in 10 years in open spaces.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 7.15: On-Site Open Space Screening 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show the use of shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls throughout the 
Project site and in each phase. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 7.15, which states Landscaping should be used to screen or break up the mass of 
blank walls. 
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.A.1: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment and 
Management 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show that the Project treats 100 percent of the 85th percentile storm and provides detentions 
capacity to retain a rainfall intensity of 0.5 inches/hour or other Code requirement if the latter 
is more restrictive, to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Sanitation. On-site infiltration is the 
preferred method of treatment. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 8.A.1 which encourages Projects to reduce storm water runoff entering the storm 
drainage system and increase on-site treatment and infiltration of storm water. Additionally, 
the project will provide documentation of compliance with Mitigation Measure Hydro-3, 
requiring vegetated swales within the public right of way.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.2: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show use of a variety of 50% of the plants have a low or very low WUCOLS classification or 
are identified as California Friendly on www.bewwaterwise.com. As such, the Project complies 
with Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.2 which encourages all projects to select and install 
plants identified as California Friendly by the Metropolitan Water District's Be Water Wise 
program (www.bewaterwise.com) for at least 50% of the plant materials used.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.5: Landscape and Stormwater – Irrigation 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show use of a high-efficiency "smart" irrigation system, which includes a weather-based 
controller, and, where feasible, in-line drip and bubblers, rather than overhead spray. As such, 
the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.5 which encourages use of a 
high-efficiency "smart" irrigation system.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.6: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment – 
Permeable Paving 
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans that 
show the use of permeable paving for at least 75 percent of all hardscape areas to the extent 
allowed by other agencies. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 
8.B.5 which encourages the use of use permeable paving.  
 
Urban Design Guideline Section 9.B.3: Streetscape Improvements – Responsibilities of 
Developer 
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, prior to the issuance of any building permit, the 
applicant will prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General 
Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department that includes information 
regarding the ongoing maintenance and operation of the PAOS areas. Additionally, per 
Condition of Approval Number 10, the applicant will post a cash bond or other assurances 

http://www.bewwaterwise.com/
http://www.bewaterwise.com/
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acceptable to the Bureau of Engineering in consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and 
the decision maker guaranteeing the survival of street trees required to be maintained, 
replaced, or relocated in such a fashion as to assure the existence of continuously living trees 
for a minimum of three years from the date that the bond is posted or from the date such trees 
are replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of ownership shall require that the 
new owner post a new protected tree bond to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering. 
As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 9.B.3, which states that 
applicants should Execute a Maintenance Agreement with the City by which the Applicant 
agrees to maintain the streetscape improvements and accepts liability for them.  
 
On-Site Trees. Per “Exhibit A,” the Project proposes to remove 569 on-site trees, 542 of which 
are greater than 4 inches of diameter at breast height. Per the Specific Plan, the Project will 
replace any loss of on-site trees by replacement greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in 
diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-
invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio to show compliance with 
this mitigation measure.  Prior to Planning clearance, plans will be revised to illustrate the on-
site tree planting for a total of 1,084 trees proposed shown on “Exhibit A” to show compliance 
with this section. In addition, prior to the issuance of a permit for the project, satisfactory 
arrangements will be made with the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services 
for the construction of tree wells and planting of on-site street trees. 

 
2) The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, 

or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would mitigate the negative 
environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically feasible. 

 
In addition, Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, was prepared 
for the project and circulated on December 19, 2019.  The IS/MND found the following 
potential negative impacts, but found that all could be reduced to less than significant: 
 

Aesthetics; Air Quality; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Geology and Soils; 
Green House Gas Emissions; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology and 
Water Quality; Noise; Public Services; Tribal Cultural Resources; and Utilities and 
Service Systems 

 
The Director of Planning has reviewed the IS/MND No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated 
on December 19, 2019, all comments received, and the imposition of mitigation measures 
and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the IS/MND. The Advisory Agency finds 
that IS/MND tiers from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH 
No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 15168. 
This IS/MND analyzes potential environmental impacts that were not examined as significant 
effects on the environment in the Warner Center PEIR; or were susceptible to substantial 
reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of 
conditions, or other means. 
  
The Director of Planning determines that revisions in the project were made and agreed to by 
the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for public review which would avoid 
the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur. 
The Director of Planning finds that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record 
before the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment 
and that the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City. The Director 
of Planning further finds mitigation measures have been made enforceable conditions on the 
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project.  In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB3180), the 
Director of Planning has assured that the identified mitigation measures will be implemented 
by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in Administrative Condition Number 5, as 
well as Condition Number 40 of the related case, VTT-74891. 

 
OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES - TIME 
EXTENSION  
 
All terms and conditions of this Director's Determination shall be complied with before the use 
may be established.  This authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being utilized 
within three years after the effective date of this determination.  If such privileges are not utilized 
or substantial physical construction work has not begun and carried on diligently to completion, 
the authorization shall become void. 
 
TRANSFERABILITY 
 
This determination runs with the land.  In the event the property is sold, leased, rented, or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, you must advise them regarding the 
conditions of this grant.  
 
VIOLATIONS OF THE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 
 
Section 11.00 M of the Los Angeles Municipal Code states:  "It shall be unlawful to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code.  Any person violating any of 
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction.  An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal 
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction. 
Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise 
made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County 
Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment."  
 
APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
This Determination is not a permit or license, and any permits and licenses required by law must 
be obtained from the proper public agency.  Furthermore, if any condition of this Determination is 
violated or is not complied with, then the applicant or his successor in interest may be prosecuted 
for violating these conditions, as stipulated in the Los Angeles Municipal Code.  
 
Per LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.4(c), the Determination in this matter shall become effective 15 
calendar days after the approval date, unless an appeal is filed. All appeals shall be filed 
pursuant to procedures established under LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.6.  It is strongly advised 
that appeals be filed early during the appeal period and in-person so that imperfections/ 
incompleteness may be corrected before the appeal period expires.  Any appeal must be filed on 
the prescribed forms, accompanied by the required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received 
and receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the above date to 
be accepted.  Forms are available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org.  The Department of City 
Planning public offices are located at: 
 

http://planning.lacity.org/
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P: (626) 381-9248 
F: (626) 389-5414 
E: mitch@mitchtsailaw.com 

 
Mitchell M. Tsai 

Attorney At Law 

155 South El Molino Avenue 
Suite 104 

Pasadena, California 91101 
 

 

VIA U.S. MAIL 

April 3, 2020 

Mailed to: City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

E-mail Delivery to cityclerk@lacity.org 
   vince.bertoni@lacity.org 

valentina.knox.jones@lacity.org 
tim.fargo@lacity.org 

 
Dear President Dierking, Honorable Commissioners, Ms. Wolcott, Mr. Bertoni, Ms. 
Knox-Jones and Mr. Fargo,  

On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Commenter” or 
“Carpenters”), my Office is submitting these comments on the City of Los Angeles’ 
(“City” or “Lead Agency”) Advisory Agency’s March 23, 2020 determination that the 
Initial Study/Mitigated Declaration (IS/MND) tiers from the Warner Center 2035 
Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center 
PEIR”), that there is no substantial evidence that the Project as revised may have a 
significant effect on the environment, and the approval of an eight-phased Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map (VTT-74891) to merge and re-subdivide the Project Site, located 
at 20920 – 20970 W Warner Center Lane, 20935 – 21051 W Warner Center Lane, and 
20931 – 21041 W Burbank Boulevard (“Project”).  

The instant comment letter is being submitted to support the appeal of the Advisory 
Agency’s March 23, 2020 Letter of Determination (LOD) approving the Project for 
VTT-74891. (3/23/2020 VTT LOD.) 

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing 50,000 union carpenters in six 
states, including in southern California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land 
use planning and addressing the environmental impacts of development projects. 
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Commenters expressly reserve the right to supplement these comments at or prior to 
hearings on the Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related to this 
Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a); Bakersfield Citizens 
for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galante 
Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.  

Commenters expressly reserve the right to supplement these comments at or prior to 
hearings on the Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related to this 
Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a); Bakersfield Citizens 
for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galante 
Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.  

Commenters incorporate by reference all comments raising issues regarding the EIR 
submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. Citizens for Clean Energy v City 
of Woodland (2014) 225 CA4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected to the 
Project’s environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other 
parties). 

Moreover, Commenter requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all 
notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21000 et seq, and the 
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”), Cal. Gov’t 
Code §§ 65000–65010. California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 
21167(f) and Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to 
any person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s 
governing body. 

I. THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE WARNER 
CENTER 2035 PLAN 
a. The Project Fails to Comply with the Warner Center 2035 Plan 

The Letter of Determination (“LOD”) dated March 23, 2020, acknowledges 
that the Project site is located within the Warner Center Specific Plan Area and 
requires to comply with the Warner Center Specific Plan. (3/23/2020 VTT LOD, p. 
5.) The LOD also provides that the subdivider shall comply with the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit. (Id. [emphasis 
in original].) The LOD then analyzes and concludes that the Project is consistent with 
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the applicable general and specific plans, including the Warner Center 2035 Specific 
Plan. (Id. p. 41.) 

However, the Project, as currently proposed, does not comply with the Warner 
Center 2035 Plan.  

1. The Project Does Not Comply with the Warner Center 2035 
Plan’s Cultural Amenities Trust Fund Requirements 

The Warner Center 2035 Plan requires that projects with values of over 
$500,000.00 pay into the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Trust Fund. (Warner 
Center 2035 Plan at pp. 15, 43, 111.) However, the Project’s Conditions of Approval 
only references the requirements and does not require the Project to pay into the 
Warner Center Cultural Amenities Trust Fund. (3/23/2020 VTT LOD, p. 13.) 

2. The Project Should Be Stayed Until the City Implements City 
Council’s Direction to Implement Additional Labor Standards, 
Local Hire, Prevailing Wage, Mobility Fee, and Affordable 
Housing Requirements 

The City has recently approved a number of changes to the Warner Center 2035 
Plan, including measures to implement labor standards, local hire, prevailing wage, 
mobility fee and affordable housing requirements (Council Files 13-0197-S4, 13-0197-
S9, 13-0197-S6), all of which are currently being ignored as part of the City’s Warner 
Center 2035 Plan implementation process.  

The Project ignores these developments in their entirety by failing to require any 
of the aforementioned community benefits that were promised to the City’s 
community many years ago as part of the approval of the Warner Center 2035 Plan.  

3. The Project Does Not Comply with the Warner Center 2035 
Plan’s Modification Procedures 

The VTT LOD acknowledges that Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 5.3.3.2.2 
requires any changes to any phase of development which are not substantially 
compliant with approved plans, including changes to elevations, site plans, 
orientations, and other design features to a Multiple-Phase Project, shall require a 
modification to a Project Permit Compliance pursuant to the requirements of LAMC 
Section 11.5.7-D. (3/23/2020 VTT LOD, p. 13; Warner Center 2035 Plan pp. 26-27.) 
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The VTT LOD notes several times that the Project had been revised without 
describing what the revisions were. (e.g., 3/23/2020 VTT LOD, pp. 1, 2, 41.) Then 
VTT LOD concludes, without any reasoning or evidence, that the revisions were made 
and agreed to by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for public 
review. (3/23/2020 VTT LOD, p. 1.) However, there is no information in the 
IS/MND that adequately describes what revisions were made to the original Project to 
allow it to tier off of the Programmatic EIR. (See IS/MND for De Soto/Burbank 
Master Plan Project [ENV-2017-1706-MND]; see Warner Center Regional Core 
Comprehensive Specific Plan EIR [ENV-2008-3471-EIR].) 

The determination titled “Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan and Project Permit 
Compliance Review” for the related case, DIR-2017-1708-SPP, was issued on March 
23, 2020. However, the Project Permit Compliance Review merely mentions that 
“revisions” were made to the Project without describing what those revisions were. 
(3/23/2020 DIR-2017-1708-SPP LOD, p. 2, 74.) 

Therefore, the Project fails to adequately comply with the Warner Center 2035 
Plan’s required procedures for Project modification/revision. 

II. THE PROJECT VIOLATES THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT 
a. Background Regarding the California Environmental Quality Act 

The California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21100 et seq 
(“CEQA”) has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision-
makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a 
project. 14 California Code of Regulations (“CCR” or “CEQA Guidelines”) § 
15002(a)(1). “Its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the 
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR 
‘protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.’ [Citation.]” 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564. The EIR has 
been described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public 
and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return.” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. 
(2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 
Cal.App.3d 795, 810. 
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Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental 
damage when possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA 
Guidelines § 15002(a)(2) and (3). See also, Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400. The 
EIR serves to provide public agencies and the public in general with information about 
the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify 
ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” CEQA 
Guidelines § 15002(a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the 
agency may approve the project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or 
substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where feasible” and 
that any significant unavoidable effects on the environment are “acceptable due to 
overriding concerns” specified in CEQA section 21081. CEQA Guidelines § 
15092(b)(2)(A–B). 

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the 
reviewing court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a 
project proponent in support of its position.’ A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported 
study is entitled to no judicial deference.’” Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355 
(emphasis added) (quoting Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d at 391, 409 fn. 12). Drawing this 
line and determining whether the EIR complies with CEQA’s information disclosure 
requirements presents a question of law subject to independent review by the courts. 
(Sierra Club v. Cnty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. 
County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal.App.4th 48, 102, 131.) As the court stated in Berkeley 
Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1355:  

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs “if the failure to include relevant 
information precludes informed decision-making and informed public 
participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process. 

The preparation and circulation of an EIR are more than a set of technical 
hurdles for agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that 
government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full 
understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the 
public is assured those consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these 
goals, it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the 
project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate 
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opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go forward is 
made. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80 
(quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 
40 Cal.4th 412, 449–450). 

 
b. The Project Requires a Site-Specific EIR, Not an IS/MND 

As explained above, the Project must be consistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
to rely on the prior Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and tier 
off of a prior Programmatic EIR. (See IS/MND for De Soto/Burbank Master Plan 
Project [ENV-2017-1706-MND]; see Warner Center Regional Core Comprehensive 
Specific Plan EIR [ENV-2008-3471-EIR].) 

Tiering is only appropriate when an EIR has been certified for a program, plan, policy, 
or ordinance under PRC § 21904(a) and the later project is consistent with the 
program, plan, policy, or ordinance pursuant to PRC § 21904(b)(1) and CEQA 
Guidelines § 15152(d). Moreover, the later project must be consistent with the 
applicable general plan pursuant to PRC § 21904(b)(2) and CEQA Guidelines § 
15152(e). 

Here, not only is the Project inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan, but it also 
has been revised, which rendered it different from how it was envisioned and analyzed 
in the Programmatic EIR. 

The Project is of a monumental size: it includes a total of 1,009 residential units, with a 
mix of studio, one-, two- and three-bedroom units and Work-Live Units, as well as 
office, hotel, and other commercial spaces (restaurant and/or retail) uses, as well as 
community space (to be completed in Phase VIII). (3/23/2020 LOD, p. 44.)  Despite 
this fact, the Project was allowed to be approved based upon a mere IS/MND rather 
than a site-specific EIR.  

Moreover, revisions were made to the Project, which was not amply analyzed or 
discussed in the IS/MND and the 3/23/2020 VTT LOD. Moreover, these revisions 
negate the City’s ability to tier off of the earlier Programmatic EIR. 

With undeterminable revisions made for the Project, substantial evidence no longer 
supports the City’s reliance on the IS/MND and the Programmatic EIR in approving 
the Project. 
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c. The Project Facially Does Not Qualify for a Statutory Exemption 
from CEQA  

California Government Code Section 65457 and Cal. Public Resources Code 
section 21155.4 (mistakenly cited as California Government Code in the Project’s 
Determination Letter) as the Project must be consistent with the Warner Center 2035 
Plan to be exempt from CEQA, which for many aforementioned reasons including 
those previously outlined it is not.  

III. CONCLUSION 

For the aforementioned reasons, Commenter requests that the City grant its appeal 
and send the Project back to be re-analyzed and considered for its consistency with the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan and compliance with CEQA. 

 

Regards, 

_____________________________________ 
Mitchell M. Tsai 
MITCHELL M. TSAI, ATTORNEY AT LAW 
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Mitchell M. Tsai 

Attorney At Law 

155 South El Molino Avenue 
Suite 104 

Pasadena, California 91101 
 

 

VIA U.S. MAIL 

April 7, 2020 

Mailed to: City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

E-mail Delivery to: cityclerk@lacity.org 
   vince.bertoni@lacity.org 

michelle.levy@lacity.org 
tim.fargo@lacity.org 
planning.figcounter@lacity.org 

 
Dear President Dierking, Honorable Commissioners, Ms. Wolcott, Mr. Bertoni, Ms. 
Levy and Mr. Fargo,  

On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Commenter” or 
“Carpenters”), my Office is submitting these comments on the City of Los Angeles’ 
(“City” or “Lead Agency”) Director of Planning’s (“Director”) determination on 
March 23, 2020 entitled “Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan and Project Permit 
Compliance Review” for Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP, located at 20920 – 20970 W 
Warner Center Lane, 20935 – 21051 W Warner Center Lane, and 20931 – 21041 W 
Burbank Boulevard (“Project”). (3/23/2020 Letter of Determination re: DIR-Permit 
Compliance Review [“DIR-PCR LOD”].) 

On March 23, 2020, the Director approved the Project by finding that (1) the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) ENV-2017-1706-MND prepared for the 
Project tiers from the Warner Center 2035 Program EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, 
SCH No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIR”), (2) revisions in the project were made 
and agreed to by the applicant before the proposed MND was released for public 
review, (3) there is no substantial evidence that the project as revised may have a 
significant effect on the environment and that the MND reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City, (4) that the mitigation measures have bene made 
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enforceable conditions on the project. (3/23/2020 DIR-PCR LOD, pp. 1-2.) Finally, 
the Direct found that the City adopts the MND and the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program for the MND. (Id. at p. 2.) 

This comment letter is being submitted to support the appeal of the Director of 
Planning’s March 23, 2020 Letter of Determination (LOD) approving the Project for 
the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan, DIR-2017-1708-SPP. (3/23/2020 DIR-PCR 
LOD.) 

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing 50,000 union carpenters in six 
states, including in southern California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land 
use planning and addressing the environmental impacts of development projects. 

Commenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments at or prior to 
hearings on the Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related to this 
Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a); Bakersfield Citizens 
for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galante 
Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.  

Commenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments at or prior to 
hearings on the Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related to this 
Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a); Bakersfield Citizens 
for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galante 
Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.  

Commenters incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding the EIR 
submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. Citizens for Clean Energy v City 
of Woodland (2014) 225 CA4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected to the 
Project’s environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other 
parties). 

Moreover, Commenter requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all 
notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21000 et seq, and the 
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”), Cal. Gov’t 
Code §§ 65000–65010. California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 
21167(f) and Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to 



City of Los Angeles – Appeal Justification for March 23, 2020 Letter of Determination Approving DIR-2017-1708-SPP 
April 7, 2020 
Page 3 of 7 

any person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s 
governing body. 

I. THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE WARNER 
CENTER 2035 PLAN AND THE LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE 
a. The Project Fails to Comply with the Warner Center 2035 Plan 

The primary purpose of the March 23, 2020 LOD is to approve the Project with 
the determination that it is compliant with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) 11.5.7(C)(2) requires that the Director make 
written findings prior to granting a Project Permit Compliance for  Project in a specific 
plan area. The LOD then analyzes and concludes that the Project is consistent with the 
applicable general and specific plans, including the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
(Id. pp. 54-74.) 

However, the Project as currently proposed does not comply with the Warner 
Center 2035 Plan.  

1. The Project Should Be Stayed Until the City Implements City 
Council’s Direction to Implement Additional Labor Standards, 
Local Hire, Prevailing Wage, Mobility Fee and Affordable Housing 
Requirements 

The City has recently approved a number of changes to the Warner Center 2035 
Plan, including measures to implement labor standards, local hire, prevailing wage, 
mobility fee and affordable housing requirements (Council Files 13-0197-S4, 13-0197-
S9, 13-0197-S6), all of which are currently being ignored as part of the City’s Warner 
Center 2035 Plan implementation process.  

The Project ignores these developments in their entirety by failing to require any 
of the aforementioned community benefits that were promised to the City’s 
community many years ago as part of approval of the Warner Center 2035 Plan.  

2. The Project Does Not Comply with the Warner Center 2035 
Plan’s Modification Procedures 

The March 23, 2020 LOD acknowledges that Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 
5.3.3.2.2 requires any changes to any phase of development which are not substantially 
compliant with approved plans, including changes to elevations, site plans, 
orientations, and other design features to a Multiple-Phase Project, shall require a 
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modification to a Project Permit Compliance pursuant to the requirements of LAMC 
Section 11.5.7-D. (Warner Center 2035 Plan pp. 26-27.) 

The 3/23/2020 LOD notes several times that the Project had been revised 
without describing what the revisions were. (E.g. 3/23/2020 DIR-PCR LOD, pp. 2, 
74.) Then the LOD concludes, without any reasoning or evidence, that the revisions 
were made and agreed to by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released 
for public review. (Id.) However, there is no information in the LODS or the IS/MND 
that adequately describes what revisions were made to the original Project to allow it to 
tier off of the Programmatic EIR. (See IS/MND for De Soto/Burbank Master Plan 
Project [ENV-2017-1706-MND]; see Warner Center Regional Core Comprehensive 
Specific Plan EIR [ENV-2008-3471-EIR].) 

b. The Project Fails to Comply with LAMC 11.5.7(C) 

Before granting a Project Permit Compliance request, LAMC 11.5.7(C)(2) 
requires the Director to make written findings that the Project satisfies each of the 
following requirements: 

(a)   That the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, 
findings, standards and provisions of the specific plan; and  

   (b)   That the project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures 
when necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which 
would mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent 
physically feasible 

 For reasons stated above, the Project is inconsistent with the Warner Center 
2035 Plan. Thus, the Director’s finding under LAMC 11.5.7(C)(2)(a) is unsupported by 
substantial evidence. Moreover, due to the failure of the City to disclose and analyze 
what revisions were to the Project, the Director’s finding under both (a) and (b) are 
unsupported, especially because it is unclear whether the revised Project was 
adequately analyzed by the IS/MND and can still tier off of the earlier Programmatic 
EIR. 

Therefore, the Project fails to adequately comply with the Warner Center 2035 
Plan’s and the LAMC’s required procedures for Project modification/revision. 
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II. THE PROJECT VIOLATES THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT 
a. Background Regarding the California Environmental Quality Act 

The California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21100 et seq 
(“CEQA”) has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision 
makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a 
project. 14 California Code of Regulations (“CCR” or “CEQA Guidelines”) § 
15002(a)(1). “Its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the 
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR 
‘protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.’ [Citation.]” 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564. The EIR has 
been described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public 
and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return.” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. 
(2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 
Cal.App.3d 795, 810. 

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental 
damage when possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA 
Guidelines § 15002(a)(2) and (3). See also, Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400. The 
EIR serves to provide public agencies and the public in general with information about 
the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify 
ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” CEQA 
Guidelines § 15002(a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the 
agency may approve the project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or 
substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where feasible” and 
that any unavoidable significant effects on the environment are “acceptable due to 
overriding concerns” specified in CEQA section 21081. CEQA Guidelines § 
15092(b)(2)(A–B). 

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the 
reviewing court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a 
project proponent in support of its position.’ A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported 
study is entitled to no judicial deference.’” Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355 
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(emphasis added) (quoting Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d at 391, 409 fn. 12). Drawing this 
line and determining whether the EIR complies with CEQA’s information disclosure 
requirements presents a question of law subject to independent review by the courts. 
(Sierra Club v. Cnty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. 
County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal.App.4th 48, 102, 131.) As the court stated in Berkeley 
Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1355:  

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs “if the failure to include relevant 
information precludes informed decision-making and informed public 
participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process. 

The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical 
hurdles for agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that 
government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full 
understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the 
public is assured those consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these 
goals it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the 
project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate 
opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go forward is 
made. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80 
(quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 
40 Cal.4th 412, 449–450). 

b. The Project Requires a Site Specific EIR, Not an IS/MND 

As explained above, the Project must be consistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
to rely on the prior Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and tier 
off of a prior Programmatic EIR. (See IS/MND for De Soto/Burbank Master Plan 
Project [ENV-2017-1706-MND]; see Warner Center Regional Core Comprehensive 
Specific Plan EIR [ENV-2008-3471-EIR].) 

Tiering is only appropriate when an EIR has been certified for a program, plan, policy, 
or ordinance under PRC § 21904(a) and the later project is consistent with the 
program, plan, policy, or ordinance pursuant to PRC § 21904(b)(1) and CEQA 
Guidelines § 15152(d). Moreover, the later project must be consistent with the 
applicable general plan pursuant to PRC § 21904(b)(2) and CEQA Guidelines § 
15152(e). 
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Here, not only is the Project inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan, it also has 
been revised which rendered it different from how it was envisioned and analyzed in 
the Programmatic EIR. 

The Project is of a monumental size – it includes a total of 1,009 residential units, with 
a mix of studio, one-, two- and three-bedroom units and Work-Live Units, as well as 
office, hotel, and other commercial (restaurant and/or retail) uses, as well as 
community space (to be completed in Phase VIII). (3/23/2020 LOD, p. 44.)  Despite 
this fact, the Project was allowed to be approved based upon a mere IS/MND rather 
than a site-specific EIR.  

More critically, revisions were made to the Project which were not amply analyzed or 
discussed in the IS/MND and the 3/23/2020 LOD. Moreover, these revisions negate 
the City’s ability to tier off of the earlier Programmatic EIR. 

With undeterminable revisions made for the Project, substantial evidence no longer 
supports the City’s reliance on the IS/MND and the Programmatic EIR in approving 
the Project. 

c. The Project Facially Does Not Qualify for a Statutory Exemption 
from CEQA  

The 3/23/2020 mistakenly cites to California Government Code Section 65457 
as “California Public Resources Code (California Environmental Quality Act) in an 
effort to claim an exemption from CEQA.  However, the Project must be consistent 
with the Warner Center 2035 Plan to be exempt from CEQA, which for many 
aforementioned reasons including the ones specifically outlined in this letter it is not.  

III. CONCLUSION 

For aforementioned reasons, Commenter requests that the City grant its appeal and 
send the Project back to be re-analyzed and considered for its consistency with the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan and compliance with CEQA. 

 

Regards, 

_____________________________________ 
Mitchell M. Tsai 
MITCHELL M. TSAI, ATTORNEY AT LAW 
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Gina K. Thornburg, PhD 

Executive Director 

Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods 

6303 Owensmouth Ave., 10th Floor, Suite 1008 

Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

(818) 451-3977 

GinaT.cfvn@gmail.com 

 

 

April 3, 2020 

 

City Planning Commission, Valley Office 

Marvin Braude Building 

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Ste. 251 

Van Nuys, CA  91401 

 

RE: Appeal of the Letter of Determination on Case No. VTT-74891 (related case, DIR-2017-

1708-SPP), the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan 

CEQA: ENV-2017-1706-MND 

Location: 20920–20970 W. Warner Center Lane; 20935–21051 W. Warner Center Lane; 20931–

21041 W. Burbank Blvd. 

Specific Plan: Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan 

Zone: (WC) COMMERCE — SN 

 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commissioners: 

 

In response to the letter of determination (LOD) dated March 23, 2020, regarding the De 

Soto/Burbank Master Plan (the Project) in Woodland Hills, the Coalition for Valley 

Neighborhoods (the Coalition) files this appeal of the entire decision and specific conditions of 

approval. The Coalition, composed of Valley residents, is aggrieved by the Deputy Advisory 

Agency’s approval of the eight-phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map and its finding “that there is 

no substantial evidence … that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the 

environment.” Specific points at issue are discussed in the following paragraphs as well as in 

separate subsections under subheadings.  
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The Coalition is aggrieved by the decision of the Advisory Agency because of the impacts 

the Project will have on population density, housing affordability, quality of local job offerings 

(the low-wage jobs likely to be offered by the commercial and retail establishments on the 

Project site will not be sufficient to afford the luxury rental units the Applicant proposes in the 

Project plan), traffic congestion, street safety, pedestrian safety, air quality, building safety on 

site (due to the real possibility that the underlying soils cannot support the load of the 10 

proposed buildings), light and noise pollution, lack of contiguous, open, green parkland on the 

Project site, and problems with the City sewer and storm drain lines.  

We believe that the Advisory Agency erred in approving the Project, basing its decision on 

outdated and/or incomplete information and analysis, and abused its discretion by making a 

premature determination of approval. We also believe that pressure from the Council District 3 

office, as evidenced by a November 19, 2019 letter from Councilmember Bob Blumenfield to 

Director Vince Bertoni, caused a rushed decision on the Project, a decision that ignored the 

advice of the following LA City departments: the Department of Building and Safety–Grading 

Division, the Department of Recreation and Parks, and LA Sanitation. Because of these 

deficiencies in the LOD and the significant impacts the Project would have on Woodland Hills 

and surrounding communities, the Advisory Agency erred in tiering this is off of the outdated 

EIR (from 2008) for the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. A wholly new EIR should have been 

prepared for this project and still could be, which we request now.  

Conditions Have Changed 

Conditions have sufficiently changed in the southwest Valley, in Los Angeles, and in the 

world to merit a new EIR dedicated to the Project. 

Mobility Trends and Traffic 

One of the most salient new conditions is the advent of ride-sharing services. Projects of this 

size generate much more traffic, not less. Angelenos would rather use Uber and Lyft than use 

public transit (one need only reflect upon the effects of these ride-sharing services on LAX, 

which had to reconfigure its drop-off and pick-up zones). For example, Larry Green of Unibail-

Rodamco-Westfield told me that residents of the huge Met condominium complex in Warner 

Center rejected the offer of a shuttle service to nearby URW retail properties because they 

preferred to use ride-sharing services. Moreover, public transit in Los Angeles is generally 
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unsafe for women and girls, according to reports of assaults and sexual harassment on LA public 

transit lines released in 2019. The LOD errs on page 45 in claiming that the Project is “consistent 

with” a Community Plan goal of creating a “safe, secure, and high-quality residential 

environment for all economic, age, and ethnic segments of the Community Plan Area.” The 

categories of sex and gender were omitted therein, and it is doubtful that such a compact, highly 

dense urban neighborhood will be safe for women and girls to walk to and fro from their on-site 

residences to on-site retail and commercial establishments.  

Another sea change is the increase in commuter traffic in the southwest Valley. Traffic is 

already congested, and De Soto Avenue, in particular, is backed up for hours in the morning and 

afternoon. Traffic generated through daily operation of the Project would have severe, life-

threatening effects of slowing and blocking emergency vehicles to the hospital, from Fire Station 

84, and to and from Woodland Hills Academy.  

Traffic congestion that will impede the ingress and egress of fire trucks and other vehicles 

from Fire Station 84, of ambulances and other vehicles from Kaiser Permanent Hospital, and of 

ambulances and emergency vehicles to and from Woodland Hills Academy pose a significant 

public-health risk and hazard, since the seconds and minutes of delay for such emergency 

vehicles often mean the difference between life and death. The statement on page 51 

“replacement of the existing development with a new development will not cause any serious 

public health problems” is misguided and incorrect. 

Rent and Job Trends 

Given the rent and jobs trends in Warner Center, where rents rose 33% between 2013 and 

2018, most current or future employees will not be able to afford the proposed De Soto/Burbank 

Master Plan apartments and condominiums. The state, city, and nation are in the midst of a 

severe shortage of affordable housing, since wages and salaries have not kept pace with rising 

rents. The pandemic will exacerbate these trends, and in the context of the pandemic, the Project 

is arguably even more irrelevant, damaging, and unnecessary than before.  

Development proposals like the Project should be rejected out of hand because they do not 

contribute to economic, environmental, or social equity and justice; they damage the local social 

fabric by contributing to long commutes and out-migration due to rising rents. A report by the 

Center for Economic Research & Forecasting at California Lutheran University, for example, 

found that the middle class is leaving the San Fernando Valley, primarily because of the high 
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cost of housing. Affordable housing contributes to stable communities and to the reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions. As it is, 85% or more of Warner Center workers do not live in Warner 

Center, and the stretch of the 101 Freeway from Woodland Hills to Downtown LA is the second 

most congested in the country. De Soto is a major arterial street feeding to the 101 and it is 

constantly congested. Since fall 2015, Ventura Blvd. has become like a freeway, with speeding 

heavy traffic for many hours of the day. The on- and off-ramps from the 101 Freeway are 

impacted by dangerous slow-downs and back-ups. The proposed Project would amplify these 

trends. Given that the Project site is already a 94%-occupied, well-functioning corporate office 

park, it makes no economic, cultural, social, or environmental sense to replace it with a tower-

filled, mixed-use mega-project like the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan.  

Public Health Conditions and a Recent California Supreme Court Decision 

The statement on page 51 of the LOD that the “replacement of the existing development with 

a new development will not cause any serious public health problems” is incorrect. Ongoing, 

operational air-quality impacts will affect the sensitive receptors of hospital patients across the 

street; children and elderly residents living in the Carlton Terrace neighborhood to the east; and 

the children, staff, and faculty at Woodland Hills Academy just 600 feet from the south end of 

the Project site. A California Supreme Court decision in Sierra Club v. County of Fresno in 

December 2018 requires that projects such as the Project detail the identifiable health impacts 

resulting from air pollutants produced by such projects. The Project’s MND, this LOD, and the 

WC2035SP’s EIR from 2008 fail to satisfy this requirement. Construction activities and the 

future operational activities will contribute ongoing significant amounts of greenhouse gas 

emissions to the local air environment. The SCAQMD reported last year that the San Fernando 

Valley had 49 red-colored air-advisory days in 2018, while the West Side of LA had only two.  

The impacts of the Project on air quality are unmitigatable. A member of the Coalition states, 

“As reported in the LA Times recently, bad air quality contributes to one’s inability to fight this 

[corona]virus. This is not the first virus to arise and most certainly will not be the last. Building 

such a huge project with high-rises next to a hospital is a total disregard for human life.” The 

Coalition finds the mitigation measure described in AQ-9 to be deficient because of the loophole 

“to the extent feasible” and would like that verbiage struck from the LOD. The Coalition finds 
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the review period in mitigation measure AQ-11 insufficient and would like it extended from 15 

days to 30 days. 

Concerns about the Geology of the Project Site Were Ignored by the LOD 

Neither the Advisory Agency nor the LA Department of City Planning has adequately 

justified moving forward with Project approval, given the recommendation from LADBS-

Grading on February 3, 2020, to withhold approval of this master-planned redevelopment project 

because of serious concerns regarding the underlying soils. In fact, the Soils Report Review 

Letter, Log #97858-02, dated November 14, 2019, stated that the “earth materials at the 

subsurface exploration locations consist of up to 8 feet of uncertified fill underlain by alluvial 

deposits” and that the “site is located in a designated liquefaction zone as shown on the Seismic 

Hazard Zones map issued by the State of California.” It is unknown what the “lowest liquefiable 

layer” is, and it is unclear whether the soil on this site can support the proposed dense 

development, considering that currently existing buildings on the site are low rise. The Project 

proposes to replace the current 340,339 square feet of low-rise buildings with 2,634,268 square 

feet of high-rise structures. The LOD is deficient in requiring as a mitigation measure, in GEO-1 

on page 21, future “detailed geotechnical investigations,” when these investigations and their 

resultant study should have already been prepared before project approval. Although these 

investigations and reports are necessary and welcomed, they should have already be completed. 

The Advisory Agency has placed public safety at risk in prematurely approving this Project 

without such geologic investigations. 

LADBS’s recognition that the Project site lies within a hazardous liquefaction zone calls into 

question the judgment of the Advisory Agency in approving this VTT application. The soils 

underlying the site are alluvial and deep, and a document needs to be prepared comparing 

existing, equally dense developments around the United States and world on alluvial soils with 

similar weight loads. On page 7 of the Geologic and Geotechnical Report prepared for the 

Applicant and issued on April 24, 2017, the soil on the Project site was described thus:  

“Alluvial soil exists on the site above bedrock. Total alluvial thickness is 

greater than 75 feet, as shown in the boring logs performed on the site, and potentially 

greater than 100 feet. The alluvium consisted of multiple layers of soft to hard, sandy to 

clayey silts and silty to sandy clays, with thin lenses of medium-dense sand and silty 

sands. The alluvial soils have a medium expansion index and are subject to 

consolidation under load.” [emphasis added] 
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The Coalition asserts that the site is unsuitable for the Project’s proposed density. If the Project is 

developed as proposed, Woodland Hills may be stuck with leaning, sinking towers, as happened 

with the Millennium tower in San Francisco. The Advisory Agency abused its discretion when 

stating on pages 49 and 50, respectively, that the site “is physically suitable for the type of 

development” and “is physically suitable for the proposed density of development.” In the 

absence of detailed investigations of the soils underlying the site it cannot be a current “finding 

of fact” that this site is “suitable” for the proposed Project. 

Housing 

The De Soto/Burbank Master Plan proposes 1,009 luxury or market-rate multi-family units 

and offers no affordable units. The Project offers no residential units for income tiers pegged to 

the AMI, as defined by the LA Housing and Community Investment Department. The LOD errs 

on pages 45 and 46 in stating that the Project would “meet the diverse economic needs and 

current and projects population to the year 2010” or that the Project’s “variety of housing type 

helps to provide housing that is accessible for a broad segment of the community.” This is a 

patently false statement, given that the Applicant refuses to offer affordable units, and that in the 

context of the WC2035SP, the first apartment building, the Omni, to open under the SP offered 

studio apartments at $2,230 a month. A household would have to earn upwards of $89,000 a year 

to afford said studio. Millennials, Generation Z, retired people on fixed incomes, young families 

with children, and others cannot afford these luxury units. Because of the apartment-building 

boom in Warner Center, due to the WC2035SP, there is a glut of luxury units under construction 

and coming online (more than 12,000 at last count). Who will live in these units? They are likely 

to remain empty for years, particularly in light of the economic impacts of the pandemic. The 

Project is economically infeasible for Valley residents and workers and for any Warner Center 

worker who would entertain the thought of living closer to his or her place of employment. 

The WC2035 SP had an idea of who the residents of Warner Center should be. On page 33, 

the WC2035 SP states,  

“As a result, it becomes crucial that the new Plan’s true public benefits in facilitating new 

development is to ensure community gathering open spaces, good urban design, 

pedestrian activity, and housing that is affordable to a broad range of households.”  
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How is this “broad range” to be interpreted? The Plan provides the answer on page 309, 

Appendix F:  

“Housing Choices. Provide a range of housing types and price levels that offer a full 

range of choices, including home ownership, and bring people of diverse ages, 

ethnicities, household sizes and incomes into daily interaction.” [emphasis added] 

The Applicant (Adler Realty Investments), however, has not offering housing for a variety of 

household incomes, unless those incomes are far above LA County’s area median income of 

about $73,000 a year for a family of four. To put that into perspective, more than 5 million 

county residents live in households earning less than $73,000 a year, but to afford the median 

rent for a two-bedroom apartment in the City of Los Angeles, about $2,850 a month, a working 

family must earn $114,000 a year.1  

On page 44 of the LOD, the erroneously asserts that the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan will 

meet a housing goal of the General Plan Framework Element, to wit: 

“Objective 2.2. Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, 

jobs, amenities, services and transit. [emphasis added] 

“… the Project is a mixed use development containing much need housing with a variety 

of housing unit types (rental and ownership) and sizes.” 

However, Los Angeles need many hundreds of thousands of affordable dwelling units, which is 

where the demand is, not more market-rate and luxury units, which the Project offers. The 

Advisory Agency has abused its discretionary power by implying that market-rate or luxury 

rentals that vary by size or tenancy are equivalent to mixed-income housing. Mixed-income 

dwelling units, according to accepted legal requirements, are affordable units intended for lower- 

to moderate-income households. These units come with covenants requiring rents to stay below 

market rate and pegged to lower-income households for a certain number of years (30 to 55 years 

is typical).2 The LOD’s interpretation that market-rate apartments that vary by size constitute 

“mixed-income housing” must not be allowed to stand. 

 

 
1 “Out of Reach in 2018.” Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing. http://www.scanph.org/policy-

roundup-blog/out-of-reach-report-2018 
2 Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department. https://hcidla.lacity.org/land-use-covenants 

http://www.scanph.org/policy-roundup-blog/out-of-reach-report-2018
http://www.scanph.org/policy-roundup-blog/out-of-reach-report-2018
https://hcidla.lacity.org/land-use-covenants


8 

 

Trees 

The LOD should define “desirable” in No. 30 on page 10. The Project site currently has 569 

mature trees, which constitute an urban forest and perform many valuable ecosystem services. 

Although the trees analysis showed that several of these trees are overly pruned or scorched, 

several hundred of these trees should be conserved. They could be boxed and moved to different 

locations on the Project site or boxed and sold to local tree brokers. The Coalition would like 

hundreds of these trees preserved.  

Parkland 

The Coalition strongly opposes Condition No. 27, the payment of an in-lieu fee instead of the 

dedication of land for a contiguous, open, green park space, which an analysis by LA RAP found 

was needed for Woodland Hills. The Project’s occupants would have a negative impact on the 

few, small local parks our community has, and this project should have an open green space 

dedicated to and managed by LA Department of Recreation and Parks.  

Sewers and Drain Lines 

The Coalition finds that condition number 28 on page 10 is in error, as evidenced by the 

email from San CWReview dated February 3, 2002 to Mary Crowell. Rafael Yanez stated that 

LA Sanitation “had found issues with the proposed tract and their being existing City Sewer and 

Storm Drain lines found within easements within the proposed tract boundaries.” Mr. Yanez has 

asked that the LADCP “revise … reports so it is on record and not just easements alone.” LA 

SAN also advises the Applicant must submit plans to BOE and the proposed improvements must 

be “reviewed and approved by BOS and/or BOE on our behalf and may need pre-construction 

and post-construction CCTV video inspections of each of the lines performed depending on the 

proposed development.” Therefore, the Coalition asserts that the LOD’s verbiage concerning the 

sewer and drainage lines on the proposed tract and existing tract is deficient. These deficiencies 

must be remedied before the Project is fully approved and entitled.  

Towers 

We oppose the 24-story tower and the three 15-story towers. Given the ongoing commercial 

vacancy rates in Warner Center, the ongoing residential rental vacancy rates in the southwest 

Valley (because the expensive units remain empty for long periods), and the need for more 
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parkland, we propose the removal of these towers from the Project. We propose that the 

courthouse remain (the site of the 24-story tower), that several of the existing businesses remain 

on the corner of De Soto and Burbank, and that much of the square footage slated to be occupied 

by the office towers be instead dedicated as an open, gateway park space for Warner Center. 

Absent from the Case File Is Input from Local Residents, Who Will Be Most Impacted 

The Coalition believes that you should know that there has been very little outreach to the 

community concerning the Project, and the conflict of interest within both the Woodland Hills–

Warner Center Neighborhood Council and the Woodland Hills Homeowners Organization has 

contributed to this lack of outreach and transparency. The Project’s architect is a current board 

member of the WHHO and a former longtime board member of the WHWCNC. His wife still 

sits on the board of the WHWCNC. It is not true the full board of the WHWCNC or the wider 

Woodland Hills community has had an opportunity to weigh in on this project. Evidence of this 

lack of transparency and democratic participation is that the case file contains no letter from the 

WHWCNC or many letters from the public. Councilmember Blumenfield erred in writing in his 

November 19, 2019 letter that the “applicant has done copious amounts of outreach to the 

community through the Woodland Hills–Warner Center Neighborhood Council.” Appearing 

before PLUM is not the same as conducting outreach to the community. 

The applicant participated in two meetings through the PLUM Committee of the WHWCNC 

at which a former NC executive-board member, who is the architect on the Project, presided over 

complete presentations of the Project. These were committee meetings, not widely advertised, 

unlike meetings of the full NC board, which are well attended by the public. Moreover, two 

members of the PLUM Committee, one of whom was not a board member, formed an improper 

and secret ad-hoc committee that non-PLUM Committee NC board members knew nothing 

about. Their activities included meetings with the developer. Their meetings were not publicly 

noticed, in violation of the Brown Act. They also produced a secret report in favor of the 

developer’s position against the dedication of land for a public park. This report was not made 

public on the NC’s website, even though its topic was on the agenda of a PLUM Committee 

meeting last year. Ultimately, you decided that it would be all right for the developer to pay in-

lieu fees instead of dedicating acres for a public park, which Woodland Hills sorely needs. 

According to the Brown Act, an ad-hoc committee that contains a non-board member is subject 
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to the public-notification requirements of the law. Moreover, documents produced by official 

government bodies are supposed to be public records. Those two individuals—one a board 

member and the other not—did not make that report available to the public. 

Councilmember Blumenfield wrote to Mr. Bertoni in the November 19 letter that “the project 

has garnered support from the community.” This is provably false. There were no public 

hearings. There were no full-board NC meetings. You do not have in your case file numerous 

letters of support from area workers or residents. Instead, in the case file, which I have perused, 

you have letters only from the well-connected, moneyed interests in Warner Center, most of 

whom have some connection to Brad Rosenheim, Michael Adler, or Dennis DiBiase, who 

suggested this development in 2013 to Mr. Adler in the first place, according to a conversation I 

had with Mr. Adler in 2018. 

In the context of this lack of transparency and community outreach, and with the added 

disruption of the safer-at-home orders and COVID-19 pandemic, the very short appeals window 

is especially burdensome for area residents and workers. A one-month extension of the appeals 

period should have been granted and still could be granted for the DIR letter of determination. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this appeal. 

 

Sincerely, 

[digital signature] 

 

Gina K. Thornburg, PhD 

Executive Director 

Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods 
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Gina K. Thornburg, PhD 

Executive Director 

Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods 

6303 Owensmouth Ave., 10th Floor, Suite 1008 

Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

(818) 451-3977 

GinaT.cfvn@gmail.com 

 

 

April 7, 2020 

 

City Planning Commission, Valley Office 

Marvin Braude Building 

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Ste. 251 

Van Nuys, CA  91401 

 

LA Department of City Planning 

Metro DSC 

201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 

 

RE: Appeal of the Letter of Determination on Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP (related case, VTT-

74891)), the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan; CEQA: ENV-2017-1706-MND 

Location: 20920–20970 W. Warner Center Lane; 20935–21051 W. Warner Center Lane; 20931–

21041 W. Burbank Blvd. 

Specific Plan: Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan; Zone: (WC) COMMERCE — SN 

 

Dear Los Angeles Department of City Planning and Planning Commissioners: 

 

In response to the director’s letter of determination (LOD; case no. DIR-2017-1708-SPP) 

dated March 23, 2020, regarding the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan (the Project) in Woodland 

Hills, the Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods (the Coalition) files this appeal of the entire 

decision and specific conditions of approval. The Coalition, composed of Valley residents, is 

aggrieved by the Director of Planning’s (the Director; abbreviation for “the designee of the 

Director of Planning”) determination that Project revisions would “avoid the effects or mitigate 

the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur” (page 2). We reject that 

finding. We appeal against the finding that the mitigation measures “have been made 

enforceable,” since in at least two instances in the Director’s LOD, AQ-9 and NOI-6, a loophole 

exists (“to the extent feasible”) which implies that said mitigation measure may not be enforced 

mailto:GinaT.cfvn@gmail.com
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after all (see page 5 of this appeal justification). We also appeal the Director’s adoption of the 

Mitigation Negative Declaration and argue that for a project of this magnitude a new, separate 

EIR should have been prepared. Specific points at issue are discussed in the following 

paragraphs as well as in separate subsections.  

The Coalition is aggrieved by the Director’s determination and findings because of the 

Project’s impacts on population density, housing affordability, mismatch between wages and 

rents, traffic congestion, street and pedestrian safety, air quality, building safety on site (due to 

the real possibility that the underlying soils cannot support the load of the 10 proposed 

buildings), light and noise pollution, lack of contiguous, open parkland on the Project site, and 

problems with the City sewer and storm drain lines.  

We believe that the Director erred in approving the Project, basing their decision on outdated 

and/or incomplete information and analysis, and abused their discretion by making a premature 

determination of approval. We also believe that pressure from the Council District 3 office, as 

evidenced by a November 19, 2019 letter from Councilmember Bob Blumenfield to Director 

Vince Bertoni, caused a rushed decision on the Project, a decision that ignored the advice of the 

following LA City departments: the Department of Building and Safety–Grading Division, the 

Department of Recreation and Parks, and LA Sanitation. Because of these deficiencies in the 

LOD and the significant impacts the Project would have on Woodland Hills and surrounding 

communities, the Director erred in tiering this is off of the outdated EIR (from 2008) for the 

Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. A wholly new EIR should have been prepared for this project 

and still could be, which we request now. We appeal the Director’s decision in the LOD to adopt 

the Mitigated Negative Declaration for a project of this magnitude. 

Conditions Have Changed 

Conditions have materially changed in the southwest Valley, in Los Angeles, and in the 

world to merit a new EIR dedicated to the Project. 

Mobility Trends and Traffic 

One of the most salient new conditions is the advent of ride-sharing services. Projects of this 

size generate much more traffic, not less. Angelenos would rather use Uber and Lyft than use 

public transit (one need only reflect upon the effects of these ride-sharing services on LAX, 

which had to reconfigure its drop-off and pick-up zones). For example, Larry Green of Unibail-
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Rodamco-Westfield told me that residents of the huge Met condominium complex in Warner 

Center rejected the offer of a shuttle service to nearby URW retail properties because they 

preferred to use ride-sharing services. 

The MND is based on the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Warner Center 2035 

Specific Plan, which did not anticipate the introduction of ride-sharing services or their 

popularity. The FEIR also is based on a presumption that human behavior can be modified 

through placing dwelling units near transit stops. The FEIR, MND, and this LOD presume that 

transit-oriented development will translate into fewer vehicle miles traveled and increased 

ridership on buses (Warner Center has no train service). Transit ridership has been declining in 

L.A. for years. The Economist reported in 2018 that over the prior five years, ridership had sunk 

by 19% (see https://www.economist.com/international/2018/06/21/public-transport-is-in-decline-

in-many-wealthy-cities). In the midst of this pandemic, millions of Angelenos are working from 

home or are out of work, and LA Metro has had to drastically reduce its services. Some of the 

societal changes resulting from the pandemic are likely to remain permanent features, such as 

working from home or avoiding public transit for fear of becoming infected with a 

communicable disease. When mobility restrictions are lifted, personal-vehicle use and ride-

sharing services are likely to take up increasing proportions of all forms of mobility in the city. 

We appeal Condition 28 in the LOD regarding transportation demand management options 

because we argue it is not strong enough to lead to real reduction of VMT and does not reflect 

the actual behavior of people living and working in the southwest Valley. Likewise, the Finding 

under Section 7.8: Transportation Demand Management Program is inadequate, and the 

Coalition rejects the Director’s allowance that the “Project will submit proof of membership in 

good standing for a Transportation Management Organization” as having satisfied the 

requirement to manage the increased transportation demand generated by the Project. This is a 

mega-development. It is second only to the Promenade 2035. The De Soto/Burbank Master Plan 

should be required to devise its own transportation demand management program, enforceable 

by the City and LADOT. 

Moreover, public transit in Los Angeles is generally unsafe for women and girls, according 

to the report Understanding How Women Travel, published by LA Metro on August 30, 2019 

(see https://laist.com/2019/10/03/los-angeles-la-metro-women-public-transportation-travel-

report.php). Women and girls experience significantly high numbers of assaults and sexual 

https://www.economist.com/international/2018/06/21/public-transport-is-in-decline-in-many-wealthy-cities
https://www.economist.com/international/2018/06/21/public-transport-is-in-decline-in-many-wealthy-cities
https://laist.com/2019/10/03/los-angeles-la-metro-women-public-transportation-travel-report.php
https://laist.com/2019/10/03/los-angeles-la-metro-women-public-transportation-travel-report.php


4 

 

harassment on LA public transit lines. The LOD on the related case VTT-74891 states, “The 

following local and regional bus lines are within convenient walking distance (approximately 

1,500 feet) of the Project Site” (page 43). Convenient for whom? At what hours of the day? 

What are the age, sex, racial, ethnic, and physical characteristics of the people for whom the 

transit options 1,500 feet away will be convenient? 

The LOD on VTT-74891 on page 45 falsely claimed that the Project is “consistent with” a 

Community Plan goal of creating a “safe, secure, and high-quality residential environment for all 

economic, age, and ethnic segments of the Community Plan Area.” The categories of sex and 

gender were omitted therein, and it is doubtful that such a compact, highly dense urban 

neighborhood will be safe for women and girls to walk to and fro from their on-site residences to 

on-site retail and commercial establishments. Relatedly, having omitted the impact of the Project 

on the safety of children and women, the Director abused their discretion in adopting the MND 

in DIR-2017-1708-SPP and determining that mitigation measures were sufficient to assert there 

would be no significant effects on the environment. 

Another sea change is the increase in commuter traffic in the southwest Valley. Traffic is 

already congested, and De Soto Avenue, in particular, is backed up for hours in the morning and 

afternoon. Traffic generated through daily operation of the Project would have severe, life-

threatening effects of slowing and blocking emergency vehicles to the hospital, from Fire Station 

84, and to and from Woodland Hills Academy.  

Traffic congestion that will impede the ingress and egress of fire trucks and other vehicles 

from Fire Station 84, of ambulances and other vehicles from Kaiser Permanent Hospital, and of 

ambulances and emergency vehicles to and from Woodland Hills Academy pose a significant 

public-health risk and hazard, since the seconds and minutes of delay for such emergency 

vehicles often mean the difference between life and death.  

Rent and Job Trends 

Given the rent and jobs trends in Warner Center, where rents rose 33% between 2013 and 

2018, most current or future employees will not be able to afford the proposed De Soto/Burbank 

Master Plan apartments and condominiums. The state, city, and nation are in the midst of a 

severe shortage of affordable housing, since wages and salaries have not kept pace with rising 

rents. The pandemic will exacerbate these trends, and in the context of the novel-coronavirus 

pandemic, the Project is arguably even more irrelevant, damaging, and unnecessary than before.  
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Development proposals like the Project should be rejected out of hand because they do not 

contribute to economic, environmental, or social equity and justice; they damage the local social 

fabric by contributing to long commutes and out-migration due to rising rents. A report by the 

Center for Economic Research & Forecasting at California Lutheran University, for example, 

found that the middle class is leaving the San Fernando Valley, primarily because of the high 

cost of housing. Affordable housing contributes to stable communities and to the reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions. As it is, 85% of Warner Center workers do not live in Warner Center 

(according to a statement made to me by an executive from Unibail-Rodamco-Westfield), and 

the stretch of the 101 Freeway from Woodland Hills to Downtown LA is the second most 

congested in the country (see the INRIX Global Traffic Scorecard at http://inrix.com/scorecard/). 

Locals who commute to jobs elsewhere in the Valley often lament the congestion on Vanowen 

Street feeding into Warner Center. All of our area streets are already severely impacted by the 

increasing density of Warner Center. De Soto is a major arterial street feeding to the 101 and it is 

constantly congested. Since fall 2015 when the Westfield Village opened, Ventura Blvd. has 

become like a freeway, with speeding heavy traffic for many hours of the day. The on- and off-

ramps from the 101 Freeway are impacted by dangerous slow-downs and back-ups. The 

proposed Project would amplify these trends. Given that the Project site is already a 94%-

occupied, well-functioning corporate office park, it makes no economic, cultural, social, or 

environmental sense to replace it with a tower-filled, mixed-use, unaffordable, mega-project like 

the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan.  

Public Health Conditions and a Recent California Supreme Court Decision 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP is related to VTT-74891, whose LOD stated, on page 51, that the 

“replacement of the existing development with a new development will not cause any serious 

public health problems.” Ongoing, operational air-quality impacts will affect the sensitive 

receptors of hospital patients across the street; children and elderly residents living in the Carlton 

Terrace neighborhood to the east; and the children, staff, and faculty at Woodland Hills 

Academy just 600 feet from the south end of the Project site. A California Supreme Court 

decision in Sierra Club v. County of Fresno in December 2018 requires that projects such as the 

Project detail the identifiable health impacts resulting from air pollutants produced by such 

projects. The Project’s Mitigated Negative Declaration, this LOD, and the WC2035SP’s EIR 

from 2008 fail to satisfy this requirement. Construction activities and the future operational 

http://inrix.com/scorecard/
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activities will contribute ongoing significant amounts of greenhouse gas emissions to the local 

air environment. The SCAQMD reported last year that the San Fernando Valley had 49 air-

advisory days in 2018, while the West Side of LA had only two (see 

https://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-smog-southern-california-20190701-story.html). 

The Project will have adverse air-quality impacts that cannot be mitigated, as stated on page 

B-30 in the MND, “It is also noted that, consistent with the WC2035 Plan FEIR, no feasible 

mitigation exists that could reduce operational PM10 and PM2.5 emissions to a less than 

significant impact. The PM10 and PM2.5 emissions generated by future project resident, visitor, 

employee and vendor trips would be comprised of road dust, tire wear dust, brake wear dust, and 

vehicle tailpipe exhaust emissions. These emissions types are emitted in direct proportion to 

VMT.” Yet the analyses of Project impacts, as for all Warner Center projects, are grounded in an 

unproven assumption that VMT will be reduced through transit usage, even though ridership has 

been experiencing a yearslong decline (and is negligible during the pandemic) while the usage of 

ride-sharing services has grown rapidly. 

There are many sensitive receptors adjacent to and near the Project site. A member of the 

Coalition states, “As reported in the LA Times recently, bad air quality contributes to one’s 

inability to fight this [corona]virus. This is not the first virus to arise and most certainly will not 

be the last. Building such a huge project with high-rises next to a hospital is a total disregard for 

human life” (see also https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/07/climate/air-pollution-coronavirus-

covid.html). The Coalition finds the mitigation measure described in AQ-9, on page 32 of the 

LOD, to be deficient because of the loophole “to the extent feasible” and would like that 

verbiage struck from the LOD. The Coalition urges the LADCP to strengthen this language into 

a mandate that construction vehicles will avoid traveling “on streets immediately adjacent to 

Canoga Park High School, Woodland Hills Academy Middle School and Hart Elementary 

School throughout the construction phase for each phase of the Project.” In addition, the 

Coalition finds the review period in mitigation measure AQ-11 insufficient and would like it 

extended from 15 days to 30 days. 

The Valley does not enjoy off-shore air flows pushing contaminants out to the Pacific Ocean. 

The Valley is also much sunnier than coastal areas, which regularly enjoy the moderating effects 

of low fog, or the marine layer. Significantly for our local air quality is the location of US 

Highway 101, which not only cuts through the middle of Woodland Hills but suffers the second-

https://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-smog-southern-california-20190701-story.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/07/climate/air-pollution-coronavirus-covid.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/07/climate/air-pollution-coronavirus-covid.html
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worst congested stretch of freeway in the United States; this stretch is the approximately 25 

miles from Topanga Canyon Blvd. to the exit for Vignes Street in downtown LA’s Chinatown 

(see the INRIX Global Traffic Scorecard at http://inrix.com/scorecard/). The Project is situated 

only from about 1,600 feet to 1,735 feet from the 101 Freeway. A recent study by a UCLA 

professor of atmospheric chemistry found that pollution from mobile sources, namely automotive 

traffic, travels farther from freeways than previously believed.1 Given that the southern boundary 

of Warner Center is US 101, the cumulative effects of pollutants from the freeway must be 

considered along with the pollutants produced by all of the projects in Warner Center. As well, 

current and updated measurements must be used to calculate the cumulative impacts of air 

pollution, not the outdated data from the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan cited in the MND. 

Concerns about the Geology of the Project Site Were Ignored by the LOD 

The Director has not adequately justified moving forward with Project approval, given the 

recommendation from LADBS-Grading on February 3, 2020, to withhold approval of this 

master-planned redevelopment project because of serious concerns regarding the underlying 

soils. In fact, the Soils Report Review Letter, Log #97858-02, dated November 14, 2019, stated 

that the “earth materials at the subsurface exploration locations consist of up to 8 feet of 

uncertified fill underlain by alluvial deposits” and that the “site is located in a designated 

liquefaction zone as shown on the Seismic Hazard Zones map issued by the State of California.” 

It is unknown what the “lowest liquefiable layer” is, and it is unclear whether the soil on this site 

can support the proposed dense development, considering that currently existing buildings on the 

site are low rise. The Project proposes to replace the current 340,339 square feet of low-rise 

buildings with 2,634,268 square feet of high-rise structures. The LOD is deficient in requiring as 

a mitigation measure, in GEO-1 on page 34, future “detailed geotechnical investigations,” when 

these investigations and their resultant study should have already been prepared before project 

approval. Although these investigations and reports are necessary and welcomed, they should 

have already been completed. The LADCP has placed public safety at risk in prematurely 

approving this Project without such geologic investigations. The Coalition finds it shocking that 

 
1 See Barboza, T. (2017). Freeway pollution travels farther than we thought. Here’s how to protect yourself. 

Retrieved July 25, 2018, from http://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-freeway-pollution-what-you-can-do-

20171230-htmlstory.html. 

http://inrix.com/scorecard/
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the Project got this far without a better understanding of the stability of the soils on site and 

whether they can support the proposed density. 

LADBS’s recognition that the Project site lies within a hazardous liquefaction zone calls into 

question the Director’s judgment in adopting the MND. The soils underlying the site are alluvial 

and deep, and a document needs to be prepared comparing existing, equally dense developments 

around the United States and world on alluvial soils with similar weight loads. On page 7 of the 

Geologic and Geotechnical Report prepared for the Applicant and issued on April 24, 2017, the 

soil on the Project site was described thus:  

“Alluvial soil exists on the site above bedrock. Total alluvial thickness is 

greater than 75 feet, as shown in the boring logs performed on the site, and potentially 

greater than 100 feet. The alluvium consisted of multiple layers of soft to hard, sandy to 

clayey silts and silty to sandy clays, with thin lenses of medium-dense sand and silty 

sands. The alluvial soils have a medium expansion index and are subject to 

consolidation under load.” [emphasis added] 

The Coalition asserts that the site is unsuitable for the Project’s proposed density. If the Project is 

developed as proposed, Woodland Hills may be stuck with leaning, sinking towers, as happened 

with the Millennium tower in San Francisco. In the absence of detailed investigations of the soils 

underlying the site it cannot be determined that this site is suitable for the proposed Project. 

Housing 

The De Soto/Burbank Master Plan proposes 1,009 luxury or market-rate multi-family units 

and offers no affordable units. The Project offers no residential units for income tiers pegged to 

the AMI, as defined by the LA Housing and Community Investment Department (see Figure 1). 

The LOD on VTT-74891 erred on pages 45 and 46 in stating that the Project would “meet the 

diverse economic needs and current and projects [sic] population to the year 2010” or that the 

Project’s “variety of housing type helps to provide housing that is accessible for a broad segment 

of the community.” This is inaccurate, given that the Applicant refuses to offer affordable units, 

and that in the context of the WC2035SP, the first apartment building, the Omni, to open under 

the SP offered studio apartments at $2,230 a month. A household would have to earn upwards of 

$89,000 a year to afford said studio. Millennials, Generation Z, retired people on fixed incomes, 

young families with children, and others cannot afford these luxury units. GOAL 1 of the City of 

Los Angeles Housing Element is, “A City where housing production and preservation result in 
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an adequate supply of ownership and rental housing that is safe, healthy and affordable to people 

of all income levels, races, ages, and suitable for their various needs.” The De Soto/Burbank 

Master Plan fails to meet this goal. 

Because of the apartment-building boom in Warner Center, due to the WC2035SP, there is a 

glut of luxury units under construction and coming online. Who will live in these units? They are 

likely to remain empty for years, particularly in light of the economic impacts of the pandemic. 

The Project is economically infeasible for Valley residents and workers and for any Warner 

Center worker who would entertain the thought of living closer to his or her place of 

employment. 

The WC2035 SP had an idea of who the residents of Warner Center should be. On page 33, 

the WC2035 SP states,  

“As a result, it becomes crucial that the new Plan’s true public benefits in facilitating new 

development is to ensure community gathering open spaces, good urban design, 

pedestrian activity, and housing that is affordable to a broad range of households.”  

How is this “broad range” to be interpreted? The Plan provides the answer on page 309, 

Appendix F:  

“Housing Choices. Provide a range of housing types and price levels that offer a full 

range of choices, including home ownership, and bring people of diverse ages, 

ethnicities, household sizes and incomes into daily interaction.” [emphasis added] 

The Applicant (Adler Realty Investments), however, has not offered housing for a variety of 

household incomes, unless those incomes are far above LA County’s area median income of 

about $73,000 a year for a family of four. To put that into perspective, more than 5 million 

county residents live in households earning less than $73,000 a year, but to afford the median 

rent for a two-bedroom apartment in the City of Los Angeles, about $2,850 a month, a working 

family must earn $114,000 a year.2  

 
2 “Out of Reach in 2018.” Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing. http://www.scanph.org/policy-

roundup-blog/out-of-reach-report-2018 

http://www.scanph.org/policy-roundup-blog/out-of-reach-report-2018
http://www.scanph.org/policy-roundup-blog/out-of-reach-report-2018
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On page 44 of the Advisory Agency’s LOD on related VTT-74891, the following statement   

about the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan meeting a housing goal of the General Plan Framework 

Element was made: 

“Objective 2.2. Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, 

jobs, amenities, services and transit. [emphasis added] 

“… the Project is a mixed use development containing much need housing with a variety 

of housing unit types (rental and ownership) and sizes.” 

However, Los Angeles needs almost 520,000 affordable dwelling units to meet demand 

(https://la.curbed.com/2019/5/21/18634232/los-angeles-affordable-housing-shortage-how-much-

need), not more market-rate and luxury units, which the Project offers. In the context of the 

COVID-19 pandemic and the dire economic fallout from it, where millions of Angelenos already 

leading economically precarious lives are on the verge of falling even deeper into poverty and 

potentially homelessness, the Project as proposed serves no community or City benefit 

whatsoever. It does not serve the people of Los Angeles. According to the Public Policy Institute 

of California (see https://www.ppic.org/publication/poverty-in-california/), as of July 2019 23% 

of Angelenos lived in poverty. This proportion will surely rise in the wake of the pandemic’s 

severe public-health and economic effects. One strategy to ensure that more households do not 

sink into poverty is to build more affordable housing. Therefore, the Director should refuse 

approval on this and any other large projects that do not offer affordable units. 

In May 2019 the California Housing Partnership (CHP) reported that L.A. County renters 

would have to earn $47.52 an hour “to afford the median monthly asking rent of $2,471”.3 

According to the CHP, 79% of LA County residents qualifying as “extremely low income” pay 

more than one-half of their income on housing costs. The CHP’s analysis found that LA County 

needs 516,946 additional affordable rental homes to keep pace with demand. Most of the 

housing under construction and being proposed, however, such as the residential units in the De 

Soto/Burbank Master Plan, are luxury or market rate. Developers are not building for where the 

demand in the rental market is, in spite of several incentive programs, such as Measure JJJ and 

transit-oriented-communities guidelines. 

 
3 Mazzella, D. M., and Rosenfeld, L. “Los Angeles County’s Housing Emergency Update.” (2019, May). Accessed 

here: https://chpc.net/resources-library/ 

https://la.curbed.com/2019/5/21/18634232/los-angeles-affordable-housing-shortage-how-much-need
https://la.curbed.com/2019/5/21/18634232/los-angeles-affordable-housing-shortage-how-much-need
https://www.ppic.org/publication/poverty-in-california/
https://chpc.net/resources-library/
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The Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods, while appealing the entire Director’s LOD, 

demands that a revision be made to the Project proposal so that 25% of all proposed residential 

dwelling units throughout the 24 acres, including for rent and for purchase (the condominiums), 

be affordable units according to the guidelines set forth by the Los Angeles Housing & 

Community Investment Department (see Figure 1). The Coalition requests that 10% be allocated 

for Extremely Low Income households, 10% for Very Low Income households, and 5% for Low 

Income households. 

 

Figure 1. HCID income tables define affordable rent levels for strata of household incomes. 

The Director has abused their discretionary power by omitting any discussion of how adding 

1,029 luxury units to Woodland Hills is beneficial to local residents. The implication that 

market-rate or luxury rentals that vary by size or tenancy are equivalent to mixed-income 

housing is mistaken. Mixed-income dwelling units, according to accepted legal requirements, are 

affordable units intended for lower- to moderate-income households. These units come with 

covenants requiring rents to stay below market rate and pegged to lower-income households for a 



12 

 

certain number of years (30 to 55 years is typical).4 When it comes to the matter of housing, the 

Director was mistaken to adopt the MND and assert that there would be no significant effects. 

The MND, on page B-106, discusses at length the Sustainable City pLAn, “a comprehensive 

and actionable directive from the mayor to improve the environmental, economic, and equitable 

conditions in the city of Los Angeles.” Part of the vision for housing and development is to 

“close the gap between income and rents.” The De Soto/Burbank Master Plan, by proposing only 

luxury and market-rate units, fails to take any steps toward closing this gap. Variation in unit size 

and type does not equal affordability for low-income households.  

Furthermore, the MND summarizes the Sustainable City pLAn’s vison and goals for equity: 

Equity: Air Quality (healthy air to breathe); Environmental Justice (ensure the benefits of 

the pLAn extend to all Angelenos); Urban Ecosystem (have access to parks, open space, 

including a revitalized Los Angeles River Watershed); and Livable Neighborhoods (live 

in safe, vibrant, well-connected, and healthy neighborhoods). 

The Project offers no parks for on-site or surrounding residents. The adverse impacts on air 

quality have been discussed above. 

Trees 

The LOD should define “desirable” in No. 30 on page 10. The Project site currently has 569 

mature trees, which constitute an urban forest and perform many valuable ecosystem services. 

Although the trees analysis showed that several of these trees are overly pruned or scorched, 

several hundred of these trees should be conserved. They could be boxed and moved to different 

locations on the Project site or boxed and sold to local tree brokers. The Coalition would like 

hundreds of these trees preserved.  

Parkland 

The Coalition strongly opposes Condition No. 16, on page 20, which is based on Condition 

27 of the VTT-74891. We oppose the payment of in-lieu fees instead of the dedication of land 

for a contiguous, open, green park space, which an analysis by LA RAP found was needed for 

Woodland Hills (see Appendix A). The Project’s occupants would have a negative impact on the 

few, small local parks our community has, and this project should have an open green space 

dedicated to and managed by LA Department of Recreation and Parks (see Board of Recreation 

 
4 Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department. https://hcidla.lacity.org/land-use-covenants 

https://hcidla.lacity.org/land-use-covenants
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and Park Commissioners Board Report No. 17-192 dated September 6, 2017 [see Appendix A]). 

Particularly stress-inducing and health-harming to residents on site and living within a half-mile 

radius will be the impacts of the project as the phases are built and the lax “phased-map basis” of 

payment of the in-lieu fees. There seems to be no assurance that the fees would be applied to 

acquiring new parkland in Woodland Hills, nor within one-half mile of the Project; if fees are 

paid over 13 years as the phases are completed, they will likely not accumulate to equal a sum 

sufficient to acquire new parkland in Woodland Hills. Yet as the project fills up with residents, 

guests, and workers, their impacts will be felt throughout Woodland Hills. 

Given the average number of people per household in Los Angeles (2.88, according to the 

US Census), with 1,029 units proposed, the Project would have at least 2,963 permanent 

residents on site at full buildout, in addition to thousands of people ostensibly working in the 

more than 1.5 million square feet of commercial and nonresidential space across the 10 proposed 

buildings. As stated in Board Report No. 17-192 of the Board of Recreation and Park 

Commissioners, “If a new public park was provided at the Project location the park would serve 

the new residents of the Project as well as approximately Four Hundred Twenty-Two (422) new 

residents within a half-mile (1/2) walking distance” (p. 6). 

According to the Los Angeles Countywide Comprehensive Park & Recreation Needs 

Assessment, Appendix A, Study Area Profile of West Hills–Woodland Hills, and 

Unincorporated Canoga Park–West Hills (see Appendix B), 32% of the population in these 

communities as of the publication date of June 2016 lived within one-half mile, or a 10-minute 

walk, of a park. In 2016 average access to a park in the County was 49%, putting Woodland 

Hills and its neighbors far below that mark. At the time the analysis was performed, large gray 

areas were depicted on the map on page 4 as a “No Population” category for the purpose of 

calculating park needs. One of the gray areas includes the Project’s 24 acres. Even before the 

addition of the thousands of residents on the De Soto/Burbank Master Planned site, then, there 

was not enough parkland in Woodland Hills. The need for more parkland will only increase with 

the development of the Project, as the additional approximately 14,000 apartment units currently 

in the Warner Center development pipeline become occupied. All of these are in a 1.5-square-

mile area. The Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan allows 19,000 new residential units to be built 

in addition to Warner Center’s 2008 baseline of 6,200. But the plan doesn’t account for the gap 

between 2008 and 2013, when it became effective. During those years thousands of new 
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apartments were built in Warner Center. At 2.88 persons per household, Warner Center is poised 

to pack an additional 54,720 people on top of the existing population. The Coalition finds it 

unconscionable that the City would approve the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan without a land 

dedication of more parkland on the Project site. We urge you to reconsider this decision. 

Sewers and Drain Lines 

On February 3, 2020, San CWReview emailed Mary Crowell in the LADCP. Rafael Yanez 

stated that LA Sanitation “had found issues with the proposed tract and their [sic] being existing 

City Sewer and Storm Drain lines found within easements within the proposed tract boundaries.” 

Mr. Yanez has asked that the LADCP “revise … reports so it is on record and not just easements 

alone.” LA SAN also advises the Applicant must submit plans to BOE and the proposed 

improvements must be “reviewed and approved by BOS and/or BOE on our behalf and may 

need pre-construction and post-construction CCTV video inspections of each of the lines 

performed depending on the proposed development.” Therefore, the Coalition asserts that the 

LOD’s verbiage concerning the sewer and drainage lines on the proposed tract and existing tract 

is deficient. These deficiencies must be remedied before the Project is fully approved and 

entitled. Furthermore, it is very concerning that on page 13 of the Director’s LOD, Condition 

10.n. states, “That the subdivider make a request to the Valley District Office of the Bureau of 

Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area.” Sewers are obviously a 

critical part of urban infrastructure. Should not the BOE, LADCP, and other appropriate agencies 

determine the capacity of area sewers for meeting the needs of the Project before the Project was 

advanced this far? The Coalition, again, appeals the entire LOD. 

Parking  

The Project does not offer enough parking spaces for vehicles. The current average 

household size in the City is 2.88. With 1,009 dwelling units, the likely residential occupancy 

will be 2,855 people. Most Angelenos have cars, and trends show that more and more city 

residents are buying and relying on cars. The WC2035SP is outdated and erred in presuming an 

occupancy average of 1.5 persons per dwelling unit. The LADCP should recalculate the parking 

needs and mandate hundreds of more parking spaces. Gentrification is forcing more people to 

use cars not fewer ones. “Efforts to densify areas around transit stops have boosted prices and 

rents, but have replaced mostly poor transit riders, who are now compelled to purchase cars, with 
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affluent residents who already drive, notes a recent University of California study.” (see 

https://www.ocregister.com/2019/01/26/gentrification-is-failing-in-los-angeles/) 

In the hottest place in the City, the LADCP should not expect people living in Woodland 

Hills to abandon their cars for public transit for pedestrian modes of transit in the hot summer 

months, which span longer than three months.  

Towers 

We oppose the 24-story tower and the three 15-story towers. Given the ongoing commercial 

vacancy rates in Warner Center, the ongoing residential rental vacancy rates in the southwest 

Valley (because the expensive units remain empty for long periods), and the need for more 

parkland, we propose the removal of these towers from the Project. We propose that the 

courthouse remain (the site of the 24-story tower), that several of the existing businesses remain 

on the corner of De Soto and Burbank, and that much of the square footage slated to be occupied 

by the office towers be instead dedicated as an open, gateway park space for Warner Center. 

Mobility Fee Credit 

The Coalition appeals against Condition No. 27, on page 27, regarding the granting of “a 

credit against the Mobility Fee for the previous use that existed on the site on January 1, 2008.” 

The LOD’s finding regarding this fee credit does not comply with CEQA, the Coalition argues.  

Condition 27 bases the mobility-fee credit upon the WC2035 Specific Plan: “In accordance 

with Section 7.3.2.1, the Project is entitled to a credit against the Mobility Fee for the previous 

use that existed on the site on January 1, 2008” (page 27). Section 7.3.2.1 states, “Existing Use 

Credit. Credit against the Mobility Fee of a Project shall be given based on such Project’s land 

use, size, and occupancy on January I, 2008, or subsequently permitted and occupied use.” 

However, the Project, having been filed in 2017 with the City of LA, did not exist in 2008. The 

site upon which the Project is proposed existed, but the Project itself did not. 

Section 15378 of the California Environmental Quality Act5 defines a Project thus: 

 
5 (http://www.resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/art20.html 

https://www.ocregister.com/2019/01/26/gentrification-is-failing-in-los-angeles/
http://www.resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/art20.html
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(a) “Project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct 

physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 

environment, and that is any of the following: 

(1) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not limited to public works 

construction and related activities clearing or grading of land, improvements to existing public 

structures, enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances, and the adoption and amendment of local 

General Plans or elements thereof pursuant to Government Code Sections 65100-65700. 

(2) An activity undertaken by a person which is supported in whole or in part through public agency 

contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms of assistance from one or more public agencies. 

(3) An activity involving the issuance to a person of a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other 

entitlement for use by one or more public agencies. 

A project is an activity, not a place, parcel, or physical site. The Director errs in applying the 

Mobility Fee Reduction Bonus to the Project. According to “Understanding the Basics of Land 

Use and Planning,” Glossary of Land Use and Planning Terms from the Institute for Local 

Government (ILG), a project is defined in this way: “Under CEQA, the whole of an action that 

has a potential for resulting in physical change to the environment, and is an activity subject to 

one or more discretionary approvals by public agencies. A project may include construction 

activities, clearing or grading of land, improvements to existing structures, and activities or 

equipment involving the issuance of a permit. CEQA applies to projects undertaken by a public 

agency, funded by a public agency or that requires an issuance of a permit by a public agency. 

See California Environmental Quality Act.” The ILG defines site in this way: “A parcel of land 

used or intended for one use or a group of uses and having frontage on a public or an approved 

private street.”  

The Coalition is aggrieved that the Director has conditionally approved this mobility fee 

credit, to wit, “Based on the Preliminary Mobility Fee estimate, it is anticipated that the Project 

will incur a Mobility Fee of approximately $10,579,833. Adjustments and/or credits may be 

applied to the Mobility Fee estimate, which is pending final review and approval by LADOT” (p. 

27). Woodland Hills is in need of more mobility fees paid into the fund, not less. Woodland Hills 

needs to apply such monies to an array of projects to mitigate the impacts of vehicular and transit 

traffic generated by the building boom sparked by the WC2035 SP.  In particular, the full impact 

on traffic, congestion, and road accidents generated by the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan at full 

buildout will be nearly impossible to mitigate even partially without a well-financed fund for 

these purposes. This approval of a credit against the Mobility Fee would harm the people living 

and working in Warner Center. The Project is not a place; it is an activity that came into being in 
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2017 when it was filed with the City of LA. The Coalition appeals to the City and LADCP to 

reject this fee credit. 

Absent from the Case File Is Input from Local Residents, Who Will Be Most Impacted 

The Coalition believes that you should know that there has been very little outreach to the 

community concerning the Project, and the conflict of interest within both the Woodland Hills–

Warner Center Neighborhood Council and the Woodland Hills Homeowners Organization has 

contributed to this lack of outreach and transparency. The Project’s architect is a current board 

member of the WHHO and a former longtime board member of the WHWCNC. His wife still 

sits on the board of the WHWCNC. It is not true the full board of the WHWCNC or the wider 

Woodland Hills community has had an opportunity to weigh in on this project. Evidence of this 

lack of transparency and democratic participation is that the case file contains no letter from the 

WHWCNC or many letters from the public. Councilmember Blumenfield erred in writing in his 

November 19, 2019 letter that the “applicant has done copious amounts of outreach to the 

community through the Woodland Hills–Warner Center Neighborhood Council.” Appearing 

before PLUM is not the same as conducting outreach to the community. 

The applicant participated in two meetings through the PLUM Committee of the WHWCNC 

at which a former NC executive-board member, who is the architect on the Project, presided over 

complete presentations of the Project. These were committee meetings, not widely advertised, 

unlike meetings of the full NC board, which are well attended by the public. Moreover, two 

members of the PLUM Committee, one of whom was not a board member, formed an improper 

and secret ad-hoc committee that non-PLUM Committee NC board members knew nothing 

about. Their activities included meetings with the developer. Their meetings were not publicly 

noticed, in violation of the Brown Act. They also produced a report in favor of the developer’s 

position against the dedication of land for a public park. This report was not made public on the 

NC’s website, even though its topic was on the agenda of a PLUM Committee meeting last year. 

Ultimately, you decided that it would be all right for the developer to pay in-lieu fees instead of 

dedicating acres for a public park. According to the Brown Act, an ad-hoc committee that 

contains a non-board member is subject to the public-notification requirements of the law. 

Moreover, documents produced by official government bodies are supposed to be public records. 

That report was not available to the public. 



18 

 

Councilmember Blumenfield wrote to Mr. Bertoni in the November 19 letter that “the project 

has garnered support from the community.” This is untrue. There were no public hearings. There 

were no full-board NC meetings. You do not have in your case file numerous letters of support 

from area workers or residents. Instead, in the case file, which I have perused, you have letters 

only from the well-connected, moneyed interests in Warner Center. 

In the context of this lack of transparency and community outreach, and with the added 

disruption of the safer-at-home orders and COVID-19 pandemic, the very short appeals window 

has been especially burdensome for area residents and workers. A one-month extension of the 

appeals period should have been granted. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this appeal. 

Sincerely, 

 

Gina K. Thornburg, PhD 

Executive Director 

Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods 

 

Appendix A. Board of Recreation and Park Commissioners Board Report No. 17-192 dated September 6, 2017. 
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Appendix B. West Hills–Woodland Hills/Unincorporated Canoga Park–West Hills, Study Area 

Profile 
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In response to the California Supreme Court decision on December 24, 2018, Sierra Club v. County of 

Fresno (Friant Ranch), this paper provides a supplemental discussion on the potential for identifiable health 

impacts to result from air pollutants analyzed in City of Los Angeles (City) environmental documents prepared 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The discussion focuses on significant impacts 

identified in City Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) and the feasibility of directly relating any identified 

significant adverse air quality impact to likely health consequences. The Supreme Court opinion in Friant Ranch 

requires projects with significant air quality impacts to “relate the expected adverse air quality impacts to likely 

health consequences or explain why it is not feasible at the time of drafting to provide such an analysis, so that 

the public may make informed decisions regarding the costs and benefits of the project” (Friant Ranch, page 6). 

The Friant Ranch decision also states that providing “only a general description of symptoms that are associated 

with exposure”… “fail[s] to indicate the concentrations at which such pollutants would trigger the identified 

symptoms....” and “the public would have no idea of the health consequences that result when more pollutants 

are added to a nonattainment basin”. This paper provides information to the public regarding health 

consequences associated with exposure to air pollutants and explains why direct correlation of a project’s 

pollutant emissions and anticipated health effects is currently infeasible, as no expert agency has approved a 

quantitative method to reliably and meaningfully translate mass emission estimates of criteria air pollutants to 

specific health effects for the scale of projects typically analyzed in City EIRs.  

  

INTRODUCTION 
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The purpose of CEQA is to inform the public as to the potential for a proposed project to result in one or 

more significant adverse effects on the environment (including health effects). This includes the potential for a 

project to result in a considerable contribution towards one or more significant cumulative impacts. CEQA does 

not require detailed analysis of impacts that are found to be less than significant or less than a considerable 

contribution to a significant cumulative impact.   

In accordance with CEQA requirements and the CEQA review process, the City assesses air quality 

impacts of proposed local plans and development projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air 

quality impacts by conditioning discretionary permits, and monitors and enforces implementation of such 

mitigation. The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 states that the significance criteria established by the 

applicable air quality management district or air pollution control district, when available, may be relied upon to 

make determinations of significance. The City is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin), under the 

jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The City defers to threshold guidance 

established by the SCAQMD and utilizes the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (approved by the AQMD 

Governing Board in 1993) and subsequent guidance provided on the SCAQMD website1. The SCAQMD is currently 

in the process of developing an Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook to replace the 1993 Handbook.  

In addition, when considering potential air quality impacts under CEQA, consideration is given to the 

location of sensitive receptors within close proximity to land uses that emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). The 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) has published and adopted the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A 

Community Health Perspective (2005), which considers impacts to sensitive receptors from facilities that emit 

TAC emissions. CARB has also published Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume 

Roadways: Technical Advisory, a supplement to the handbook that is intended to provide scientifically based 

strategies to reduce exposure to traffic emissions near high-volume roadways in order to protect public health 

and promote equity and environmental justice. The SCAQMD has also adopted land use planning guidelines in 

                                                           
1 SCAQMD, Air Quality Analysis Guidance, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook#.  Accessed August 2019. 

METHODOLOGY 

BACKGROUND AND 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
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the Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning (2005). Together, 

the documents introduce land use-related policies and strategies that rely on design and distance parameters 

to minimize emissions and lower potential health risks. 

It should also be noted that a host of other regional and local plans also generally address issues of air 

quality and public health. These include the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG’s) Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS), SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management 

Plan (AQMP), City of Los Angeles’ General Plan (including the Framework, Air Quality, Mobility 2035, and Health 

and Wellness Elements), and City of Los Angeles’ Green New Deal (Sustainable pLAn 2019). These contain 

policies and programs for the protection of the environment and health through improved air quality and serve 

to provide additional critical guidance for the betterment of public health for the region and City. 

 

CEQA THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Certain air pollutants have been recognized to cause notable health problems and consequential 

damage to the environment either directly or in reaction with other pollutants, due to their presence in elevated 

concentrations in the atmosphere. Such pollutants have been identified and regulated as part of an overall 

endeavor to prevent further deterioration and facilitate improvement in air quality. The National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) have been set at levels 

considered safe to protect public health, including the health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, 

children, and the elderly with a margin of safety, and to protect public welfare, including protection against 

decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings2. As the scientific methods for the 

study of air pollution health effects have progressed over the past decades, adverse effects have been shown to 

occur at lower levels of exposure. For some pollutants, no clear thresholds for effects have been demonstrated. 

New findings over time have, in turn, led to the revision and lowering of NAAQS which, in the judgment of the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), are necessary to protect public health. Ongoing assessments of the 

scientific evidence from health studies continue to be an important part of setting and informing revisions to 

federal and state air quality standards3.  

The six principal pollutants for which national and state criteria and standards have been promulgated, 

known as “criteria pollutants”, and which are most relevant to current air quality planning and regulation in the 

                                                           
2 U.S. EPA, NAAQS Table, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table. Accessed July 2019. 
3 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017. Appendix I-69. https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-
management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14. Included as Attachment 
1 of this memorandum. 

https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-i.pdf?sfvrsn=14
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Air Basin include: ozone (O3), respirable and fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), 

nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). The State of California has also set standards for 

sulfates (SO4), which are a component of particulate matter, and a nuisance odor standard for hydrogen sulfide 

(H2S). The Air Basin is currently in non-attainment and exceeds air quality standards for two criteria pollutants: 

ozone and particulate matter. The Los Angeles County portion of the Air Basin is also designated non-attainment 

for lead. 

Although the SCAQMD’s primary mandate is attaining the State and National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards for criteria pollutants within the district, SCAQMD also has a general responsibility pursuant to the 

Health and Safety Code §41700 to control emissions of air contaminants and prevent endangerment to public 

health. Additionally, state law requires the SCAQMD to implement airborne toxic control measures (ATCM) 

adopted by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and to implement the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Act. As a 

result, the SCAQMD has regulated pollutants other than criteria pollutants such as volatile organic compounds 

(VOCs), TACs, greenhouse gases, and stratospheric ozone depleting compounds. The SCAQMD has developed a 

number of rules to control non-criteria pollutants from both new and existing sources. These rules originated 

through state directives, Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, or the SCAQMD rulemaking process.  

As such, in addition to criteria pollutants, VOCs and TACs are also of concern in the Air Basin. Some VOCs 

are also classified by the state as TACs. While there are no specific VOC ambient air quality standards, VOCs are 

a prime component (along with NOx) of the photochemical processes by which such criteria pollutants as ozone, 

nitrogen dioxide, and certain fine particles are formed. They are therefore regulated as “precursors” to 

formation of these criteria pollutants.  

TACs is a term used to describe airborne pollutants that may be expected to result in an increase in 

mortality or serious illness or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health, and include both 

carcinogens and non-carcinogens. CARB and the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

(OEHHA) determine if a substance should be formally identified, or “listed,” as a TAC in California. CARB has listed 

approximately 200 toxic substances, including those identified by the EPA, which are identified on the California 

Air Toxics Program’s TAC List. TACs are also not classified as “criteria” air pollutants. The effects of TACs can be 

diverse and their health impacts tend to be local rather than regional; consequently ambient air quality 

standards for these pollutants have not been established, and analysis of health effects is instead based on 

cancer risk and exposure levels. 

To achieve and maintain air quality standards, the SCAQMD has established numerical emission 

indicators of significance for regional and localized air quality impacts for both construction and operational 

phases of a local plan or project. The SCAQMD has established the thresholds based on “scientific and factual 

data that is contained in the federal and state Clean Air Acts” and recommends “that these thresholds be used by 
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lead agencies in making a determination of significance.”4 The numerical emission indicators are based on the 

recognition that the Air Basin is a distinct geographic area with a critical air pollution problem for which ambient 

air quality standards have been promulgated to protect public health5. SCAQMD’s thresholds identified below 

represent the maximum emissions from a plan or project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an 

exceedance of the most stringent applicable national or state ambient air quality standard. By analyzing a plan 

or project’s emissions against the thresholds, EIRs assess whether these emissions directly contribute to any 

regional or local exceedances of the applicable ambient air quality standards and exposure levels. 

Note: In the thresholds referenced below, “emissions” refer to the actual quantity of pollutant measured in 

pounds per day (ppd). “Concentrations” refer to the amount of pollutant material per volumetric unit of air and 

are measured in parts per million (ppm), parts per billion (ppb), or micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3). 

Construction (Regional and Localized) 

Given that construction impacts are temporary and limited to the construction phase, the SCAQMD has 

established numeric indicators of significance specific to construction activity. Based on the indicators in the 

SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, a project would potentially cause or contribute to an exceedance of an 

ambient air quality standard if the following would occur: 

• Regional construction emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of the 

following SCAQMD prescribed daily emissions thresholds:6 

o 75 pounds per day for VOC 

o 100 pounds per day for NOx 

o 550 pounds per day for CO 

o 150 pounds per day for SO2 

o 150 pounds per day for PM10  

o 55 pounds per day for PM2.5  

In addition, the SCAQMD has developed a methodology to assess the potential for localized emissions to 

cause an exceedance of applicable ambient air quality standards or ambient concentration limits. The localized 

significance thresholds are only applicable to NOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. The SCAQMD has established conservative 

screening criteria that can be used to determine the maximum allowable daily emissions that would satisfy the 

localized significance thresholds and therefore not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable 

                                                           
4 SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook 1993, Page 6-2. 
5 Ibid. 
6 SCAQMD, Air Quality Significance Thresholds, March 2015. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2.  Accessed August 2019. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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ambient air quality standards without project-specific dispersion modeling. The screening criteria depend on: 

(1) the area in which the Project is located, (2) the size of the Project Site, and (3) the distance between the Project 

Site and the nearest sensitive receptor. Otherwise, impacts would be considered significant if the following 

would occur: 

• Maximum daily localized emissions of NOx and/or CO during construction are greater than the 

applicable localized significance thresholds, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations in the 

vicinity of the Project Site greater than the most stringent ambient air quality standards for NO2 

and/or CO.7 

• Maximum daily localized emissions of PM10 and/or PM2.5 during construction are greater than the 

applicable localized significance thresholds, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations in the 

vicinity of the Project Site to exceed 10.4 μg/m3 over 24 hours (SCAQMD Rule 403 control 

requirement). 

Operation (Regional and Localized) 

Based on the numeric indicators of significant in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, a project 

would potentially cause or contribute to an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard if the following would 

occur: 

• Operational emissions exceed any of the following SCAQMD daily regional numeric indicators:8 

o 55 pounds a day for VOC 

o 55 pounds per day for NOx 

o 550 pounds per day for CO 

o 150 pounds per day for SO2 

o 150 pounds per day for PM10  

o 55 pounds per day for PM2.5  

In addition, the SCAQMD has developed a methodology to assess the potential for localized emissions to 

cause an exceedance of applicable ambient air quality standards. The localized significance thresholds are only 

applicable to NOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. The SCAQMD has established conservative screening criteria that can be 

used to determine the maximum allowable daily emissions that would satisfy the localized significance 

thresholds and therefore not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable ambient air quality 

                                                           
7 SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, 2008, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. Accessed August 2019. 
8 SCAQMD, Air Quality Significance Thresholds, March 2015. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2.  Accessed August 2019. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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standards without project-specific dispersion modeling. The screening criteria depend on: (1) the area in which 

the Project is located, (2) the size of the Project Site, and (3) the distance between the Project Site and the nearest 

sensitive receptor. Otherwise, impacts would be considered significant if the following would occur: 

• Maximum daily localized emissions of NOx and/or CO during operation are greater than the 

applicable localized significance thresholds, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations in the 

vicinity of the Project Site greater than the most stringent ambient air quality standards for NO2 

and/or CO9. 

• Maximum daily localized emissions of PM10 and/or PM2.5 during operation are greater than the 

applicable localized significance thresholds, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations in the 

vicinity of the Project Site to exceed 2.5 μg/m3 over 24 hours (SCAQMD Rule 1303 allowable change 

in concentration). 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Based on the criteria set forth by the SCAQMD, the Project would expose sensitive receptors to 

substantial concentrations of TACs if any of the following would occur10: 

• The Project emits carcinogenic materials or TACs that exceed the maximum incremental cancer risk 

of 10 in 1 million or a cancer burden greater than 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas greater than or 

equal to 1 in 1 million) or an acute or chronic hazard index of 1.0. 

 

AVAILABLE MODELS 

Current models used in CEQA in air quality analyses are designed to calculate and disclose the mass 

emissions expected from the construction and operation of a proposed project. The estimated emissions are 

then compared to significance thresholds, which are in turn, keyed to reducing emissions to levels that will not 

interfere with the region’s ability to attain the health-based standards. While this serves to protect public health 

in the overall region, there is currently no methodology to determine the impact of emissions (e.g., pounds per 

                                                           
9 SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, 2008, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. Accessed August 2019. 
10 SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Chapter 6 (Determining the Air Quality Significance of a Project) and Chapter 10 
(Assessing Toxic Air Pollutants), 1993; South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Significance Thresholds, March 
2015, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
Accessed August 2019. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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day) on concentration levels (e.g., parts per million or micrograms per cubic meter) in specific geographic 

areas.11  

Based on SCAQMD guidance, the City utilizes the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to 

quantify construction and operational air quality impacts from land use projects. Potential TAC impacts are 

evaluated by conducting a qualitative analysis consistent with CARB and SCAQMD guidance, and may be 

followed by a more detailed analysis utilizing CARB’s Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP model) 

where the project results in a substantial source of TACs or if a project would site sensitive land uses in proximity 

to TAC sources. However, although CARB and SCAQMD provide guidance for TAC analysis, most land use 

projects analyzed in City EIRs do not contain substantial on-site sources of TACs, and siting new sensitive uses 

near existing TAC sources is generally not considered a CEQA impact. 

The following table provides a summary of other common available air quality models and identifies their 

general purposes as well as limitations in quantifying emissions and health effects. Although there are a number 

of other models available (e.g. models to quantify emissions, dispersion models to determine pollutant 

concentrations, and regional-scale models which estimate health impacts), this suite of tools is currently not 

designed to meet the City’s need to accurately analyze project-level health effects: 

MODEL SOURCE PURPOSE LIMITATIONS 

CalEEMod  
California Emissions 
Estimator Model 

SCAQMD CalEEMod is a statewide land use 
emissions computer model designed to 
provide a uniform platform for 
government agencies, land use 
planners, and environmental 
professionals to quantify potential 
criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions associated with both 
construction and operational from a 
variety of land use projects. 

The model can quantify emissions, but is 
not able to model concentrations or 
dispersion of pollutants or related 
health effects. 

AERMOD  USEPA / American 
Meteorological 
Society 

AERMOD models the dispersion of 
criteria air pollutant emissions over a 
period of time from discrete emission 
sources across a defined spatial 
boundary and can help inform 
exceedance of pollutant concentration 
standards. AERMOD provides more 
refined modeling than AERSCREEN, 
since it uses actual meteorological data 
(rather than simulated data) for the 
vicinity of the project site.                               
NOTE: The U.S. EPA has adopted the 

AERMOD can estimate pollutant 
concentrations of NOx, NO2, CO, SO2, PM10, 
PM2.5, total suspended particulates, lead, 
and other pollutants. However, 
AERMOD cannot estimate 
concentrations of VOCs, O3 or secondary 
PM. While AERMOD can estimate 
concentrations for certain pollutants, 
no methods have been demonstrated to 
reliably and meaningfully connect 
pollutant concentrations to specific 
health effects. 

                                                           
11 SMAQMD, Friant Ranch Interim Recommendation, 2019. 
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/FriantInterimRecommendation.pdf. Accessed August 2019. 
Included as Attachment 4 of this memorandum. 

http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/FriantInterimRecommendation.pdf
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MODEL SOURCE PURPOSE LIMITATIONS 

AERMOD air dispersion model into its 
list of regulatory approved models in 
place of the previously used ISCST3 
(Industrial Source Complex Short Term) 
model and CARB recommends 
AERMOD, instead of ISCST3, for Hot 
Spots risk assessments. 

AERSCREEN USEPA  AERSCREEN is a screening version of 
the AERMOD dispersion model, 
intended to produce concentration 
estimates that are equal to or greater 
than the estimates produced by 
AERMOD with a fully developed set of 
meteorological and terrain data, but the 
degree of conservatism will vary 
depending on the application. This 
program is useful as a screening Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA) for minor or 
temporary sources such as 
construction-only projects. 

As with AERMOD, AERSCREEN can 
estimate concentrations for certain 
pollutants; however, AERSCREEN does 
not connect pollutant concentrations to 
specific health effects. 

BenMAP-CE  
Environmental  
Benefits Mapping and 
Analysis Program - 
Community Edition 

USEPA BenMAP-CE is a regional-scale model 
that can be used to estimate the 
resulting health impacts from change in 
ambient PM2.5 concentrations for related 
health endpoints such as premature 
mortality, hospital admissions, and 
emergency room visits. The USEPA 
CMAQ model can be used to predict 
changes in the ambient air 
concentration of ozone, the results of 
which can be used in BenMAP-CE to 
estimate the resulting health impacts. 

The model is used for assessing 
impacts over large areas and 
populations and is not intended to be 
used for individual projects, as it 
would not provide meaningful or 
reliable results at the smaller scale. 

CalEnviroScreen 
California 
Communities 
Environmental Health 
Screening Tool 

OEHHA & CalEPA CalEnviroScreen is a mapping tool that 
helps identify California communities 
that are most affected by many sources 
of pollution, identified by a data-driven 
scoring system. 

While the tool is useful to identify 
communities disproportionately 
burdened by certain pollutants, the tool 
is not used to track or model dispersal 
of project emissions. 

CALINE-4 Caltrans CALINE-4 is a line-source dispersion 
model for predicting air pollutant 
concentrations at receptors near 
highways and arterial streets, 
specifically for CO, NO2, and PM. Caltrans 
guidance recommends only utilizing the 
tool for CO hot-spot analysis, and does 
not recommend using CALINE-4 to 
analyze any other pollutant. 

CALINE-4 is limited to estimating 
concentrations of CO, NO2, and PM from 
line sources such as roadways. 
CALINE-4 does not have the capability 
to evaluate concentrations of O3 or 
secondary PM, or concentrations from 
other types of emissions sources (e.g., 
point, volume, or area sources). 
CALINE-4 is also not able to connect 
pollutant concentrations to specific 
health effects. 

https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30
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MODEL SOURCE PURPOSE LIMITATIONS 

CAMx  
Compressive Air 
Quality Model 

Ramboll & Environ CAMx is a grid-based dispersion model 
that simulates the chemical 
interactions and three-dimensional 
dispersion patterns on a regional, 
statewide, and national scale. 

Since CAMx is designed to model 
emissions on a regional, statewide, and 
national scale, it is unsuitable for 
project-level analysis. 

CMAQ  
Community Multiscale 
Air Quality Modeling 
System 

 

USEPA CMAQ is an atmospheric dispersion 
model consisting of a suite of programs 
for conducting air quality model 
simulations. CMAQ combines current 
knowledge in atmospheric science and 
air quality modeling, multi-processor 
computing techniques, and an open-
source framework to deliver estimates 
of ozone, particulates, toxics and acid 
deposition. The program can be used to 
predict the concentration and 
deposition of both criteria pollutants 
and TACs. 

There are limitations on the minimum 
modeling domain at which the model is 
still reasonably accurate. (e.g. the EPA 
recommends nesting a local regional 
model within a larger regional domain. 
However, the EPA recognized that 
expanding to a larger regional domain 
needs more data, which currently may 
not be available to the public. In addition, 
the minimum resolution of the CMAQ 
model is 1 sq. km., meaning that it would 
have difficulty in modeling impact areas 
that are less than 247 acres with 
meaningful or reliable results.) 

EMFAC  
EMissions FACtor 

CARB EMFAC2017 is used to estimate 
emissions from on-road vehicles in 
California.  

The model can quantify emissions, but is 
not able to model concentrations or 
dispersion of pollutants or related 
health effects. 

HARP 
Hotspots Analysis and 
Reporting Program 

CARB HARP is a software suite that addresses 
the programmatic requirements of the 
Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Program 
(Assembly Bill 2588) and can perform 
air dispersion runs and health risk 
assessments, as well as can create and 
manage facility and emissions data. 
HARP is useful for determining how 
increases in specific TAC 
concentrations could affect receptors in 
terms of the increased cancer risks, 
chronic hazards, and acute hazards. 

The tool is not used for evaluation of 
criteria air pollutants and related health 
effects.  
 

OFFROAD CARB OFFROAD calculates emissions from 
off-road sources. The OFFROAD model 
is now being replaced by category 
specific methods and inventory models 
that are being developed for specific 
regulatory support projects.  

The model can quantify emissions, but is 
not able to model concentrations or 
dispersion of pollutants or related 
health effects. In addition, the model is 
not comprehensive and lacks 
emissions forecasts for certain types of 
equipment. 

Roadway 
Construction 
Emissions Model 

SMAQMD The model can be used to assist 
roadway project proponents with 
determining the emission impacts of 
their projects. 

The Roadway Construction Emissions 
Model can quantify emissions, but is not 
able to model concentrations or 
dispersion of pollutants or related 
health effects. 
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As demonstrated above, while a number of models and tools are available to quantify emissions and 

pollutant concentrations, these models are limited by a number of factors in determining health impacts of 

individual development and infrastructure projects as well as local plan-level projects. The USEPA currently 

performs health impact assessments (HIAs) using the CMAQ model for pollutant transport modeling and 

BENMAP for health impact calculations. However, as described in further detail below, these models are 

designed to estimate health impacts over a large scale (e.g. city-wide, state-wide). In addition, the CMAQ model 

requires inputs such as regional sources of pollutants and global meteorological data, which are generally not 

accessible. In addition to the unsuitability of regional models in providing reliable results for local-level plans or 

individual projects, other general limitations of the current suite of models include limitations on the ability of 

certain tools to model concentrations or the dispersion of pollutants for all types of sources, other models only 

addressing a partial and incomplete range of pollutants and secondary pollutants, and limitations on being able 

to correlate identified concentrations to related health effects. 

As such, neither the SCAQMD, CARB, “nor any air district currently have methodologies that would 

provide Lead Agencies and CEQA practitioners with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful analysis to correlate 

specific health impacts that may result from a proposed project’s mass emissions”.12  

                                                           
12 SMAQMD, Friant Ranch Interim Recommendation, 2019. 
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/FriantInterimRecommendation.pdf. Accessed August 2019. 
Included as Attachment 4 of this memorandum. 

http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/FriantInterimRecommendation.pdf
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The following information and analysis of health effects is relevant where a City EIR concludes that 

regional or localized air pollutant emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance identified 

above and such impacts are deemed significant and unavoidable.  

Ambient air pollution is a general public health concern, and in particular, Southern California has a long 

and well-documented history in battling poor air quality. Since the mid-20th century, the greater Los Angeles 

region has been at the forefront of air pollution science, low-emissions technology development, and innovative 

air quality regulation. These efforts have led to substantial and noticeable improvements in air quality and public 

health within the South Coast Air Basin, all during a period of dramatic increases in economic activity, 

population, and vehicle miles traveled. Despite these successes, the health of the region’s residents continues 

to be seriously affected by the poor air quality that confronts the region.13 Ambient air pollution continues to be 

linked to increases in respiratory illness (morbidity) and increases in death rates (mortality).14 

Air pollution has many effects on the health of both adults and children. Adverse health outcomes linked 

to air pollution include asthma, cardiovascular effects, premature mortality, respiratory effects, cancer, 

reproductive effects, neurological effects, and other health outcomes.   

The evidence linking these effects to air pollutants is derived from population based (i.e., large-scale) 

observational and field studies (epidemiological) as well as controlled laboratory studies involving human 

subjects and animals. There have been an increasing number of studies focusing on the mechanisms (that is, on 

learning how specific organs, cell types, and biochemicals are involved in the human body’s response to air 

pollution) and specific pollutants responsible for individual effects. Yet the underlying biological pathways for 

these effects are not always clearly understood. 

                                                           
13 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017, Page Preface. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-
plan/final-2016-aqmp. Accessed August 2019. 
14 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017, Page Appendix I-1. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-
mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp. Accessed August 2019. Included as Attachment 1 of this memorandum. 

HEALTH EFFECTS 

AIR QUALITY AND 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
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Although individuals inhale pollutants as a mixture under ambient conditions, the regulatory framework 

and the control measures developed are mostly pollutant-specific. Individual pollutants usually differ in their 

sources, their times and places of occurrence, the kinds of health effects they may cause, and their overall levels 

of health risk. To meet the air quality standards, comprehensive plans are developed, including the Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP) and Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). 

These plans examine multiple pollutants, cumulative effects, and transport issues related to attaining healthful 

air quality in the region. In addition, a host of regulatory standards function to identify and limit exposure of air 

pollutants and toxic air contaminants. 

 

HEALTH EFFECTS ADDRESSED IN PLANS AND 

REGULATORY STANDARDS 

As previously stated, the NAAQS and CAAQS have been set at levels considered safe to protect public 

health. These standards are informed by and revised based on evolving scientific evidence of air pollution health 

effects. The SCAQMD (together with SCAG) has the responsibility for ensuring that national and state ambient 

air quality standards are achieved and maintained throughout the Air Basin. Failure to comply with these 

standards puts state and local agencies at risk for penalties such as: lawsuits, fines, a federal takeover of state 

implementation plans, and a loss of funds from federal agencies such as the Federal Highway Administration 

and Federal Transit Administration. 

Criteria Pollutants 

To meet the standards, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs, which serve as a regional blueprint 

to develop and implement an emission reduction strategy that will bring the area into attainment with the 

standards in a timely manner. The 2016 AQMP includes strategies to ensure that rapidly approaching attainment 

deadlines for ozone and PM2.5 are met and that public health is protected to the maximum extent feasible. The 

most significant air quality challenge in the Air Basin is to reduce NOX emissions15 sufficiently to meet the 

upcoming ozone standard deadlines, as NOX plays a critical role in the creation of ozone. The AQMP’s strategy to 

meet the 8-hour ozone standard in 2023 should lead to sufficient NOX emission reductions to attain the 1-hour 

                                                           
15 NOx emissions are a precursor to the formation of both ozone and secondary PM2.5. 
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ozone standard by 2022. Since NOX emissions also lead to the formation of PM2.5, the NOX reductions needed to 

meet the ozone standards will likewise lead to improvement of PM2.5 levels and attainment of PM2.5 standards.16 17 

The SCAQMD’s strategy to meet national and state standards distributes the responsibility for emission 

reductions across federal, state and local levels and industries. The 2016 AQMP is composed of stationary and 

mobile source emission reductions from traditional regulatory control measures, incentive-based programs, 

co-benefits from climate programs, mobile source strategies, and reductions from federal sources, which 

include aircraft, locomotives and ocean-going vessels. These strategies are to be implemented in partnership 

with the CARB and U.S. EPA. In addition, SCAG recently approved their 2016-2040 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies (2016-2040 RTP/SCS) Plan18 which includes transportation 

programs, measures, and strategies generally designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which are 

contained in the AQMP. 

Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460, SCAG has the responsibility of preparing 

and approving the portions of the AQMP relating to the regional demographic projections and integrated regional 

land use, housing, employment, and transportation programs, measures, and strategies. The SCAQMD 

combines its portion of the Plan with those prepared by SCAG.19 The RTP/SCS and Transportation Control 

Measures, included as Appendix IV-C of the 2016 AQMP for the Air Basin, are based on SCAG’s 2016-2040 

RTP/SCS. 

The 2016 AQMP forecasts the 2031 emissions inventories ‘‘with growth’’ based on SCAG’s 2016-2040 

RTP/SCS. The region is projected to see a 12 percent growth in population, 16 percent growth in housing units, 23 

percent growth in employment, and 8 percent growth in vehicle miles traveled between 2012 and 2031. Despite 

this regional growth, air quality has improved substantially over the years, primarily due to the effects of air 

quality control programs at the local, state and federal levels. Figure 1, provided below, shows the trends since 

1990 of the 8-hour ozone levels, the 1-hour ozone levels, and annual average PM2.5 concentrations (since 1999), 

compared to the regional gross domestic product, total employment and population. Human activity in the region 

has an impact on achieving reductions in emissions. However, the ozone and particulate matter levels continue 

                                                           
16 Estimates are based on the inventory and modeling results and are relative to the baseline emission levels for each 
attainment year (see Final 2016 AQMP for detailed discussion). 
17 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017. Page ES-2. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-
plan/final-2016-aqmp. Accessed August 2019. 
18 SCAG, Final 2016 RTP/SCP, 2016 http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx. Accessed August 2019. 
19 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017. Page ES-2. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-
plan/final-2016-aqmp. Accessed August 2019. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp


CITY OF LOS ANGELES       17 
 

to trend downward as the economy and population increase, demonstrating that it is possible to maintain a 

healthy economy while improving public health through air quality improvements.20 

Figure 1:  
Percent Change in Air Quality Along with  

Demographic Data for the 4-County Region (1990-2015) 

 
Source: SCAQMD, Figure 1-4 of the Final 2016 AQMP. 

 

Consistency with AQMP and 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Growth 
Assumptions 

As discussed above, the 2016 AQMP incorporates the SCAG 2016–2040 RTP/SCS and updated emission 

inventory methodologies for various source categories to demonstrate attainment with applicable state and 

federal standards. With regard to land use, the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS land use control measures (i.e., goals and 

policies) focus on the reduction of vehicle trips and VMT.   

 The City’s EIRs provide an analysis of a project’s consistency with both the AQMP and the 2016-2040 

RTP/SCS. The 2016-2040 RTP/SCS is expected to help SCAG reduce VMT, with reductions in per capita 

transportation emissions of 18 percent by 2035 and 21-percent by 2040. In addition, the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS 

provides a 2012 Base Year projected daily Total VMT per capita of 21.5 and 18.4 daily Total VMT per capita for the 

                                                           
20 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017. Page 1-6. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-
plan/final-2016-aqmp. Accessed August 2019. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
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2040 Plan Year. As the AQMP control strategy is based on projections from local General Plans, projects which 

are consistent with local General Plans are considered consistent with the growth assumptions of the air quality 

related regional plans and their emissions are assumed to be accounted for in the AQMP emissions inventory. 

Projects which include amendments to General or Specific Plans, or are considered significant projects, 

undergo further scrutiny for AQMP consistency. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

In addition, the state’s California Air Toxics Program is an established two-step process of risk 

identification and risk management to address potential health effects from exposure to toxic substances in the 

air. In the risk identification step, CARB and OEHHA determine if a substance should be formally identified, or 

“listed,” as a TAC in California. In the risk management step, CARB reviews emission sources of an identified TAC 

to determine whether regulatory action is needed to reduce risk. Based on results of that review, CARB has 

promulgated a number of ATCMs, both for mobile and stationary sources. These ATCMs include measures such 

as limits on heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling and emission standards for off-road diesel construction 

equipment in order to reduce public exposure to diesel PM and other TACs. These actions are also supplemented 

by the AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” program and SB 1731, which require facilities to report their air toxics 

emissions, assess health risks, notify nearby residents and workers of significant risks if present, and reduce 

their risk through implementation of a risk management plan. SCAQMD has further adopted two rules to limit 

cancer and non-cancer health risks from facilities located within its jurisdiction. Rule 1401 (New Source Review 

of Toxic Air Contaminants) regulates new or modified facilities, and Rule 1402 (Control of Toxic Air Contaminants 

from Existing Sources) regulates facilities that are already operating. Rule 1402 incorporates requirements of 

the AB 2588 program, including implementation of risk reduction plans for significant risk facilities.  

City EIRs acknowledge that these plans and regulatory standards have been set at levels considered 

safe to protect public health and are part of the regulatory environment when considering local plan and project-

level impacts.  
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HEALTH EFFECTS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS AND 

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS 

A summary discussion of the health effects due to exposure of pollutants exceeding SCAQMD’s 

significance thresholds is provided in City EIRs and an expanded discussion is provided below (substantially 

drawn from reviews presented in the SCAQMD’s Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, Chapter 2 (Air Quality 

and Health Effects), March 2017). A more detailed discussion of the health effects of these pollutants is provided 

in Attachment 1 to this memorandum (SCAQMD Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, Appendix I: Health 

Effects) 

Ozone (O3) 

Ozone is a gas that is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and NOX—both byproducts of 

internal combustion engine exhaust—undergo slow photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight. Ozone 

concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and warm 

temperature conditions are favorable. Ozone is one of the most important air pollutants affecting human health 

in regions like Southern California. Ozone is a molecule built of three atoms of oxygen linked together in a very 

energetic combination. When ozone comes into contact with a surface it rapidly releases this extra force in the 

form of chemical energy. When this happens in biological systems, such as the respiratory tract, this energy can 

cause damage to sensitive tissues in the upper and lower airways. 

 The major subgroups of the population considered to be at increased risk from ozone exposure are 

outdoor exercising individuals including children and people with preexisting respiratory disease(s) such as 

asthma. The database identifying the former group as being at increased risk to ozone exposure is much 

stronger and more quantitative than that for the latter group, probably because of a larger number of studies 

conducted were with healthy individuals. The adverse effects reported with short-term ozone exposure are 

greater with increased activity because activity increases the breathing rate and the volume of air reaching the 

lungs, resulting in an increased amount of ozone reaching the lungs. Children may be a particularly vulnerable 

population to air pollution effects because they spend more time outdoors, are generally more active, and have 

a higher ventilation rate than adults. A number of adverse health effects associated with ambient ozone levels 

have been identified from laboratory and epidemiological studies. These include increased respiratory 

symptoms, damage to cells of the respiratory tract, decreases in lung function, increased susceptibility to 

respiratory infection, and increased risk of hospitalization. 
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The Children’s Health Study, conducted by researchers at the University of Southern California, followed 

a cohort of children that live in 12 communities in southern California with differing levels of air pollution for 

several years. A publication from this study found that school absences in fourth graders for respiratory 

illnesses were associated with ambient ozone levels. An increase of 20 ppb ozone was associated with an 83 

percent increase in illness related absence rates.21 However, it is not recommended to base assumptions of 

health impacts off of a single example or study. It should also be noted that the study is based on one specific 

subgroup and may not apply to the general population. Furthermore, the study analyzed changes in regional air 

quality, and these region-wide changes could not be reasonably attributable to a single project or local plan 

based on existing science and models. 

The number of hospital admissions and emergency room visits for all respiratory causes (infections, 

respiratory failure, chronic bronchitis, etc.) including asthma show a consistent increase as ambient ozone 

levels increase in a community. These excess hospital admissions and emergency room visits are observed 

when hourly ozone concentrations are as low as 0.08 to 0.10 ppm. 

Numerous recent studies have found positive associations between increases in ozone levels and 

excess risk of mortality. These associations persist even when other variables including season and levels of 

particulate matter are accounted for. This indicates that ozone mortality effects are independent of other 

pollutants.22 

Several population-based studies suggest that asthmatics are more adversely affected by ambient 

ozone levels, as evidenced by increased hospitalizations and emergency room visits. Laboratory studies have 

attempted to compare the degree of lung function change seen in age and gender-matched healthy individuals 

versus asthmatics and those with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. While the degree of change evidenced 

did not differ significantly, that finding may not accurately reflect the true impact of exposure on these 

respiration-compromised individuals. Since the respiration-compromised group may have lower lung function 

to begin with, the same degree of change may represent a substantially greater adverse effect overall. 

A publication from the Children’s Health Study focused on children and outdoor exercise. In communities 

with high ozone concentrations, the relative risk of developing asthma in children playing three or more sports 

was found to be over three times higher than in children playing no sports.23 These findings indicate that new 

cases of asthma in children are associated with heavy exercise in communities with high levels of ozone. While 

                                                           
21 Gilliland FD, Berhane K, Rappaport EB, Thomas DC, Avol E, Gauderman WJ, London SJ, Margolis HG, McConnell R, Islam KT, 
Peters JM. The Effects of Ambient Air Pollution on School Absenteeism Due to Respiratory Illnesses. Epidemiology, 2001. 
12(1):43-54. 
22 Bell ML, McDermott A, Zeger SL, Samet, JM, Dominici, F. Ozone and Short-Term Mortality in 95 US Urban Communities, 1987–
2000. 2004. JAMA 292:2372-2378. 
23 McConnell R, Berhane K, Gilliland F, London SJ, Islam T, Gauderman WJ, Avol E, Margolis HG, Peters JM. Asthma in 
exercising children exposed to ozone: a cohort study. 2002. Lancet, 359:386-91. 
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it has long been known that air pollution can exacerbate symptoms in individuals with respiratory disease, this 

is among the first studies that indicate ozone exposure may be causally linked to asthma. 

Some lung function responses (volume and airway resistance changes) observed after a single 

exposure to ozone exhibit attenuation or a reduction in magnitude with repeated exposures. Although it has been 

argued that the observed shift in response is evidence of a probable adaptation phenomenon, it appears that 

while functional changes may exhibit adaptation, biochemical and cellular changes which may be associated 

with episodic and chronic exposure effects may not exhibit similar adaptation. That is, internal damage to the 

respiratory system may continue with repeated ozone exposures, even if externally observable effects (chest 

symptoms and reduced lung function) disappear. 

In a laboratory, exposure of human subjects to low levels of ozone causes reversible decrease in lung 

function as assessed by various measures such as respiratory volumes, airway resistance and reactivity, 

irritative cough and chest discomfort. Lung function changes have been observed with ozone exposure as low 

as 0.08 to 0.12 ppm for 6-8 hours under moderate exercising conditions. Similar lung volume changes have also 

been observed in adults and children under ambient exposure conditions (0.10 - 0.15 ppm). The responses 

reported are indicative of decreased breathing capacity and are reversible. 

In laboratory studies, cellular and biochemical changes associated with respiratory tract inflammation 

have also been consistently reported in the airway lining after low level exposure to ozone. These changes 

include an increase in specific cell types and in the concentration of biochemical mediators of inflammation and 

injury such as cytokines and fibronectin. These inflammatory changes can be observed in healthy adults 

exposed to ozone in the range of 0.08 to 0.10 ppm. 

The susceptibility to ozone observed under ambient conditions could be due to the combination of 

pollutants that coexist in the atmosphere or ozone may actually sensitize these subgroups to the effects of other 

pollutants. Some animal studies show results that indicate possible chronic effects including functional and 

structural changes of the lung. These changes indicate that repeated inflammation associated with ozone 

exposure over a lifetime may result in sufficient damage to respiratory tissue such that individuals later in life 

may experience a reduced quality of life in terms of respiratory function and activity level achievable. An autopsy 

study involving Los Angeles County residents provided supportive evidence of lung tissue damage (structural 

changes) attributable to air pollution. A study of birth outcomes in southern California found an increased risk 

for birth defects in the aortic and pulmonary arteries associated with ozone exposure in the second month of 

pregnancy.24 This is the first study linking ambient air pollutants to birth defects in humans. Confirmation by 

further studies is needed. In summary, acute adverse effects associated with ozone exposures have been well 

                                                           
24 Ritz B, Yu F, Chapa G, Fruin S. Effect of Air Pollution on Preterm Birth Among Children Born in Southern California between 
1989 and 1993. 2002. Epidemiology, 11(5)502-11. 
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documented, although the specific causal mechanism is still somewhat unclear. Additional research efforts are 

required to evaluate the long-term effects of air pollution and to determine the role of ozone in influencing 

chronic effects. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

The human body naturally prevents the entry of larger particles into the body. However, small particles, 

with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than ten microns (PM10) and even smaller particles with an 

aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), can enter the body and are trapped in the nose, 

throat, and upper respiratory tract. These small particulates could potentially aggravate existing heart and lung 

diseases, change the body's defenses against inhaled materials, and damage lung tissue. The elderly, children, 

and those with chronic lung or heart disease are most sensitive to PM10 and PM2.5. Lung impairment can persist 

for two to three weeks after exposure to high levels of particulate matter. Some types of particulates could 

become toxic after inhalation due to the presence of certain chemicals and their reaction with internal body 

fluids. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board have recognized 

adverse health effects that may be associated with exposure to PM10 and PM2.5, including:25 (1) Increased 

respiratory symptoms, such as the irritation of the airways; (2) Coughing, or difficulty breathing; (3) Decreased 

lung function, particularly in children; (4) Aggravated asthma; (5) Development of chronic bronchitis; (6) 

Irregular heartbeat; (7) Increased respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations; and (8) Premature death in 

people with heart or lung disease. 

Epidemiological studies have provided continued and consistent evidence for most of the effects listed 

above. An association between increased daily or several-day-average concentrations of PM10 and excess 

mortality and morbidity is consistently reported from studies involving communities across the U.S. as well as 

in Europe, Asia, and South America.   

A number of studies have evaluated the association between particulate matter exposure and indices of 

morbidity such as hospital admissions, emergency room visits or physician office visits for respiratory and 

cardiovascular diseases. The effects estimates are generally higher than the effects for mortality. The effects 

are associated with measures of PM10 and PM2.5. Thus, it appears that when a relatively small number of people 

experience severe effects, larger numbers experience milder effects, which may relate either to the coarse or 

to the fine fraction of airborne particulate matter. 

                                                           
25 See, e.g., U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Health and the Environment, 
www.epa.gov/air/particlepollution/health.html. Accessed July 30, 2008; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Particle 
Pollution and Your Health, www.epa.gov/airnow/particles-bw.pdf. Accessed July 30, 2008.; California Air Resources Board, 
Health Effects of Particulate Matter and Ozone Air Pollution, January 2004. 
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In the National Morbidity, Mortality, and Air Pollution Study (NMMAPS), hospital admissions for those 65 

years or older were assessed in 14 cities. Hospital admissions for these individuals showed an increase of 6 

percent for cardiovascular diseases and a 10 percent increase for respiratory disease admissions, per 50 µg/m3 

increase in PM10. The excess risk for cardiovascular disease ranges from 3-10 percent per 50 µg/m3 

PM10. However, as noted below, this study analyzed indirect indicators of health impacts rather than direct health 

impacts, and other studies have demonstrated greater variability of the effects of PM increases in terms of 

number of medical visits.  

Similarly, school absences, lost workdays and restricted activity days have also been used in some 

studies as indirect indicators of acute respiratory conditions. The results are suggestive of both immediate and 

delayed impact on these parameters following elevated particulate matter exposures. These observations are 

consistent with the hypothesis that increased susceptibility to infection follows particulate matter exposures. 

Some studies have reported that short-term particulate matter exposure is associated with changes in 

lung function (lung capacity and breathing volume); upper respiratory symptoms (hoarseness and sore throat); 

and lower respiratory symptoms (increased sputum, chest pain and wheeze). The severity of these effects is 

widely varied and is dependent on the population studied, such as adults or children with and without asthma. 

Sensitive individuals, such as those with asthma or pre-existing respiratory disease, may have increased or 

aggravated symptoms associated with short-term particulate matter exposures. Several studies have followed 

the number of medical visits associated with pollutant exposures. A range of increases from 3 to 42 percent for 

medical visits for respiratory illnesses was found corresponding to a 50 µg/m3 change in PM10. A limited number 

of studies also looked at levels of PM2.5. The findings suggest that both the fine and coarse fractions may have 

associations with some respiratory symptoms. 

While most studies have evaluated the acute effects, some studies specifically focused on evaluating the 

effects of chronic exposure to PM10 and PM2.5. Studies have analyzed the mortality of adults living in different U.S. 

cities. After adjusting for important risk factors, these studies found a consistent positive association of deaths 

and exposure to particulate matter. A similar association was observable in both total number of deaths and 

deaths due to cardiorespiratory causes. A shortening of lifespan was also reported in these studies. 

Significant associations for PM2.5 for both total mortality and cardiorespiratory mortality were reported 

in a study using data from the American Cancer Society. A re-analysis of the data from this study confirmed the 

finding.26 The Harvard Six Cities Study evaluated several size ranges of particulate matter and reported 

significant associations with PM15, PM2.5, sulfates, and non-sulfate particles, but not with coarse particles (PM15–

                                                           
26 Krewski D, Burnett RT, Goldberg MS, Hoover K, Siemiatycki J, Abrahamowicz M, White WH, et al. Reanalysis of the Harvard 
Six Cities Study and the American Cancer Society Study of Particulate Air Pollution and Mortality. A Special Report of the 
Institute’s Particle Epidemiology Reanalysis Project. 2000. Health Effects Institute. 
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PM2.5). An extension of the Harvard Six Cities Cohort confirmed the association of mortality with PM2.5 levels.27 

These studies provide evidence that the fine particles, as measured by PM2.5, may be more strongly associated 

with mortality effects from long-term particulate matter exposures than are coarse compounds. 

A follow-up study of the American Cancer Society cohort confirmed and extended the findings in the 

initial study. The researchers estimated that, on average, a 10 µg/m3 increase in fine particulates was associated 

with an approximately 4 percent increase in total mortality, a 6 percent increase in cardiopulmonary mortality, 

and an 8 percent increase risk of lung cancer mortality.28 The magnitude of effects is larger in the long-term 

studies than in the short-term investigations, and therefore demonstrates variability and unreliability of a 

specific numeric indicator (as indicated above) for the general population. Furthermore, an analysis of the 

American Cancer Society Cohort from the Los Angeles area used a more detailed estimate of long-term PM2.5 

exposures and found that the risk of mortality was up to three times higher than estimated with the national 

cohort.29 These findings indicate that long-term exposures may be more important in terms of overall health 

effects. 

Despite data gaps, the extensive body of epidemiological studies has both qualitative and quantitative 

consistency suggestive of causality. A considerable body of evidence from these studies suggests that ambient 

particulate matter, alone or in combination with other coexisting pollutants, is associated with significant 

increases in mortality and morbidity in a community. 

In summary, the scientific literature indicates that an increased risk of mortality and morbidity is 

associated with particulate matter at ambient levels. The evidence for particulate matter effects is mostly 

derived from population studies with supportive evidence from clinical and animal studies. Although most of the 

effects are attributable to particulate matter, co-pollutant effects cannot be ruled out on the basis of existing 

studies. The difficulty of separating the effects may be due to the fact that particulate levels co-vary with other 

combustion source pollutants. That is, the particle measurements serve as an index of overall exposure to 

combustion-related pollution, and some component(s) of combustion pollution other than particles might be at 

least partly responsible for the observed health effects. In addition, limitations of applying the results of a 

singular study to determine a specific project’s health effects are described above, as well as subsequent 

discussion (see “Relating Adverse Air Quality Impacts and Health Effects” on page 27). Therefore, at this time, 

there is no specific numeric indicator that can reliably indicate specific health effects from particulate matter. 

                                                           
27 Laden F, Schwartz J, Speizer FE, Dockery DW. Reduction in Fine Particulate Air Pollution and Mortality. 2006. Am J Respir 
Crit Care Med, 173:667-672. 
28 Pope III CA, Burnett RT, Thun MJ, Calle E, Krewski D, Kazuhiko I, Thurston G. Lung Cancer, Cardiopulmonary Mortality, and 
Long-Term Exposure to Fine Particulate Air Pollution. 2002. JAMA, 287:1132-1141. 
29 Jerrett M, Burnett RT, Ma R, Pope CA III, Krewski D, Newbold KB, Thurston G, Shi Y, Finkelstein N, Calle EE, Thun MJ. Spatial 
Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. 2005. Epidemiology, 15(6):727-736. 
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Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Carbon monoxide is primarily emitted from combustion processes and motor vehicles due to incomplete 

combustion of fuel. Elevated concentrations of CO weaken the heart's contractions and lower the amount of 

oxygen carried by the blood. It is especially dangerous for people with chronic heart disease. Inhalation of CO 

can cause nausea, dizziness, and headaches at moderate concentrations and can be fatal at high concentrations. 

Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the heart are the most susceptible to the adverse effects of 

CO exposure. The effects observed include earlier onset of chest pain with exercise, and electrocardiograph 

changes indicative of worsening oxygen supply delivery to the heart. Inhaled CO has no known direct toxic effect 

on the lungs, but exerts its effect on tissues by interfering with oxygen transport, by competing with oxygen to 

combine with hemoglobin present in the blood to form carboxyhemoglobin (COHb). Hence, people with 

conditions requiring an increased oxygen supply can be adversely affected by exposure to CO. Individuals most 

at risk include patients with diseases involving heart and blood vessels, fetuses, and patients with chronic 

hypoxemia (oxygen deficiency), such as is seen at high altitudes. Reductions in birth weight and impaired 

neurobehavioral development have been observed in animals chronically exposed to CO resulting in COHb 

levels similar to those observed in smokers. Recent studies have found increased risks for adverse birth 

outcomes with exposure to elevated CO levels, including preterm births and heart abnormalities. The U.S. EPA 

concluded in their most recent review that the evidence linking long-term CO exposures with reproductive 

health outcomes was suggestive of a causal relationship30. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

NO2 is a byproduct of fuel combustion and major sources include power plants, large industrial facilities, 

and motor vehicles. NO2 is a gaseous air pollutant that serves as an indicator of gaseous oxides of nitrogen, such 

as nitric oxide (NO) and other related compounds (NOX). NO2 absorbs blue light and results in a brownish-red 

cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. NO2 also contributes to the formation of PM10. Nitrogen oxides 

irritate the nose and throat, and increase one’s susceptibility to respiratory infections, especially in people with 

asthma. NOX is also a precursor to the formation of ozone. 

The adverse effects of ambient nitrogen dioxide air pollution exposure on health were reviewed in the 

2008 U.S. EPA Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen—Health Criteria31, and more recently in the 

                                                           
30 U.S. EPA. Integrated Science Assessment for Carbon Monoxide (Final Report). 2010. 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/risk/recordisplay.cfm?deid=218686. Accessed August 2019. 
31 U.S. EPA. Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen—Health Criteria (Final Report).  2008. 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/isa/recordisplay.cfm?deid=194645. Accessed August 2019. 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/risk/recordisplay.cfm?deid=218686
http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/%E2%80%8Bisa/%E2%80%8Brecordisplay.cfm?deid=194645
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2016 U.S. EPA Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen—Health Criteria.32 The 2016 U.S. EPA 

review noted the respiratory effects of NO2, and evidence suggestive of effects on cardiovascular health, 

mortality and cancer. 

Experimental studies have found that NO2 exposures increase responsiveness of airways, pulmonary 

inflammation, and oxidative stress, and can lead to the development of allergic responses. These biological 

responses provide evidence of a plausible mechanism for NO2 to cause asthma. Additionally, results from 

controlled exposure studies of asthmatics demonstrate an increase in the tendency of airways to contract in 

response to a chemical stimulus (airway responsiveness) or after inhaled allergens. Animal studies also 

provide evidence that NO2 exposures have negative effects on the immune system, and therefore increase the 

host’s susceptibility to respiratory infections. Epidemiological studies showing associations between NO2 levels 

and hospital admissions for respiratory infections support such a link, although the studies examining 

respiratory infections in children are less consistent. 

The Children’s Health Study in Southern California found associations of NO2 with respiratory symptoms 

in asthmatics.33 Particles and NO2 were correlated, and it was determined that NO2 plays a stronger 

role. Ambient levels of NO2 were also associated with a decrease in lung function growth in a group of children 

followed for eight years. In addition to NO2, the decreased growth was also associated with particulate matter 

and airborne acids. The study authors postulated that these may be a measure of a package of pollutants from 

traffic sources.  

Results from controlled exposure studies of asthmatics demonstrated an increase in the tendency of 

airways to contract in response to a chemical stimulus (bronchial reactivity). Effects were observed with an 

exposure to 0.3 parts per million (ppm) NO2 for a period ranging from 30 minutes to 3 hours. A similar response 

is reported in some studies with healthy subjects at higher levels of exposure (1.5 - 2.0 ppm). Mixed results have 

been reported when people with chronic obstructive lung disease are exposed to low levels of NO2. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

In addition to criteria pollutants, a number of TACs have the potential to impact human health, including 

diesel particulate matter (DPM), a pollutant associated with heavy equipment and truck traffic. TACs refer to a 

diverse group of “non-criteria” air pollutants that can affect human health, but have not had ambient air quality 

standards established for them. This is not because they are fundamentally different from the pollutants 

                                                           
32 U.S. EPA. Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen—Health Criteria (Final Report).  2016. 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/isa/recordisplay.cfm?deid=310879.  Accessed August 2019.  
33 McConnell R, Berhane K, Gilliland F, London SJ, Islam T, Gauderman WJ, Avol E, Margolis HG, Peters JM. Asthma in 
exercising children exposed to ozone: a cohort study. 2002. Lancet, 359:386-91. 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/%E2%80%8Bncea/%E2%80%8Bisa/%E2%80%8Brecordisplay.cfm?deid=310879
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discussed above, but because their effects tend to be local rather than regional. TACs are classified as 

carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic, where carcinogenic TACs can cause cancer and non-carcinogenic TAC can 

cause acute and chronic impacts to different target organ systems (e.g., eyes, respiratory, reproductive, 

developmental, nervous, and cardiovascular). 

DPM, which is emitted in the exhaust from diesel engines, was listed by the state as a TAC in 1998. DPM 

has historically been used as a surrogate measure of exposure for all diesel exhaust emissions. DPM consists 

of fine particles (fine particles have a diameter less than 2.5 micrometer (μm)), including a subgroup of ultrafine 

particles (ultrafine particles have a diameter less than 0.1 μm). Collectively, these particles have a large surface 

area which makes them an excellent medium for absorbing organics. The visible emissions in diesel exhaust 

include carbon particles or “soot.” Diesel exhaust also contains a variety of harmful gases and cancer-causing 

substances. 

Exposure to DPM may be a health hazard, particularly to children whose lungs are still developing and 

the elderly who may have other serious health problems. DPM levels and resultant potential health effects may 

be higher in close proximity to heavily traveled roadways with substantial truck traffic or near industrial 

facilities. According to CARB, DPM exposure may lead to the following adverse health effects: (1) aggravated 

asthma; (2) chronic bronchitis; (3) increased respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations; (4) decreased 

lung function in children; (5) lung cancer; and (6) premature deaths for people with heart or lung disease.34 35  

OEHHA’s HARP model and Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual (Guidance Manual) for the 

Preparation of Health Risk Assessments includes an ability to link certain TACs with metrics for cancer-rates 

or non-cancer effects on certain organ groups.  

 

RELATING ADVERSE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS AND 

HEALTH EFFECTS 

The feasibility of determining a connection between air pollutant emissions and human health is different 

for a site-specific project, such as for a development project or local area plan, than it is for a larger regional 

scale analysis of an area-wide project, such as an analysis for a regulation change for the entire Air Coast Basin. 

As discussed below, directly correlating a single project’s emissions in a typical City EIR to quantifiable human 

                                                           
34 CARB, Diesel Exhaust and Health, www.arb.ca.gov/research/diesel/diesel-health.htm, Accessed August 2019. 
35 CARB, Fact Sheet:  Diesel Particulate Matter Health Risk Assessment Study for the West Oakland Community: Preliminary 
Summary of Results, March 2008. 
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health consequences is currently not scientifically feasible, as it is not possible to conduct such an analysis that 

would provide reliable or meaningful results. As further discussed below, it is also infeasible to correlate 

regional emissions from local area-wide projects or plans identified in City EIRs to quantified human health 

consequences in any reliable or meaningful way, for many of the same reasons, and with additional challenges 

associated with separating and anticipating reasonably foreseeable emissions from other sources. 

It should also be noted that in April 2019, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

(SMAQMD) published an Interim Recommendation on implementing the Friant Ranch decision in the review and 

analysis of proposed projects under CEQA in Sacramento County (Attachment 4). The SMAQMD is to date the 

only California air district to formally release, as guidance, an Interim Recommendation (April 2019) for lead 

agencies and practitioners preparing CEQA documents for projects within Sacramento County to comply with 

the Friant Ranch decision. Consistent with the expert opinions submitted to the Court in Friant Ranch by the San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) (Attachment 3) and SCAQMD (Attachment 2), the 

SMAQMD guidance confirms the absence of an acceptable or reliable quantitative methodology that would 

correlate the expected criteria air pollutant emissions of projects to the likely health consequences to people of 

project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions. The SMAQMD guidance explains that while it is in the process 

of developing a methodology to assess these impacts, lead agencies should follow the Friant Court’s advice to 

explain in meaningful detail why this analysis is not yet feasible. 

The following information is therefore provided to explain that for most projects and local level plans 

analyzed in City EIRs, it is currently not scientifically feasible to provide a reliable quantitative analysis directly 

correlating a project’s significant pollutant emissions and human health.   

Existing Models and Tools 

As previously described, a number of existing models and tools exist for quantifying both project 

emissions and pollutant concentrations. Certain federal and state public health standards for air quality are set 

in terms of acceptable regional concentration levels of pollutants. The SCAQMD demonstrates attainment of 

these concentration standards, in part, by setting CEQA thresholds for amounts of construction and operational 

emissions produced by individual projects or plans. In compliance with CEQA and the identified thresholds, City 

EIRs for individual development projects and local-level plans disclose and analyze project emissions for 

criteria pollutants and pollutant concentrations for TACs. For CEQA purposes, concentrations of criteria 

pollutants are typically not calculated. While it may be possible to utilize a project’s emission data to determine 

concentration amounts, this would hinge the analysis on an additive range of assumptions and uncertainties, 

thus contributing to a higher margin of error. In addition, an accurate model of the data would also require a 

complex set of input data which may not be readily available or would otherwise contribute further to the 
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unreliability of the results. Furthermore, additional limitations exist for utilizing both regional and local models 

for this purpose. As such, modeling these concentrations of criteria pollutants utilizing existing tools would 

result in unreliable data, as discussed in further detail below. 

Modeling Concentrations v. Emissions 

In order to relate a project’s emissions to human health effects, it would first be necessary to model the 

air pollutant concentrations resulting from a project. As discussed above, studies which link health effects with 

exposure to pollutants are primarily based on the ultimate ambient or regional concentrations of pollutants. This 

is especially true for secondary pollutants such as ozone and PM. The lack of correlation between the direct 

quantity of precursor pollutants and the concentration of ozone or secondary PM formed is important because 

it is not necessarily the quantity of precursor pollutants (such as NOX, SO2, VOCs, etc.) that causes human health 

effects; rather, it is the concentration of resulting ozone and secondary PM that causes these effects. Indeed, the 

ambient air quality standards for ozone, which are statutorily required to be set by USEPA (at levels that are 

requisite to protect the public health with a margin of safety) and by CARB (at levels that are requisite to protect 

the health of the most sensitive groups) are established as concentrations of ozone and not as quantity (i.e., 

tonnages) of ozone precursor pollutants.36 37 Furthermore, since the ambient air quality standards are focused 

on achieving a particular concentration region-wide, the regional models and health impact analysis tools (i.e., 

BenMAP-CE, CAMx, CMAQ) and plans for attaining the ambient air quality standards are also regional in nature. 

However, as further described below (pages 31-32), these regional models are not useful for analysis of the 

health impacts of specific projects on any given geographic location. 

Complexities of Modeling Concentrations 

In requiring a health risk type analysis for criteria air pollutants, it is important to understand how criteria 

pollutants are formed, dispersed, and regulated. As an example, ground level ozone (smog) is not directly 

emitted into the air, but is instead formed when precursor pollutants such as NOX and VOC are emitted into the 

atmosphere and undergo complex chemical reactions in the process of sunlight.38 Once formed, ozone can be 

transported long distances by wind.39 Due to the complexity of ozone formation, a specific tonnage amount of NOX 

                                                           
36 U.S. EPA, Table of Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards, https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-
pollution/table-historical-ozone-national-ambient-air-quality-standards-naaqs. Accessed August 2019. 
37 CARB, California Ambient Air Quality Standards, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-
standards. Accessed August 2019. 
38 SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Amicus Curiae Brief of SJVAPCD in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of 
Fresno and Real Party in Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P, April 13, 2015. Page 4. Included as Attachment 2 of this 
memorandum.  
39 U.S. EPA, Ground-level Ozone:  Basic Information, www.epa.gov/airquality/ozonepollution/basic.html. Accessed August 
2019. 

https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/table-historical-ozone-national-ambient-air-quality-standards-naaqs
https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/table-historical-ozone-national-ambient-air-quality-standards-naaqs
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-standards
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-standards
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/ozonepollution/basic.html
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or VOCs emitted in a particular area does not equate to a particular concentration of ozone in that area.40 In fact, 

even rural areas that have relatively low emissions of NOX or VOCs can have high ozone concentrations simply 

due to wind transport and other meteorological conditions such as temperature inversion and high pressure 

systems. Conversely, areas that have substantially more NOX and VOC emissions could experience lower 

concentrations of ozone simply because sea breezes disperse the emissions.41   

For those projects where regional construction and operational emissions exceed the SCAQMD’s 

recommended daily significance thresholds, this does not mean that one can determine with accuracy the 

concentration of ozone that will be created at or near the Project Site on a particular day or month of the year, or 

the specific human health effects that may occur. Meteorology, the presence of sunlight, geographical 

distribution of emissions, and other complex photochemical factors all combine to determine the ultimate 

concentrations and locations of ozone. This is especially true for the typical development project where most of 

the criteria pollutant emissions derive not from a single “point source,” but from area wide sources (consumer 

products, paint, etc.) or mobile sources (cars and trucks) driving to, from and around the Project Site. 

As another example, particulate matter can be divided into two categories: directly emitted PM and 

secondary PM. While directly emitted PM can have a localized impact, the tonnage emitted does not always 

equate to a specific local PM concentration because it can be transported long distances by wind.42 Secondary 

PM, like ozone, is formed via complex chemical reactions in the atmosphere between precursor chemicals such 

as sulfur dioxide and NOX. Due to the complexity of secondary PM formation, the tonnage of PM-forming 

precursor emissions in an area does not necessarily result in an equivalent concentration of secondary PM in 

that area. 

Furthermore, for modeling to produce reliable results, it is necessary to have data regarding the sources 

and types of toxic air contaminants, location of emission points, velocity of emissions, the meteorology and 

topography of the area, and the location of receptors (worker and residence).43 Not all of these specific details 

or factors may be known at the time that a project or plan is undergoing CEQA review. For example, it may not be 

                                                           
40 SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Amicus Curiae Brief of SJVAPCD in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of 
Fresno and Real Party in Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P., April 13, 2015. Page 4. Included as Attachment 2 of this 
memorandum.  
41 SJVAPCD, 2007 Ozone Plan, Executive Summary. Page ES-6. www.valleyair.org/Air_Quality_Plans/AQ_Final_
Adopted_Ozone2007.htm. Accessed August 2019. 
42 U.S. EPA, Particulate Matter: Basic Information, www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/basic.html. Accessed August 
2019. 
43 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Pages 9, 10. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 

http://www.valleyair.org/Air_Quality_%E2%80%8BPlans/%E2%80%8BAQ_%E2%80%8BFinal_%E2%80%8BAdopted_Ozone2007.htm
http://www.valleyair.org/Air_Quality_%E2%80%8BPlans/%E2%80%8BAQ_%E2%80%8BFinal_%E2%80%8BAdopted_Ozone2007.htm
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/basic.html
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feasible to perform a health risk assessment for airborne toxics that will be emitted by a generic industrial 

building that was built on "speculation" (i.e., without knowing the future tenant(s)).44 

Purposes and Limitations of Regional Models 

As described above, local, state, and federal standards are set with the purpose of attaining ambient air 

quality standards within the region for the protection of public health. In part to meet these ambient standards, 

the SCAQMD has set numeric thresholds for land-use projects to determine significant air quality impacts. 

These thresholds are based on regional project emissions, which refer to the actual quantity of pollutants 

generated by the project, and are measured in pounds per day. These pollutant sources (e.g., onsite natural gas 

usage and offsite vehicular exhaust across the regional roadway network) can be estimated, measured, and 

quantified. However, once a project’s emissions enter the environment, these emissions are subject to a number 

of complex factors and variables, including chemical changes, dispersal, and weather variation, and ultimately 

combine with other existing conditions to result in the regional ambient air quality and concentrations of 

pollutants.  

The SCAQMD (and other regional air quality management and air pollution control districts) conducts 

regional-scale modeling in order to evaluate regional-scale air pollution, including modeling for the AQMP, 

modeling attainment demonstrations, and the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) studies. This involves 

a regional scale photochemical model such as CAMx and CMAQ, which have a modeling domain on the order of 

hundreds of kilometers. Mobile source emissions are estimated using EMFAC and SCAG RTP/SCS VMT data and 

traffic data obtained from Caltrans for the entire basin. The effort, resources, and availability of necessary input 

data required to perform this type of analysis is complex and extensive, and is infeasible for smaller projects.  

Unreliability of Using Regional Models at Smaller Scale 

 As noted in the Brief of Amicus Curiae by the South Coast Air Quality Management District in the Friant 

Ranch case (Attachment 2), SCAQMD has among the most sophisticated air quality modeling and health impact 

evaluation capability of any of the air districts in the State, and thus it is uniquely situated to express an opinion 

on how lead agencies should correlate air quality impacts with specific health outcomes.45 The computer models 

(e.g., CMAQ modeling platform)46 used to simulate and predict an attainment date for ozone are based on 

regional inventories of precursor pollutants and meteorology within an air basin. At a very basic level, based on 

                                                           
44 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Page 10. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 
45 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Pages 9, 10. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 
46 The SCAQMD 2016 AQMP ozone attainment demonstration was developed using the U.S. EPA recommended CMAQ (version 
5.0.2) modeling platform with SAPRC07 chemistry, and the Weather Research and Forecasting Model (WRF) (version 3.6) 
meteorological fields. 
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gross assumptions appropriate for regional-scale analyses, the models simulate future ozone levels based on 

predicted changes in precursor emissions basin wide. It should be noted that it takes a large amount of additional 

precursor emissions to cause a modeled increase in ambient ozone levels over an entire region.47 The computer 

models are not designed to determine whether the emissions generated by an individual development project, 

or even emissions from most relatively small-scale areas such as specific plan areas or community plan 

areas, will affect the date that the air basin attains the ambient air quality standards. Instead, the models help 

inform regional planning strategies based on the extent all of the emission-generating sources within the air 

basin must be controlled in order to reach attainment.48  

In addition, this modeling is inappropriate for project-level or local plan-level analysis, as small changes 

in modeling results could be well within the normal gross margin of error of the CMAQ model performance. For 

example, SCAQMD states the expected margin of error for comparing CMAQ modeled daily maximum air 

pollutant concentrations to monitored concentrations is 20 percent.49 However, even the expected 20 percent 

margin of error is exceeded in regional scale analyses. SCAQMD found that when maximum values equal or 

exceed 60 ppb, the normalized gross maximum error ranges from 15.7 to 19.8 percent for the coastal region, 11.5 

to 22.3 percent for the San Fernando region, 12.1 to 25.2 for the foothills region, 14.7 to 18.2 for the urban source 

region, 12.5 to 20.9 percent for the urban receptor region, and 9.6 to 16.8 for the Coachella Valley.50 The quarterly 

error statistic for PM2.5 ranges from 54 percent to 95.7 percent for the coastal region, 30.1 to 60.6 percent for the 

San Fernando region, 30.7 to 81.6 percent for the foothills region, 41.1 to 81.6 percent for the urban source region, 

23.5 to 53 percent for the urban receptor region, and 38 to 59.6 percent for the Coachella Valley region.51 

Therefore, using these regional models at the project-level or local plan-level scale would not yield 

reliable results, as the emissions from a localized project would be small in comparison, falling within margins 

of error of the regional models. Therefore, results regarding project or local plan-level emissions would not be 

meaningful or statistically significant. 

 

                                                           
47 SCAQMD, Final 2012 AQMP, February 2013, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-
management-plans/2012-air-quality-management-plan/final-2012-aqmp-(february-2013)/appendix-v-final-2012.pdf, 
Appendix V. pages  v-4-2, v-7-4, v-7-24. Accessed August 2019. 
48 SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Amicus Curiae Brief of SJVAPCD in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of 
Fresno and Real Party in Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P., April 13, 2015. Page 6-7. Included as Attachment 2 of this 
memorandum.  
49 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017. Appendix V-2-3. https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-
quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-v.pdf?sfvrsn=10. Accessed 
August 2019. 
50 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017. Appendix V, Tables V-5-3 through V-5-8. https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-
v.pdf?sfvrsn=10. Accessed August 2019. 
51 Ibid. Table V-6-3 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2012-air-quality-management-plan/final-2012-aqmp-(february-2013)/appendix-v-final-2012.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2012-air-quality-management-plan/final-2012-aqmp-(february-2013)/appendix-v-final-2012.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-v.pdf?sfvrsn=10
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-v.pdf?sfvrsn=10
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-v.pdf?sfvrsn=10
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-v.pdf?sfvrsn=10
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-v.pdf?sfvrsn=10
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Purposes and Limitations of Localized Models 

Certain models (such as AERMOD and HARP) may be able to direct certain pollutant concentrations 

locally with reliable accuracy. However, these are used to prepare project-level health risk assessments 

(HRAs) for pollutants like DPM and other TACs, and do not address secondary pollutants such as ozone. 

Regarding the use of other potential localized models such as CALINE-4, the City’s CEQA documents currently 

provide CO hotspot analyses where appropriate. However, per guidance from the SCAQMD and Caltrans, further 

modeling of other pollutants would be inappropriate using CALINE-4.52 In addition, while these models are able 

to estimate concentrations for certain pollutants, no methods have been demonstrated to reliably and 

meaningfully connect these pollutant concentrations to specific health effects.  

If an attempt were made to potentially utilize a localized model to determine a project’s resulting 

pollutant concentrations, most likely an analysis would follow a methodology similar to how localized air quality 

analyses are currently performed for CEQA (e.g., freeway HRAs). For example, a project’s vehicle emissions 

could be determined using CalEEMod or EMFAC. The project-related traffic emissions within a ¼ mile of the 

project site could then be combined with project-related emissions from on-site sources and analyzed for 

receptors in the vicinity using AERMOD on a microscale basis. The analysis could load traffic emissions along 

the roadway network consistent with the traffic study. This approach could be used for CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5; 

however, this would not address other pollutants, these models include additional limitations, and a number of 

uncertainties would be included in the modeling assumptions. Some of the limitations and uncertainties of this 

approach would include: 

Pollutant Emissions.  CalEEMod generates total daily regional-wide emissions from a project. These 

emissions account for different trip lengths based on the trip generation (residential vs. commercial, 

commute vs. delivery, etc.) and trip type (primary, diverted, pass-by). It would be speculative to assume 

on a regional basis where these emissions were to occur. It would also be speculative to assume which 

types of vehicles would use specific roadways (e.g., diesel delivery trips associated with a Project would 

likely use different routes than commuter trips). 

Spatial and temporal data.  It would be speculative to assume when and where vehicles would be 

travelling. AERMOD assumes steady state conditions and may not be able to account for variations in 

meteorology as well as seasonal variations.   

                                                           
52 Caltrans, Project-Level Air Quality Analysis. https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/air-quality/project-
level-air-quality-analysis. Accessed August 2019. 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/air-quality/project-level-air-quality-analysis
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/air-quality/project-level-air-quality-analysis
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Ambient data.  Health impacts are highly dependent on ambient air quality levels. While data at ambient 

monitoring stations may be available, nearby localized sources (e.g.; stationary emissions and major 

roadways) are not known and are not accounted for.   

Chemistry.  AERMOD is unable to process chemical reactions related to secondary PM and ozone 

formation.   

The combination and compounding of the uncertainties from each component and step of the modeling 

analysis, particularly in the context of the very small increment of change in regional ambient air pollutant 

concentrations that a single project would be predicted to cause, would likely result in large margins of error for 

the overall modeled outcomes. That is, even if a model reports a certain outcome, the actual outcome may be in 

a relatively broad range surrounding the reported outcome. When these uncertainties are factored into the 

modeling analysis, the results would not be able to provide a meaningful estimate of health impacts. 

Furthermore, as described in further detail below, even if reliable pollutant concentration data were available, 

the concentration information could not be reliably and directly related to a health impact at this time.   

Metrics for Determining Health Effects 

CEQA Thresholds and Relationship to Specific Health Effects 

As one of the many paths that the SCAQMD has established to lead the district towards achieving 

acceptable levels of pollutant concentrations region-wide, the agency has set CEQA thresholds of significance 

for project emission quantities. These SCAQMD thresholds are related to basin-wide emissions, are cumulative 

in nature, and do not indicate thresholds for project-specific concentrations related to particular health effects. 

Therefore, it should be noted that the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds are not direct indicators of 

specific health effects.  

For example, with respect to ozone precursor emissions, the SCAQMD has set its operational CEQA 

significance threshold for NOX and VOC at 10 tons per year (expressed as 55 pounds per day). This is based on the 

federal Clean Air Act, which defines a major stationary source for extreme ozone nonattainment areas such as 

the SCAQMD as one emitting 10 tons per year. Under the federal Clean Air Act, such sources are subject to 

enhanced control requirements, thus SCAQMD determined that 55 pounds (less than .03 tons) per day was an 

appropriate threshold for making a CEQA significance finding and requiring feasible mitigation. For context, 

according to the most recent EPA-approved SCAQMD basin-wide emissions inventory, the VOC inventory for 

emissions is 500 tons per day and for NOX emissions is 522 tons per day for the baseline year of 2012.53 The 

                                                           
53 SCAQMD, Final 2016 AQMP, 2017. Figure 3-3. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-
plan/final-2016-aqmp. Accessed August 2019. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
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threshold quantity of 55 pounds per day therefore represents a very small percentage (approximately .005 

percent) of total daily basin-wide emissions. It should also be noted that from a scientific standpoint, it takes a 

large amount of additional precursor emissions to cause a statistically significant increase in ambient ozone 

levels over an entire region. In the case of ozone, the SCAQMD’s 2012 AQMP showed that reducing baseline year 

2008 NOX by 432 tons per day and reducing VOC by 187 tons per day would only reduce ozone levels at the 

SCAQMD’s monitor site with the highest levels by 9 parts per billion.54 Therefore, the SCAQMD has stated that “…a 

project source that emits 10 tons/year of NOX or VOC is small enough that its regional impact on ambient ozone 

levels may not be detected in the regional air quality models that are currently used to determine ozone levels. 

Thus, in this case it would not be feasible to directly correlate project emissions of VOC or NOX with specific 

health impacts from ozone.”55 Therefore, the SCAQMD has stated that the agency does not currently know of a 

way to accurately quantify ozone-related health impacts caused by VOC or NOX emissions from relatively small 

projects56, although this type of analysis may potentially be feasible for regional-scaled projects with very high 

emissions of ozone precursors.  

Lack of Established Metrics by Expert Agencies  

Furthermore, both the SCAQMD and SJVAPCD have indicated that it is not feasible to quantify project-

level health effects from ozone and secondary-formed pollutants based on available modeling techniques.57 58 

The SCAQMD Brief also cites the author of the CARB methodology, which reported that a PM2.5 methodology is 

not suited for small projects and may yield unreliable results.59 In addition, it would be infeasible to determine, 

with any degree of reliability, the impact on attainment of the ambient air quality standards and the number of 

nonattainment days that may result when a Project exceeds regional thresholds, and any findings would be 

speculative. As discussed above, the currently available regional models and health impact analysis tools (i.e., 

BenMAP-CE, CAMx, CMAQ) are equipped to model the impact of all emission sources in an air basin to 

demonstrate attainment.  

                                                           
54 SCAQMD, Final 2012 AQMP, February 2013, https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-
management-plans/2012-air-quality-management-plan/final-2012-aqmp-(february-2013)/appendix-v-final-2012.pdf, 
Appendix V. pages v-4-2, v-7-4, v-7-24. Accessed August 2019. 
55 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Page 12. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 
56 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Page 12. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 
57 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 
58 SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Amicus Curiae Brief of SJVAPCD in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of 
Fresno and Real Party in Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P., April 13, 2015. Included as Attachment 2 of this 
memorandum.  
59 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Page 14. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2012-air-quality-management-plan/final-2012-aqmp-(february-2013)/appendix-v-final-2012.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2012-air-quality-management-plan/final-2012-aqmp-(february-2013)/appendix-v-final-2012.pdf
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Even if a metric could be calculated, it would not be reliable because the models attempt to evaluate the 

impact of all emission sources in an air basin on attainment and would likely not yield information with sufficient 

statistical certainty or a measurable increase in ozone concentrations sufficient to quantify health effects for an 

individual project. The SCAQMD Brief concludes, with respect to the Friant Ranch EIR, that although it may have 

been technically possible to plug the data into a methodology, the results would not have been reliable or 

meaningful.60 No expert agency, including the SCAQMD and CARB, have approved a quantitative method to 

reliably and meaningfully translate mass emission estimates of criteria pollutants to specific health effects. 

Limitations of Extrapolating Metrics from Health Impact Assessments  

Current HRA tools are able to provide some insight into potential health effects from project TACs and 

these tools have been specifically designed to evaluate how toxic emissions are released, how they disperse 

throughout an area, and the potential for those toxic pollutants to impact human health. However, these tools for 

TAC analysis do not address criteria pollutants and their related specific health effects, and also present their 

own limitations. HRAs typically include three separate components: an emissions inventory, dispersion 

modeling, and health risk calculations. OEHHA’s HARP model and Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance 

Manual (Guidance Manual) for the Preparation of Health Risk Assessments includes an ability to link certain air 

quality compounds with metrics for cancer-rates or non-cancer effects on certain organ groups.  

The Guidance Manual identifies Response Exposure Levels (RELs) for various pollutants, which are 

concentration levels at (or below) which no adverse non-cancer health effects are anticipated for a specific 

exposure duration, usually specific to certain target organs. Exceeding the REL does not automatically indicate 

an adverse health impact, as the REL is not the threshold where population health effects would first be seen. 

However, increasing concentrations above the REL value increases, with an undefined probability, the likelihood 

that the health effect will occur.61 These RELs are developed by OEHHA based on a highly technical and robust 

research process, including data gathering, modeling, determining appropriate parameters, making 

extrapolation adjustments, addressing variables and factors of uncertainty, consulting with expert agencies 

and the public, and undergoing scientific review. As such, the HARP model has become an accepted industry 

standard in evaluating health impacts from TACs and providing reliable and meaningful analysis, although the 

limitations of this analysis is also disclosed in HRA documents. 

It should also be noted that the process of assessing health risks and impacts itself includes a degree of 

uncertainty, dependent on the availability of data and the extent to which assumptions are relied upon in cases 

                                                           
60 SCAQMD, Application of the SCAQMD for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus 
Curiae, April 6, 2015. Page 15. Included as Attachment 2 of this memorandum. 
61 OEHHA. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual. February 2015. page 6-2. 
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. Accessed August 2019. 

https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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where the data are incomplete or unknown. In general, sources of uncertainty that may lead to an overestimation 

or an underestimation of the risk include: extrapolation of toxicity data in animals to humans, uncertainty in the 

estimation of the emissions, uncertainty in the air dispersion models, and uncertainty in the exposure 

estimates.62 In addition to uncertainty, there is a natural range or variability in measured parameters defining 

the exposure scenario, including variation among the human population. Risk estimates generated by an HRA 

should therefore not be interpreted as the expected rates of disease in the exposed population but rather as 

estimates of potential for disease, based on current knowledge and a number of assumptions.63 

For criteria pollutants, OEHHA guidance for health risk has only been identified for short-term one-hour 

peak exposures (acute inhalation) for CO, H2S, NO2. Ozone, SOx, and SO2, and otherwise the guidance lacks cancer 

potency factors or RELs for any longer-term exposure of any criteria pollutant. Even so, the HARP model which 

utilizes these factors or RELs is utilized for stationary sources and does analyze health impacts from mobile 

source emissions. As emissions from projects analyzed in City local-plan or project EIRs are usually heavily 

comprised of mobile source emissions, utilization of the HARP model for this analysis would not be useful to 

provide meaningful information regarding health impacts. Therefore, existing models utilizing these RELs for 

acute inhalation are not able to provide sufficient information about direct health impacts or probability of 

specific adverse health effects from criteria pollutants for City EIR projects.   

In general, health impact assessments also use Concentration-Response (C-R) functions. C-R functions 

determine the relationship between the change in pollutant concentration and change in health impacts 

(baseline vs. project). It should be noted that not all C-R functions are linear. Using AERMOD or 

Cal3QHC/CALINE4, there is no reliable method to estimate baseline conditions at a project’s buildout. While 

ambient monitoring data is available throughout the air basin, this does not account for nearby related projects 

or other stationary sources.  

There are also many C-R functions based on pollutants, specific health impacts, age, race, pollutant 

uptake rates, sensitivity to specific pollutants, and other criteria. When calculating health impacts, the 

appropriate C-R functions would need to be selected. Due to the level of speculation required to make these 

assumptions, this could expose a project to potential challenges, as experts may debate about the correct C-R 

function used for analyses. As discussed above, while a microscale model could be used for some aspects of 

projects to address localized roadway impacts, linking specific health effect to concentrations would be 

speculative under CEQA due to the uncertainties in such an analysis, as discussed above. 

 

                                                           
62 Ibid. page I-5. 
63 Ibid. page I-6. 
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Limitations on Extrapolating Metrics from Existing Health Studies 

In the absence of an adopted metric by an expert agency identifying emission or concentration levels with 

a particular health effect, there is information on this topic available within a body of health research and series 

of independent studies, as generally described in previous sections and in Attachment 1 (SCAQMD Final 2016 

AQMP, Appendix I: Health Effects). However, utilizing this body of work can also be problematic if attempting to 

make reliable or meaningful conclusions relating project emissions to specific health impacts, For example, 

many of the health studies rely on specific population subgroups or provide limited sample sizes, and therefore 

have conclusions which would not apply to health effects on the general public. In addition, within the universe 

of these studies, there exists a broad range of findings and at times, inconsistent conclusions between studies.  

Research in this field is also subject to other limitations, including the scientific infeasibility of parsing out 

specific pollutants from other variables with an acceptable degree of certainty, which results in weak causal 

relationships between particular pollutants and specific health effects. Therefore, it would be speculative to use 

a limited study to relate concentrations of any specific pollutant to specific health impacts for a number of 

reasons. While pollutant increments could be compared to relevant data identified from a specific study, it is not 

recommended to base findings of a specific health-related impact on any single limited study. Therefore, even if 

a project’s pollutant concentrations could be determined with an acceptable degree of accuracy, existing 

available information could still only provide a range or general idea of health impacts to the population at large.  

Health Effects from Regional Emissions Generated by Local 

Plans or Projects are Likely Nominal 

The SCAQMD also conducted pollutant modeling for proposed Rule 1315 in which the CEQA analysis 

accounted for essentially all of the increases in emissions due to new or modified sources in the District between 

2010 and 2030, or an approximate increase of 6,620 pounds per day of NOX and 89,947 pounds per day of VOC. At 

this regional scale, the SCAQMD was able to correlate this very large emissions increase to expected health 

outcomes from ozone and particulate matter. The results of the analysis showed that this increase of regional 

pollutant emissions would contribute to only a small increase in the air basin wide ozone concentrations in 2030 

of 2.6 ppb and less than 1 ppb of NO2.64  

Comparatively, a typical City project emits much lower amounts of pollutant emissions. For City projects 

that generate emissions exceeding SCAQMD’s operational significance thresholds, (e.g., peak daily regional 

                                                           
64 SCAQMD, Final Program Environmental Assessment for Re-Adoption of Proposed Rule 1315, 2011. Page 1-11. 
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/aqmd-projects---year-2011/re-
adoption-of-proposed-rule-1315.  

https://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/aqmd-projects---year-2011/re-adoption-of-proposed-rule-1315
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/aqmd-projects---year-2011/re-adoption-of-proposed-rule-1315
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emissions of 150 pounds per day of PM10 and 55 pounds per day of NOX, VOC or PM2.5), these projects also typically 

represent relatively small amounts of pollutant emissions, with regional impacts which may not even be 

detected by current regional air quality models. For example, when comparing the Rule 1315 analysis to a large 

City project, such as the Olympia Project (a mixed-use development with 1.8 million square feet of floor area on 

a 3.3-acre site), Olympia’s regional operational emissions would result in approximately 2 pounds of VOC and 12 

pounds of NOX over the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds, or approximately 0.06 and 1.0 percent of the 

emissions analyzed by SCAQMD related to Rule 1315, respectively.   

As a further comparison to a local plan or community plan-level City project, such as the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update (which anticipates an approximate 27 percent increase for both housing/population and 

employment within a 22 square mile regional center within the City), the plan’s regional operational emissions 

would result in an increase of 472 lbs. per day in VOCs and a decrease of 2,763 lbs. per day of NOX, or 

approximately 0.5 percent of the VOC emissions analyzed by SCAQMD related to Rule 1315. NOX emissions would 

decrease under the Community Plan and would therefore not exceed any significant thresholds. This 

demonstrates that most City projects studied in project and plan-level EIRs would result in emissions at much 

lower rates than those necessary to be able to correlate project emissions with specific health effects. 

Furthermore, construction and operational emissions are typically more regional (e.g., emitted by mobile 

sources distributed across region’s roadway network) and different than the identified stationary sources as 

modeled in SCAQMD’s analysis of Rule 1315, which would add to the difficulties of modeling project-related 

emissions.   

Running the regional-scale photochemical grid model used for predicting ozone attainment with the 

emissions from any individual project or even a relatively small-scale area project would not yield reliable 

information regarding a measurable increase in ozone concentrations sufficient to accurately quantify ozone-

related health effects. Any modeled increase in ozone concentrations would not be useful for a meaningful 

analysis, as the increase would be so comparatively small that it would be well within the margin of error of such 

models. Similarly, it would also not be feasible to identify a Project’s impact on the days of nonattainment per 

year. Based on this information, a general description of the adverse health effects resulting from the pollutants 

at issue is all that can be feasibly provided at this time.  
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Federal and state ambient air quality standards are designed to prevent the harmful effects of air 

pollution. These standards are continually updated based on evolving research, including research which 

relates air quality impacts with health effects. At the regional level, plans such as the SCAQMD’s AQMP and 

SCAG’s RTP/SCS work to ensure that the South Coast Air Basin reaches and maintains attainment with these 

federal and state standards. Locally, the City’s EIRs evaluate a plan or project’s consistency with applicable 

policies identified in the SCAQMD’s AQMP and SCAG’s RTP/SCS. City EIRs also identify regulatory compliance 

measures which work to limit risk and exposure to TACs. In addition, in evaluating air quality impacts on a plan- 

or project-level, the City’s EIRs utilize thresholds guidance and air quality models established by the SCAQMD, 

which have been developed to implement these regional plans for attainment and protection of public health. 

Improvements to air quality in the region attest to the efficacy of these plans and local implementation practices.  

For local plans or projects that exceed any identified SCAQMD air quality threshold, City EIR documents 

typically identify and disclose generalized health effects of certain air pollutants but are currently unable to 

establish a reliable connection between any local plan or project and a particular health effect. In addition, no 

expert agency has yet to approve a quantitative method to reliably and meaningfully do so. A number of factors 

contribute to this uncertainty, including the regional scope of air quality monitoring and planning, technological 

limitations for modeling at a local plan- or project-level, and the intrinsically complex nature between air 

pollutants and health effects in conjunction with local environmental variables. Therefore, at the time, it is 

infeasible for City EIRs to directly link a plan’s or project’s significant air quality impacts with a specific health 

effect. However, as air quality modeling and research on health effects advances over time, the City will continue 

to seek the latest guidance from local air quality agencies and experts and refine its approach based on future 

information as it becomes available.  
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Appendix I: Health Effects 

INTRODUCTION 
This document presents a summary of scientific findings on the health effects of ambient air 
pollutants.  The California Health and Safety Code Section 40471(b) requires that the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) prepare a report on the health impacts of particulate matter 
in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) in conjunction with the preparation of the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) revisions.  This document, which was prepared to satisfy that 
requirement, also includes sections discussing the health effects of the other major pollutants. The 
intention of this document is to provide a brief summary of the conclusions of scientific reviews 
conducted by U.S. EPA and other scientific agencies, with some additional information from more 
recently published studies.  

In addition to the air pollutant health effects summaries, there is an Attachment to this Appendix, 
which is a list of publications that have resulted from health-related research projects sponsored by 
SCAQMD over the past several years.  Some of these studies are discussed in this Appendix, as 
appropriate, although there are many other studies referenced here. The studies funded by SCAQMD 
also help inform the SCAQMD’s work in characterizing the air pollution and its effects in our local 
region and the influences of sources of air pollution in the Basin. 

While information on ambient air quality statistics, attainment status, spatial distribution of air 
pollutants, environmental justice, socioeconomic impacts, control strategies, and cost-effectiveness 
are important issues that may relate to health effects, these issues are not the focus of this Appendix, 
and are instead discussed in detail in other chapters and appendices of the AQMP, or in the AQMP 
Socioeconomic Report. 

HEALTH EFFECTS OF AIR POLLUTION 
Ambient air pollution is a major public health concern.  Excess deaths and increases in illnesses 
associated with high air pollution levels have been documented in several episodes as early as 1930 
in Meuse Valley, Belgium; 1948 in Donora, Pennsylvania; and 1952 in London.  Although levels of 
pollutants that occurred during these acute episodes are now unlikely in the United States, ambient 
air pollution continues to be linked to increases in illness and other health effects (morbidity) and 
increases in death rates (mortality). 

Adverse health outcomes linked to air pollution include cardiovascular effects, premature mortality, 
respiratory effects, cancer, reproductive effects, neurological effects, and other health outcomes. 
The evidence linking these effects to air pollutants is derived from population-based observational 
and field studies (epidemiological), toxicological studies, as well as controlled laboratory studies 
involving human subjects and animals.  There have been an increasing number of studies focusing on 
the mechanisms (that is, on learning how specific organs, cell types, and biomarkers are involved in 
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the human body’s response to air pollution).  Yet the underlying biological pathways for these effects 
are not always clearly understood. 

Although individuals inhale pollutants as a mixture under ambient conditions, the regulatory 
framework and the control measures developed are pollutant-specific for six major outdoor 
pollutants covered under Sections 108 and 109 of the Clean Air Act.  This is appropriate, in that 
different pollutants can differ in their sources, their times and places of occurrence, the kinds of 
health effects they may cause, and their overall levels of health risk.  Different pollutants, from the 
same or different sources, oftentimes occur together.  While the combined effects of multiple air 
pollutants that occur simultaneously may be important, the air quality standards address each 
criteria pollutant separately, and thus, this Appendix is divided into sections by pollutant.  To meet 
the air quality standards, comprehensive plans are developed such as the Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP); and to minimize exposure to toxic air contaminants in the South Coast AQMD, a local 
air toxics control plan is also prepared.  These plans examine multiple pollutants, cumulative impacts, 
and transport issues related to attaining healthful air quality.  A brief overview of the effects observed 
and attributed to various air pollutants is presented in this Appendix. Because the SCAB exceeds the 
federal standards for ozone and PM2.5, this Appendix focuses more attention in the discussion of 
these two pollutants, since the health impacts within the SCAB are potentially greater for these two 
pollutants compared to the health impacts of the other criteria pollutants. For the other pollutants, 
a brief summary of the associated health effects is provided. 

This summary is drawn substantially from reviews presented previously (South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 1996; South Coast Air Quality Management District 2003; South Coast Air 
Quality Management District 2007; South Coast Air Quality Management District 2013b), and from 
the most recent U.S. EPA Integrated Science Assessment (ISA) reviews for Ozone (U.S. EPA 2013b), 
Carbon Monoxide (U.S. EPA 2010), Particulate Matter (U.S. EPA 2009), Nitrogen Oxides (U.S. EPA 
2016), Sulfur Dioxide (U.S. EPA 2008), and Lead (U.S. EPA 2013a).  Additional reviews prepared by the 
California Air Resources Board and the California EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment for Particulate Matter (California Air Resources Board and Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment 2002), for Ozone (California Air Resources Board and Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 2005) and for Nitrogen Dioxide (California Air Resources 
Board and Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 2007) were included in the summary.  
In addition, several large review articles on the health effects of air pollution also helped inform this 
Appendix (American Thoracic Society 1996a; Brunekreef et al. 2002).  More detailed citations and 
discussions on air pollution health effects can be found in these references.1 Additionally, a 
supplemental literature review of mortality and morbidity impacts of PM2.5, ozone, NO2, and SO2 
was conducted for the AQMP Socioeconomic Evaluation to identify more recent studies (Industrial 
Economics Inc. 2016b; Industrial Economics Inc. 2016a); this health effects summary also draws upon 
this literature review to discuss these more recent studies, particularly those published since the 

1 Most of the studies referred to in this Appendix are cited in the above sources.  Only specific selected references 
to provide examples of the types of health effects are cited in this summary. 
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most recent ISA’s.  This summary highlights studies that were conducted in the South Coast Air Basin 
or in Southern California, or alternatively, in California, if few studies from our local region are 
available on the specific topic.  Studies conducted in Southern California give an important “local 
perspective” in understanding and evaluating the health effects of air pollution. However, studies 
conducted in other locations also provide critical information that is pertinent to advancing the 
scientific understanding of the health effects of air pollution, including effects on our local 
population. As such, this summary also discusses key studies that were conducted in other locations. 

Over the decades of national reviews of outdoor air pollution and their health impacts, the U.S. EPA 
has developed a list of five criteria by which the strength and credibility of data can be judged. This 
five-tier weight-of-evidence approach provides an objective basis for assessing the breadth, 
specificity, and consistency of evidence concerning a particular health outcome. Table I-1 shows the 
five descriptors used by the U.S. EPA for assessing causality, using a weight-of-evidence approach. 
Within each section discussing a specific pollutant are tables showing summaries of the U.S. EPA 
conclusions regarding the causality of air pollution health effects, which are the conclusions of their 
scientific evaluation of the research studies they have reviewed.  For the criteria pollutants, the 
discussion in this Appendix will focus only on those categories of health effects for which the U.S. 
EPA has determined there is a causal or likely causal relationship with the pollutant, while other 
health effects may be discussed briefly. In particular, because of the relatively long time gap since 
the latest U.S. EPA ISA for PM (in 2009), and because the SCAB currently exceeds the federal 
standards for PM2.5, some additional health endpoints that are emerging as areas of interest with 
regard to PM exposure are discussed briefly in this Appendix. 

It is important to note that the U.S. EPA is tasked with assessing new and emerging air quality science, 
including health studies, as part of the process of setting the federal air quality standards. In other 
words, the U.S. EPA’s role is to assess the causal relationships between the pollutants and the 
different types of health endpoints. It is SCAQMD’s role to describe the public health impacts of poor 
air quality in our region, as well as to develop and implement an emission reduction strategy to attain 
the federal and state ambient air quality standards. Therefore, it is not the intention of this Appendix 
to assess whether there is or is not an effect of a specific air pollutant on any particular health 
endpoint, but rather to summarize the health effects and causal determinations as assessed by U.S. 
EPA and other scientific agencies, to discuss some recent studies published since the latest U.S. EPA 
reviews, to give some quantitative estimates of the health impacts of particulate matter air pollution 
in the South Coast Air Basin, and to present a “local perspective” by highlighting studies conducted 
in the South Coast Air Basin, Southern California, or California. 
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TABLE I-1 

U.S. EPA’s Weight of Evidence Descriptions for Causal Determination of Health Effects 

DETERMINATION WEIGHT OF EVIDENCE 

Causal Relationship Evidence is sufficient to conclude that there is a causal relationship with 
relevant pollutant exposures.  That is, the pollutant has been shown to 
result in health effects in studies in which chance, bias, and confounding 
could be ruled out with reasonable confidence.  For example: (a) controlled 
human exposure studies that demonstrate consistent effects; or (b) 
observational studies that cannot be explained by plausible alternatives or 
are supported by other lines of evidence (e.g., animal studies or mode of 
action information).  Evidence includes replicated and consistent high-
quality studies by multiple investigators.  

Likely To Be A Causal 
Relationship 

Evidence is sufficient to conclude that a causal relationship is likely to exist 
with relevant pollutant exposures, but important uncertainties remain.  That 
is, the pollutant has been shown to result in health effects in studies in 
which chance and bias can be ruled out with reasonable confidence but 
potential issues remain.  For example: (a) observational studies show an 
association, but co-pollutant exposures are difficult to address and/or other 
lines of evidence (controlled human exposure, animal, or mode of action 
information) are limited or inconsistent; or (b) animal toxicological evidence 
from multiple studies from different laboratories that demonstrate effects, 
but limited or no human data are available.  Evidence generally includes 
replicated and high-quality studies by multiple investigators. 

Suggestive Of A 
Causal Relationship 

Evidence is suggestive of a causal relationship with relevant pollutant 
exposures, but is limited because chance, bias, and confounding cannot be 
ruled out.  For example, at least one high-quality epidemiologic study shows 
an association with a given health outcome but the results of other studies 
are inconsistent. 

Inadequate To Infer 
A Causal Relationship 

Evidence is inadequate to determine that a causal relationship exists with 
relevant pollutant exposures.  The available studies are of insufficient 
quantity, quality, consistency or statistical power to permit a conclusion 
regarding the presence or absence of an effect. 

Not Likely To Be A 
Causal Relationship 

Evidence is suggestive of no causal relationship with relevant pollutant 
exposures.  Several adequate studies, covering the full range of levels of 
exposure that human beings are known to encounter and considering 
susceptible populations, are mutually consistent in not showing an effect at 
any level of exposure. 

(Adapted from U.S. EPA, 2009) 
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OZONE  
Ozone is a gaseous air pollutant that is a highly reactive compound and a strong oxidizing agent.  
When ozone comes into contact with the respiratory tract, it can react with tissues and cause damage 
in the airways.  Ozone, or its reaction products, can penetrate into the gas exchange region of the 
deep lung. Both short-term and long-term exposures to ozone have been linked to respiratory 
effects. Ozone from man-made sources is formed by photochemical reactions when pollutants such 
as volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide react with sunlight. The main 
sources of such ozone precursors are discussed in detail in the draft 2016 AQMP Chapter 3. 
Additionally, a discussion of the spatial distribution of ozone is provided in the draft 2016 AQMP 
Chapter 2. 

In 1997, the U.S. EPA established the first federal standard for ozone averaged over 8 hours, at 0.08 
ppm. In 2005, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) established standards of 0.09 ppm averaged 
over one hour and at 0.070 ppm averaged over eight hours.  In 2008, the U.S. EPA lowered the federal 
standard for ozone to 0.075 ppm averaged over eight hours.  On the basis of recent evaluations of 
ozone health effects, U.S. EPA’s Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee recommended in 2015 that 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone be reduced and recommended a range 
in which 0.070 ppm would be the upper limit.  In 2015, the U.S. EPA concluded that the current 
national standard was not adequate to protect public health and lowered the 8-hour ozone standard 
to 0.070 ppm (U.S. EPA 2015b). While the federal standards must be attained within a specified time 
frame, the California standards do not have specific defined deadlines, but must be attained by the 
earliest practicable date. 

The table below provides the overall U.S. EPA staff conclusions on the causality of short-term (i.e. 
hours, days, weeks) and long-term (i.e. months, years) ozone health effects for the health outcomes 
evaluated (U.S. EPA 2013b).  
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TABLE I-2  

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determinations for Health Effects of Ozone 

SHORT-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Respiratory Effects  Causal relationship  

Cardiovascular Effects  Likely to be a causal relationship  

Central Nervous System Effects  Suggestive of a causal relationship  

Effects on Liver and Xenobiotic 
Metabolism  

Inadequate to infer a causal relationship  

Effects on Cutaneous and Ocular Tissues  Inadequate to infer a causal relationship  

Mortality  Likely to be a causal relationship 

LONG-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Respiratory Effects  Likely to be a causal relationship  

Cardiovascular Effects  Suggestive of a causal relationship  

Reproductive and Developmental Effects  Suggestive of a causal relationship  

Central Nervous System Effects  Suggestive of a causal relationship  

Cancer Inadequate to infer a causal relationship  

Mortality  Suggestive of a causal relationship  

(From U.S. EPA, 2013a Table 1-1) 

Short-Term Exposure Effects of Ozone 
The adverse effects reported with short-term ozone exposure are greater with increased activity 
because activity increases the breathing rate, the depth of the breaths, and the volume of air 
reaching the lungs, resulting in an increased amount of ozone reaching deeper into the lungs.  
Children are considered to be a particularly vulnerable population to air pollution effects because 
their lungs are still growing, they typically spend more time outdoors, are generally more physically 
active, and have a higher ventilation rate relative to their body weight, compared to adults (U.S. EPA 
2013b).  

A number of adverse health effects associated with ambient ozone levels have been identified from 
laboratory and epidemiological studies (American Thoracic Society 1996b; U.S. EPA 2006; U.S. EPA 
2013b).  These include increased respiratory symptoms, damage to cells of the respiratory tract, 
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decrease in lung function, increased susceptibility to respiratory infection, an increased risk of 
hospitalization, and increased risk of mortality. For short-term ozone exposures, the U.S. EPA 
determined in the most recent ISA that the evidence supports a causal relationship for respiratory 
effects, and a likely causal relationship for cardiovascular effects and mortality. 

In the laboratory, exposure of human subjects to low levels of ozone causes reversible decreases in 
lung function as assessed by various measures such as respiratory volumes, airway resistance and 
reactivity, irritative cough and chest discomfort.  The results of several studies where human 
volunteers were exposed to ozone for 6.6 hours at levels between 0.04 and 0.12 ppm were 
summarized by Brown (Brown et al. 2008).  As shown in Figure I-1, there is an increasing response on 
lung function with increasing exposure levels in moderately exercising subjects.  A study published 
after the analysis by Brown et al. exposed healthy young adults for 6.6 hours under intermittent 
moderate exercise to each of the following: filtered air, and ozone at 0.06, 0.07, 0.08, and 0.087 ppm 
(Schelegle et al. 2009). The study found decreases in lung function (forced expiratory volume in 1 
second, or FEV1) with each of the different levels of ozone exposure, although the decrease in lung 
function at 0.06 ppm was not statistically different from exposure to filtered air. Lung function (FEV1) 
decreases were approximately 5 percent, 7 percent, and 11 percent at ozone exposure levels of 0.07, 
0.08, and 0.087 ppm. A more recent study (Kim et al. 2011) exposed young healthy adults to ozone 
in the range of 0.06 to 0.10 ppm for 6.6 hours while engaging in intermittent moderate exercise, and 
found that the study participants exhibited an approximately 2 percent reduction in lung function 
(FEV1) and an increase in pulmonary inflammation after exposure to ozone at the 0.06 ppm 
concentration.   
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FIGURE I-1 

Comparison of mean ozone-induced decrements in lung function following 6.6 hours of ozone 
exposure.  Error bars represent the standard error. McDonnell et al. (2007) was a summary of 
results from several studies, and is represented by the line in the graph. (From: (Brown et al. 

2008)) 

Some changes in lung function (volume and airway resistance changes) observed after study 
participants were exposed to ozone only once exhibit attenuated responses or a reduction in 
magnitude of responses when exposures are repeated, although there were a range of individual 
human responses observed, including some non-responders (Linn et al. 1988).  Although it has been 
argued that the observed shift in response is evidence of a probable development of tolerance, it 
appears that while functional changes may exhibit attenuation, biochemical and cellular changes 
which may be associated with episodic and chronic exposure effects may not exhibit an attenuation.  
That is, internal damage to the respiratory system may continue with repeated ozone exposures, 
even if externally observable effects (chest symptoms and reduced lung function) disappear.  An 
additional argument against toleration is that after several days or weeks without ozone exposures, 
the responsiveness (in terms of lung function as well as symptoms) returns, which is evidence that 
any tolerance developed is relatively short-lived (U.S. EPA 2013b).  

Laboratory studies have also compared the degree of lung function change seen in healthy individuals 
versus asthmatics and those with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD). In several 
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laboratory studies of individuals with COPD, the percent decreases in lung function from short-term 
ozone exposures ≤0.30ppm among patients with COPD generally did not differ from the lung function 
decrements experienced by healthy patients (Linn et al. 1982; Solic et al. 1982; Linn et al. 1983; Kehrl 
et al. 1985).  That finding, however, may not accurately reflect the true impact of exposure on these 
respiration-compromised individuals.  Since the respiration-compromised group may have lower 
lung function to begin with, the same total percent change in lung function may represent a 
substantially greater relative adverse effect overall.  Other studies have found that subjects with 
asthma are more sensitive to the short-term effects of ozone in terms of lung function and 
inflammatory response, as evidenced by measuring changes in lung function, increased 
hospitalizations, and emergency room visits for respiratory conditions (U.S. EPA 2013b). This 
evidence supports the hypothesis that asthmatics are a particularly sensitive population to the health 
effects of ozone. 

In laboratory studies of animals, cellular and biochemical changes associated with respiratory tract 
inflammation have also been consistently found in the airway lining after low- level exposure to 
ozone.  These changes include an increase in specific cell types and in the concentration of 
biochemical mediators of inflammation and injury such as Interleukin-1, Interleukin-6, Interleukin-8, 
Tumor Necrosis Factor α (TNF-α), and fibronectin (Van Bree et al. 2002; Johnston et al. 2007; U.S. 
EPA 2013b).   

In addition to controlled laboratory conditions, epidemiological studies of individuals exercising 
outdoors, including children attending summer camp, have shown associations of reduced lung 
function with ozone exposure.  There were wide ranges in responses among individuals.  U.S. EPA’s 
2013 ISA indicated that most studies found reductions in lung function (FEV1) in the range of 
approximately <1 to 2 percent when standardized to an increase of 0.04 ppm for a 1-hour maximum, 
an increase of 0.03 ppm for an 8-hour maximum, and an increase of 0.02 ppm for a 24-hour average 
(U.S. EPA 2013b).  Somewhat greater decrements in lung function (4.9 to 7.3 percent) were found in 
children with asthma who had respiratory infections or were using corticosteroid medication.   

Epidemiologic studies have found that increases in short-term ozone levels are associated with 
impacts on children’s respiratory health, including increases in respiratory symptoms in children with 
asthma, and increased numbers of absences from school. Studies conducted in various cities in the 
U.S. and in other countries have reported increased respiratory symptoms among children with 
asthma, including wheeze, cough, difficulty breathing, and chest symptoms/tightness (U.S. EPA 
2013b). The Children’s Health Study, conducted by researchers at the University of Southern 
California, followed for several years a cohort of children that live in 12 communities in Southern 
California with differing levels of air pollution.  A publication from this study reported that school 
absences in fourth graders for respiratory illnesses were positively associated with short-term 
increases in ambient ozone levels.  An increase of 20 ppb (0.02 ppm) ozone was associated with a 63 
percent increase in illness-related absence rates and an 83 percent increase in respiratory illnesses 
(Gilliland et al. 2001). A small panel study of Hispanic children with asthma living in the Huntington 
Park neighborhood of Los Angeles, California reported that a 10.8 ppb increase in ozone averaged 
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over 8 hours nearly doubled the odds of having asthma symptoms that interfered with daily activities 
(Delfino et al. 2003). Despite these studies, and some others linking ozone exposures with school 
absences, the U.S. EPA concluded that only limited evidence is currently available linking these ozone 
exposures to respiratory-related school absences (U.S. EPA 2013b). 

Numerous studies have found associations of short-term ozone levels and hospital admissions and 
emergency department admissions for respiratory conditions, and the U.S. EPA concluded in the 
latest ISA that the most recent epidemiological studies conducted in both single cities and multiple 
cities continue to provide evidence supporting a causal relationship between short-term ozone 
exposures and respiratory effects (U.S. EPA 2013b). The studies generally found stronger associations 
for asthma and COPD in the warm season or in the summer months, compared to the cold season, 
and also provided evidence that children are at greatest risk of ozone-related respiratory health 
effects. Several of these studies reviewed in the ISA had average ozone concentrations well below 60 
ppb averaged over 8 hours and still reported associations with respiratory outcomes. One study of 
asthma emergency department visits reported ozone effects at concentrations as low as 30 ppb 
(Strickland et al. 2010). Figure I-2 presents examples of studies regarding all-year and seasonal 
analysis of ozone exposure and hospital admissions or emergency department visits. This figure 
illustrates the associations found between ambient ozone exposure and key respiratory outcomes 
(asthma, COPD and pneumonia), and shows the stronger effects with summertime ozone exposures. 
Recently, a study in California reported that short-term ozone exposures were associated with 
emergency department visits for asthma, acute respiratory infections, pneumonia, COPD, and upper 
respiratory tract infections, with more consistent associations during the warm season (Malig et al. 
2016). This California study provides additional supporting evidence for ozone-related respiratory 
effects. 

The potential cardiovascular effects of short-term ozone exposure have been studied in toxicological, 
human exposure, and epidemiological studies. Controlled human exposure studies have found that 
ozone exposures produce changes in heart function (as measured by heart rate variability) and 
increases in biomarkers in the blood for systemic inflammation and oxidative stress. The limited 
number of toxicological studies on this topic provide evidence of cardiovascular effects. The effects 
observed include increased heart rate variability, arrhythmias, vascular disease, and inflammation 
and oxidative stress leading to atherosclerosis, which can lead to tissue damage due to ischemia and 
reperfusion (i.e. having the blood supply cut off and then restored to the tissues) (U.S. EPA 2013b). 
The controlled human exposure and toxicological studies provide evidence of cardiovascular effects 
of ozone, and some plausible mechanisms for these effects. Epidemiological studies, including some 
recent multi-city studies show relatively consistent associations between short-term ozone 
exposures and cardiovascular mortality (these studies are discussed further below). However, 
epidemiological studies do not provide consistent evidence of cardiovascular morbidity with short-
term ozone exposures. Studies conducted in the Los Angeles area or in California also do not provide 
consistent evidence of short-term ozone effects on cardiovascular morbidity. A study of elderly non-
smokers in the Los Angeles area with a history of heart disease found no associations between ozone 
exposure and blood pressure nor ST-segment depression, a measure of cardiac ischemia (Delfino et 
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al. 2010; Delfino et al. 2011). A Los Angeles-based study of cardiovascular hospital admissions did not 
find increased risk with ozone exposures (Linn et al. 2000). However, a biomarker study of students 
at UC Berkeley who spent their summer vacation in either the Los Angeles or San Francisco Bay Area 
found that ozone exposures over a period of 2 weeks or 1 month were associated with increases in 
a biomarker of lipid peroxidation, but no association was found for a biomarker of antioxidant 
capacity (Chen et al. 2007). Lipid peroxidation is an indicator of oxidative stress, which may be 
triggered by pulmonary inflammation caused by ozone exposure. Given the strong evidence of 
cardiovascular morbidity from experimental studies and the consistent positive associations 
reported in epidemiological studies of cardiovascular mortality, but the lack of consistent evidence 
from epidemiological studies of cardiovascular morbidity, the U.S. EPA determined that there is a 
likely causal relationship between short-term ozone exposures and cardiovascular effects (U.S. EPA 
2013b). 

For mortality effects, the U.S. EPA 2013 ISA concluded that there was a likely causal relationship for 
short-term ozone exposures. This determination is supported by numerous studies have found 
positive associations between short-term increases in ozone levels and excess risk of mortality from 
all non-accidental causes, cardiovascular causes, and respiratory causes (Bell et al. 2004; Bell et al. 
2005; Huang et al. 2005; Ito et al. 2005; Levy et al. 2005; Bell et al. 2008; Zanobetti et al. 2008).  
Studies conducted across multiple cities in the U.S. Canada, Europe and Asia reported increased 
cardiovascular and respiratory mortality risks with increased short-term ozone exposures, and 
several studies additionally reported increased mortality risk for summer season ozone exposures 
(Katsouyanni et al. 2009; Samoli et al. 2009; Stafoggia et al. 2010; Wong et al. 2010). Some studies 
have also demonstrated that these associations persist even when other variables including season 
and levels of particulate matter are accounted for, indicating that ozone mortality effects may be 
independent of other pollutants, although there is some variability across studies with regard to the 
sensitivity of the ozone associations to adjustment for PM (Bell et al. 2004; Huang et al. 2005; 
Katsouyanni et al. 2009; Stafoggia et al. 2010).  With regard to respiratory effects, the substantial 
evidence supporting a causal relationship between short-term ozone exposures and respiratory 
morbidity provides strong support for the recent evidence from epidemiological studies linking such 
exposures to respiratory mortality. For cardiovascular effects, while there is strong evidence linking 
cardiovascular mortality with short-term ozone exposures, the epidemiological studies of non-fatal 
outcomes do not provide consistent evidence for a coherent mechanism linking ozone exposures to 
cardiovascular mortality  (U.S. EPA 2013b).  

Examples of studies showing the relative change in mortality risks for all-year and summer-only 
analyses are shown in Figure I-3. 
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Note: Effect estimates are for a 20 ppb increase in 24-hour; 30 ppb increase in 8-hour max; and 40 ppb increase in 1-hour max O3 concentrations. HA=hospital 
admission; ED=emergency department. Black=All-year analysis; Red=Summer only analysis; Blue=Winter only analysis.  (From (U.S. EPA 2013b) Figure 6-19) 

FIGURE I-2 

Change in respiratory-related hospital admission and emergency department visits in studies that presented all-year and/or seasonal 
results.  
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Note: Effect estimates are for a 40 ppb increase in 1-hr max, 30 ppb increase in 8-hr max, and 20 ppb increase in 24-hr average O3 concentrations. (From (U.S. 
EPA 2013b) Figure 6-27) 

FIGURE I-3 

Summary of mortality risk estimates for short-term O3 exposure and all-cause (nonaccidental) mortality.   
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Long-Term Exposure Effects of Ozone 
The U.S. EPA 2013 ISA for Ozone concluded that there was a likely causal relationship between long-
term ozone exposure and respiratory effects (U.S. EPA 2013b).  Evidence supporting this 
determination comes from epidemiological and toxicological studies, particularly studies of asthma 
and related symptoms, asthma-related hospital admissions, lung function, lung inflammation and 
oxidative stress. Other health effects of long-term ozone exposure were determined to have 
“suggestive” or “inadequate” evidence of causality, although the few studies of respiratory mortality 
provide support to the respiratory health effects of ozone. 

The Adventist Health and Smog Study (AHSMOG) and Children’s Health Study cohorts are two large 
long-term studies conducted in California that examined several aspects of long-term ozone effects 
in adults and children, respectively. Several of these studies focused on asthma development and 
exacerbation. The AHSMOG study included adult, non-smoking, non-Hispanic white Seventh Day 
Adventists living in California. The 10-year follow-up AHSMOG study reported that a 10 ppb increase 
in annual mean ozone exposures increased the risk of asthma development in males by three-fold 
(relative risk 3.12, 95 percent confidence interval: 1.16, 5.85), but no effect was seen among females 
(relative risk 0.94, 95 percent confidence interval: 0.65, 1.34) (Greer et al. 1993). The 15-year follow-
up AHSMOG study used an ozone metric focusing on 8-hour average exposures, and reported that a 
10 ppb increase was associated with a 30 percent increased risk of developing asthma in males 
(relative risk 1.31, 95 percent confidence interval: 1.01, 1.71), and these effects persisted even after 
accounting for other pollutants (McDonnell et al. 1999). The latter study also found no effect in 
females, although this may reflect a greater potential for misclassification of air pollution exposure 
in females compared to males, due to different time-activity patterns resulting in greater time spent 
outdoors among males (U.S. EPA 2013b). In the Children’s Health Study, among children living in 12 
Southern California communities with high ozone concentrations, the relative risk of developing 
asthma in children playing three or more sports was found to be over three times higher than in 
children playing no sports (McConnell et al. 2002).  The high ozone communities had a 4-year mean 
daytime ozone concentration of 59.6 ppb, compared to 40.0 ppb for the low-ozone communities. 
These findings indicate that new cases of asthma in children may be associated with performance of 
heavy exercise in communities with high levels of ozone.  While it has long been known that air 
pollution can exacerbate symptoms in individuals with preexisting respiratory disease, this is among 
the first studies that indicate ozone exposure may contribute to asthma onset.  However, three more 
recent Southern California studies did not find an association between ozone exposures and 
childhood asthma incidence, but did report increased risks of asthma onset with higher exposures to 
particulate matter or NO2 (Islam et al. 2007; McConnell et al. 2010; Nishimura et al. 2013). These 
studies did not examine whether genetic factors may have played a role in making some people more 
susceptible than others to the respiratory effects of ozone exposure. Some analyses from the 
Children’s Health Study identified specific genetic variants that, when combined with ambient ozone 
exposure, either increase or decrease the risk of developing asthma (Islam et al. 2008; Islam et al. 
2009; Salam et al. 2009). These genetic variants are involved with antioxidant and/or anti-
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inflammatory pathways, and are likely involved in key elements of asthma development (U.S. EPA 
2013b).  

Other studies examined the impact of long-term ozone exposures and respiratory symptoms, 
particularly among asthmatics. Studies have linked long-term ozone exposures to increased risk of 
having poorly-controlled asthma, increased asthma symptoms, and respiratory-related school 
absences (Gilliland et al. 2001; Akinbami et al. 2010; Jacquemin et al. 2012). An analysis from the CHS 
found no association between long-term ozone exposures and chronic lower respiratory tract 
symptoms, and another found an increased risk of bronchitic symptoms within a community, 
although the association was reduced when accounting for other pollutants (McConnell et al. 1999; 
McConnell et al. 2003). However, two studies from the CHS demonstrated gene-environment 
interactions for genes that are involved in inflammation or antioxidant pathways. One study found 
that asthmatic children with a particular genetic variant that reduces expression of the cytokine TNF-
α (as part of an inflammatory response) had reduced risk of bronchitic symptoms for children in low-
ozone communities, but not for children in high-ozone communities (Lee et al. 2009). A second study 
found that a particular genetic variant reduced the risk of respiratory-related school absences among 
children living in communities with high levels of ozone (defined in this study as being above the 
median value of 46.9 ppb) (Wenten et al. 2009). 

Results of epidemiologic studies of hospital admissions and emergency department visits support the 
relationship between ozone exposure and respiratory effects. In a 2007 study conducted in Southern 
California, an increased risk of having poorly-controlled asthma was associated with living in areas 
above the 90th percentile ozone level (28.7 ppb, annual average) among men and elderly individuals 
(Meng et al. 2007). A study in the South Coast Air Basin found that ozone was associated with 
increased hospital discharges for asthma among children (Moore et al. 2008). Another study in the 
South Coast Air Basin looked at infants hospitalized for bronchiolitis. This study found a reduced risk 
of infant bronchiolitis hospitalization with increased ozone exposure, although there was no 
association for ozone when accounting for the effect of PM2.5, which was positively associated with 
this respiratory outcome (Karr et al. 2007). A study of people with asthma was conducted in the San 
Joaquin Valley of California, and found that a 10 ppb increase in ozone exposures averaged over one 
year increased the odds of asthma-related hospital admissions and emergency department visits by 
approximately 50 percent, and the odds of asthma symptoms among adults by about 40 percent 
(Meng et al. 2010). Studies conducted in other locations have also reported increases in asthma 
hospitalizations (U.S. EPA 2013b). 

Some animal studies show results that indicate possible chronic effects including functional and 
structural changes of the lung. However, morphological, developmental, and immunological 
differences make it difficult to apply these results to humans experiencing ambient exposures.  These 
changes observed in airway responsiveness provide support for the long-term effects of ozone in 
asthma development or exacerbation (U.S. EPA 2013b).  However, epidemiologic studies examining 
long-term ozone exposures and lung function deficits have reported mixed results. For example, an 
analysis of the first CHS cohort found that PM2.5 and NO2 exposures were associated with decreased 

I-15 



Final 2016 AQMP 

lung function, but did not find an association for ozone (Gauderman et al. 2004). An autopsy study 
involving Los Angeles County residents who died between ages 14 and 25 years due to violent death, 
although conducted many years ago when pollutant levels were higher than currently measured, 
provided supportive evidence of lung tissue damage (structural changes), which the authors 
suggested were attributable to air pollution (Sherwin 1991), although many uncertainties remain 
about the extent to which air pollution explains the findings. 

Unlike short-term ozone exposures, there is limited evidence linking long-term ozone exposures with 
mortality. A large study based on the American Cancer Society Cancer Prevention Study II (CPS-II) 
cohort included 96 metropolitan statistical areas in the U.S., and reported that a 10 ppb increase in 
daily maximum 1-hour ozone concentrations averaged between April and September (warm season) 
was associated with a relative risk of 1.040 (95 percent confidence interval: 1.010, 1.067) for 
respiratory deaths, but no association with cardiovascular deaths (Jerrett et al. 2009). A U.S. study of 
Medicare enrollees reported increased risk of mortality with higher ozone exposures averaged over 
the warm season, among patients who had previously been hospitalized for congestive heart failure, 
myocardial infarction, COPD and diabetes (Zanobetti et al. 2011). A recent large-scale study found 
increased risk of all-cause, cardiovascular, and respiratory mortality with long-term ozone exposures, 
even after accounting for the effects of PM2.5 and NO2, as well as other behavioral and demographic 
factors, including smoking (Turner et al. 2016). Other studies have found temperature to be an 
important potential risk factor for mortality, and may confound or modify the associations between 
air pollution exposure and mortality (Basu et al. 2002; Cheng et al. 2008). The Turner 2016 study 
examined the role of temperature, and found that the associations between ozone and mortality 
differed based on average daily maximum temperatures (Turner et al. 2016). While the U.S. EPA 
determination in the latest ISA was that the evidence was suggestive of long-term ozone exposure 
causing mortality, the studies of respiratory mortality support the evidence for the respiratory effects 
of ozone exposure, for which U.S. EPA has concluded there is a causal relationship. 

For non-respiratory health endpoints, the U.S. EPA causal determinations were “suggestive of a 
causal relationship” (for cardiovascular, reproductive and developmental, central nervous system 
and mortality effects) or “inadequate to infer a causal relationship” (for cancer).  Some studies 
conducted in California have examined reproductive or developmental effects, including birth 
defects, low birth weight or birth weight reductions, stillbirth and autism (Ritz et al. 2002; Ritz et al. 
2007; Morello-Frosch et al. 2010; Becerra et al. 2013; Mobasher et al. 2013; Trasande et al. 2013; 
Laurent et al. 2014; Green et al. 2015; Symanski et al. 2016). Other recent studies have examined 
cardiovascular effects (Koken et al. 2003; Ensor et al. 2013; Rodopoulou et al. 2014). While many of 
these studies have reported associations with ambient ozone levels, the most recent U.S. EPA 
determination in 2013 was that the evidence was suggestive of a causal determination, but did not 
yet rise to a higher level. 
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Sensitive Populations for Ozone-Related Health Effects 
A number of population groups are potentially at increased risk for ozone exposure effects.  In the 
most recent ISA for ozone in 2013, the U.S. EPA has identified several populations as having adequate 
evidence for increased risk from ozone exposures.  These include children, older adults, outdoor 
workers, and individuals with asthma, certain variations in genes related to oxidative metabolism or 
inflammation, or reduced intake of certain nutrients such as Vitamins C and E (Kreit et al. 1989; 
Horstman et al. 1995; Sienra-Monge et al. 2004; Romieu et al. 2012; U.S. EPA 2013b; Bell et al. 2014).  
There is suggestive evidence for other potential factors, such as a person’s sex, socioeconomic status, 
and obesity (U.S. EPA 2013b).  Some other factors that could affect sensitivity to ozone have also 
been studied; however, there was inadequate evidence to conclude whether these were risk factors 
for ozone sensitivity. The table below summarizes the evidence for factors affecting sensitivity to 
ozone from the 2013 ISA for ozone. 

TABLE I-3  

Summary of Evidence for Potential Increased Susceptibility to Ozone-Related Health Effects  

Evidence Classification Potential At Risk Factor 

Adequate evidence Genetic factors 
Asthma 
Children 
Older adults 
Diet 
Outdoor worker 

Suggestive evidence Sex 
SES 
Obesity 

Inadequate evidence Influenza/infection 
COPD 
Cardiovascular disease 
Diabetes 
Hyperthyroidism 
Race/ethnicity 
Smoking 
Air conditioning use 

Evidence of no effect -- 
From (U.S. EPA 2013b) Table 8-6 

As previously mentioned, one group that has been recognized as being particularly sensitive to the 
effects of ozone is young children with asthma, because their lungs are still developing, their 
potential for increased exposure due to time spent exercising outdoors, and their high ventilation 
rates relative to body weight (U.S. EPA 2013b). Some factors that may contribute to the increased 
sensitivity among people with asthma include having an altered innate immune function and factors 
that decrease their antioxidant defenses (Alexis et al. 2014). Ozone creates secondary oxidation 
products that are electrophilic, and certain genetic factors influence a person’s ability to metabolize 
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these electrophiles, which can affect respiratory function (U.S. EPA 2013b). Asthma exacerbations 
are more prevalent and severe in young boys than in girls, but the evidence on whether boys are 
more susceptible than girls to the effects of air pollution on asthma symptoms is not consistent 
(Guarnieri et al. 2014).  

Summary – Ozone Health Effects 
In summary, outdoor ozone exposures have been associated with a range of negative human health 
effects. The strongest evidence for negative health impacts are on the respiratory system, and are 
measured by decreased lung function performance and increased cell injury. In addition, the 2013 
ISA also concluded that there was a likely causal relationship between short-term ozone exposures 
and cardiovascular effects (such as changes in heart function, and increased systemic inflammation 
and oxidative stress) as well as respiratory mortality. Although the specific mechanisms of action for 
ozone effects on the various health endpoints have not been fully identified, there is evidence of the 
important roles of oxidation of key enzymes and proteins, inflammatory responses, changes in 
immune response, and modification and activation of neural reflex pathways (U.S. EPA 2013b).   

The previous U.S. EPA review of ozone in the 2006 Air Quality Criteria Document (AQCD) had already 
concluded that there was clear, consistent evidence that acute ozone exposure is causally associated 
with respiratory effects (U.S. EPA 2006). Additionally, the 2006 AQCD for ozone concluded that the 
evidence was highly suggestive of ozone causing mortality, but that there was limited evidence for 
ozone causing cardiovascular effects. In the 2013 ISA, the U.S. EPA cited that several lines of evidence 
provide support for the respiratory effects of ozone, including human exposure studies, 
epidemiology and toxicology, which led to the conclusion that there was a causal relationship with 
short-term ozone exposures, and a likely causal relationship with long-term ozone exposures. In 
humans, respiratory effects were detected in laboratory studies at 0.06 ppm ozone concentrations, 
and in epidemiological studies with average ozone concentrations as low as 0.03 ppm (Strickland et 
al. 2010; Kim et al. 2011). Some populations are more sensitive to the health effects of ozone than 
others, including elderly persons, children, outdoor workers and persons with asthma. 

PARTICULATE MATTER  
Airborne particulates are a complex group of pollutants that vary in physical, chemical, and biological 
dimensions. Physically, particles can vary by size, surface area and roughness, shape, and mass. 
Chemically, they vary by chemical composition. Biologically, they can vary by toxicity. In addition, 
particles vary by source, and can come from anthropogenic (man-made, such as from combustion of 
fuels, or frictional abrasion) or “natural” (plants – for example, pollens and spores) origins. The 
composition of particulate matter can vary across sub-regions, and a description of the spatial 
differences in PM composition can be found in the draft 2016 AQMP Chapter 2 and Appendix II. 

The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for particulate matter was established in 1971, and set 
limits on the ambient level of Total Suspended Particulates (TSP).  In 1987, the national particulate 
matter standards were revised to focus on particles sized 10 μm (micrometers) aerodynamic 
diameter and smaller.  These can be inhaled and deposited throughout the upper and lower 
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respiratory system, depositing in both airways and gas-exchange areas of the lung.  These particles 
are referred to as PM10.  U.S. EPA initially promulgated ambient air quality standards for PM10 of 
150 μg/m3 averaged over a 24-hour period, and 50 μg/m3 for an annual average.  U.S. EPA has since 
rescinded the annual PM10 standard, but kept the 24-hour standard.   

As more health research data has become available, concerns have centered on smaller and smaller 
particles. Additional focus has been placed on particles having an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 μm 
or less (PM2.5).  A greater fraction of particles in this size range can penetrate and deposit deep in 
the lungs.  The U.S. EPA established standards for PM2.5 in 1997 and in 2006 lowered the air quality 
standards for PM2.5 to 35 μg/m3 for a 24-hour average and reaffirmed 15 μg/m3 for an annual 
average standard.  There was considerable controversy and debate surrounding the review of 
particulate matter health effects and the consideration of ambient air quality standards (Kaiser 1997; 
Vedal 1997) when the U.S. EPA promulgated the initial PM2.5 standards in 1997.  In 2002, the 
California Air Resources Board adopted an air quality standard for PM2.5 at a level of 12 µg/m3, in 
the form of an annual average.  

Since that time, additional studies have been published and some of the key studies were closely 
scrutinized and the data reanalyzed by additional investigators.  The reanalyses confirmed the 
original findings, and there are now additional data confirming and extending the range of the 
adverse health effects of PM2.5 exposures.  In 2012, the U.S. EPA revised the PM2.5 annual average 
standard to 12.0 µg/m3 (U.S. EPA 2013c). This federal standard is set at same level as the current 
California PM2.5 annual standard, although the California standard does not have a specified 
attainment date. In 2014, the U.S. EPA announced it is preparing an ISA as part of the review of the 
federal PM standards (the process is described briefly in the draft AQMP Chapter 8). The draft AQMP 
Chapter 2 and Appendix II provide additional information about how PM levels in the South Coast Air 
Basin compare to the federal and state standards.  

There have been several reviews of the health effects of ambient particulate matter (American 
Thoracic Society 1996a; Brunekreef et al. 2002; U.S. EPA 2004; U.S. EPA 2009; Brook et al. 2010).  In 
addition, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the Office of Environmental Health and 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) have reviewed the adequacy of the California Air Quality Standards for 
Particulate Matter (California Air Resources Board and Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment 2002). 

The major types of health effects associated with particulate matter include: 

• Increased mortality 

• Exacerbation of respiratory disease and of cardiovascular disease as evidenced by 
increases in: 

- Respiratory symptoms, exacerbation of asthma 

- Cardiovascular symptoms, non-fatal myocardial infarction 

- Hospital admissions and emergency room visits 
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- Physician office visits 

- School absences 

• Adverse birth outcomes 

• Effects on lung function  
• Changes in lung morphology 

In the 2009 Integrated Science Assessment for Particulate Matter, the U.S. EPA presented conclusions 
on the particulate matter causal determination of several health effects based on an updated review 
of scientific studies (U.S. EPA 2009).  The conclusions are presented separately for particulates in the 
size range of 2.5 to 10 micrometers (μm) in aerodynamic diameter (PM10-2.5, often referred to as 
the coarse fraction) and those ≤2.5 µm (PM2.5, or fine particles). Of note, there is currently no federal 
or California standard for PM10-2.5, although a PM10 standard remains in effect. These conclusions 
are depicted in the following tables. 
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TABLE I-4  

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determinations for Health Effects of PM10-2.5 

SHORT-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular effects Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Respiratory effects Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Mortality Suggestive of a causal relationship 

LONG-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular effects Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Respiratory effects Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Mortality Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Reproductive and developmental Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

(From (U.S. EPA 2009) Table 2-3 and Section 2.3.4) 

There are also differences in the composition and sources of particles in the different size ranges that 
may have implications for health effects.  The particles in the coarse fraction (PM10-2.5) are mostly 
produced by mechanical processes.  These include automobile tire wear, industrial processes such as 
cutting and grinding, and resuspension of particles from the ground or road surfaces by wind and 
human activities, such as agricultural, mining, and construction operations, which may be particularly 
important in rural areas. 
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TABLE I-5  

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determinations for Health Effects of PM2.5 

SHORT-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular effects Causal relationship 

Respiratory effects Likely to be a causal relationship 

Central nervous system Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Mortality Causal relationship 

LONG-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular effects Causal relationship 

Respiratory effects Likely to be a causal relationship 

Mortality Causal relationship 

Reproductive and developmental Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Cancer, Mutagenicity, Genotoxicity Suggestive of a causal relationship 

(From (U.S. EPA 2009) Tables 2-1 and 2-2) 

In contrast, particles smaller than 2.5 μm are mostly derived from combustion sources, such as 
automobiles, trucks, and other vehicle exhaust, as well as from stationary combustion sources.  The 
particles are either directly emitted or are formed in the atmosphere from gases that are emitted.  
Components from material in the earth’s crust, such as dust, are also present, with the amount 
varying in different locations. 

Attention to another range of very small particles has been increasing over the last several years.  
These are generally referred to as “ultrafine” particles, with diameters of 0.1 µm or less.  Ultrafine 
particles are mainly composed of particles from fresh emissions of combustion sources, but are also 
formed in the atmosphere by condensation of vapors that are emitted or by chemical or 
photochemical reactions with other contaminants in the air.   

Ultrafine particles have relatively short half-lives (minutes to hours) and the particle size rapidly 
grows through condensation and coagulation processes into particles within the PM2.5 size range.  
Ultrafine particles are garnering interest since a limited number of epidemiological and some 
laboratory studies, though not all, indicate that their toxicity may be higher on a mass basis than 
larger particles.  There is also evidence that these small particles, or toxic components carried on 
their surface, can translocate from the lung to the blood and to other organs of the body, or through 
the olfactory bulb into the brain (U.S. EPA 2009). Currently, there are no federal or California 
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standards for ultrafine particles. As such, the health effects of ultrafine particles is discussed in a 
separate section following the discussion of PM10 and PM2.5. 

The current federal and California standards for particulate matter are listed in Table I-6. 

TABLE I-6  

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter 

STANDARD FEDERAL CALIFORNIA 

PM10 24-Hour average 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

PM10 Annual Average -- 20 µg/m3 

PM2.5 24-Hour Average 35 µg/m3 -- 

PM2.5 Annual Average 12 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 

 

Short-Term Exposure Effects of PM 
Epidemiological studies have provided evidence for most of the effects listed above.  In an extensive 
report focusing on the history of particulate matter research, the U.S. EPA reviewed several well-
conducted studies that reported an association between mortality and increased daily or several-
day-average concentrations of PM10 (U.S. EPA 2004). In addition, excess mortality and morbidity are 
reported in many studies involving communities across the U.S. as well as in Europe, Asia, and South 
America (U.S. EPA 2009; Lu et al. 2015; Shah et al. 2015; Cai et al. 2016), although there are some 
studies that show no effect for the specific exposures and outcomes evaluated (Milojevic et al. 2014; 
Wang et al. 2015; Zu et al. 2016).  While there were some studies conducted in California, the 
importance of assessing results from studies from many different locations around the world should 
not be understated.  The repeatability and consistency of results across many locations strengthens 
the weight of evidence in the determination of causality. 

A review and analysis of epidemiological literature for acute adverse effects of particulate matter 
was published by the American Thoracic Society in 1996, where several adverse effects were listed 
as associated with daily PM10 exposures (Table I-7).  The review also reported that individuals who 
are elderly or have preexisting lung or heart disease are more susceptible than others to the adverse 
effects of PM10 (American Thoracic Society 1996a). 

I-23 



Final 2016 AQMP 

TABLE I-7 

Combined Effect Estimates of Daily Mean Particulate Pollution (PM10) 

 % CHANGE IN HEALTH INDICATOR 
PER EACH 10 µg/m3 INCREASE IN PM10 

Increase in Daily Mortality 

Total deaths 1.0 

Respiratory deaths 3.4 

Cardiovascular deaths 1.4 

Increase in Hospital Usage (all respiratory diagnoses) 

Admissions 1.4 

Emergency department visits 0.9 

Exacerbation of Asthma 

Asthmatic attacks 3.0 

Bronchodilator use 12.2 

Emergency department visits* 3.4 

Hospital admissions 1.9 

Increase in Respiratory Symptom Reports 

Lower respiratory 3.0 

Upper respiratory 0.7 

Cough 2.5 

Decrease in Lung Function 

Forced expiratory volume 0.15 

Peak expiratory flow 0.08 

* One study only 
(From: (American Thoracic Society 1996a)) 
 

Since then, many more recent studies have provided additional evidence that excess mortality and 
morbidity are associated with short-term exposure to PM10 and PM2.5 (Pope et al. 2006). 

Estimates of mortality effects from studies of PM10 exposures range from 0.3 to 1.7 percent increase 
for a 10 μg/m3 increase in PM10 levels.  The National Morbidity, Mortality, and Air Pollution Study 
(NMMAPS), a study of 20 of the largest U.S. cities, determined a combined risk estimate of about a 
0.5 percent increase in total mortality for a 10 μg/m3 increase in PM10 (Samet et al. 2000a).  This 
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study also analyzed the effects of gaseous co-pollutants.  When the gaseous pollutants were included 
in the analyses, the estimated associations between PM10 and mortality remained, though they were 
somewhat reduced.  These results suggest that the effects reported in the study are likely due to the 
particulate exposures; they cannot readily be explained by coexisting weather stresses or other 
pollutants. 

An expansion of the NMMAPS study to 90 U.S. cities also reported association with PM10 levels and 
mortality (Samet et al. 2000b; Health Effects Institute 2003).  After the study was published, it was 
discovered that some of the study analyses had been performed with incorrect default values. The 
strong positive association between acute PM10 exposure and mortality remained, both upon 
reanalysis using revised software and using alternative modeling approaches (Dominici et al. 2002; 
Health Effects Institute 2003).  

Studies of short-term exposures to PM2.5 have also found associations with increases in mortality.  
The NMMAPS study conducted a national analysis of PM2.5 mortality association for 1999-2000.  The 
risk estimates were 0.29 percent for all-cause mortality and 0.38 percent for cardio-respiratory 
mortality (Dominici et al. 2007).  In its 2009 review, U.S. EPA determined that estimates for PM2.5 
generally are in the range of 0.29 to 1.21 percent increase in total deaths per 10 μg/m3 increase in 
24-hour PM2.5 levels.  The estimates for cardiovascular related mortality range from 0.03 to 1.03 
percent per 10 μg/m3, and for respiratory mortality estimates range from 1.01 to 2.2 percent per 10 
μg/m3 24-hour PM2.5 (U.S. EPA 2009).  Figure I-4 shows a summary of U.S. and Canadian studies of 
mortality and short-term PM2.5 exposures, which shows that the most consistent positive 
associations were seen with cardiovascular and all-cause deaths. Positive associations for respiratory 
deaths were also seen in several of these studies, although the precision of the estimates for 
respiratory deaths was lower relative to that of all-cause or cardiovascular deaths. 

Several studies have attempted to assess the relative importance of particles smaller than 2.5 μm 
and those between 2.5 μm and 10 μm (PM10-2.5).  While some studies report that PM2.5 levels are 
better predictors of mortality effects, others suggest that PM10-2.5 is also important.  Most of the 
studies found higher mortality associated with PM2.5 levels than with PM10-2.5.  For example, a 
study of six cities in the U.S. found that particulate matter less than 2.5 μm was associated with 
increased mortality, but that the larger particles were not.  In the U.S. EPA review (U.S. EPA 2009), 
several studies were presented that found associations of PM10-2.5 and mortality.  Some of the 
studies showed differences by region of the U.S.  In one study of 47 U.S. cities that had both PM2.5 
and PM10 data available to calculate PM10-2.5 as a difference, overall, the study found a significant 
association between the computed PM10-2.5 and all-cause, cardiovascular, and respiratory 
mortality.  The study also reported differences by season and climate area (Zanobetti et al. 2009). 
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FIGURE I-4 

Summary of Non-accidental All-Cause and Cause-Specific Mortality per 10 μg/m3 Increase in 
PM2.5 Short-term Exposures, for U.S.- and Canadian-based studies 

(from (U.S. EPA 2009), Figure 6-27). “Lag” indicates the number of days between the exposure 
and the outcome assessed. 

A major knowledge gap in understanding the relative importance of “fine” PM (PM2.5) and “coarse” 
PM (PM10-2.5) is the relative lack of direct measurements of PM10-2.5.  Most estimates are made 
by subtracting PM2.5 from PM10 measured at co-located samplers, a process that is subject to errors 
that are inherent in the subtracting of one relatively large number from another.  More research is 
needed to better assess the relative effects of coarse (PM10-2.5) fractions of particulate matter on 
mortality.  A graph from the U.S. EPA review is included in the figure below to demonstrate ranges 

I-26 



Appendix I: Health Effects 

of mortality findings associated with coarse particulates.  Consistent positive associations are seen, 
particularly for cardiovascular and nonaccidental all-cause mortality, with varying degrees of 
precision across the different studies. 

 

FIGURE I-5 

Summary of Percent Increase in Total (Nonaccidental) and Cause-Specific Mortality Per 10 
μg/m3 Increase in PM10-2.5 Short-term Exposure (from (U.S. EPA 2009), Figure 6-30). “Lag” 

indicates the number of days between the exposure and the outcome assessed. 

A number of studies have evaluated the association between particulate matter exposure and indices 
of morbidity such as hospital admissions, emergency room visits or physician office visits for 
respiratory and cardiovascular diseases.  The effect estimates for these various morbidities are 
generally higher than the estimates for mortality.  Observed effects have been associated with PM10, 
PM2.5 and PM10-2.5.  

In the NMMAPS study, hospital admissions for those 65 years or older were assessed in 14 U.S. cities.  
Several models were compared to estimate associations of hospital admissions for specific disease 
categories and short-term PM10 levels.  Hospital admissions showed an increase ranging from 0.68 
– 1.47 percent for cardiovascular diseases, a range of 1.46 – 2.88 percent increase for COPD, and a 
range of 1.31 – 2.86 percent increase for pneumonia per 10 μg/m3 increase in PM10 (Samet et al. 
2000b).  In the reanalysis of the study (Health Effects Institute 2003), it was found that when using 
different models, the pollution coefficients were generally lower.  However, the authors note that 
most of the conclusions of associations with PM10 exposures and hospital admissions held.  Two 
recent Southern California studies evaluated associations between short-term PM2.5 levels and 
asthma-related hospital or emergency admissions.  One study, based in Orange County, reported 
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increased risk of asthma-related hospital encounters with increased ozone and PM2.5 in the warm 
seasons, and with CO, NOx, and PM2.5 in the cool seasons (Delfino et al. 2014).  The second study, 
conducted in Los Angeles County, reported monthly average PM2.5, CO, and NO2 levels were 
positively associated with asthma hospitalization rates (Delamater et al. 2012). 

Similarly, school absences, lost workdays, and restricted activity days have also been used in some 
studies as indirect indicators of acute respiratory conditions (Ostro 1987; Ostro 1990; Ransom et al. 
1992; Gilliland et al. 2001; Park et al. 2002; Hales et al. 2016).  These observations help support the 
hypotheses that particulate matter exposures increase inflammation in the respiratory tissues and 
may also increase susceptibility to infection (U.S. EPA 2009). 

Some studies have reported that short-term particulate matter exposure is associated with changes 
in lung function (lung capacity and breathing volume); upper respiratory symptoms (hoarseness and 
sore throat); and lower respiratory symptoms (increased sputum, chest pain and wheeze).  The 
severity of these effects is widely varied and is dependent on the population studied, such as adults 
or children with and without asthma.  Sensitive individuals, such as those with asthma or pre-existing 
respiratory disease, may have increased or aggravated symptoms associated with short-term 
particulate matter exposures.  Several studies have followed the number of medical visits associated 
with pollutant exposures.  A range of increases from 1 to 4 percent for medical visits for respiratory 
illnesses was found corresponding to a 10 μg/m3 change in PM10.  A number of studies also looked 
at levels of PM2.5 or PM10-2.5.  The findings suggest that both the fine and coarse fractions may 
have associations with some respiratory symptoms (U.S. EPA 2009).  Among the newer health 
endpoints evaluated in recent studies of short-term effects of PM2.5 is stroke.  One recent meta-
analysis evaluated 16 studies of short-term PM2.5 exposures and estimated a 5 percent increased 
risk of stroke for each 10 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 (Shin et al. 2014). 

The biological mechanisms by which particulate matter can produce health effects have been 
investigated in laboratory studies.  Brook et al. (Brook et al. 2010) summarized three likely pathways 
by which PM exerts it effects on cardiovascular health outcomes: (1) PM can activate inflammatory 
pathways and cause systemic oxidative stress, leading to the production of pro-inflammatory 
cytokines; (2) PM can disrupt the autonomic nervous system leading to increased blood pressure, 
increased arrhythmic potential, and decreased heart rate variability; and (3) PM, particularly UFPs or 
particle constituents such as organic compounds and metals, can enter the bloodstream and cause 
increased constriction of the blood vessels and increased blood pressure. Each of these pathways 
may also lead to the formation of reactive oxygenated species (ROS, or free radicals) that can cause 
DNA oxidation and systemic inflammation. Inflammatory responses in the respiratory system in 
humans and animals can lead to inflammation in fat tissues and in the liver, which can lead to vascular 
dysfunction (e.g. atherosclerosis), changes in metabolic function (e.g. insulin resistance), and 
increased thrombotic potential (Brook et al. 2010). Several reviews discuss mechanistic studies in 
detail (Brunekreef et al. 2002; Brook et al. 2004; Brook et al. 2010).  A study in cells using ambient air 
samples in communities near railyards in the South Coast Air Basin found that the PM2.5 phase of 
ambient air pollution contains prooxidant components, primarily metals, which can trigger an 
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inflammatory response in the cells (Eiguren-Fernandez et al. 2015; Cho 2016). The same study noted 
that vapor phase pollutants, which contain most of the electrophiles, may trigger a different 
biological response in the cells, suppressing inflammatory responses and could result in a reduced 
ability to fight off infections.  

Some studies have examined the health effects of short-term exposures to specific PM constituents 
and sources (Lippmann 2014; Basagana et al. 2015; Atkinson et al. 2016).  While there is some 
evidence suggesting possible links with specific constituents or sources, such as diesel exhaust, 
sulfates (related to coal combustion), and certain metals, the U.S. EPA determined that there were 
not enough studies evaluating short-term constituent- or source-specific exposures at the time of 
the previous Integrated Science Assessment to be able to make a causal determination (U.S. EPA 
2009).  

Long-Term Exposure Effects of PM 
Numerous studies have evaluated the health effects of long-term (months to years) or chronic 
exposure to particulate matter, with the largest number of studies examining cardiovascular and 
respiratory health endpoints, as well as mortality.  Other health outcomes that have been linked to 
long-term PM exposures include reproductive effects, cancer outcomes, and, more recently, 
metabolic syndromes and neurological effects.  The U.S. EPA 2009 Integrated Science Assessment for 
Particulate Matter (ISA for PM) concluded that sufficient evidence is available to support a causal 
determination for long-term PM2.5 exposures and cardiovascular and mortality effects, and a likely 
causal relationship for respiratory effects. A summary of the evidence is presented below, focusing 
on the long-term effects of PM2.5 exposures. 

Many research studies, including some recent studies, have evaluated the health effects of exposures 
to air pollutants from traffic emissions using a variety of exposure modeling techniques (Hart et al. 
2014; Harris et al. 2015; Kingsley et al. 2015; Rice et al. 2015; Danysh et al. 2016). In general, these 
articles are not discussed in detail here, because of the difficulty in attributing the observed effects 
to a specific pollutant or combination of pollutants. However, these studies do provide supporting 
evidence that air pollutants from traffic exhaust are linked to health effects in humans.  

Long-Term Particulate Matter Exposures and Mortality 

Since the initial promulgation by U.S. EPA of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM2.5, 
controversy has remained over the association of mortality and exposures to PM2.5.  Several large, 
prospective cohort studies conducted in the U.S. and Canada were used to evaluate long-term PM 
exposures and mortality, including total number of deaths and deaths due to specific causes.  The 
strongest and most consistent evidence of long-term PM2.5 effects are for cardiovascular mortality, 
particularly ischemic heart disease, and there is evidence that ambient PM2.5 exposure is associated 
with and lung cancer mortality (Dominici et al. 2006; Krewski et al. 2009; Jerrett et al. 2013; 
International Agency for Research on Cancer 2015).  Below is a brief discussion of the evidence linking 
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PM and mortality reviewed in the U.S. EPA 2009 ISA along with more recently published studies, with 
a focus on large prospective studies and studies conducted in California or Southern California. 

In the assessment of evidence for mortality outcomes linked to long-term PM exposures, the 2009 
U.S. EPA ISA for PM reviewed 15 studies evaluating PM2.5 exposures, 2 studies evaluating PM10-2.5 
exposures, and 5 studies evaluating PM10 exposure.  The majority of these studies were conducted 
in the United States, and 3 of the studies of PM2.5 exposures were conducted in California or 
Southern California.  Previous reviews conducted in 1996 and 2004 by U.S. EPA assessed evidence 
primarily from large prospective cohort studies, such as the Harvard Six Cities Study (Dockery et al. 
1993), the American Cancer Society (ACS) Study (Pope et al. 1995; Pope et al. 2002), and the Seventh-
Day Adventist Health Air Pollution (AHSMOG) Study (Abbey et al. 1999; McDonnell et al. 2000).  The 
U.S. EPA 2004 PM Air Quality Criteria Document concluded that there was strong evidence linking 
long-term PM2.5 exposures to all-cause and cardiopulmonary mortality, but not enough evidence 
for a link with PM10-2.5.  The 2009 U.S. EPA ISA for PM similarly concluded that the newer studies 
provide additional evidence to support a causal determination for long-term PM2.5 exposures and 
increased mortality risk, but there continues to be insufficient evidence supporting such a link with 
particles in the coarse fraction. This most recent U.S. EPA review evaluated the additional updated 
analyses of the previously-established large cohort studies (Harvard Six Cities, ACS, AHSMOG, and 
Veterans studies), and noted two new major cohorts that provide further evidence linking PM2.5 and 
mortality: the Women’s Health Initiative (WHI) study (Miller et al. 2007) and the Medicare Cohort 
Studies (Eftim et al. 2008). 

The American Cancer Society Cancer Prevention Study II (ACS) is a large, prospective national cohort 
study of over one million participants in the U.S. recruited from all 50 states, the District of Columbia 
and Puerto Rico, and followed over many years.  Over the past two decades, studies using data from 
this cohort have reported associations for PM2.5 for both total mortality and cardiorespiratory 
mortality (Pope et al. 1995; Krewski 2000; Pope et al. 2002; Jerrett et al. 2005; Krewski et al. 2009; 
Jerrett et al. 2013; Pope et al. 2015).  The survey included several measures of smoking and exposure 
to second-hand smoke, which were included in the statistical models to account for the potential 
confounding effects of smoking. The original study reported that long-term exposures to fine 
particulate air pollution were associated with cardiopulmonary and lung cancer mortality (Pope et 
al. 1995). In a reanalysis of the data (Krewski 2000), mortality rates and PM2.5 levels were analyzed 
for 50 metropolitan areas of the U.S.  Average (median) levels from monitors in each metropolitan 
area were used to estimate PM2.5 exposures.  At these levels of aggregation, regional differences in 
the association of PM2.5 and mortality were noted, with higher mortality risks in the Northeast and 
Midwest, and more moderate mortality risks in the West.   

Another follow-up study of the American Cancer Society cohort confirmed and extended the findings 
in the initial study.  The researchers estimated that, on average, a 10 µg/m3 increase in fine 
particulates was associated with approximately a 4 percent increase in total mortality, a 6 percent 
increase in cardiopulmonary mortality, and an 8 percent increase in risk of lung cancer mortality 
(Pope et al. 2002).  In an additional reanalysis and extension of the American Cancer Society cohort 
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from 1982 to 2000 (Krewski et al. 2009), and including additional metropolitan areas for the most 
recent years, effects estimates on mortality were similar, though somewhat higher than those 
reported previously.  The extended analyses included an additional 11 years of cohort follow-up 
compared to the original study.  The authors reported positive and significant association between a 
10 µg/m3 change in PM2.5 level and all-cause, cardiopulmonary disease, and ischemic heart disease 
deaths.  Mortality from ischemic heart disease was associated with the largest risk estimates. 

Subsets of the ACS study data have also been evaluated to estimate effects in California and the 
metropolitan Los Angeles area (Jerrett et al. 2005; Jerrett et al. 2013).  These results are discussed 
further below, along with results of other California or Southern California-based studies. 

The Harvard Six Cities Study is a large prospective cohort study of adults in six U.S. cities, and began 
in the year 1974. The original analysis and a subsequent reanalysis found positive associations 
between particulate matter and sulfate in relation to mortality, after controlling for potential 
confounding factors such as smoking status, sex, age, and other factors (Dockery et al. 1993)(Krewski 
2000).  An extension of the Harvard Six Cities Cohort confirmed the association of mortality with 
PM2.5 levels, and reported that improvements in PM2.5 levels over the study time period were 
associated with decreased mortality risk (Laden et al. 2006).  An update to this study covering the 
years 1974 to 2009 found a linear relationship of PM2.5 levels and mortality from all causes, 
cardiovascular causes, and from lung cancer (Lepeule et al. 2012).  According to the authors, the 
PM2.5 levels decreased over time, but no evidence of a threshold for these effects was found. 

AHSMOG is a cohort study of non-Hispanic white Seventh-day Adventists in California, with 
participants followed starting from the late 1970’s. Confounding due to smoking in this study is 
unlikely due to very low smoking rates in this population; however, the study is limited in its the 
ability to apply the findings to other population groups.  The study has linked long-term PM10 
exposures and other air pollutants to deaths from all natural causes and deaths due to lung cancer 
among males (Abbey et al. 1999), although the authors concluded that these associations were likely 
due to exposures to fine particles rather than the coarse fraction of PM10 (McDonnell et al. 2000).  
In a re-analysis of the data, the study found PM2.5 was associated with an increased risk of coronary 
heart disease mortality among females but not among males (Chen et al. 2005).  Similar associations 
among females only were found for coarse particles and PM10. 

Other cohort studies include an analysis of mortality and PM2.5 exposures in a Medicare enrollee 
population.  Zeger et al. (Zeger et al. 2008) assembled a Medicare enrollee cohort by including all 
Medicare enrollees residing in over 4,500 zip codes with centroids within six miles of a PM2.5 
monitor.  PM2.5 data was obtained from the monitoring stations, and mean annual levels were 
calculated for the zip codes within six miles of each monitor.  The authors found that long-term 
exposures to PM2.5 was associated with all-cause mortality for the eastern and central portions of 
the U.S., and these mortality risk estimates were similar to those previously published in the Six Cities 
Study and the American Cancer Society cohorts.  The authors reported that there were no statistically 
significant associations between zip code levels of PM2.5 and all-cause mortality rates in the western 
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region of the U.S.  This finding was attributed largely to the higher PM2.5 levels in Los Angeles area 
counties compared to other western urban areas, but there were not higher mortality rates in the 
Los Angeles area counties.  Several factors could explain this finding. The authors note that the 
toxicity of the PM mixture may differ by location, e.g. with higher PM2.5 sulfate levels in the eastern 
region. In addition, the use of ecological data rather than individual-level data for exposure 
assessment and some confounding factors, and the assessment of all-cause mortality rather than 
cause-specific mortality may have impacted the results of this study. For example, the authors used 
county-level COPD risk as an estimate of smoking prevalence, because individual-level measures of 
smoking were not available. The authors further reported that they found no associations of PM2.5 
with all-cause mortality in persons aged 85 years or higher, which may reflect other competing causes 
of death in this age group not related to air pollution exposures.  

The Women’s Health Initiative (WHI) Study is a nationwide cohort of post-menopausal women in 36 
metropolitan areas of the U.S. who had no history of cardiovascular disease (Miller et al. 2007).  The 
study found that long-term exposure to PM2.5 was associated with a 24 percent increased risk of 
cardiovascular disease and a 76 percent increased risk of death from cardiovascular causes for each 
additional 10 µg/m3 of PM2.5; these relative risk estimates are larger than those reported in the ACS 
and Six Cities Studies, but differences in health status, PM composition, and overall mortality risk in 
these distinct populations may account for such differences in the effect estimates. The WHI study 
results accounted for the potential confounding effects of several factors, including medical risk 
factors for cardiovascular disease, measures of socioeconomic status, and cigarette smoking. 
Another large cohort study focusing on women is the Nurses’ Health Study, which found that PM10 
exposures were associated with all-cause mortality and fatal coronary heart disease, with exposures 
24 months prior to death having the strongest effects (Puett et al. 2008). These results accounted for 
several potential confounders, including smoking status and history, medical risk factors for 
cardiovascular disease, and area-level measures of socioeconomic status. This study did not evaluate 
PM2.5 exposures. 

A recent pooled analysis of 22 European cohorts and including over 350,000 participants evaluated 
long-term air pollution exposures and exposure to PM2.5, PM10, and nitrogen oxides, using land use 
regression models to estimate exposures (Beelen et al. 2014). The authors reported that a 5 µg/m3 
increase in PM2.5 was associated with approximately a 7 percent increase in mortality from natural 
causes. 

Estimates of mortality risks associated with long-term PM2.5 levels from recent studies are shown in 
the figure below. The recent evidence is consistent with past studies, showing increased risk of 
premature death with increased PM2.5 exposures. For cause-specific mortality, consistent positive 
associations are seen with cardiovascular mortality endpoints and with lung cancer deaths, but weak 
associations are seen with overall respiratory mortality. 
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FIGURE I-6 

Mortality Risk Estimates, Long-Term Exposure to PM2.5 in Cohort Studies (From (U.S. EPA 
2009), Figure 7-7). “Mean”=mean PM2.5 exposure estimates in the study. CV=cardiovascular, 

CHD=coronary heart disease, IHD=ischemic heart disease, CPD=cardiopulmonary disease. 
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In addition to the AHSMOG study, other analyses of mortality and PM2.5 levels specific to California 
have also been reported, including an analysis of a subset of the ACS II data.  An analysis of the ACS 
II study (Jerrett et al. 2013) followed individuals in California from that cohort recruited starting in 
1982, with follow-up to 2000.  PM2.5 levels at subject residences were estimated using land use 
regression models. Over 40 potential confounders were included in the statistical models, and 
included individual-level variables (e.g. smoking, diet, demographic, and other factors) and 
neighborhood-level variables (e.g. unemployment, poverty, income inequality, racial composition). 
The authors noted that mortality rates differ in urban areas compared to non-urban areas, and 
adjusted for urban/rural status in the model to estimate pollution effects on mortality.  All-cause 
mortality, mortality from cardiovascular disease, and mortality from ischemic heart disease were 
positively associated with PM2.5 levels in single-pollutant models.  These associations with PM2.5 
remained after additional adjustment for ozone levels.  Because of moderate correlations across 
pollutants, it may not be possible to draw conclusions about which pollutant(s) in this mixture cause 
the observed effects. Positive associations of all-cause and certain cause-specific mortality rates with 
estimated NO2 and ozone levels were also found.  The authors concluded that these results indicate 
that several components of combustion-related pollutant mixture are associated with mortality.   

A study analyzed data from the California Teachers Study cohort of over 100,000 active and retired 
school teachers recruited in 1995, and followed through 2005 (Lipsett et al. 2011).  Pollutant 
exposures at the subject residences were estimated using data from ambient monitors, and 
extrapolated using a distance-weighted method.  The authors reported that a 10 µg/m3 increase in 
PM2.5 was associated with a 20 percent risk increase in mortality from ischemic heart disease, but 
no associations were found with all-cause, cardiovascular, or lung cancer mortality. A 10 µg/m3 
increase in PM10 was associated with increased risk of ischemic heart disease and incident stroke. 
These results accounted for several individual- and neighborhood-level factors, including smoking, 
second-hand smoke, medical risk factors for cardiovascular disease, and indicators of socioeconomic 
status. 

A more recent analysis of the California Teachers Study cohort from 2001 through 2007 estimated 
the association between particulate pollutants and all-cause, cardiovascular, ischemic heart disease, 
and respiratory mortality (Ostro et al. 2015).  Exposure data at the residential level were estimated 
by a chemical transport model that computed pollutant concentrations from over 900 sources in 
California.  Besides particle mass, monthly concentrations of 11 species and 8 sources or primary 
particles were generated at 4-km grids. The results were reported as finding statistically significant 
associations of ischemic heart disease mortality with PM2.5 mass and several of its components 
(Figure I-7).  The study also found significant positive associations between ischemic heart disease 
mortality and ultrafine particle mass as well as several ultrafine particulate components including 
elemental carbon, organic carbon, copper, metals, meat cooking, and mobile source derived 
components.  An earlier study using data from the same cohort had used monitoring data to estimate 
mortality risk, and similarly reported increased risk of all-cause, cardiopulmonary, and ischemic heart 
disease mortality with higher exposures to PM2.5 mass. This study also reported increased ischemic 
heart disease risk with higher exposures to PM2.5 constituents such as organic carbon, sulfates, and 

I-34 



Appendix I: Health Effects 

nitrates (Ostro et al. 2010). Both studies adjusted for several individual- and neighborhood-level 
covariates, including smoking status and indicators of socioeconomic status. 

 

FIGURE I-7 

Association of PM2.5 constituents and sources with Ischemic Heart Disease mortality (Hazard 
Ratios and 95 percent Confidence Intervals) using interquartile range.  Abbreviations: comb = 

combustion; comps = components; SOA_bio= secondary organic aerosols from biogenic sources 
(derived from long-chain alkanes, xylenes, toluenes, and benzene and their oligomers); 
SOA_ant=secondary organic aerosols from biogenic sources (derived from isoprenes, 
monoterpenes, and sesiquiterpenes and their oligomers). (From (Ostro et al. 2015))  

A cohort of elderly individuals (average age of 65 years in 1973) recruited from 11 California counties 
was followed over several years (Enstrom 2005).  A positive association for long-term PM2.5 
exposure with all-cause deaths was reported from 1973–1982.  However, no significant association 
was found in the later time period of 1983–2002.  PM2.5 levels were obtained from measurements 
made during 1979- 1983 by the EPA as part of the Inhalable Particle Monitoring Network and the 
cohort was confined to those participants in the American Cancer Society Cancer Prevention Study I 
who were living in the 11 counties that had one of the monitors. Pollutant levels were estimated 
using data from these monitors and averaged over each county, which may lead to exposure 
misclassification and bias toward finding no effect.  The study adjusted for several potential 
confounding factors, including demographic factors, smoking, body mass index, and other factors. 

The California Air Resources Board recently conducted a cross-sectional study of long-term PM2.5 
exposures in rural and urban areas within California, using ambient monitoring data from 116 

I-35 



Final 2016 AQMP 

stations in the monitoring network, and calculating zip code-level exposure estimates (Garcia et al. 
2016).  The study observed larger effect sizes for increased PM2.5-related mortality risk in rural 
compared to urban areas from all causes, cardiovascular disease and cardiopulmonary disease. In 
urban areas, the study found PM2.5 exposures to be associated with increased risk of cardiovascular 
disease, ischemic heart disease, and cardiopulmonary disease; however, for all-cause non-accidental 
mortality risk, only an exposure model restricted to people living within 10 km of a monitoring station 
in urban areas showed an association with PM2.5.   This study did not control for the potential 
confounding effects of smoking. 

A recent study analyzed data from the National Institutes of Health AARP Diet and Health cohort, 
including about 160,000 participants in California (Thurston et al. 2016).  Census tract-level PM2.5 
exposures were estimated based on land use regression models. For the California cohort, PM2.5 
levels were associated with an approximately 10 percent increase in cardiovascular disease mortality 
risk for each additional 10 µg/m3 of PM2.5. A small but positive effect estimate was found for all-
cause mortality in California, and no association was found for respiratory mortality in the California 
cohort, although the estimates indicated uncertainty in the magnitude and direction of these effects. 
This study adjusted for several potential confounders, including demographic factors, smoking, and 
indicators of socioeconomic status. 

A few studies have focused on particulate matter exposure and health effects in residents of 
Southern California.  Two analyses of the American Cancer Society II cohort, for example, focused 
specifically on the Los Angeles Metropolitan area using methods to estimate exposures on a finer 
geographical scale than previous studies that used geographic scales at the county or metropolitan 
area.  Improved exposure estimation methods reduce potential bias from exposure misclassification. 
Using data from monitoring stations in the Los Angeles area, one study applied interpolation methods 
(Jerrett et al. 2005) and another applied land use regression techniques (Krewski et al. 2009) to 
estimate PM2.5 exposures to the study participants.  Significant associations of PM2.5 with mortality 
from all causes and cardiopulmonary disease were reported, with the magnitude of risks being higher 
than those from the national studies of the American Cancer Society II cohort.  Such improved 
exposure estimation techniques can reduce misclassification bias in epidemiological studies.  It 
should be noted that various analyses were presented in these as well as other studies to estimate 
the influence of various individual-level and ecologic variables that might also be related to health 
effects risks.  Including such variables helps control for potential confounding, but generally reduces 
the estimated association between PM2.5 and all-cause mortality.  It may be illustrative to describe 
some of the estimates from the various calculations as presented by the authors of the Los Angeles 
area cohort (Krewski et al. 2009).  In the descriptions in Table I-9, HR refers to the “hazard ratio” 
expressed for a 10 μg/m3 change in PM2.5 exposure, followed by the 95 percent Confidence Interval.  
For example, if the hazard ratio is 2, the risk would be twice as high; and, conversely if the hazard 
ratio is 0.5, the risk would be one-half of that of the reference group.  Several of the analyses results 
follow as excerpted from Krewski, 2009.  Table I-8 includes PM2.5, plus various additional individual 
and ecological variables. Similar effects of covariate adjustment were seen for hazard ratios for 
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mortality from ischemic heart disease, although effect estimates were stronger for ischemic heart 
disease mortality compared to those for all-cause mortality. 

TABLE I-8 

Influence of Adding Confounding Variables on All-Cause Mortality 

VARIABLE INCLUDED HAZARD RATIO 

per 10 µg/m3 change in PM2.5 exposure 

PM2.5 alone (stratified for age, sex, and race) 1.197 (95% CI, 1.082–1.325); 

PM2.5 with 44 individual-level covariates* 1.143 (95% CI, 1.033–1.266) 

PM2.5 with 44 individual-level covariates and 
the ecologic covariate of unemployment 

1.127 (95% CI, 1.015–1.252) 

PM2.5 with 44 individual-level covariates and 
social factors extracted from the principal 
component analysis (which account for 81% of 
the total variance in the social variables) 

1.142 (95% CI, 1.026–1.272). 

PM2.5 with 44 individual-level covariates and all 
ecologic covariates that were individually 
associated with mortality in bivariate models 
with PM2.5 exposure 

1.115 (95% CI, 1.003–1.239) 

PM2.5 parsimonious model that included 44 
individual-level covariates and ecologic 
confounder variables that both reduced the 
pollution coefficient and had associations with 
mortality 

1.126 (95% CI, 1.014–1.251) 

*These covariates included several measures of smoking. 
(From Krewski, 2009) 

U.S. EPA also released a Regulatory Impact Analysis (U.S. EPA 2012) which looked at the costs and 
benefits of alternate PM2.5 standard levels.  As part of the analysis, U.S. EPA looked at California-
specific studies regarding PM2.5 and mortality published in the scientific literature.  The U.S. EPA 
analysis concluded ”most of the cohort studies conducted in California report central effect estimates 
similar to the (nation-wide) all-cause mortality risk estimate we applied from Krewski et al. (2009) 
and Laden et al. (2006) albeit with wider confidence intervals. A couple of cohort studies conducted 
in California indicate higher risks than the risk estimates we applied.”  Thus, in U.S. EPA’s judgment, 
the California-related studies provided estimates of mortality consistent with or higher than those 
from the national studies. 
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At the time of the 2009 ISA, few studies had examined long-term exposures to chemical-specific PM 
constituents or compared source-specific PM effects on mortality (U.S. EPA 2009). The 2009 ISA 
discussed only two studies that used direct measurements of PM constituents other than sulfates: 
the Veteran’s Cohort (Lipfert et al. 2006) and the Netherlands Cohort Study (Beelen et al. 2008). 
These studies found mortality associations with long-term exposures to traffic pollutants, nitrates 
and sulfates.  

With measures adopted to control emissions of air pollutants, ambient levels of PM2.5 have been 
decreasing.  These reductions in particulate matter have been associated with reductions in 
mortality.  For example, studies have found that increases in life expectancy are associated with 
reductions in air pollution levels, and that a portion of this increase can be attributed to reductions 
in PM2.5 exposures (Correia et al. 2013; Pope et al. 2013). 

Long-Term Particulate Matter Exposures and Cardiovascular Effects 

Studies of cardiovascular mortality provide the strongest evidence of an association between PM2.5 
exposures and cardiovascular effects.  The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA review determined that the evidence is 
sufficient to infer a causal relationship between long-term PM2.5 exposures and cardiovascular 
effects.  In addition to the studies of mortality, other epidemiological studies provide additional 
evidence of sub-clinical and clinical cardiovascular effects, while toxicological studies suggest a 
plausible biological mechanism for such effects (Fanning et al. 2009; U.S. EPA 2009). 

Epidemiological studies of subclinical effects typically have used subclinical measures of 
atherosclerosis, which is an underlying disease contributing to many clinical cardiovascular outcomes 
such as myocardial infarction, sudden cardiac death, stroke, and vascular aneurysms (U.S. EPA 2009).  
A study in Southern California residents used the carotid intima-media thickness (CIMT) as a measure 
of subclinical atherosclerosis (Kunzli et al. 2005).  The subjects’ residential areas were geocoded and 
a geospatial extrapolation of ambient monitoring data was used to assign annual mean 
concentrations of ambient PM2.5.  The authors report results of an association between 
atherosclerosis and ambient air pollution as measured by PM2.5.  The associations of PM2.5 and 
CIMT were strongest in women ≥ 60 years of age.  The Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis (MESA) 
is a population-based study of people living in 6 U.S. cities or counties, including Los Angeles, CA (Diez 
Roux et al. 2008).  The MESA study reported that 20-year average PM2.5 exposures corresponded to 
a small increase in CIMT, although the magnitude of the increase was much smaller than the Kunzli 
2005 study.  The study accounted for the potential influence of sociodemographic factors, lipid 
status, smoking, diabetes, body mass index, and geographical location. Such differences may be 
attributable to differences in the study populations.  Other sub-clinical outcome measures for 
atherosclerosis in the MESA study were weakly associated or not associated with PM exposures. 

Clinical cardiovascular outcomes have also been examined in several epidemiological studies, 
including two that were based on prospective cohort studies:  the Women’s Health Initiative (WHI) 
Observational Study (Miller et al. 2007) and the Nurses’ Health Study (Puett et al. 2008).  Both these 
studies also examined cardiovascular mortality, and found links with long-term particulate matter 
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exposures.  The WHI study included only women who were free of cardiovascular disease at 
enrollment, and estimated PM2.5 exposures using a nearest monitor approach. The study found 
PM2.5 exposures to be associated with cardiovascular disease outcomes, including myocardial 
infarction, revascularization, stroke, coronary heart disease death, and cerebrovascular disease, and 
accounted for the several potential confounding factors, such as sociodemographic factors, medical 
risk factors for cardiovascular disease, and cigarette smoking (Miller et al. 2007).  An analysis of the 
Nurses’ Health Study included women without a history of myocardial infarction and who lived in 
certain metropolitan areas in the northeastern U.S. (Puett et al. 2008).  Long-term PM10 exposures 
were estimated using land use regression models as well as air pollution monitoring data, and the 
results accounted for potential confounding by smoking status and history, medical risk factors for 
cardiovascular disease, and area-level measures of socioeconomic status.  This study found positive 
associations with the risk of all-cause and coronary heart disease mortality, and the results were 
suggestive of a link to coronary heart disease events although there was a great deal of uncertainty 
in this result.  Other studies conducted in the U.S. and Europe have examined clinical cardiovascular 
outcomes with varying results (U.S. EPA 2009). 

The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA concluded that epidemiologic studies, along with toxicological evidence linking 
PM exposures to atherosclerosis and other cardiovascular outcomes, provides evidence linking PM 
to cardiovascular effects and mortality.  While the associations between PM and subclinical and 
clinical measures have inconsistent results, the consistency of the studies linking PM exposures to 
cardiovascular mortality and the coherence of the toxicological studies provide support for U.S. EPA’s 
causal determination. 

Long-Term Particulate Matter Exposures and Respiratory Effects 

The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA review determined that the evidence for long-term particulate matter 
exposures on respiratory effects is likely to be causal. Several studies, including prospective cohort 
studies, have assessed the effects of long-term particulate matter exposure on respiratory symptoms 
and lung function changes.  Consistent, positive associations have been found with respiratory 
symptoms, such as bronchitis, poorly controlled asthma, and decreased lung function in children 
(U.S. EPA 2009; Guarnieri et al. 2014).  Since many of the studies of children included survey 
measures, these studies typically controlled for the potential confounding effect of tobacco smoking 
by the child and exposure to second-hand smoke at home, and some studies were also able to 
account for exposure to maternal smoking in utero. 

The Southern California Children’s Health Study established cohorts of school children from 12 
Southern California communities, and followed these participants over time.  One of the early studies 
from this cohort reported positive associations of particulate matter with prevalent bronchitis or 
phlegm among children with asthma.  These effects were also associated with NO2 and acid vapor 
levels (McConnell et al. 1999).  Another study based on this cohort reported a lower rate of growth 
in lung function in children living in areas with higher levels of particulate pollution (Gauderman et 
al. 2000).  Decreases in lung function growth were associated with PM10, PM2.5, PM10-2.5, acid 
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vapor, and NO2.  There was no association with ozone levels.  The investigators were not able to 
identify independent effects of the pollutants but noted that motor vehicle emissions are a major 
source of the pollutants.   

A follow-up study on a second cohort of children confirmed the findings that decreased lung function 
growth was associated with particulates, nitric oxides, and elemental carbon levels (Gauderman et 
al. 2002).  Elemental carbon is often used as a measure for diesel particulate.  Additionally, children 
who moved to areas with less air pollution were found to show improvement in lung function growth 
rate, while those who moved to areas with higher PM10 and NO2 showed declines in lung function 
growth rates (Avol et al. 2001).  By the time the fourth graders graduated from high school, a 
significant number showed lower lung function.  The risk of lower lung function was about four times 
higher in children with the highest PM2.5 exposure when compared to the lowest exposure 
communities (Gauderman et al. 2004).   

A follow-up report from the Children’s Health Study assessed whether improving air quality in 
Southern California over the past decade has led to beneficial changes in health (Gauderman et al. 
2015).  It was reported that as the levels of nitrogen oxide and fine particulates were reduced as the 
result of reductions in air pollution emissions, the deficits in lung function growth were also of a 
smaller magnitude.  Recently, the Children’s Health Study cohort data were also used to evaluate 
associations with bronchitic symptoms in children (Berhane et al. 2016). The study found that 
reductions in NOx, ozone, and PM10 and PM2.5 were associated with decreases in bronchitic 
symptoms, with stronger effects observed in children with asthma. These results indicate that 
improvements in air quality, as measured by fine particulate and nitrogen oxides, are associated with 
improvements in children’s health in Southern California. 

A limited number of studies have linked PM exposures to asthma incidence.  In an analysis of the 
Children’s Health Study in Southern California, Islam et al. found that while children with better lung 
function are generally at lower risk of developing asthma, living in an area with long-term average 
PM2.5 levels ≥13.7 µg/m3 offset this protective characteristic; in other words, this study related high 
PM2.5 levels with new-onset asthma in children (Islam et al. 2007).  The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA report 
also reviewed two European studies that linked PM2.5 with asthma onset in children (Brauer et al. 
2007) and adults (Kunzli et al. 2009).  Two recent studies were identified in our literature search: the 
first study used the Sister Study national cohort and found that a 3.6 µg/m3 increase in PM2.5 was 
associated with a 20 percent increased risk of incident asthma and a 14 percent increase in incident 
wheeze among adult females (Young et al. 2014); the second study was a study of Medicaid-enrolled 
children in Harris County, Texas, and found PM2.5 was associated with new-onset asthma in single-
pollutant models (Wendt et al. 2014). However, accounting for the potential effects of other 
pollutants added substantial uncertainty in the overall effect estimates for PM2.5, meaning that it is 
difficult to distinguish in this study whether the effects are due to PM2.5 or other pollutant 
exposures. 
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The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA also noted that studies from many different locations, including Mexico City, 
Sweden, and a national cohort in the U.S. provide additional coherent and consistent evidence of 
respiratory effects associated with PM exposures. 

Long-Term Particulate Matter Exposures and Emerging Areas of Interest 

Beyond cardiovascular, respiratory and mortality effects, the U.S. EPA 2009 ISA review concluded 
that the evidence available at the time was suggestive of a causal relationship between long-term 
exposures to PM and reproductive/developmental effects, as well as cancer. Since the 2009 ISA, 
there have been several studies conducted that evaluated these health endpoints in relation to PM 
exposures, as well as studies of metabolic syndrome and neurological health outcomes. Because of 
the relatively long time gap since the latest ISA for PM, and because the SCAB exceeds the federal 
standards for PM2.5, these health endpoints are discussed briefly here, with a focus on studies 
conducted since the 2009 ISA, and studies conducted in California or in the SCAB. 

Cancer 

The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA review concluded that existing evidence is suggestive of a link between PM2.5 
and cancer, with studies of lung cancer providing the strongest evidence.  More recently, the 
International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) recently designated outdoor air pollution and 
particulate matter as carcinogenic to humans (Group 1 carcinogens), and a meta-analysis provided 
quantitative evidence for the associations between particulate matter and lung cancer risk (Hamra 
et al. 2014; International Agency for Research on Cancer 2015).  The IARC review included studies 
evaluating associations between outdoor air pollution and lung cancer, urinary bladder cancer, 
breast cancer, leukemia and lymphoma, childhood cancers, and total cancers.  Among these cancers, 
the IARC Working Group concluded that outdoor air pollution and particulate matter cause lung 
cancer, and that positive associations were observed between outdoor air pollution and urinary 
bladder cancer.  The IARC Working Group also noted that associations with childhood leukemia were 
suggestive of an association, and, while there were some inconsistencies across studies, an 
association could not be ruled out.  To estimate overall lung cancer risk, the meta-analysis included 
14 studies reporting on PM2.5 and 9 studies reporting on PM10; the vast majority of these were 
cohort studies from North America and Europe. The meta-analysis found positive associations for 
both PM10 and PM2.5 and lung cancer risk, with the PM2.5 results being more consistent. 
Additionally, the study analyzed whether the association between PM2.5 and lung cancer differed by 
smoking status, and found positive associations for each smoking status group (current smokers, 
former smokers, and never-smokers). 

A recent study from the Adventist Health and Smog Study-2 (AHSMOG-2) cohort in the U.S. and 
Canada reported that a 10 ug/m3 increase in ambient PM2.5 increased the risk of lung cancer 
incidence by about 40 percent, after accounting for ozone exposures (Gharibvand et al. 2016). 
Because all participants are non-smokers, with over 80 percent never having smoked, and with the 
former smokers having an average of 24 years between quitting smoking and being diagnosed with 
lung cancer, the likelihood of confounding by smoking in this cohort is much lower than in most other 
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populations. Another recent study conducted in California evaluated air pollution in relation to 
survival after being diagnosed with lung cancer, and found that patients living in areas with higher 
NO2, PM2.5 and PM10 had shorter survival times, particularly for those patients who were diagnosed 
at earlier stages of lung cancer (Eckel et al. 2016). Few other studies have evaluated air pollution 
effects on lung cancer survival, so this study represents a relatively newer area of research. 

Reproductive Health Outcomes 

The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA review concluded that existing evidence is suggestive of a link between PM2.5 
and reproductive health effects. Numerous studies report evidence indicating that particulate matter 
exposure during pregnancy may be associated with adverse birth outcomes, with relatively 
consistent evidence linking PM2.5 and PM10 exposures to low birth weight or decreases in birth 
weight (Bobak et al. 1999; Sram et al. 2005; Stieb et al. 2012).  Among the studies reviewed in the 
2009 U.S. EPA ISA for particulate matter or in the literature search for more recent and/or local 
studies, several studies of low birth weight (defined as <2,500g or approximately 5.5 pounds at birth) 
or reductions in birth weight were conducted in California or in the Southern California region (Basu 
et al. 2004; Parker et al. 2005; Salam et al. 2005; Wilhelm et al. 2005; Morello-Frosch et al. 2010; 
Wilhelm et al. 2012; Basu et al. 2014; Laurent et al. 2014). Two of these studies were conducted in 
Los Angeles County and were published since the last AQMP in 2012, and both examined low birth 
weight among full-term babies (“term low birth weight”).  Laurent et al. reported that a 5.82 µg/m3 
increase in PM2.5 exposures during pregnancy was linked to a 2.5 percent increased risk of term low 
birth weight (Laurent et al. 2014).  The second study evaluated PM2.5 exposures by source, and found 
increased odds of term low birth weight with increased exposure to PM2.5 from diesel sources, 
gasoline, geological sources, as well as elemental carbon (Wilhelm et al. 2012).  Studies from the U.S., 
Brazil, Mexico, the Czech Republic, South Korea, Japan, and Taiwan have reported that neonatal and 
early postnatal exposure to particulate matter may lead to increased infant mortality (U.S. EPA 2009).  
Among these studies, one was conducted in Southern California, and found increased risks for deaths 
among infants between one and 12 months old associated with exposures to particulates and other 
pollutants; however, no effect was seen for neonatal mortality (defined as mortality in the first 
month after birth) (Ritz et al. 2006).  Some newer research has also linked particulate matter 
exposures to risk of certain birth defects and stillbirth. A California-based study used monitoring 
station data and traffic density measures to evaluate potential associations with a variety of birth 
defects in the San Joaquin Valley (Padula et al. 2013a; Padula et al. 2013b; Padula et al. 2013c; Padula 
et al. 2015). One of these studies reported evidence suggesting that PM10 and PM2.5 may increase 
the risk of certain congenital heart defects (Padula et al. 2013b). For neural tube defects, increased 
risks were linked to higher exposures to carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide (Padula et al. 2013a), 
but higher risks for spina bifida with PM10 exposures were found only among mothers living in lower 
socioeconomic status neighborhoods (Padula et al. 2015). An earlier study conducted in Los Angeles 
County used ambient monitoring data to estimate exposures, and reported increased risk of certain 
congenital heart defects with higher exposures to carbon monoxide, but not for PM10; PM2.5 was 
not evaluated in this study (Ritz et al. 2002). A couple of recent studies evaluated PM2.5 exposures 
during gestation and risk of stillbirth. A recent study conducted in Ohio used monitoring station data 
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to evaluate stillbirth risk, and found that higher levels of PM2.5 exposure in the third trimester was 
linked to a 42 percent increased risk of stillbirth (DeFranco et al. 2015). A California-based study 
similarly found an increased risk of stillbirth with higher PM2.5 exposures averaged over the entire 
pregnancy, but the association may have been confounded by co-occurring nitrogen dioxide 
exposures (Green et al. 2015). A third study, conducted in Taiwan, found that higher PM10 and sulfur 
dioxide exposures in the first trimester were associated with increased risk of stillbirth among babies 
who were born preterm; PM2.5 was not assessed in this study (Hwang et al. 2011).  

In the U.S. EPA review, it was noted that stronger associations with birth weight reductions are 
observed with PM2.5 compared to PM10, and animal toxicological studies provide supportive 
evidence, although a specific mechanism is not known (U.S. EPA 2009).  These results and many other 
studies provide evidence that fetuses and infants are subgroups affected by particulate matter 
exposures. 

Neurological Health Outcomes 

A 2012 review conducted by a panel of research scientists convened by the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Sciences identified several studies that reported links between outdoor air 
pollution and central nervous system effects, such as decreased cognitive function, Alzheimer’s 
disease, Parkinson’s disease, and impacts on behavioral testing and development in childhood (Block 
et al. 2012). Toxicological studies suggest that the damage may be caused through an oxidative stress 
pathway, and demonstrate that PM can be inhaled into the lungs and translocated to the brain, and 
that ultrafine particles to reach the brain through the olfactory nerve (Peters et al. 2006). Some more 
recent studies have evaluated neurological impacts of PM, ranging from studies of older adults to 
prenatal exposures.  The Normative Aging Study evaluated older men in Boston, MA, and reported 
an association between black carbon (a marker of traffic exhaust) and cognitive function, as 
measured through cognitive tests (Power et al. 2011). A study conducted in the Los Angeles Basin 
used monitoring data to evaluate long-term exposures in a middle-aged and older adult population, 
and reported PM2.5 exposure was associated with decreased verbal learning (Gatto et al. 2014). A 
study of school children in Spain reported that children attending schools with higher levels of air 
pollution, as measured by elemental carbon (a marker of diesel exhaust), NO2, and ultrafine particles, 
experienced smaller growth in several cognitive measures (Sunyer et al. 2015). Three recent studies 
reported that PM2.5 exposures during the prenatal period were associated with autism in childhood.  
One study was conducted in Los Angeles County, and reported that 7 percent increased odds of 
autism with a 4.68 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5; the effect estimate increased to 15 percent when 
accounting for ozone in the statistical models (Becerra et al. 2013).  A California-based study found 
that an 8.7 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 during the prenatal period or in the first year of life doubled the 
odds of autism (Volk et al. 2013).  The third study was based on the Nurses’ Health Study II cohort, 
and reported an increased risk of autism with prenatal PM2.5 exposures, but not with exposures 
before pregnancy or after delivery (Raz et al. 2015).  These studies provide emerging evidence of 
health effects of air pollution on neurological health outcomes. 
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Metabolic Syndrome 

Metabolic syndrome, which is the clustering of several known risk factors for cardiovascular disease 
(Huang 2009), is a relatively new health outcome to be studied in relation to air pollution exposure.  
The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA reviewed only one epidemiological study and one toxicological study.  These 
studies provided some evidence that particulate matter exposures may be linked to markers of 
metabolic syndrome, such as insulin resistance, hypertension, high cholesterol, or obesity, or that 
having a metabolic syndrome may increase susceptibility to the effects of PM10 exposures on 
cardiovascular outcomes (U.S. EPA 2009). More recently, a Swiss epidemiological study reported that 
long-term PM10 exposures were associated with increased risk of metabolic syndrome (Eze et al. 
2015). Two other human studies found that people with metabolic syndrome exposed to particulate 
matter air pollution experienced cardiovascular effects and worsening insulin resistance (Devlin et 
al. 2014; Brook et al. 2016). Some recent animal studies have also reported impacts of PM on the 
development of obesity and metabolic syndrome, and that animals with pre-existing metabolic 
syndrome may be more sensitive to the cardiovascular effects of PM exposure (Brocato et al. 2014; 
Wagner et al. 2014; Wei et al. 2016).   

Ultrafine Particles 

As noted above, numerous studies have found associations between particulate matter levels and 
adverse health effects, including mortality, hospital admissions, and respiratory disease symptoms.  
The vast majority of these studies used particle mass of PM10, PM2.5, or PM10-2.5 as the measure 
of exposure.  Some researchers have postulated, however, that ultrafine particles may be responsible 
for some of the observed associations of particulate matter and health outcomes (Oberdorster et al. 
1995; Seaton et al. 1995).  Ultrafine particles are typically defined as particles with aerodynamic 
diameters of less than 0.1 µm or 100 nm. Ultrafine particles are formed as a result of combustion 
processes as well as secondary atmospheric transformations. Vehicle emissions, especially diesel 
exhaust, are major sources of ultrafine particles; therefore, proximity to a major roadway is an 
important factor that affects an individual’s exposure to ultrafine particles (Zhu et al. 2002; HEI 
Review Panel on Ultrafine Particles 2013). There is currently no federal or California standard for 
ultrafine particles. 

U.S. EPA staff has presented conclusions on causal determination of several health effects of ultrafine 
PM based on a recent review of the available scientific studies (U.S. EPA 2009).  These causal 
determinations are depicted in Table I-9. 
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TABLE I-9  

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determination of Ultrafine PM by Exposure Duration 
 and Health Outcome 

SHORT-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular effects Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Respiratory effects Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Central nervous system Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Mortality Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

LONG-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular effects Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Respiratory effects Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Mortality Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Reproductive and developmental Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Cancer, Mutagenicity, Genotoxicity Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

(From (U.S. EPA 2009) Table 2-4 and Chapters 6 and 7) 

In 2013, a review of the health effects of ultrafine particles concluded that current available evidence 
does not support that exposures to ultrafine particles alone account for the adverse health effects 
that have been associated with other ambient pollutants such as PM2.5, although the report noted 
several limitations in the exposure data relating to ultrafine particles (HEI Review Panel on Ultrafine 
Particles 2013). However, a more recent assessment of the studies published since that time suggest 
that UFP’s may be more harmful compared to health compared to PM10 and PM2.5 (Li et al. 2016). 
Several potential mechanisms have been brought forward to suggest that the ultrafine portion may 
be important in determining the toxicity of ambient particulates, some of which are discussed below. 

Smaller particles can also be inhaled deeper into the lungs, although the relationship between 
deposition fraction and particle size is complex.  The ultrafine particles between 20-30 nm generally 
have higher fractional deposition in the alveolar region of the lung, where air exchange takes place.  
Because ultrafine particles are cleared from the lung more slowly compared to larger particles, the 
ultrafine particles can accumulate in the lung tissue where they can also translocate into the blood 
and to other organs (HEI Review Panel on Ultrafine Particles 2013). Ultrafine particles can also enter 
the brain tissues through the olfactory nerve (Peters et al. 2006). For a given mass concentration, 
ultrafine particles have much higher numbers of particles and surface area compared to larger 
particles.  Particles can act as carriers for other adsorbed agents, such as trace metals and organic 
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compounds; and the larger surface area may transport more of such toxic agents than larger 
particles.  Combined with the slower clearance of UFP’s from the alveolar region of the lung, these 
small particles can deliver a greater amount of toxics to this part of the lung, causing increased 
inflammation (Li et al. 2016). 

Exposures of laboratory animals to ultrafine particles have found cardiovascular and respiratory 
effects.  Using an animal model of atherosclerotic disease, mice exposed to concentrated ultrafine 
particles (defined as less than 0.18 µm) near a roadway in Southern California showed larger early 
atherosclerotic lesions than mice exposed to concentrated PM2.5 or to filtered air (Araujo et al. 
2008).  In a mouse allergy model, exposures to concentrated ultrafine particles (less than 0.18 µm) 
resulted in a greater response to antigen challenge to ovalbumin (Li et al. 2010), indicating that 
vehicular traffic exposure could exacerbate allergic inflammation in already-sensitized animals. More 
specifically, ambient UFP’s with a higher polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) content and higher 
oxidant potential triggered greater allergic inflammation in mice compared to a mixture of fine and 
ultrafine particles (Li et al. 2009). A related study identified specific proteins that are up-regulated 
among the exposed mice, which were proteins involved in allergic airway inflammation and immune 
system response (Kang et al. 2010). These results suggest that UFP’s may play a role in the 
development or exacerbation of asthma, and point to an oxidative stress pathway. Additionally, some 
experiments using engineered nanoparticles found that the particle exposure led to a suppressed 
immune response to infections (Li et al. 2016). 

Controlled exposures of human volunteers to ultrafine particles either laboratory-generated or as 
products of combustion, such as diesel exhaust containing particles, have found physiological 
changes related to vascular effects.  Mills et al., for example found exposure to diesel exhaust 
particulate at 300 µg/m3 attenuated both acetylcholine and sodium-nitroprusside-induced 
vasorelaxation (Mills et al. 2011). These exposures were higher than typical ambient concentrations, 
although the authors state that such concentrations can be found regularly in heavy traffic, 
occupational settings, and in some of the most polluted cities in the world. This study showed that 
diesel exhaust particulates had impacts on vascular function while carbon nanoparticles did not 
change vascular function, providing evidence that is complementary to the epidemiological studies 
linking particulate matter exposure to cardiovascular outcomes. Several other human exposures 
studies have reported effects of UFP’s on inflammatory markers, lung function, heart rate and heart 
rate variability, including effects on people with asthma, diabetes, or metabolic syndrome (Li et al. 
2016).  

There is a lack of long-term studies of human population exposure to ultrafine particles, as there is 
currently no ultrafine monitoring network in the U.S.  As noted above, however, a recent study from 
California estimated exposures to PM2.5 and ultrafine particles among members of the California 
Teachers Study cohort.  Positive, statistically significant associations of ischemic heart disease 
mortality were observed with modeled PM2.5 and with ultrafine particle mass concentrations 
derived from chemical transport models using California emissions inventories (Ostro et al. 2015). 
Other epidemiological studies have reported links between UFP exposures both indoors and 
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outdoors with decreased microvascular function and increased systemic inflammation in adults 
(Karottki et al. 2014; Olsen et al. 2014), and with oxidative DNA damage in children (Song et al. 2013). 

There have been several cross-sectional epidemiological studies of ultrafine particles, mainly from 
Europe.  Some of these studies found effects on hospital admissions and emergency department 
visits for respiratory and cardiovascular effects, whereas other studies did not find such effects (U.S. 
EPA 2009).  A recent study conducted in Rochester, NY reported that ambient UFP exposures in the 
prior week were associated with increased risk of asthma-related medical visits indicative of asthma 
exacerbation; the study did not find associations with accumulation mode PM, PM2.5, black carbon, 
or sulfur dioxide (Evans et al. 2014). Concentrations of ultrafine particles can vary geographically, and 
it is not clear how well the central-site monitors used in these studies reflect actual exposures. 

Additional discussion on the sources and health effects of ultrafine particles can be found in Chapter 
9 of the 2012 AQMP. 

Sensitive Populations for PM-Related Health Effects 
Certain populations may be more sensitive to the health effects of particulate air pollution, and 
evidence to assess susceptibility comes from epidemiological, controlled human exposure, and 
toxicological studies of PM2.5 and PM10 exposures. The U.S. EPA 2009 ISA for PM concluded that 
there is evidence supporting increased susceptibility to the effects of PM among children (for 
respiratory effects) and older adults (for cardiovascular effects), individuals with pre-existing 
cardiovascular or respiratory conditions, individuals with lower socioeconomic status (sometimes 
assessed using proxy measures such as educational attainment or residential location), and 
individuals with certain genetic polymorphisms that control antioxidant response, regulate enzyme 
activity, or regulate procoagulants (U.S. EPA 2009). In addition, there is some limited evidence that 
additional factors may increase a person’s susceptibility to PM health effects, including chronic 
inflammatory conditions (e.g. diabetes, obesity) and life stage, with pregnant women and fetuses in 
utero being potentially more susceptible. Table I-10 summarizes the U.S. EPA’s 2009 ISA assessment 
of susceptibility factors for particulate matter. 
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TABLE I-10  

Summary of Evidence for Potential Increased Susceptibility to PM-Related Health Effects  

Assessment of Evidence Potential At Risk Factor 

Increased susceptibility to PM Older Adults (≥65 years) 
Children (<18 years) 
Genetic factors 
Cardiovascular diseases 
Respiratory illnesses 
Socioeconomic status (SES) 
Educational attainment (surrogate of SES) 
Residential location (surrogate of SES) 

Increased susceptibility to PM, but 
limited studies available 

Pregnancy and developmental effects 
Diabetes 
Obesity 
Health status, e.g. nutrition (surrogate of SES) 

Did not increase susceptibility to PM Gender 
Race/ethnicity 

Did not increase susceptibility to PM, but 
limited studies available 

Respiratory contributions to cardiovascular effects 

Adapted From (U.S. EPA 2009) Table 8-2 

Summary - Particulate Matter Health Effects 
A considerable body of scientific evidence from epidemiologic, controlled human exposure and 
toxicological studies support the causal determinations for particulate matter and several categories 
of health endpoints, with the strongest evidence supporting a causal relationship for PM2.5 
exposures with cardiovascular effects and mortality. Specific cardiovascular effects include 
cardiovascular deaths, hospital admissions for ischemic heart disease and congestive heart failure, 
changes in heart rate variability and markers of oxidative stress, and markers of atherosclerosis. The 
scientific evidence also supported a likely causal relationship for PM2.5 exposure with respiratory 
effects, such as hospital admissions for COPD or respiratory infections, asthma development, asthma 
or allergy exacerbation, lung cancer, impacts on lung function, lung inflammation, oxidative stress, 
and airway hyperresponsiveness. Both short-term and long-term particulate matter exposures are 
linked to health effects in humans. Young children, older adults, and people with pre-existing 
respiratory or cardiovascular health conditions are among those who may be more susceptible to the 
adverse effects of PM. 

Estimates of the Health Burden of Particulate Matter in the South 
Coast Air Basin 
In terms of estimating health burdens of air pollution exposure, CARB has conducted analyses in the 
past estimating exposures and quantitative health effects from exposures to particulate matter as 
well as other pollutants.  A recent assessment focused on premature mortality and PM2.5, and 
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estimated the deaths associated with exposures above 5.8 µg/m3, which is an estimate of background 
PM2.5 (California Air Resources Board 2010a).  The analysis used the U.S. EPA’s risk assessment 
methodology for calculating premature mortality and used ambient air quality measurements 
averaged over a three-year period of 2006-2008.  An update to this analysis using ambient air quality 
data from 2009-2011 indicated that PM2.5-related premature deaths in California due to 
cardiopulmonary causes as 7,200 deaths per year with an uncertainty range of 5,600 – 8,700.  
Estimates were also made for the California Air Basins.  For the South Coast Air Basin, the estimate 
was 4,000 cardiopulmonary deaths per year with an uncertainty range of 3,200–4,900.  These 
estimates were calculated using the associations of cardiopulmonary mortality and PM2.5 from the 
second exposure period from Krewski (Krewski et al. 2009). 

Another analysis of health impacts in the South Coast was conducted as part of the Socioeconomic 
Report for the 2012 AQMP.  The analysis estimated the anticipated costs and benefits of adopting 
the measures in the Final 2012 AQMP, which included the projected public health benefits associated 
with lower PM2.5 concentrations as a result of the 2012 plan  (South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 2012).  Based on that analysis, the projected annual number of averted deaths due to PM2.5 
reductions from the 2012 AQMP was 668 deaths in year 2014, and 275 deaths in year 2023. In 
addition, estimated numbers of health conditions prevented per year due to the 2012 AQMP were 
shown for several other health endpoints, including respiratory and cardiovascular outcomes. The 
estimates of cases averted in year 2014 were 597 cases of acute bronchitis, 29 to 261 non-fatal heart 
attacks, 18,384 person-days for lower and upper respiratory symptoms, 153 respiratory emergency 
room visits, 151 hospital admissions, 287,447 person-days of minor restricted activity, 48,805 work 
loss days, and 26,910 person-days of asthma attacks. Importantly, these estimates of prevented 
mortality and morbidity should not be compared to the estimates of deaths attributable to PM2.5 
conducted by CARB, because these analyses are intended to answer different questions. The 
SCAQMD estimates address the question of “how many cases are averted due to the adoption of the 
2012 AQMP?” while the CARB estimates address the question of “how many deaths are attributable 
to PM2.5 exposures above 5.8 µg/m3?”. Both analyses provide important information regarding the 
health impacts of PM2.5. 

NITROGEN DIOXIDE  
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a gaseous air pollutant that serves as an indicator of gaseous oxides of 
nitrogen, such as nitric oxide (NO) and other related compounds (NOx). These gases can undergo 
photochemical reactions to form ground-level ozone, and are important contributors to ozone 
pollution levels in the SCAB. Evidence of the health effects of NO2 is derived from human and animal 
studies, which link NO2 with respiratory effects such as decreased lung function and increases in 
airway responsiveness and pulmonary inflammation (U.S. EPA 2016). The U.S. EPA in 2010 retained 
the existing standards of 53 ppb for NO2 averaged over one year, and adopted a new short-term 
standard of 100 ppb (0.1 ppm) averaged over one hour.  The standard was designed to protect against 
increases in airway reactivity in individuals with asthma based on controlled exposure studies, as well 
as respiratory symptoms observed in epidemiological studies.  The revised standard also requires 
additional monitoring for NO2 near roadways. 
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In the current U.S. EPA Integrated Science Assessment for Nitrogen Oxides (U.S. EPA 2016), the staff 
conclusion for causal relationships between exposures and health effects are shown in the following 
table. 

TABLE I-11 

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determination for Health Effects of Nitrogen Dioxide 

SHORT-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Respiratory effects Causal relationship 

Cardiovascular and related metabolic effects Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Total mortality Suggestive of a causal relationship 

LONG-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Respiratory effects Likely to be a causal relationship 

Cardiovascular and related metabolic effects Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Reproductive and developmental effects Fertility, Reproduction, and Pregnancy: 
Inadequate to infer a causal relationship  

Birth Outcomes: Suggestive of a causal 
relationship 

Postnatal Development: Inadequate to infer 
a causal relationship 

Total Mortality Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Cancer Suggestive of a causal relationship 

(From (U.S. EPA 2016), Table ES-1) 

Since the previous U.S. EPA Integrated Science Assessment (ISA) for Nitrogen Oxides from 2008, the 
causal determination for short-term and long-term respiratory effects have been updated in the 2016 
ISA to reflect the stronger evidence now available pointing to a causal or likely causal relationship. 
For non-respiratory outcomes, the U.S. EPA also updated their assessment of the weight of evidence 
to show that the evidence for several short- and long-term outcomes is suggestive, but not sufficient 
to infer a causal relationship. Evidence for low-level nitrogen dioxide (NO2) exposure effects is 
derived from laboratory studies of asthmatics and from epidemiological studies.  Additional evidence 
is derived from animal studies.  In the 2016 ISA, the U.S. EPA cited the coherence of the results from 
a variety of studies, and a plausible biological mechanism (whereby NO2 reacts with the respiratory 
lining and forms secondary oxidation products that increase airway responsiveness and allergic 
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inflammation) to support the determination of a causal relationship between short-term NO2 
exposures and asthma exacerbations (“asthma attacks”).  The long-term link with respiratory 
outcomes was strengthened by recent experimental and epidemiological studies, and the strongest 
evidence available is from studies of asthma development. 

Several studies related to outdoor exposure have found health effects associated with ambient NO2 
levels, including respiratory symptoms, respiratory illness, decreased lung function, pulmonary 
inflammation, increased emergency room visits for asthma, and cardiopulmonary mortality.  
However, since traffic exhaust is an important source of NO2 and several other pollutants, such as 
particulate matter, exposure generally occurs in the presence of other pollutants, making it more 
difficult for these studies to distinguish the specific role of NO2 in causing effects independent of 
other pollutants.  However, studies linking NO2 to asthma exacerbations and human experimental 
studies provided support for the U.S. EPA determination that this causal relationship exists for short-
term NO2 exposures independent of other traffic-related pollutants (U.S. EPA 2016).  The report also 
concludes that epidemiological studies do not rule out the possible influence of other traffic-related 
pollutants on the observed health effects. 

The Children’s Health Study in Southern California has evaluated a variety of health endpoints in 
relation to air pollution exposures, including lung function, lung development, school absences, and 
asthma. The study found associations between long-term exposure to air pollution, including NO2, 
PM10, and PM2.5, and respiratory symptoms in asthmatic children (McConnell et al. 1999).  Particles 
and NO2 levels were correlated, and independent effects of individual pollutants could not be 
discerned.  A subsequent analysis using more refined exposure estimation methods indicated 
consistent associations between long-term NO2 exposures and respiratory symptoms in children with 
asthma (McConnell et al. 2003). 

Ambient levels of NO2 were also associated with a decrease in lung function growth in a group of 
children followed for eight years, including children with no history of asthma.  In addition to NO2, 
the decreased growth was also associated with particulate matter and airborne acids.  The study 
authors postulated this may be a result of a package of pollutants from traffic sources (Gauderman 
et al. 2004). 

A number of studies have since reported deficits in lung function associated with nitrogen oxides 
exposures.  Examples are shown in Figure I-8. 
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Note: Studies in red are recent studies. Studies in black were included in the 2008 ISA for Oxides of Nitrogen. Circles = NO2; Diamonds = NOX. All 
mean changes in this plot are standardized to a 10-ppb increase in NO2 and a 20-ppb increase in NOX concentration. Effect estimates from 
studies measuring NOX in μg/m3 (Schultz et al., 2012) have not been standardized.  

FIGURE I-8 

Associations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) or the sum of nitric oxide and NO2 (NOx) with lung 
function indices from prospective studies of children (From (U.S. EPA 2016), Figure 6-5). 

A follow-up report from the Children’s Health Study has assessed whether improving air quality in 
Southern California over the past several decades has led to beneficial changes in health among 
children (Gauderman et al. 2015).  It was reported that as the levels of nitrogen oxide and fine 
particulates came down as the result of air pollution emissions reductions, the deficits in lung 
function growth were also of a smaller magnitude.  Such improvements were observed in children 
with asthma as well as in those without asthma. These results indicate that improvements in air 
quality are associated with improvements in children’s health. 

In recent years, the most compelling evidence of long-term effects of NO2 has been from prospective 
cohort studies that link NO2 exposures to the development of asthma, primarily in children.  The U.S. 
EPA included several recent studies in their review, as shown in the Figure I-9. The vast majority of 
these studies found that higher NO2 exposures were linked to an increased risk or odds of developing 
asthma among children. 
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Effect estimates are standardized to a 10-ppb increase in NO2, with the exception of Gruzieva et al. (2013) who examined NOx in µg/m3 and 
Oftedal et al (2009) who did not report increments for the effect estimates for the birth to age 4 years or birth to age 10 years exposure 
periods.  Note: Black symbols = studies evaluated in the 2008 Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen; Red symbols = recent 
studies. Circles=NO2; triangles=NO; diamonds=NOx. 
 

FIGURE I-9 

Associations of ambient nitrogen dioxide (NO2) concentrations with asthma incidence in 
longitudinal cohort studies of children (From (U.S. EPA 2016), Figure 6-1). 

Among the studies of childhood asthma incidence reviewed in the 2016 U.S. EPA ISA for Oxides of 
Nitrogen, two studies were conducted in Southern California.  Both studies were based on the 
Children’s Health Study cohort, but one study used a smaller subset of the cohort and estimated NO2 
exposures using monitors at the children’s homes (Jerrett et al. 2008).  The second study examined 
over 2000 children and used data from air monitoring stations as well as modeled NO2 levels to 
estimate exposures (McConnell et al. 2010).  Both studies found a positive association between NO2 
exposures and the onset of asthma in these children, however, because NO2 is often strongly 
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correlated with PM2.5 and other components of traffic-related air pollution, it is possible that the 
effects observed are due to some other component of traffic exhaust for which NO2 serves as a proxy 
measure.  The consistency of the effects found linking NO2 exposure and asthma development in 
children, the use of prospective longitudinal study designs following children for several years, and 
the use of several different methods to estimate exposures are noted strengths of such studies.  
Experimental studies have found that NO2 exposures increase responsiveness of airways, pulmonary 
inflammation, and oxidative stress, and can lead to the development of allergic responses.  These 
biological responses provide evidence of a plausible mechanism for NO2 to cause asthma.   

Results from controlled exposure studies of asthmatics demonstrate an increase in the tendency of 
airways to contract in response to a chemical stimulus (airway responsiveness) or after inhaled 
allergens (U.S. EPA 2016).  Effects were observed among adult volunteers with asthma when exposed 
to 100 ppb NO2 for 60 minutes and to 200-300 ppb for 30 minutes, with approximately 70 percent of 
study participants experiencing an increase in airway responsiveness.  A similar response was 
reported in some studies with healthy subjects at higher levels of exposure (1.5 - 2.0 ppm), although 
these changes in healthy adults are likely of little or no clinical significance. Increased airway 
responsiveness among people with asthma can lead to worse symptoms and reduced lung function.  
Mixed results have been reported from controlled human exposure studies of people with chronic 
obstructive lung disease, with some studies reporting no change in symptom score while other 
studies reporting increased symptom scores when participants were exposed to NO2 while exercising 
(U.S. EPA 2016).  

Short-term controlled studies of rats exposed to NO2 over a period of several hours indicate cellular 
changes associated with allergic and inflammatory responses that can lead to liver damage and 
reduced hepatic function.  Rodent models exposed to NO2 repeatedly for 4 to 14 days demonstrated 
increased airway responsiveness with high levels of exposure (4000 ppb).  Animal studies also provide 
evidence that NO2 exposures have negative effects on the immune system, and therefore increase 
the host’s susceptibility to respiratory infections.  Epidemiological studies showing associations 
between NO2 levels and hospital admissions for respiratory infections also support such a link (U.S. 
EPA 2016). 

Several epidemiological studies conducted in California have examined associations between NO2 
exposures and other health effects, including some recent studies evaluating cardiovascular effects 
(Coogan et al. 2012; Bartell et al. 2013; Wittkopp et al. 2013), mortality (Lipsett et al. 2011; Bartell et 
al. 2013; Jerrett et al. 2013), birth outcomes (Ghosh et al. 2012; Laurent et al. 2014; Padula et al. 
2014; Ritz et al. 2014; Green et al. 2015), and cancer (Ghosh et al. 2013).  Many studies conducted in 
other geographic areas have also found links with these health outcomes, and the latest assessment 
by U.S. EPA is that the existing studies are suggestive of a causal relationship for some of these 
endpoints or inadequate to infer a causal relationship for other endpoints (U.S. EPA 2016). In 
addition, some of the newer outcomes evaluated in relation to NO2 exposures include neurological 
outcomes such as Parkinson’s disease (Ritz et al. 2016), Alzheimer’s disease (Oudin et al. 2016),  and 
autism (Becerra et al. 2013; Volk et al. 2013), as well as metabolic diseases such as diabetes and 
obesity (Coogan et al. 2012; Robledo et al. 2015; White et al. 2016).  However, many of these studies 
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use NO2 exposures as a proxy measure for traffic-related air pollutants, and do not aim to identify a 
specific pollutant within the mix of pollutants from this source.  Thus, there is uncertainty on whether 
NO2 exposure has independent relationships with non-respiratory related health effects, or whether 
NO2 is simply a marker of near-road air pollution exposure, which includes a mixture of air pollutants, 
including some air toxics. 

Examples of studies reporting an association of mortality with short-term NO2 exposures are shown 
in the figure below. 

 

 
Note: Black symbols = multicity studies evaluated in the 2008 Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen; Red symbols = recent 
studies. Filled circle = total mortality; Crosshatch = cardiovascular mortality; Vertical lines = respiratory mortality. 

FIGURE I-10 

Percentage increase in total, cardiovascular, and respiratory mortality from multi-city studies 
for a 20-ppb increase in 24-hour average or 30-ppb increase in one-hour maximum nitrogen 

dioxide concentrations (From (U.S. EPA 2016), Figure 5-23). 

SULFUR DIOXIDE 
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a gaseous air pollutant that has been linked to a variety of respiratory effects, 
such as decreased lung function and increased airway resistance. Controlled laboratory studies 
involving human volunteers have clearly identified asthmatics as a very sensitive group to the effects 
of ambient sulfur dioxide (SO2) exposures.  Healthy subjects have failed to demonstrate any short-
term respiratory functional changes at exposure levels up to 1.0 ppm over 1-3 hours.  In exercising 
asthmatics, brief exposure (5-10 minutes) to SO2 at levels between 0.2-0.6 ppm can result in increases 
in airway resistance and decreases in breathing capacity.  The response to SO2 inhalation is 
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observable within two minutes of exposure, increases further with continuing exposure up to five 
minutes, then remains relatively steady as exposure continues.  SO2 exposure is generally not 
associated with any delayed reactions or repetitive asthmatic attacks (U.S. EPA 2008). In 2010, the 
U.S. EPA SO2 air quality standard was set at 75 ppb (0.075 ppm) averaged over one hour to protect 
against acute asthma attacks in sensitive individuals.   

The EPA assessment based on the 2008 Integrated Science Assessment for Sulfur Oxides is shown in 
the table below (U.S. EPA 2008).  The U.S. EPA recently released a draft of the revised ISA for SO2 
(U.S. EPA 2015a) which evaluates recent evidence assessing links to mortality and cardiovascular, 
respiratory, carcinogenic, and reproductive effects (Brunekreef et al. 2009; Hart et al. 2011; Pascal et 
al. 2013; Chen et al. 2014; Gianicolo et al. 2014; Milojevic et al. 2014; Moridi et al. 2014; Stingone et 
al. 2014; Straney et al. 2014; Wang et al. 2014; Winquist et al. 2014; Yang et al. 2014; Ancona et al. 
2015; Green et al. 2015; Rich et al. 2015; Shah et al. 2015; Yorifuji et al. 2015). 

TABLE I-12  

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determinations for Health Effects of Sulfur Oxides 

SHORT-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Respiratory morbidity Causal relationship 

Cardiovascular morbidity Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Mortality Suggestive of a causal relationship 

LONG-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Respiratory morbidity Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Carcinogenic effects Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Prenatal and neonatal outcomes Inadequate to infer a causal relationship  

Mortality Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

(From (U.S. EPA 2008) Chapter 3) 

In epidemiologic studies of children and adults, associations of short-term variations in SO2 levels 
with increases in respiratory symptoms, emergency department visits, and hospital admissions for 
respiratory-related causes have been reported.  There is uncertainty as to whether SO2 is associated 
with the effects or whether other co-occurring pollutants may explain the observed effects, although 
some studies indicated that the SO2 effects remained even after accounting for the effects of other 
pollutants, including PM2.5.  Coupled with the human clinical studies, these data suggest that SO2 
can trigger asthmatic episodes in individuals with pre-existing asthma (U.S. EPA 2008). 
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Animal studies have shown SO2 effects on pulmonary inflammation with acute exposure at 
concentrations consistent with ambient SO2 levels.  Toxicological studies using animals found that 
repeated exposures to concentrations of SO2 as low as 0.1 ppm promoted allergic sensitization and 
airway inflammation.  Such evidence, combined with human clinical studies and epidemiological 
studies in people with asthma support the U.S. EPA determination of a causal relationship between 
short-term SO2 exposure and respiratory morbidity.  One of these studies was conducted in the Los 
Angeles area, and found that higher ambient SO2 levels were associated with increased odds of 
asthma symptoms among Hispanic children with asthma (Delfino et al. 2003).  

Some epidemiological studies indicate that the cardiovascular mortality effects associated with 
short-term exposures to ambient SO2 were generally reduced when accounting for other pollutants, 
although the evidence is still suggestive of a causal relationship.  Few epidemiological studies are 
available to assess the potential confounding effects of other co-occurring pollutants in studies of 
long-term effects.  For example, there is some evidence that sulfates, which are formed when SO2 
oxidizes rapidly in the atmosphere, may be associated with lung function changes, although the 
evidence is not consistent (Reiss et al. 2007).  Sulfates are positively correlated with SO2 levels, so it 
is difficult to distinguish the effect of one individual pollutant.  Based on a level determined necessary 
to protect the most sensitive individuals, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in 1976 adopted 
a standard of 25 µg/m3 (24-hour average) for sulfates.  There is no federal air quality standard for 
sulfates. 

CARBON MONOXIDE 
Carbon monoxide (CO) is a gaseous air pollutant that has a high affinity to bond with oxygen-carrying 
proteins (hemoglobin and myoglobin). The resulting reduction in oxygen supply in the bloodstream 
is responsible for the toxic effects of CO, which are typically manifested in the oxygen-sensitive organ 
systems.  The effects have been studied in controlled laboratory environments involving exposure of 
humans and animals to CO, as well as in population-based studies of ambient CO exposure effects.  
People with deficient blood supply to the heart (ischemic heart disease) are known to be susceptible 
to the effects of CO.  Protection of this group is the basis of the existing National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for CO at 35 ppm for one hour and 9 ppm averaged over eight hours.  The health effects 
of ambient CO have been recently reviewed by U.S. EPA, with the strongest evidence supporting a 
likely causal link between short-term CO exposures and cardiovascular outcomes, although studies 
have linked both short-term and long-term CO exposures to several other health outcomes (Table I-
13) (U.S. EPA 2010). 
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TABLE I-13 

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determinations for Health Effects of Carbon Monoxide 

SHORT-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular morbidity Likely to be a causal relationship 

Central nervous system Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Respiratory morbidity Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Mortality Suggestive of a causal relationship 

LONG-TERM EXPOSURES 

Health Outcome Causality Determination 

Cardiovascular morbidity Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Central nervous system Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Birth outcomes and developmental effects Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Respiratory morbidity Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 

Mortality Not likely to be a causal relationship 

(From (U.S. EPA 2010) Table 2-1) 

 

Inhaled CO has no known direct toxic effect on lungs but rather exerts its effects by interfering with 
oxygen transport—through the formation of carboxyhemoglobin (COHb, a chemical complex of CO 
and hemoglobin) ), which reduces the amount of oxygen the blood can carry to the tissues.  Exposure 
to CO is often evaluated in terms of COHb levels in blood, measured as percentage of total 
hemoglobin bound to CO.  Endogenous COHb is estimated to be <1 percent in healthy individuals, 
but COHb levels are sensitive to health status and metabolic state, with higher levels among smokers 
and persons with inflammatory diseases.  Estimates based on a large prospective study of adults 
conducted in the 1970s showed a dose-response relationship between the average number of 
cigarettes smoked per day and the COHb concentrations (never smokers: 1.59±1.72 percent, former 
smokers: 1.96±1.87 percent, 1-5 cigarettes/day: 2.31±1.94 percent, 6–14 cigarettes/day: 4.39±2.48 
percent, 15–24 cigarettes/day: 5.68±2.64 percent, >=25 cigarettes/day: 6.02±2.86 percent) (Hart et 
al. 2006). 

Under controlled laboratory conditions, healthy subjects exposed to CO sufficient to result in 5 
percent COHb levels exhibited reduced duration of maximal exercise performance due to the inability 
to deliver sufficient oxygen to the heart and other muscles.  Studies involving subjects with coronary 
artery disease who engaged in exercise during CO exposures have shown that COHb levels as low as 
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2.4 percent can lead to earlier onset of electrocardiograph changes indicative of deficiency of oxygen 
supply to the heart.  Other effects of inadequate oxygen delivery to the body tissues include earlier 
onset of chest pain, increase in the duration of chest pain, headache, confusion and drowsiness (U.S. 
EPA 2000). 

A number of epidemiological studies have found associations between short-term ambient CO levels 
and increased hospital admissions and emergency department visits for ischemic heart disease, 
including myocardial infarction (U.S. EPA 2010).  In studies reporting results stratified by age and sex, 
larger effects were generally observed among older adults and among males. Examples of such 
studies, including information on number of days of lag time between exposure and hospital 
admissions for key cardiovascular outcomes, are shown in the figure below. 

 
FIGURE I-11 

Effect estimates (95 percent confidence intervals) associated with hospital admissions for 
various forms of heart disease. Effect estimates have been standardized to a 1 ppm increase in 
ambient CO for 1-h max CO concentrations, 0.75 ppm for 8-h max CO concentrations, and 0.5 

ppm for 24-h average CO concentrations (From (U.S. EPA 2010), Figure 5-2). Lag time is the time 
between the exposure and the outcome measured. The closed circle on the diagram indicates 

the effect estimate, while the bar indicates the 95 percent confidence interval. 

Research studies have also evaluated ambient CO exposures in relation to reproductive health 
outcomes. Epidemiological studies conducted in Southern California have reported an association 
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between with CO exposure during pregnancy and increases in pre-term births (Ritz et al. 2000; 
Wilhelm et al. 2005; Ritz et al. 2007).  The increases in the pre-term births were also associated with 
PM10 or PM2.5 levels.  There are very few studies examining CO exposure and birth defects, but one 
Southern California study found increased risks for cardiac-related birth defects with carbon 
monoxide exposure in the second month of pregnancy (Ritz et al. 2002).  Toxicological studies in 
laboratory animals with higher than ambient levels of CO have also reported decrements in birth 
weight and prenatal growth, as well as impaired neurobehavior in the offspring of exposed animals 
(U.S. EPA 2010). The U.S. EPA concluded in their most recent review that the evidence linking long-
term CO exposures with reproductive health outcomes was suggestive of a causal relationship. 

LEAD 
Lead (Pb) is a toxic air contaminant that is recognized to exert an array of deleterious effects on 
multiple organ systems.  There are a number of potential public health effects at low level exposures, 
and there is no recognized lower threshold for health effects (U.S. EPA 2013a).  The health 
implications are generally indexed by blood lead levels which are related to lead exposures both from 
inhalation as well as from ingestion.  Effects include impacts on population IQ as well as heart disease 
and kidney disease. The initial air quality standard for lead was established by U.S. EPA in 1978 at a 
level of 1.5 µg /m3 averaged over a calendar quarter.  U.S. EPA revised the NAAQS for lead in 2008 to 
a level of 0.15 µg/m3 averaged over a rolling three-month period to protect against lead toxicity.  The 
SCAB’s attainment status for lead is described in the draft 2016 AQMP Chapter 2. 

The U.S. EPA has recently reviewed the health effects of ambient lead exposures in conjunction with 
an Integrated Science Assessment and a review of the NAAQS for lead (U.S. EPA 2013a; U.S. EPA 
2015c).  Lead can accumulate and be stored in the bone, and this lead in bone can be released into 
the blood when the bone is metabolized, which happens naturally and continuously.  Blood lead is 
the most common measure of lead exposure, and it represents recent exposure and may be an 
indicator of total body burden of lead (U.S. EPA 2013a). The following table gives the summary of 
causality conclusions from the U.S. EPA review, which illustrates the wide range of health effects 
associated with lead exposure. 
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TABLE I-14 

Summary of U.S. EPA’s Causal Determinations for Health Effects of Lead 

HEALTH OUTCOME CAUSALITY DETERMINATION 

Children - Nervous System Effects    
Cognitive Function Decrements Causal relationship 
Externalizing Behaviors: Attention, Impulsivity and 
Hyperactivity Causal relationship 

Externalizing Behaviors: Conduct Disorders in 
Children and Young Adults  Likely to be a causal relationship 

Internalizing Behaviors Likely to be a causal relationship 
Auditory Function Decrements Likely to be a causal relationship 
Visual Function Decrements Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 
Motor Function Deficits Likely to be a causal relationship 
Adults – Nervous System Effects  
Cognitive Function Decrements Likely to be a causal relationship 
Psychopathological Effects Likely to be a causal relationship 
Cardiovascular effects  
Hypertension Causal relationship 
Subclinical Atherosclerosis Suggestive of a causal relationship 
Coronary Heart Disease Causal relationship 
Cerebrovascular Disease Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 
Renal Effects  
Reduced Kidney Function Suggestive of a causal relationship 
Immune System Effects  
Atopic and Inflammatory Response Likely to be a causal relationship 
Decreased Host Resistance Likely to be a causal relationship 
Autoimmunity Inadequate to infer a causal relationship 
Hemotologic Effects  
Decreased Red Blood Cell Survival and Function Causal relationship 
Altered Heme Synthesis Causal relationship 
Reproductive and Developmental Effects  
Development Causal relationship 
Birth Outcomes (low birth weight, spontaneous 
abortion) Suggestive of a causal relationship 

Male Reproductive Function Causal relationship 
Female Reproductive Function Suggestive of a causal relationship 
Cancer  
Cancer Likely to be a causal relationship 

(From (U.S. EPA 2013a) Table ES-1) 

Children appear to be sensitive to the neurological toxicity of lead, with effects observed at blood 
lead concentration ranges of 2–8 µg/dL.  No clear threshold has been established for such effects. 
According to the U.S. EPA review, the most important effects observed are neurotoxic effects in 
children and cardiovascular effects in adults.  The effects in children include impacts on intellectual 
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attainment and school performance. Figure I-12 provides a summary of the lowest levels of blood 
lead that have been associated with certain neurological, hematological and immune effects in 
children. 

 

FIGURE I-12 

Summary of Lowest Observed Effect Levels for Key Lead-Induced Health Effects in Children 
(From (U.S. EPA 2007), Table 3-1) 

 

Figures I-12 and I-13, taken from the U.S. EPA review (U.S. EPA 2007), depict the health effects of 
lead in relation to blood levels.  In the figure, the question marks indicate that there are no 
demonstrated threshold blood lead levels for health effects.  The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) 
has recently revised their lead hazard information and replaced their level of concern for adverse 
effects of 10 µg/dL blood lead level with a childhood blood lead level reference value of 5 μg/dL to 
identify children and environments associated with lead-exposure hazards (Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention 2016). 

Figure I-13 provides a summary of the lowest levels of blood lead that have been associated with key 
health effects in adults. For adults, evidence supports a causal relationship between lead and 
increased blood pressure and hypertension, as well as coronary heart disease (myocardial infarction, 
ischemic heart disease, and heart rate variability). Other health effects among adults are also 
relatively high on the causal scale, including neurological, hematological, and renal effects. 
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FIGURE I-13 

Summary of Lowest Observed Effect Levels for Key Lead-Induced Health Effects in Adults (From 
(U.S. EPA 2007), Table 3-2) 

In its most recent review of lead health effects, the U.S. EPA confirmed its previous conclusion 
regarding the cognitive decline in children as the most sensitive adverse effect associated with lead 
exposures.  The effects as measured by a reduction in IQ from a number of studies are shown in the 
following figure.  According to the review, the currently available evidence supports a median 
estimate of -1.75 IQ points for a change of 1 μg/dL blood lead to describe the neurocognitive impacts 
on young children (U.S. EPA 2015c). 
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FIGURE I-14 

Associations of Blood Pb Levels with Full-Scale IQ (FSIQ) in Children (From (U.S. EPA 2013a), 
Figure 4-2) 

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS 
Toxic air contaminants are pollutants for which there generally are no ambient air quality standards.  
The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner, 1983) created California’s 
first program to reduce exposures to air toxics by requiring CARB to adopt Air Toxics Control 
measures. Air Districts must either enforce these measures or adopt their own equally or more 
stringent measures.  The Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, Connelly, 
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1987) supplements the earlier program by requiring air toxics inventories for certain facilities, 
notification of people’s exposure to significant health risks, and facility plans to reduce these risks.  
Under California’s Air Toxics Program, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) assesses the health effects of substances that may pose a risk of adverse health effects, and 
CARB assesses the potential for humans to be exposed to these substances.  These effects are usually 
an increased risk for cancer, adverse birth outcomes, or respiratory effects.  After review by the state 
Scientific Review Panel, CARB holds a public hearing on whether to formally list substances that may 
pose a significant risk to public health as a Toxic Air Contaminant. Chapter 9 of the draft 2016 AQMP 
describes the Air Toxics Control Plan for the SCAQMD. 

Air toxics include many different types of chemicals, and the discussion here will not address all air 
toxics in a comprehensive manner. However, this section will discuss very briefly diesel particulate 
matter and volatile organic compounds (VOC’s), because diesel particulate matter is the most 
significant contributor to cancer risk in the South Coast Air Basin, and because some VOC’s are air 
toxics, and are part of the control measures proposed in the current Air Quality Management Plan. 

Diesel Particulate Matter 
The California Air Resources Board listed diesel particulate matter as a Toxic Air Contaminant in 1998, 
based on the determination that it was a human carcinogen (California Air Resources Board 2010b).  
The International Agency for Research on Cancer, an arm of the World Health Organization, classified 
diesel exhaust as probably carcinogenic to humans in 1989 (International Agency for Research on 
Cancer 1989).  More recently, IARC convened an international panel of scientists to review the 
published literature since the initial classification regarding the carcinogenicity of diesel combustion 
emissions.  The panel concluded that diesel exhaust is a substance that causes lung cancer in humans 
(International Agency for Research on Cancer 2012b). 

OEHHA also establishes potency factors for air toxics that are carcinogenic.  The potency factors can 
be used to estimate the additional cancer risk from ambient levels of toxics.  This estimate represents 
the chance of contracting cancer in an individual over a lifetime exposure to a given level of an air 
toxic and is usually expressed in terms of additional cancer cases per million people exposed. 

SCAQMD conducted studies on the ambient concentrations and estimated the potential health risks 
from air toxics (South Coast Air Quality Management District 2000; South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 2008; South Coast Air Quality Management District 2015).  In the latest 
SCAQMD Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, MATES IV, a one-year monitoring program was 
undertaken at 10 sites throughout the SCAB over the time period July 2012 – June 2013 (South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 2015).  Over 30 substances were measured, which included the 
toxics that contributed the most to health risks in the Basin. The results showed that the overall 
lifetime risk for excess cancer from a 70-year lifetime exposure to the levels of air toxics calculated 
from the regional model was 367 in a million.  This reflects a greater than 50 percent reduction in 
exposures and risks compared to the MATES III Study that was conducted from 2004 -2006.  The 
largest contributor to this risk was diesel particulate matter, accounting for 68 percent of the air 
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toxics risk.  The average measured levels were also compared to the non-cancer chronic Reference 
Exposure Levels (RELs), and found to be below the established RELs for the over 30 substances 
measured. 

In 2015, OEHHA updated the calculation procedure to estimate cancer risks from air toxics exposures 
(Dodge et al. 2015).  The revisions to the calculation methodology included accounting for higher 
risks attributable to early life exposures (up to age 16 years), updates to the population distribution 
of breathing rates by age, and a reduction in the time of household residence.  In combination, these 
changes resulted in risk estimates in the MATES IV study to be about 2.5 times higher than the 
previous methodology employed in the MATES studies.  The average lifetime risk for excess cancer 
cases is estimated to be 897 per million using the updated procedure (South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 2015). However, it is important to note that results from the MATES IV study 
still represent approximately a 50 percent reduction in air toxics levels and cancer risk compared to 
MATES III. In addition to the  maps in the MATES IV final report (South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 2015), an interactive map of the MATES IV cancer risks from air toxics calculated using the 
2015 OEHHA guidelines is available through this website: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/tools/public.  

In 2009, the Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES) reported that newer diesel engine 
technologies are very effective in reducing the amount of emissions from diesel trucks, as required 
by recent regulations (Khalek et al. 2009). In a long-term exposure study published in 2015, rats 
breathing the lower emissions did not develop cancer, while the rats breathing the higher emissions 
from older diesel engines (in previous studies) did develop cancer (McDonald et al. 2015). However, 
the 2015 study did not evaluate whether the PM from the newer engines was any more or less toxic 
compared to the older engines on a gram per gram basis; the study was not designed to determine 
such differences. Therefore, without any additional data on the toxicity of PM from the newer diesel 
engines, the analysis done in the MATES IV study used the same risk factor for both, applied to the 
mass of PM.  For example, whether a person is exposed to 10 ug/m3 of particulate matter from a 
single old diesel engine or several new diesel engines, the cancer risk would be the same because it 
is calculated based on 10 ug/m3 of exposure. 

In the Particulate Matter section of this Appendix, the vast majority of the studies described 
evaluated the health effects of total PM2.5 exposures by mass, regardless of whether they were from 
newer diesel engines, older diesel engines, or other sources. While this new diesel technology is very 
effective in terms of reducing the amount of emissions from diesel trucks, what people are being 
exposed to is a total concentration of PM from many sources. Health studies generally use this total 
concentration to analyze whether or not there is an effect on the specific health outcomes evaluated. 
In addition, it is important to note that direct PM2.5 emissions from diesel engines represent a small 
portion of overall PM2.5 exposure.  NOx emissions from diesel engines that eventually lead to PM2.5 
formation in the atmosphere, however, represent a larger component of PM2.5 exposure (South 
Coast Air Quality Management District 2013a; Harley 2014). 
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Volatile Organic Compounds 
VOC’s are a class of air pollutants that undergo photochemical reactions in the air to form ozone. It 
should be noted that there are no state or national ambient air quality standards for VOCs because 
they are not classified as criteria pollutants. VOCs are regulated, however, because limiting VOC 
emissions reduces the rate of photochemical reactions that contribute to the formation of ozone. 

VOCs are also transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher PM and 
lower visibility levels. In addition, VOC’s that have toxic properties are also regulated as air toxics. 
Chapter 3 of the draft 2016 AQMP presents data on VOC sources and emissions in the South Coast 
Air Basin. 

Some examples of VOC’s that are known to cause health effects include benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene and xylenes (abbreviated BTEX), 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, and perchloroethylene. 
Several of these VOC’s are carcinogenic. Based on the MATES IV analysis, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, 
and carbonyls (formaldehyde and acetaldehyde) together account for approximately 21 percent of 
the total cancer risk from air toxics in the SCAB. Not all carcinogenic VOC’s are known to cause the 
same types of cancers, although several are associated with blood cancers. For example, the cancers 
most closely associated with long-term benzene exposure are leukemias. Formaldehyde is linked to 
nasopharyngeal cancer and leukemias, while 1,3-butadiene causes cancers in both the blood and 
lymphatic systems (International Agency for Research on Cancer 2012a). 

Many VOC’s can also cause non-cancer health effects. For these types of health outcomes, OEHHA 
has developed acute and chronic Reference Exposure Levels (RELs).  RELs are concentrations in the 
air below which adverse health effects are not likely to occur.  Acute RELs refer to short-term 
exposures, generally of one-hour duration.  Chronic RELs refer to long-term exposures of several 
years.  OEHHA has also established eight-hour RELs for several substances.  The ratio of ambient 
concentration to the appropriate REL can be used to calculate a Hazard Index.  A Hazard Index of less 
than one would not be expected to result in adverse effects (Dodge et al. 2015).   

In the MATES IV assessment of chronic non-cancer health risks, the monitored air toxics levels were 
found to be below the chronic RELs. In other words, the general levels of air toxics in the SCAB are 
not expected to cause adverse non-cancer health effects. Importantly, the MATES IV monitoring 
network was designed to characterize the air toxics exposures in the basin overall. Given that 
ambient monitoring is necessarily conducted at a limited number of locations, and modeling is 
limited to a spatial resolution of 2km, there may be higher exposures not captured by the fixed-site 
monitoring. To address this limitation, particularly in some communities with environmental justice 
concerns, the MATES IV study also included local-scale studies in 3 communities very close to known 
industrial sources or large mobile source facilities, with a focus on ultrafine particles and diesel PM 
emissions.  Details of these study results can be found in the MATES IV final report (South Coast Air 
Quality Management District 2015).  
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ODORS 
Environmental odors are recognized as having the potential to cause health effects and/or quality of 
life impacts. The theory of “miasma” dates back to Hippocrates in ancient Greek times, and related 
bad odors to disease.   The health effects of environmental odors can vary widely, and depend on the 
compound causing the odor, the level of the compound, as well as the sensitivity and physiological 
responses of the person detecting the odor. 

Different levels of odor exposure can cause a range of responses and health effects, and the science 
of odor as a potential health issue was summarized previously by Schiffman and Williams (Schiffman 
et al. 2005b). There are two key nerves in the nasal cavity involved in odor effects: the olfactory nerve 
provides the sense of smell, while the trigeminal nerve provides the sense of irritation. At very low 
levels, an odor can be detected (i.e. odor threshold), and at slightly higher levels, an odor can be 
recognized and identified. At levels higher than detection or recognition levels, an odor can cause 
annoyance or intolerance, and at even higher levels, an odor can cause irritation or possible toxicity, 
if the odor is caused by a compound that is also an air toxic (Schiffman et al. 2005b).  

Schiffman and Williams proposed three mechanisms of action for odor symptoms (Schiffman et al. 
2005b). In the first mechanism, an odor substance can be at the level that can produce irritation, 
which triggers the trigeminal nerve. This mechanism is considered a toxic effect because symptoms 
appear when the chemical concentration is at or above the irritation level; here, the odor serves only 
as the marker of the toxic effect. In the second mechanism, the odor compound is below the irritation 
level but above odor detection thresholds, which can result in odor annoyance. This mechanism is 
relatively common among environmental odors, and has been studied in communities exposed to 
odors from landfills, hazardous waste sites or concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFO’s) 
(Shusterman et al. 1991; Schiffman et al. 2005a; Heaney et al. 2011; Schinasi et al. 2011; Blanes-Vidal 
et al. 2012; Hooiveld et al. 2015). In this mechanism, the health effect is not a toxicological effect, 
and the dose does not necessarily correlate well with the effect in these instances. Genetic factors, 
previous exposure (“learning”), and beliefs about the safety of the odor may play important roles in 
these odors causing health symptoms (Shusterman 2001). The third proposed mechanism is when 
an odor substance is present along with a co-pollutant or endotoxin that is capable of producing 
health effects. In this mechanism, the effect is also a toxic effect, but the odor serves as a marker of 
the presence of a mixture that includes a toxic compound; if the co-pollutant were not present, no 
health effect would be expected in this scenario. 

Individual characteristics can play important roles in altering an individual’s response to an odor. 
Factors that can influence odor perception include age, genetics, gender, medical history (including 
mental health, neurological conditions, and other health conditions), health-related behaviors 
(tobacco, alcohol), and occupational and environmental factors (Greenberg et al. 2013; Wilson et al. 
2014; Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 2016). Additionally, an individual’s cognitive 
associations with the odor prior to an exposure can result in increased reporting of health-related 
symptoms after exposure (Shusterman et al. 1991; Shusterman 2001; Greenberg et al. 2013). 
Common symptoms associated with environmental odor exposures include headache, nasal 
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congestion, eye, nose and throat irritation, hoarseness or sore throat, cough, chest tightness, 
shortness of breath, wheezing heart palpitations, nausea, drowsiness, and mental depression 
(Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 2016). If the concentrations of the odor compound 
are below irritation levels, then the symptoms are not expected to persist once the person is no 
longer exposed; however, being exposed to odor levels at or above irritation levels for longer periods 
of time may cause symptoms that persist after moving out of the exposure area (Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry 2016). 

CONCLUSIONS 
A large body of scientific evidence shows that the adverse impacts of air pollution on human and 
animal health are clear.  A considerable number of population-based and laboratory studies have 
established a link between air pollution and increased morbidity and, in some instances, premature 
mortality. Importantly, the health effects of air pollution extend beyond respiratory effects, and 
there is substantial evidence that air pollution (including particulate matter and ozone) exposures 
cause cardiovascular morbidity and mortality. Some air pollutants, such as diesel PM, lead, and 
several other air toxics, have been linked to increased cancer risk. Health studies have also identified 
populations who may be more susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution, such as children, 
older adults, low SES communities, people with certain pre-existing health conditions, and people 
with certain genetic factors. Understanding the impacts of air pollution on these more susceptible 
populations can help inform policies that better protect public health, for example, in setting 
standards for criteria air pollutants, and in the development of methods to evaluate air toxics health 
risks. Continued research on the effects of specific PM constituents and ultrafine particles will be 
important in furthering the understanding of how these pollutants affect human health. 

As the scientific methods for the study of air pollution health effects have progressed over the past 
decades, adverse effects have been shown to occur at lower levels of exposure.  For some pollutants, 
no clear thresholds for effects have been demonstrated.  The new findings have, in turn, led to the 
revision and lowering of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) which, in the judgment of 
the Administrator of the U.S. EPA, are necessary to protect public health.  Chapter 8 of the draft 2016 
AQMP provides an overview of the extensive, multi-year, public process involved in setting federal 
air quality standards. Assessments of the scientific evidence from health studies is an important part 
of the process, and has helped inform revisions to the federal air pollution standards. Figures I-15 
and I-16 are meant to convey some of the historical context to recent revisions to the NAAQS for 
ozone and for particulate matter, with regard to key developments in the understanding of the health 
effects of these pollutants. 
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FRIANT RANCH 

 INTERIM RECOMMENDATION 

                   SMAQMD  



 
Friant Ranch  

Interim Recommendation 
 
 
 
Background 
The California Supreme Court in the case of Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502 regarding 
the proposed Friant Ranch project determined the air quality analysis in the environmental impact report (EIR) 
was inadequate because it did not make “a reasonable effort to substantively connect the project’s air quality 
impacts to likely health consequences.” The Court determined that “the EIR should be revised to relate the 
expected adverse air quality impacts to likely health consequences or explain in meaningful detail why it is not 
feasible at the time of drafting to provide such an analysis.”  
 

Need 
Lead agencies and practitioners preparing documents to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) have requested guidance from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (Sac 
Metro Air District) on implementing the Friant Ranch decision in the review and analysis of proposed projects in 
Sacramento County. 
 

Interim Recommendation 

The Sac Metro Air District does not currently have a methodology that would correlate the expected air quality 
emissions of projects to the likely health consequences of the increased emissions. The Sac Metro Air District 
is in the process of developing a methodology to assess these impacts, and anticipates releasing it in the fall of 
2019. In the interim, agencies should follow the Friant Court’s advice to explain in meaningful detail why this 
analysis is not yet feasible.   
 
This explanation should describe the background underlying air regulations, the regional nature of the 
regulatory approach, and why the approach is not amenable to project level assessments. This should include 
a discussion of the public health impact analyses that form the basis for the state and federal health-based 
pollutant concentration standards, and the application of the standards to regions that were established based 
upon a commonality of factors impacting air quality. Air districts, in turn, have focused on reducing regional 
emissions from all sectors to meet the health-based concentration standards, thereby reducing the pollutant 
specific health impacts for the entire population. For example, the Sac Metro Air District prepared plans to 
attain and maintain the ozone and particulate matter ambient air quality standards. These attainment plans 
include emissions inventories, air monitoring data, control measures, modeling, future pollutant-level estimates, 
and general health information. Attainment planning models rely on regional inputs to determine ozone and 
particulate matter formation and concentrations in a regional context, not a project specific context. Because of 
the complexity of ozone formation, the pounds or tons of emissions from a proposed project in a specific 
geographical location does not equate to a specific concentration of ozone formation in a given area, because 
in addition to emission levels, ozone formation is affected by atmospheric chemistry, geography, and weather. 
Secondary formation of particulate matter is very similar to the complexity of ozone formation, and localized 
impacts of directly emitted particulate matter do not always equate to local particulate matter concentrations 
due to transport of emissions. The analysis should explain that because air district attainment plans and 
supporting air model tools are regional in nature, they do not allow for analysis of the health impacts of specific 
projects on any given geographic location. More information is included in the threshold justification documents 
developed by the Sac Metro Air District, and available at our website at www.airquality.org.  
 
The analysis should also discuss the current modelsi used in CEQA in air quality analyses, which, in contrast 
to attainment models, are designed to calculate and disclose the mass emissions expected from the 
construction and operation of a proposed project (pounds/day and tons/year). The estimated emissions are 
then compared to significance thresholds, which are in turn keyed to reducing emissions to levels that will not 
interfere with the region’s ability to attain the health-based standards. The Sac Metro Air District adopted 
operational emission thresholds for ozone precursors, nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic gasses 
(ROG), with the goal of obtaining 0.45 tons/year of NOx and 0.49 tons/year of ROG reductions from new 

http://www.airquality.org/
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development projects exceeding the thresholds by including emission reducing design features as mitigation.ii 
More recently, the Sac Metro Air District adopted particulate matter thresholds, PM10 and PM2.5, to align with 
the new source review permit offset levels, which are designed to prevent new emission sources from affecting 
attainment progress.iii Sac Metro Air District thresholds are set at 65 pounds/day NOx (11.8 tons/year), 65 
pounds/day ROG (11.8 tons/year), 80 pounds/day PM10 (14.6 tons/year), and 82 pounds/day PM2.5 (15 
tons/year).iv CEQA thresholds are a tool Sac Metro Air District uses to obtain emission reductions from 
development projects to support attainment of the Federal and State ambient air quality standards. This 
protects public health in the overall region, but there is currently no methodology to determine the impact of 
emissions on concentration levels in specific geographic areas.     

 
The CEQA analysis should consider the degree to which various other tools, such as CalEEMod, EMFAC, 
OFFROAD, AERMOD, and HARP and CAMx, could assist in assessing specific health impacts of a project, 
and, where those tools would not be useful, explain why. For example, while CalEEMod may be useful in 
comparing emissions to significance thresholds, it is not able to assess transport of pollutants or the impacts of 
external factors (weather, terrain, etc.) on pollutant concentrations at particular locations.   
 
In Sacramento, concentration modeling of ozone has not been an analytical tool used for project level 
emissions due to the complex nature of pollution concentration formation and numerous regional influences 
(multiple emission sources, meteorology, atmospheric chemistry and geography). Although some particulate 
matter concentration modeling has been conducted for project specific emissions for stationary source 
permitting purposes, concentration modeling has mainly been used to support ozone attainment 
demonstration.    
 
Outside of these tools, neither the Sac Metro Air District nor any other air district currently have methodologies 
that would provide Lead Agencies and CEQA practitioners with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful analysis 
to correlate specific health impacts that may result from a proposed project’s mass emissions. 
 
An expanded discussion of health impacts resulting from specific air pollutants may also be warranted for 
projects with emissions exceeding the Sac Metro Air District’s thresholds of significance. There is an array of 
information on health impacts related to exposure to ozonev and particulate mattervi emissions published by the 
US EPA and the California Air Resources Board. Health studies are used by these agencies to set the Federal 
and State ambient air quality standards. A more general discussion of health impacts related to air pollution is 
also available on www.sparetheair.com and in the Sac Metro Air District’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in 
Sacramento County.vii None of the health-related information can be directly correlated to the pounds/day or 
tons/year of emissions estimated from a single, proposed project.    
 

Developing Guidance 
The interim recommendation is in place to assist lead agencies and practitioners with CEQA document 
preparation until Sac Metro Air District develops a methodology that provides a consistent, reliable and 
meaningful analysis to address the Court’s direction on correlating health impacts to a project’s emissions. 
 
Sac Metro Air District staff have initiated discussions with the other air district’s in the Sacramento Federal 
Ozone Nonattainment area regarding developing guidance in response to Friant Ranch since we share air 
quality issues and use the same growth assumptions, mobile source emissions, and modeling efforts to 
support our ozone and particulate matter attainment plans.   
 
One potentially useful tool in developing a methodology is the US EPA’s BenMap toolviii. According to US 
EPA’s website, BenMap is an “open-source computer program that calculates the number and economic value 
of air pollution-related deaths and illnesses. The software incorporates a database that includes many of the 
concentration-response relationships, population files, and health and economic data needed to quantify these 
impacts.” BenMap may be able to provide the detailed health information needed for the guidance under 
development.    
 

http://www.sparetheair.com/
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Sac Metro Air District is working with its engineering and environmental technical support consultant, Ramboll 
USA Corporation, to develop a methodology that will provide a consistent, reliable, efficient, and meaningful 
analysis that correlates health impacts from proposed projects’ emissions for the Sacramento region. The 
current strategy will analyze how various levels of emissions (the CEQA tonnage estimates) impact attainment 
pollutant concentration levels, and use BenMap to correlate increases in concentration levels to health 
impacts. Once a methodology is available, Sac Metro Air District staff will inform interested stakeholders and 
provide updated guidance in this document and in its Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County.   
 

Contact Information 
Lead agencies and CEQA practitioners may contact Mr. Paul Philley, CEQA and Land Use Section Program 
Supervisor at 916-874-4882 or pphilley@airquality.org regarding Sac Metro Air District’s recommendations. 
 

i CalEEMod, Road Construction Emissions Model, EMFAC, OFFROAD 
ii Foundation for a Threshold, Justification for Air Quality Thresholds of Significance In the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area, 
August 15, 2001, Adopted March 28, 2002. 
iii Proposed Particulate Matter CEQA Thresholds of Significance, March 19, 2015, Adopted May 28, 2015. 
iv Sac Metro Air District, Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, December 2009 (latest update September 2018), 
Chapter 2, Thresholds of Significance table. http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/CH2ThresholdsTable5-
2015.pdf  
v https://www.epa.gov/ozone-pollution-and-your-patients-health/health-effects-ozone-general-population  
vi https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/pm-mort/PMmortalityreportFINALR10-24-08.pdf  
vii Sac Metro Air District, Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, December 2009 (latest update September 2018), 
Chapter 1. http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/Ch1IntroAq%20FINAL12-2016.pdf  
viii https://www.epa.gov/benmap  
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INITIAL 
SUBMISSIONS 

 
The following submissions by the public are in compliance with the Commission Rules 
and Operating Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3a. The Commission’s ROPs can be 
accessed at http://planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions, Boards & 
Hearings” and selecting the specific Commission. 
 
 
The following submissions are not integrated or addressed in the Staff Report but have 
been distributed to the Commission. 
 
 
Material which does not comply with the submission rules is not distributed to the 
Commission. 
 
ENABLE BOOKMARKS ONLINE: 
 

**If you are using Explorer, you will need to enable the Acrobat toolbar    to see 
the bookmarks on the left side of the screen. 
 
If you are using Chrome, the bookmarks are on the upper right-side of the screen. If you 
do not want to use the bookmarks, simply scroll through the file. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact the Commission Office at (213) 978-1300. 



P: (626) 381-9248 
F: (626) 389-5414 
E: mitch@mitchtsailaw.com 

 
Mitchell M. Tsai 

Attorney At Law 

155 South El Molino Avenue 
Suite 104 

Pasadena, California 91101 
 

 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

August 3, 2020 

City Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

E-mail Delivery to: cpc@lacity.org 

Re: Appeal of Warner Center Specific Plan Case Nos. DIR-2017-1708-
SPP and VTT-74891-1A 

Dear President Millman, Honorable Commissioners, and Ms. Lamas,  

On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Commenter,” 
“Appellant” or “Carpenters”), my Office is submitting these comments in response 
to the Staff Report to the Commenter’s Appeal of the City of Los Angeles’ (“City” or 
“Lead Agency”) Director of Planning’s (“Director”) determination on March 23, 
2020, entitled “Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan and Project Permit Compliance 
Review” for Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP, located at 20920 – 20970 W Warner 
Center Lane, 20935 – 21051 W Warner Center Lane, and 20931 – 21041 W Burbank 
Boulevard (“Project”). (3/23/2020 Letter of Determination re DIR-Permit 
Compliance Review [“LOD”].) 

This supplemental comment letter is being submitted to support the appeal of the 
Director of Planning’s March 23, 2020, LOD approving the Project for the Warner 
Center 2035 Specific Plan, DIR-2017-1708-SPP. (3/23/2020 LOD.) 

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing 50,000 union carpenters in six 
states, including in southern California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land 
use planning and addressing the environmental impacts of development projects. 

Commenters incorporate by reference all comments raising issues regarding the EIR 
submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. (Citizens for Clean Energy v 
City of Woodland (2014) 225 CA4th 173, 191 [finding that any party who has objected to 
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the Project’s environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other 
parties].) 

I. EXPERTS 

This comment letter includes comments from air quality and greenhouse gas experts 
Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. and Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. concerning the DEIR.  Their 
comments, attachments, and Curriculum Vitae (“CV”) are attached hereto and are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. (“Mr. Hagemann”) has over 30 years of experience in 
environmental policy, contaminant assessment and remediation, stormwater 
compliance, and CEQA review.  He spent nine years with the US EPA in the RCRA 
and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science Policy Advisor in the 
Western Regional Office, where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 
perchlorate and MTBE.  While with EPA, Mr. Hagemann also served as Senior 
Hydrogeologist in the oversight of the assessment of seven major military facilities 
undergoing base closer.  He led numerous enforcement actions under provisions of 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and directed efforts to improve 
hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.  

For the past 15 years, Mr. Hagemann has worked as a founding partner with SWAPE 
(Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise). At SWAPE, Mr. Hagemann has developed 
extensive client relationships and has managed complex projects that include 
consultation as an expert witness and a regulatory specialist, and a manager of projects 
ranging from industrial stormwater compliance to CEQA review of impacts from 
hazardous waste, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Mr. Hagemann has a Bachelor of Arts degree in geology from Humboldt State 
University in California and a Masters in Science degree from California State 
University Los Angeles in California.   

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (“Dr. Rosenfeld”), is a principal environmental chemist at 
SWAPE.  Dr. Rosenfeld has over 25 years’ experience conducting environmental 
investigations and risk assessments for evaluating impacts on human health, property, 
and ecological receptors. His expertise focuses on the fate and transport of 
environmental contaminants, human health risks, exposure assessment, and ecological 
restoration.  Dr. Rosenfeld has evaluated and modeled emissions from unconventional 
oil drilling operations, oil spills, landfills, boilers and incinerators, process stacks, 
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storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrial and 
agricultural sources.  His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of 
pollution sources to evaluating the impacts of pollution on workers at industrial 
facilities and residents in surrounding communities. 

Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and designed remediation programs and risk 
assessments for contaminated sites containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, 
particular matter, petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, pesticides, radioactive 
waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs, 
perchlorate, asbestos, per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual 
polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among other pollutants, Dr. Rosenfeld also has 
experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various projects and is an expert 
on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the 
evaluation of odor nuisance impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous 
emissions.  As a principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Rosenfeld directs air dispersion 
modeling and exposure assessments.  He has served as an expert witness and testified 
about pollution sources causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and 
has testified as an expert witness on more than ten cases involving exposure to air 
contaminants from industrial sources. 

Dr. Rosenfeld has a Ph.D. in soil chemistry from the University of Washington, M.S. 
in environmental science from U.C. Berkeley, and a BA in environmental studies from 
UC Santa Barbara. 

II. THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE WARNER 
CENTER 2035 PLAN AND THE LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE 

a. The Project Fails to Comply with the Warner Center 2035 Plan 

The primary purpose of the LOD dated March 23, 2020, is to approve the Project with 
the determination that it is compliant with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) 11.5.7(C)(2) requires that the Director make 
written findings prior to granting a Project Permit Compliance for  Project in a specific 
plan area. The LOD then analyzes and concludes that the Project is consistent with the 
applicable general and specific plans, including the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
(3/23/2020 LOD, pp. 54-74.) 

However, the Project as currently proposed and modified does not comply with the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan.  
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1. The City’s Acceptance of Applicant’s Appeal Renders the Project 
Inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan 

i. Revision of DIR Condition 2.d 

As specifically explained below, the City accepted the Applicant’s appeal, which 
rendered the Project inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan. 

First, the Applicant argues in the appeal that the last sentence of DIR Condition 2.d 
should be removed because it would prohibit the concurrent development of multiple 
phases because it states “No temporary certificate of occupancy shall be issued for a 
residential building which also contains commercial square footage, unless the 
commercial component has received a temporary certificate of occupancy prior to, or 
concurrently with, the residential building component. No building permit shall be 
issued for the next sequential development phase prior to compliance with this 
condition.” (6/25/2020 CPC Staff Report, p. A-12 [emphasis added].) 

However, Condition 2.d is consistent with the Specific Plan and is based on a City 
policy to ensure that the Specific Plan projects are carried out as intended by the 
Specific Plan. As the City responds, the Specific Plan was intended to prioritize the 
commercial aspect of the Project (Specific Plan 6.1.2.2. emphasizes that the Commerce 
District is intended to be the most jobs-rich district). Thus, to carry out the intent of 
the Specific Plan, the City has previously imposed in another Specific Plan project 
(ZA-2016-3908-MCUP-DI-SPP) the same condition to prioritize commercial 
components to achieve the employment / residential balance sought by the Specific 
Plan. 

Despite these Specific Plan requirements, the City accepts the Applicant’s appeal to 
remove Condition 2.d (last sentence) that would prohibit the concurrent development 
of multiple phases. (6/25/2020 CPC Staff Report, p. A-12.) This is inconsistent with 
the Specific Plan’s clear requirements, and the last sentence of Condition 2.d must be 
retained. 

ii. Revision of DIR Condition 27 re Mobility Fee  

The Letter of Determination’s DIR Condition 27 correctly applied the Mobility Fee 
using Appendix D of the Specific Plan, which was amended by Ordinance No. 186,498 
(effective March 10, 2020). However, upon Applicant’s appeal, the City is 
recommending revision of the Letter of Determination to reflect the pre-amendment 
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Mobility Fee to apply, saying the Mobility Fee will be calculated based on the date on 
which the application was deemed complete. (6/25/2020 CPC Staff Report, p. A-20.) 

However, the City applies the Mobility Fee Update inconsistently. In another Specific 
Plan case, Case No. DIR-2018-3394-SPP-1A, Project Site 6366-6410 Canoga Avenue, 
the City refused to apply the Mobility Fee Update, effective March 10, 2020, to that 
case because the Letter of Determination for the case was issued on January 2, 2020, 
before the effective date. (Case No. DIR-2018-3394-SPP-1A, Staff Report to South 
Valley Area Planning Commission, A-3.) Now, the City says the time for determining 
whether the Mobility Fee Update applies or not is the date when the application was 
deemed complete. 

Absent statutory exceptions under federal, state, or local law, the City’s decision as to 
whether to grant land use entitlements for the Project, are subject to the legal 
requirements at the time of approval. (Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South Coast 
Regional Com. (1976) 17 Cal. 3d 785, 793;  793 [stating, “the government cannot be 
estopped to enforce the laws in effect when the permit is issued.”]; Alameda County 
Land Use Assn. v. City of Hayward (1995) 38 Cal. App. 4th 1716, 1724 [finding that “A 
local legislative body cannot surrender or impair its delegated governmental power or 
that of successor legislative bodies either by ordinance or contract.”]; Trancas Property 
Owners Assn. v. City of Malibu (2006) 138 Cal. App. 4th 172, 181 [finding that a City 
cannot agree not to enforce its current land use and zoning laws, since it would 
amount to an abdication of a City’s “police powers.”].) 

Moreover, by continuing to approve projects as part of the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
without ensuring that the revised requirements, like the Mobility fees, will equally apply 
to all projects as part of the Specific Plan, the City fails to safeguard that the projects 
within the Specific Plan will be carried out appropriately and consistently. 

In sum, the City’s revision of Condition 27 to remove the applicability of the Mobility 
Fee Update renders the Project inconsistent with the Specific Plan. 

2. The Project Does Not Comply with the Specific Plan’s Cultural 
Amenities Trust Fund Requirements 

The Warner Center 2035 Plan requires that projects with values of over $500,000.00 
pay into the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Trust Fund. (Warner Center 2035 
Plan at pp. 15, 43, 111.) The Warner Center 2035 Plan defines “Warner Center 
Cultural Amenities Fee,” in part, as “[a] fee designed to specify that the cultural arts 
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fees collected into a specific fund, known as the Warner Center Cultural Amenities 
Trust Fund, to be used for cultural arts and amenities with the Plan area only….” 
(Warner Center 2035 Plan, pg. 15.) 

However, the Project’s Condition of Approval No. 29 merely references the 
conditional requirements. (Exhibit B to 6/25/2020 CPC Staff Report.) Since the 
Letter of Determination admits that this Project would exceed the $500,000 
threshold and the estimated total Cultural Amenities fee will be $1,982,631.05, the 
Condition of Approval No. 29 should be revised to state that the Applicant will be 
assessed Cultural Amenities fees under the Specific Plan because the Project meets 
the $500,000 minimum threshold. The current conditional language is confusing. 

The Staff Report responds by merely reiterating the Project’s Conditions of Approval 
and argues that it was sufficient to meet the Warner Center 2035 Plan requirements 
despite the conditional requirement. (6/25/2020 CPC Staff Report, p. A-23.) 
However, as explained above, the conditional language is unclear, and it should be 
determined at the Project approval stage whether the Project will be required to pay 
the Cultural Amenities fees definitively.  

3. The Project Violates the Warner Center 2035 Plan’s Publicly 
Accessible Open Space Requirements 

Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 5.2.2 requires that the Project shall provide a 
minimum of 15 percent of the net site area as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS) 
based on a lot size of 1,042,301 square feet. Thus, the minimum required PAOS for 
the Project is 156,345.15 square feet. 

However, the LOD states that the minimum PAOS requirement is only 78,173 square 
feet on the erroneous basis that the Project will provide a new street, which 
purportedly qualifies the Project for a 50% deduction of the PAOS requirement. 
(3/23/2020 LOD, p. 19-20.) And based on this erroneous assumption, the Project will 
only provide 11%, not 15%, of the Project site as PAOS. (Id. at p. 18.) 

At the June 25, 2020, City Planning Commission meeting, Commissioner Ambrose 
accurately noted that the Project is not actually providing a new street that would 
warrant the 50% deduction of the PAOS requirement under the Warner Center 2035 
Plan. Commissioner Ambrose also raised concerns that the existing PAOS on the 
Project site was fractured and were tailored to benefit the residents, not the general 
public. 
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In addition, Commissioner Ambrose also pointed out that the Project will receive a 
development bonus for any additional PAOS exceeding the incorrectly discounted 
minimum of 7.5%. So not only is the Project not consistent with the 15% minimum 
PAOS requirement but also provides additional incentives in spite of not meeting the 
requirements based on the erroneous assumption that the Applicant would be 
providing a new street (when in fact the new street already exists). 

Therefore, because the Project fails to provide at least 15% of its net site area as 
PAOS, the Project is inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan. 

4. The Project Should Be Stayed Until the City Implements City 
Council’s Direction to Implement Additional Labor Standards, 
Local Hire, Prevailing Wage, Mobility Fee, and Affordable 
Housing Requirements 

The City has recently approved a number of changes to the Warner Center 2035 Plan, 
including measures to implement labor standards, local hire, prevailing wage, mobility 
fee and affordable housing requirements (Council Files 13-0197-S4, 13-0197-S9, 13-
0197-S6), all of which are currently being ignored as part of the City’s Warner Center 
2035 Plan implementation process.  

Here, the City initially got it right by applying the calculations from Mobility Fee 
Update (Ordinance No. 186, 498), with the effective date of March 10, 2020. (Letter of 
Determination.) However, the City then accepted the Applicant’s appeal to apply the 
pre-amendment Mobility Fee, saying the Mobility Fee will be calculated based on the 
date on which the application was deemed complete. (6/25/2020 CPC Staff Report, p. 
A-20.) 

However, as explained in full above, a project is subject to all legal requirements, 
including the Mobility Fee update, which is in effect at the time of the Project 
approval. By failing to apply the Mobility Fee update, which has been in effect prior to 
the Letter of Determination, in this case, the City has erred, and the Project is now 
inconsistent with the Specific Plan. 

Moreover, by continuing to approve projects as part of the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
without ensuring that the revised requirements, like the Mobility fees, will equally apply 
to all projects as part of the Specific Plan, the City fails to safeguard that the projects 
within the Specific Plan will be carried out appropriately and consistently. 

Therefore, the Project is inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan. 
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b. The Project is Inconsistent with the Canoga Park-Winnetka-
Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan 

Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills  (“CPWWHWH”) Community 
Plan Objective 1-4 requires that projects “[p]rovide a diversity of housing 
opportunities capable of accommodating all persons regardless of income, age or 
ethnic background.” (CPWWHWH Community Plan, p. III-4.) 

However, the Project proposes zero affordable or low-income housing units. 
Therefore, the LOD fails to establish that the Project is consistent with the Canoga 
Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan Objective 1-4. 

c. The Project Fails to Comply with LAMC 11.5.7(C) 

Before granting a Project Permit Compliance request, LAMC 11.5.7(C)(2) requires the 
Director to make written findings that the Project satisfies each of the following 
requirements: 

(a) That the project substantially complies with the applicable 
regulations, findings, standards and provisions of the specific plan; 
and  

(b) That the project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring 
measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the 
environmental review which would mitigate the negative 
environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically 
feasible 

For reasons stated above, the Project is inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 
Plan. Thus, the Director’s finding under LAMC 11.5.7(C)(2)(a) is unsupported by 
substantial evidence. Moreover, due to the failure of the City to disclose and analyze 
what revisions were to the Project, the Director’s finding under both (a) and (b) are 
unsupported, especially because it is unclear whether the revised Project was 
adequately analyzed by the IS/MND and can still tier off of the earlier Programmatic 
EIR.  

The City’s Staff Report still fails to explain what those modifications (from before to 
after). (6/25/2020 CPC Staff Report, p. A-25, 26.) 

Therefore, the Project fails to adequately comply with the Warner Center 2035 Plan’s 
and the LAMC’s required procedures for Project modification/revision. 
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II. THE PROJECT VIOLATES THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT 

a. Background Regarding the California Environmental Quality Act 

The California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21100 et seq 
(“CEQA”) has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision-
makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a 
project. (14 California Code of Regulations [“CCR” or “CEQA Guidelines”] 
§ 15002(a)(1).) “Its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the 
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR 
‘protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.’ [Citation.]” 
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564.) The EIR has 
been described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public 
and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return.” (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. 
(2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354 [“Berkeley Jets”]; County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 
Cal.App.3d 795, 810.) 

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when 
possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines § 
15002(a)(2) and (3). (See also, Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. 
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400.) The EIR serves to 
provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect 
that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” (CEQA Guidelines § 
15002(a)(2).) If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the Agency may 
approve the project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened 
all significant effects on the environment where feasible” and that any significant 
unavoidable effects on the environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns” 
specified in CEQA section 21081. (CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2)(A–B).) 

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the 
reviewing court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a 
project proponent in support of its position.’ A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported 
study is entitled to no judicial deference.’” (Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355 
[emphasis added] [quoting Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d at 391, 409 fn. 12].) Drawing this 
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line and determining whether the EIR complies with CEQA’s information disclosure 
requirements presents a question of law subject to independent review by the courts. 
(Sierra Club v. Cnty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. 
County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal.App.4th 48, 102, 131.) As the court stated in Berkeley 
Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1355:  

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs “if the failure to include relevant information 
precludes informed decision-making and informed public participation, thereby 
thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process. 

The preparation and circulation of an EIR are more than a set of technical hurdles for 
agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that 
government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full 
understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the 
public is assured those consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these 
goals, it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the 
project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate 
opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go forward is 
made. (Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80 
[quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 
40 Cal.4th 412, 449–450].) 

b. Due to the COVID-19 Crisis, the City Must Adopt a Mandatory 
Finding of Significance that the Project May Cause a Substantial 
Adverse Effect on Human Beings and Mitigate COVID-19 Impacts 

CEQA requires that an agency make a finding of significance when a Project may have 
a significant adverse effect on human beings. PRC § 21083(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines § 
15065(a)(4).  

Public health risks related to construction work requires a mandatory finding of 
significance under CEQA. Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-
risk activity for COVID-19 spread by the Occupations Safety and Health 
Administration. Recently, several construction sites have been identified as sources of 
community spread of COVID-19.1   

 
1 Santa Clara County Public Health (June 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT 
NEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILANCE IN SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED, available at 
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/covid19/Pages/press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-construction-sites.aspx. 

https://www.sccgov.org/sites/covid19/Pages/press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-construction-sites.aspx
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SWRCC recommends that the Lead Agency adopt additional CEQA mitigation 
measures to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities. 
SWRCC requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work 
practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the 
Project Site.  

In particular, based upon SWRCC’s experience with safe construction site work 
practices, SWRCC recommends that the Lead Agency require that while construction 
activities are being conducted at the Project Site: 

 Construction Site Design: 

• The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.  
• Entry points will have temperature screening technicians 

taking temperature readings when the entry point is open. 
• The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details 

regarding access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics 
for conducting temperature screening. 

• A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior 
to the first day of temperature screening.  

• The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will 
be clearly marked, indicating the appropriate 6-foot social 
distancing position for when you approach the screening 
area. Please reference the Apex temperature screening site 
map for additional details.  

• There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing 
you through temperature screening.  

• Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction 
site.  

 

 

Testing Procedures: 

• The temperature screening being used are non-contact 
devices. 

• Temperature readings will not be recorded. 
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• Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center 
and should only take 1-2 seconds per individual.  

• Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen, or any 
other cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before 
temperature screening.  

• Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or 
does not answer the health screening questions will be 
refused access to the Project Site. 

• Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am 
to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate 
[ZONE 2]  

• After 7:30 am, only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will 
continue to be used for temperature testing for anybody 
gaining entry to the project site such as returning personnel, 
deliveries, and visitors. 

• If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading 
above 100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be 
taken to verify an accurate reading.  

• If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, 
DHS will instruct the individual that he/she will not be 
allowed to enter the Project Site. DHS will also instruct the 
individual to promptly notify his/her supervisor and his/her 
human resources (HR) representative and provide them with 
a copy of Annex A. 

Planning 

• Require the development of an Infectious Disease Preparedness 
and Response Plan that will include basic infection prevention 
measures (requiring the use of personal protection equipment), 
policies and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of 
sick individuals, social distancing  (prohibiting gatherings of no 
more than ten (10) people including all-hands meetings and all-
hands lunches) communication and training and workplace 
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controls that meet standards that may be promulgated by the 
Center for Disease Control, Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public 
Health or applicable local public health agencies.2 

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund 
has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union 
members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The Agency should require that 
all construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being 
allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site.  

c. The Project Requires a Site-Specific EIR; Not an IS/MND 

As explained above, the Project must be consistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan 
to rely on the prior Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and tier 
off of a prior Programmatic EIR. (See IS/MND for De Soto/Burbank Master Plan 
Project [ENV-2017-1706-MND]; see Warner Center Regional Core Comprehensive 
Specific Plan EIR [ENV-2008-3471-EIR].) 

Tiering is only appropriate when an EIR has been certified for a program, plan, policy, 
or ordinance under PRC § 21904(a) and the later project is consistent with the 
program, plan, policy, or ordinance pursuant to PRC § 21904(b)(1) and CEQA 
Guidelines § 15152(d). Moreover, the later project must be consistent with the 
applicable general plan pursuant to PRC § 21904(b)(2) and CEQA Guidelines § 
15152(e). 

Here, not only is the Project inconsistent with the Warner Center 2035 Plan, but it also 
has been revised, which rendered it different from how it was envisioned and analyzed 
in the Programmatic EIR. 

The City disputes Commenter’s argument that the Project is inconsistent with the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan for the specific reasons as laid out in the previous sections. 
However, each of these points is explained in full above. 

More critically, revisions were made to the Project, which was not amply analyzed or 
discussed in the IS/MND and the 3/23/2020 LOD. Moreover, these revisions negate 

 
2 See also The Center for Construction Research and Training, North America’s Building Trades Unions (April 27 2020) 
NABTU and CPWR COVIC-19 Standards for U.S Constructions Sites, available at https://www.cpwr.com/sites/ 
default/files/NABTU_CPWR_Standards_COVID-19.pdf; Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (2020) 
Guidelines for Construction Sites During COVID-19 Pandemic, available at https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-
safety/docs/pw_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf. 

https://www.cpwr.com/sites/default/files/NABTU_CPWR_Standards_COVID-19.pdf
https://www.cpwr.com/sites/default/files/NABTU_CPWR_Standards_COVID-19.pdf
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-safety/docs/pw_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-safety/docs/pw_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf
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the City’s ability to tier off of the earlier Programmatic EIR, which the City fails to 
explain fully. 

With undeterminable revisions made for the Project, substantial evidence no longer 
supports the City’s reliance on the IS/MND and the Programmatic EIR in approving 
the Project. 

d. The MND is Inadequate and Violates CEQA 

A negative declaration may be adopted only when there is no substantial evidence that 
the project will have a significant environmental effect. (14 Cal Code Regs §§15070, 
15074(b).) For tiered negative declarations like the MND in this case, it is appropriate 
if the City determines that an environmental effect not examined in the prior EIR is 
identified, and the new effect is found to be less than significant, or a new significant 
effect is identified, but the new significant effect can be mitigated to a less than 
significant level. (See 14 Cal Code Regs §§15070, 15152(d), (f).)  

When a tiered negative declaration is adopted to address environmental impacts that 
were not examined in a prior EIR, the validity of the negative declaration is reviewed 
under the “fair argument” standard, where an EIR must be prepared if there is any 
substantial evidence in the record that would support a fair argument that the project 
might have a significant effect on the environment. (See Center for Sierra Nev. Conserv. v 
County of El Dorado (2012) 202 CA4th 1156, 1173.) Under the fair argument test, 
"deference to the agency's determination is not appropriate, and its decision not to 
require an EIR can be upheld only when there is no credible evidence to the contrary." 
(Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1307, 1318.) 

As explained in full below, the MND identified many environmental impacts that were 
not previously analyzed in the PEIR. Moreover, there is substantial evidence that the 
Project will have significant impacts that have not been adequately analyzed in either 
the MND or the PEIR. 

 

1. The MND Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Air Quality, 
Health Risk and Greenhouse Gas Impacts 

According to SWAPE, the MND fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s air quality, 
health risk, and greenhouse gas impacts. As a result, SWAPE concludes that the 
Project’s emissions and health risk impacts associated with construction and operation 
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are underestimated and inadequately addressed by the MND and the PEIR. SWAPE’s 
full analyses are attached hereto as Exhibit C and briefly summarized, that the MND: 

• Incorrectly relies on and tiers off of the Warner Center 2035 
Specific Plan’s PEIR by (1) failing to adopt all air quality mitigation 
measures from the PEIR, (2) the PEIR fails to take into account 
project-specific information, (3) MND’s own CalEEMod model 
demonstrates that the Project’s VOC/ROG emissions also exceed 
thresholds of significance. Moreover, the MND’s conclusion that 
the Project’s operational air quality, construction-related GHG, and 
operational GHG impacts will be significant and unavoidable is 
incorrect because it fails to adopt all feasible mitigation measures. 
(Exhibit C, pp. 1-3.) 

• Used unsubstantiated input parameters to estimate project 
emissions. Specifically, based on the Project’s air modeling, the 
MND underestimates emissions associated with Project activities 
by changing the model inputs. (Exhibit C, pp. 3-4.) 

• Used incorrect land-use types and sizes in the CalEEMod. SWAPE 
points out several ways the phases of the Project incorrectly 
describes the Project. In effect, the MND’s modeling 
underestimated the floor surface area and failed to model the 
proposed land use types as described in the MND. (Exhibit C, pp. 
5-7.) 

• Failed to include the total amount of material export during Phases 
1 through 8. As SWAPE describes in full in its letter, the MND 
underestimated the amount of material export required for Phases 
3, 4, 7, and 8 by a total of 39,155 cy. As a result, the MND’s models 
and analyses underestimate the Project’s construction and should 
not be relied upon. (Exhibit C, pp. 7-8.) 

• Made unsubstantiated changes to off-road construction equipment 
unit amounts and usage hours, which resulted in the 
underestimation of the Project’s construction-related emissions. 
(Exhibit C, p. 8.) 
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• Made unsubstantiated increases to the construction schedule, 
which underestimated the Project’s construction-related emissions. 
(Exhibit C, p. 8.) 

• Made unsubstantiated reductions to acres of grading, which 
resulted in the underestimation of the Project’s construction-
related emissions. (Exhibit C, p. 9.) 

• Made unsubstantiated changes to architectural coating areas, 
underestimating the Project’s emissions. (Exhibit C, pp. 9-10.) 

• Incorrectly modeled tier 4 final mitigation, underestimating the 
Project’s construction-related emissions. (Exhibit C, p. 11.) 

• Incorrectly applied construction mitigation measures, 
underestimating the Project’s construction-related emissions. 
(Exhibit C, pp. 12-13.) 

• Included operational mitigation measures without substantiating 
why such measures were utilized in the CalEEMod model. (Exhibit 
C, pp. 13-16.) 

• Failed to adequately evaluate diesel particulate matter health risk 
emissions with an unsupported conclusion that the Project will 
have less than a significant health risk impacts without conducting 
a quantified Health Risk Assessment (“HRA”). (Exhibit C, pp. 16-
17.) 

• Failed to adopt all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
Project’s emissions, as listed in full in Exhibit C. (Exhibit C, pp. 17-
25.) 

Based on the foregoing, and based on the analyses provided in SWAPE’s full report, 
the MND fails to adequately analyze, disclose and mitigate the Project’s air quality, 
health risk, and greenhouse gas impacts. 

2. The Project Fails to Adopt All Mitigation Measures from the 
Program EIR 

The LOD fails to require the Project to implement all of the mitigation measures 
adopted by the Program EIR. (6/18/2020 LOD.) The LOD excludes the following 
mitigation measures: 



City of Los Angeles –- Warner Center Specific Plan Case Nos. DIR-2017-1708-SPP and VTT-74891-1A 
August 3, 2020 
Page 17 of 18 

AES-5, 6, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 

- The MND fails to explain why these AES mitigation measures from 
the PEIR were excluded from the Project’s MND. 

AQ-17-21 

- The MND briefly notes that AQ-17 through 21 were not included 
because they were stated obligations of the City, not a private 
developer. (MND, B-22.) However, the MND fails to explain why 
mitigation measures were included in the PEIR in the first place. If the 
Project wants to tier off of the PEIR, IT cannot exclude the mitigation 
measures adopted by the PEIR without adequate reasoning of why 
such exclusion was warranted. 

BIO-3, 4, 5 

- The MND fails to explain why BIO-3, 4, 5 are inapplicable to the 
Project. 

CUL-1 and 2 

- The MND fails to explain why CUL-1, 2 are inapplicable to the Project. 

TRS-101 

- The MND states that TRS-101 doesn’t apply because the 
implementation of this mitigation measures is the City’s responsibility. 
However, it is curious why such a mitigation measure was adopted in 
the PEIR in the first place if it would never be required to be 
implemented by each Project. Thus, without including all relevant 
mitigation measures adopted by the PEIR, the Project’s MND cannot 
tier off of the PEIR without violating CEQA. 

As explained above, the MND fails to adequately explain why the listed mitigation 
measures were not included in the MND for the Project. 

e. The Project Facially Does Not Qualify for a Statutory Exemption 
from CEQA  

The 3/23/2020 LOD mistakenly cited to California Government Code Section 65457 
as the “California Public Resources Code (California Environmental Quality Act) in an 
effort to claim an exemption from CEQA.  The Staff Report admits that the Project is 
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not subject to a statutory exemption and states that the Project documents will be 
reflected to not include any mention of a CEQA exemption.  

III. CONCLUSION 

For the aforementioned reasons, Commenter requests that the City grant its appeal 
and send the Project back to be re-analyzed and considered for its consistency with the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan and compliance with CEQA. 

Regards, 

 

___________________________________________ 
Mitchell M. Tsai 
 
Attorneys for Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters 
 
Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G. C.Hg, QSD, QSP, Curriculum Vitae (Exhibit A); 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D., Curriculum Vitae (Exhibit B); and 

Letter from Hagemann and Rosenfeld from SWAPE to Mitchell M. Tsai, Mitchell M. 
Tsai, Attorney At Law re: Comments on the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan Project 
(Case No. ENV-2017-1706-MND) June 22, 2020) (Exhibit C); 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 
 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 
  (949) 887-9013 

 mhagemann@swape.com 
 
Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP  

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 
Investigation and Remediation Strategies 
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance  
CEQA Review 

 
Education: 
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982. 

 
Professional Certifications: 
California Professional Geologist 
California Certified Hydrogeologist 
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner 

 
Professional Experience: 
Matt has 30 years of experience in environmental policy, contaminant assessment and remediation, 
stormwater compliance, and CEQA review. He spent nine years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and 
Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science Policy Advisor in the Western Regional 
Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from perchlorate and MTBE. While with 
EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of the assessment of seven major 
military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement actions under provisions of 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and directed efforts to improve hydrogeologic 
characterization and water quality monitoring. For the past 15 years, as a founding partner with SWAPE, 
Matt has developed extensive client relationships and has managed complex projects that include 
consultation as an expert witness and a regulatory specialist, and a manager of projects ranging from 
industrial stormwater compliance to CEQA review of impacts from hazardous waste, air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

 
Positions Matt has held include: 

• Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 – present); 
• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 – 2104, 2017; 
• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 ‐‐ 2003); 

mailto:mhagemann@swape.com
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• Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 – 2004); 
• Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989– 

1998); 
• Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 – 2000); 
• Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 – 

1998); 
• Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 – 1995); 
• Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 – 1998); and 
• Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 – 1986). 

 
Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst: 
With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included: 

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 300 environmental impact reports 
and negative declarations since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard 
to hazardous waste, water resources, water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 
and geologic hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead 
agencies at the local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks 
and implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from 
toxins and Valley Fever. 

• Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at more than 150 industrial 
facilities. 

• Expert witness on numerous cases including, for example, perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) 
contamination of groundwater, MTBE litigation, air toxins at hazards at a school, CERCLA 
compliance in assessment and remediation, and industrial stormwater contamination. 

• Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns. 
• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 
• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells. 
• Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 
stations throughout California. 

 
With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following: 

• Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies. 

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in California and New York. 
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• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production‐related contamination in Mississippi. 
• Lead author for a multi‐volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 
• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 

clients and regulators. 
 

Executive Director: 
As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange 
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the  
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business 
institutions including the Orange County Business Council. 

 
Hydrogeology: 
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows: 

• Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater. 

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases. 

• Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

 
At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 
County of Maui. 

 
As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included 
the following: 

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water. 

• Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, conducted 
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public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very concerned 
about the impact of designation. 

• Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
transfer. 

 
Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows: 

• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 
with Subtitle C requirements. 

• Reviewed and wrote ʺpart Bʺ permits for the disposal of hazardous waste. 
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 
EPA legal counsel. 

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites. 
 

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service‐wide investigations of contaminant sources to 
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

• Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants. 

• Conducted watershed‐scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park. 

• Identified high‐levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup. 

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup. 

• Co‐authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation‐ 
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

• Contributed to the Federal Multi‐Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 
Action Plan. 

 
Policy: 
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9.  

Activities included the following: 
• Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 

potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies. 

• Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

• Improved the technical training of EPAʹs scientific and engineering staff. 
• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 
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principles into the policy‐making process. 
• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents. 

 
Geology: 
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability. 

• Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection. 

• Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon. 

 
As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 
Oregon. Duties included the following: 

• Supervised year‐long effort for soil and groundwater sampling. 
• Conducted aquifer tests. 
• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

 
Teaching: 
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 
levels: 

• At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 
contamination. 

• Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 
• Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin. 

 
Matt is currently a part time geology instructor at Golden West College in Huntington Beach, California 
where he taught from 2010 to 2014 and in 2017. 

 
Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public 
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
 

Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 
Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy   
of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter‐Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater.  Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.   Unpublished 
report. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water. 
Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks. Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  and  VanMouwerik,  M.,  1999. Potential W a t e r   Quality  Concerns  Related 
to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 
Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 
October 1996. 

 
Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 
and Waste Management Association Publication VIP‐61. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  1994.  Groundwater Ch ar ac te r i z a t i o n and Cl ean up a t Closing  Military  Bases 
in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

 
Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 
Groundwater. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL‐ 
contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 
Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

 
Other Experience: 
Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examinations, 
2009‐2011. 
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Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling 

Principal Environmental Chemist  Risk Assessment & Remediation Specialist 

 

Education 

Ph.D. Soil Chemistry, University of Washington, 1999. Dissertation on volatile organic compound filtration. 

M.S. Environmental Science, U.C. Berkeley, 1995. Thesis on organic waste economics. 

B.A. Environmental Studies, U.C. Santa Barbara, 1991.  Thesis on wastewater treatment. 

 

Professional Experience 
  
Dr. Rosenfeld has over 25 years’ experience conducting environmental investigations and risk assessments for 

evaluating impacts to human health, property, and ecological receptors. His expertise focuses on the fate and 

transport of environmental contaminants, human health risk, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr. 

Rosenfeld has evaluated and modeled emissions from unconventional oil drilling operations, oil spills, landfills, 

boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrial 

and agricultural sources. His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to 

evaluating impacts of pollution on workers at industrial facilities and residents in surrounding communities. 

 

Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and designed remediation programs and risk assessments for contaminated sites 

containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, particulate matter, petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, 

pesticides, radioactive waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs, perchlorate, 

asbestos, per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among 

other pollutants. Dr. Rosenfeld also has experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various projects and is 

an expert on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluation of odor nuisance 

impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emissions.  As a principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Rosenfeld 

directs air dispersion modeling and exposure assessments.  He has served as an expert witness and testified about 

pollution sources causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expert witness on 

more than ten cases involving exposure to air contaminants from industrial sources. 
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Professional History: 

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Partner 
UCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecturer (Assistant Researcher) 
UCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor 
UCLA Environmental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator 
UCLA Institute of the Environment, 2001-2002; Research Associate 
Komex H2O Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediation Scientist 
National Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer 
San Diego State University, 1999-2001; Adjunct Professor 
Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager 
Ogden (now Amec), San Diego, 2000-2000; Remediation Project Manager 
Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 – 2000; Risk Assessor 
King County, Seattle, 1996 – 1999; Scientist 
James River Corp., Washington, 1995-96; Scientist 
Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, California, 1995; Scientist 
Plumas Corp., California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1995; Scientist 
Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kitts, West Indies, 1991-1993; Scientist 
 

Publications: 
  
Remy, L.L., Clay T., Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) Hospital, Health, and Community Burden After Oil 
Refinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012. Environmental Health. 18:48 
 
Simons, R.A., Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P., (2015) Modeling the Effect of Refinery Emission On Residential Property 
Value. Journal of Real Estate Research. 27(3):321-342 
 
Chen, J. A, Zapata A. R., Sutherland A. J., Molmen, D.R., Chow, B. S., Wu, L. E., Rosenfeld, P. E., Hesse, R. C., 
(2012) Sulfur Dioxide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated 
Using Aermod and Empirical Data.   American Journal of Environmental Science, 8(6), 622-632. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Risks of Hazardous Waste.  Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.  
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Agrochemical Industry, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.  
 
Gonzalez, J., Feng, L., Sutherland, A., Waller, C., Sok, H., Hesse, R., Rosenfeld, P. (2010). PCBs and 
Dioxins/Furans in Attic Dust Collected Near Former PCB Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL. 
Procedia Environmental Sciences. 113–125. 
 
Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherland, A.J., Clark, J.J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and 
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living Near Four Wood Treatment Facilities in the United States.  Journal 
of Environmental Health. 73(6), 34-46. 
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2009). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Petroleum Industry. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 
 
Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living 
near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. WIT Transactions on Ecology and the Environment, Air 
Pollution, 123 (17), 319-327.  
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Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). A Statistical Analysis Of Attic Dust And Blood Lipid 
Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibenzodioxin (TCDD) Toxicity Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) In Two 
Populations Near Wood Treatment Facilities. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 002252-002255. 
 
Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Methods For Collect Samples For Assessing Dioxins 
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic Dust: A Review.  Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 000527-
000530. 
 
Hensley, A.R. A. Scott, J. J. J. Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Attic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near 
a Former Wood Treatment Facility.  Environmental Research. 105, 194-197. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., J. J. J. Clark, A. R. Hensley, M. Suffet. (2007). The Use of an Odor Wheel Classification for 
Evaluation of Human Health Risk Criteria for Compost Facilities.  Water Science & Technology 55(5), 345-357. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.,  M. Suffet. (2007). The Anatomy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastewater, 
Compost And The Urban Environment.  Water Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344. 
 
Sullivan, P. J. Clark, J.J.J., Agardy, F. J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synthetic Toxins in the Food, 
Water, and Air in American Cities.  Boston Massachusetts: Elsevier Publishing 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science 
and Technology. 49(9),171-178. 
  
Rosenfeld P. E., J.J. Clark, I.H. (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Value of An Odor-Quality-Wheel Classification Scheme 
For The Urban Environment. Water Environment Federation’s Technical Exhibition and Conference (WEFTEC) 
2004. New Orleans, October 2-6, 2004. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet, I.H. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities, 
and the Land Application of Biosolids. Water Science and Technology. 49(9), 193-199. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science 
and Technology, 49( 9), 171-178. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M. A., Sellew, P. (2004). Measurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emissions from 
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofilter. Water Environment Research. 76(4), 310-315. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., Grey, M and Suffet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento California Using 
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a Green Materials Composting Facility. Integrated Waste Management 
Board Public Affairs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (MS–6), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry.  (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Water 
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-191. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2000).  Wood ash control of odor emissions from biosolids application. Journal 
of Environmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry and D. Bennett. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor 
emissions and microbial activity. Water Environment Research. 73(4), 363-367. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and 
Biosolids Odorants. Water Environment Research, 73, 388-393. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash effect on biosolids microbial activity and odor. 
Water Environment Research. 131(1-4), 247-262. 
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Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and 
distributed by the City of Redmond, Washington State. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1992).  The Mount Liamuiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine of St. Kitts, 3(2). 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1993). High School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation On St. Kitts.  Biomass Users 
Network, 7(1). 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions From Biosolids 
Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Resources. 

 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994).  Potential Utilization of Small Diameter Trees on Sierra County Public Land. Masters 
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, California. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991).  How to Build a Small Rural Anaerobic Digester & Uses Of Biogas In The First And Third 
World. Bachelors Thesis. University of California. 
 

Presentations: 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., Sutherland, A; Hesse, R.; Zapata, A. (October 3-6, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile 
organic emissions from multiple natural gas wells in Decatur, TX. 44th Western Regional Meeting, American 
Chemical Society. Lecture conducted from Santa Clara, CA.  
 
Sok, H.L.; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sutherland, A.J.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; Hesse, R.C.; 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Atrazine: A Persistent Pesticide in Urban Drinking Water. 
 Urban Environmental Pollution.  Lecture conducted from Boston, MA. 
 
Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sok, H.L.; Sutherland, A.J.; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; La, M.; Hesse, 
R.C.; Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Bringing Environmental Justice to East St. Louis, 
Illinois. Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Perfluoroctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluoroactane Sulfonate (PFOS) 
Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the United 
States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted 
from Tuscon, AZ. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contamination from Drinking Water in the United 
States” Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the 
United States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from Tuscon, AZ.  
 
Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in 
populations living near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. Brebbia, C.A. and Popov, V., eds., Air 
Pollution XVII: Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Modeling, Monitoring and 
Management of Air Pollution. Lecture conducted from Tallinn, Estonia. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure To Contaminants From A Releasing 
Facility. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.  
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). The Repeated Trespass of Tritium-Contaminated Water Into A 
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Nuclear Power Plant. The 23rd Annual International 
Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
MA.  
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007).  Somerville Community Exposure To Contaminants From Wood Treatment 
Facility Emissions. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Lecture conducted 
from University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.  
 
Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Production, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Studies of 1,2,3-
Trichloropropane (TCP).  The Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from San Diego, CA. 
 
Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Attic Sampling for Dioxin/Furan, PAH, and Metal Exposure in Florala, 
Alabama.  The AEHS Annual Meeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA. 
 
Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J.  (August 21 – 25, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility.  The 26th International Symposium on 
Halogenated Persistent Organic Pollutants – DIOXIN2006. Lecture conducted from Radisson SAS Scandinavia 
Hotel in Oslo Norway. 
 
Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J.  (November 4-8, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility.  APHA 134 Annual Meeting & 
Exposition.  Lecture conducted from Boston Massachusetts.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (October 24-25, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
Mealey’s C8/PFOA. Science, Risk & Litigation Conference.  Lecture conducted from The Rittenhouse Hotel, 
Philadelphia, PA.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Conference.  Lecture conducted from Hilton 
Hotel, Irvine California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. PEMA 
Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 26-27, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs.  Mealey’s Groundwater 
Conference. Lecture conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Ray, California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
International Society of Environmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminants.  Lecture conducted from 
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Toxicology of PFOA and Related 
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water And Environmental Law Conference. 
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation.  2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water and 
Environmental Law Conference.  Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. and Rob Hesse R.G. (May 5-6, 2004). Tert-butyl Alcohol Liability 
and Toxicology, A National Problem and Unquantified Liability. National Groundwater Association. Environmental 
Law Conference.  Lecture conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (March 2004).  Perchlorate Toxicology. Meeting of the American Groundwater Trust.  
Lecture conducted from Phoenix Arizona.  
 
Hagemann, M.F.,  Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and Rob Hesse (2004).  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  
Meeting of tribal representatives. Lecture conducted from Parker, AZ.  
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Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (April 7, 2004). A National Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners. 
Drycleaner Symposium. California Ground Water Association. Lecture conducted from Radison Hotel, Sacramento, 
California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (June 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Seventh 
International In Situ And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Battelle Conference Orlando, FL.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (February 20-21, 2003) Understanding Historical Use, Chemical 
Properties, Toxicity and Regulatory Guidance of 1,4 Dioxane. National Groundwater Association. Southwest Focus  
Conference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants.. Lecture conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona. 
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (February 6-7, 2003). Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. California 
CUPA Forum. Lecture conducted from Marriott Hotel, Anaheim California. 
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (October 23, 2002) Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. EPA 
Underground Storage Tank Roundtable. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewater and 
Industrial Processes. Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water 
Association. Lecture conducted from Barcelona Spain.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October  7- 10, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor. 
Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water Association. Lecture 
conducted from Barcelona Spain.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Restoration. 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association. Lecture conducted from Vancouver Washington..  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (November 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a 
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Society Annual Conference.  Lecture conducted from 
Indianapolis, Maryland. 
 
Rosenfeld. P.E. (September 16, 2000). Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Water 
Environment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California. 
 
Rosenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 2000). Wood ash and biofilter control of compost odor. Biofest. Lecture conducted 
from Ocean Shores, California. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Using Organic Soil Amendments. California Resource Recovery 
Association. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison.  (1998).  Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry.  (1999).  An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Soil 
Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison.  (1998). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emissions from 
Three Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brown and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry.  (1998).  Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions from 
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil.  Biofest. Lecture conducted from Lake Chelan, Washington. 
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Rosenfeld, P.E, C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. B. Harrison, and R. Dills.  (1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From Three 
Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil.  Soil Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Anaheim 
California. 
 

Teaching Experience: 
 
UCLA Department of Environmental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science 
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses.  Course focused on 
the health effects of environmental contaminants. 
 
National Ground Water Association, Successful Remediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New 
Mexico. May 21, 2002.  Focused on fate and transport of fuel contaminants associated with underground storage 
tanks.  
 
National Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Course in Chicago Illinois. April 1, 
2002. Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCRA sites. 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminar in San 
Diego, Ventura, and San Francisco. Focused on both prescriptive and innovative landfill cover design. 
 
UCLA Department of Environmental Engineering, February 5, 2002. Seminar on Successful Remediation 
Technologies focusing on Groundwater Remediation. 
 
University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Assistant for several courses including: Soil Chemistry, 
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability.  
 
U.C. Berkeley, Environmental Science Program Teaching Assistant for Environmental Science 10. 
 

Academic Grants Awarded: 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board. $41,000 grant awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment. 
Goal: To investigate effect of high carbon wood ash on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001. 
 
Synagro Technologies, Corona California: $10,000 grant awarded to San Diego State University.  
Goal: investigate effect of biosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage soils. 2000. 
 
King County, Department of Research and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to University of 
Washington: Goal: To investigate odor emissions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash on 
VOC emissions. 1998. 
 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association, Washington State.  $20,000 grant awarded to investigate effect of 
polymers and ash on VOC emissions from biosolids. 1997. 
 
James River Corporation, Oregon:  $10,000 grant was awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered 
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1996. 
 
United State Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest:  $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the 
Tahoe National Forest. 1995. 
 

Kellogg Foundation, Washington D.C.  $500 grant was awarded to construct a large anaerobic digester on St. Kitts 
in West Indies. 1993 



   
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 8 of  10 June 2019 
 

 
 

Deposition and/or Trial Testimony: 
 
In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey 

Duarte et al, Plaintiffs, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Defendant.  
Case No.: 2:17-cv-01624-ES-SCM 
Rosenfeld Deposition. 6-7-2019 

 
In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division 

M/T Carla Maersk, Plaintiffs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Perdido” 
Defendant.  
Case No.: 3:15-CV-00106 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237 
Rosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019 

 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles – Santa Monica 
 Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Khan et al., Defendants  

Case No.: No. BC615636 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019 
 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles – Santa Monica 
 The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs El Adobe Apts. Inc. et al., Defendants  

Case No.: No. BC646857 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19 
  
In United States District Court For The District of Colorado 
 Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al., Defendants  

Case: No 1:16-cv-02531-RBJ 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018 
 
In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112th Judicial District 
 Phillip Bales et al., Plaintiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al., Defendants  

Cause No 1923 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017 
 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa 
 Simons et al., Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants  

Cause No C12-01481 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017 
 
In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois 
 Martha Custer et al., Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Products, Inc., Defendants  

Case No.: No. 0i9-L-2295 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017 
  
In The Superior Court of the State of California, For The County of Los Angeles 
 Warrn Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Plaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC  
 Case No.:  LC102019 (c/w BC582154) 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018 
 
In the Northern District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division 
 Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Defendants 
 Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2017 
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish 
 Michael Davis and Julie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants  

Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, February 2017 
 Trial, March 2017 
 
 In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda 
 Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants  
 Case No.: RG14711115 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, September 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County 
 Russell D. Winburn, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Doug Hoksbergen, et al., Defendants  
 Case No.: LALA002187 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
 Jerry Dovico, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al., Defendants  
 Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
 Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, et al., Defendants  
 Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia 
 Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al. 
 Civil Action N0. 14-C-30000 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, June 2015 
 
In The Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, New Mexico 
 Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jerry Settles and Deward 
 DeRuyter, Defendants 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Muscatine County 
 Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant 
 Case No 4980 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: May 2015  
 
In the Circuit Court of the 17th Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida 

Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs. City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant. 
Case Number CACE07030358 (26) 
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014 

 
In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma 

Tommy McCarty, et al., Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill, LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City 
Landfill, et al. Defendants. 
Case No. 5:12-cv-01152-C 
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2014 

 
 
 
 
 



   
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 10 of  10 June 2019 
 

 
 

In the County Court of Dallas County Texas 
 Lisa Parr et al, Plaintiff, vs. Aruba et al, Defendant.  
 Case Number cc-11-01650-E 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013 
 Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014 
 
In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio 
 John Michael Abicht, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants 
 Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)  
 Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012 
 
In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division 
 Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and 
 on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaintiffs, vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant. 
 Case 3:10-cv-00622 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012 
 Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013 
 
In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland 
 Philip E. Cvach, II et al., Plaintiffs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants 
 Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 
  (949) 887-9013 

 mhagemann@swape.com 

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD 
  (310) 795-2335 

 prosenfeld@swape.com 
June 22, 2020  

Mitchell M. Tsai  
155 South El Molino Avenue Suite 104 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
Subject:  Comments on the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan Project (Case No. ENV-2017-1706-MND) 

Dear Mr. Tsai,  

We have reviewed the December 2019 Tiered Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (“IS/MND”) and 
the June 2012 Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan (“WC2035 SP”) for the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan Project 
(“Project”) located in the City of Van Nuys (“City”). The Project proposes to demolish the existing 12 low-rise 
commercial buildings, totaling 340,339 SF, as well as 1,198 parking spaces. In addition, the Project proposes to 
construct 10 new buildings, including 1,009 multi-family units and 168 condominiums, for a total of 1,175,513-SF of 
residential space, as well as 1,140,746-SF of office space, 7,731-SF of restaurant space, 15,741-SF of retail space, 
35,311-SF of restaurant and/or retail space, 26,762-SF of office and/or retail space, 6,068-SF of community space, 
and 157,535-SF of hotel space (228 rooms), for a total of 1,458,755-SF of non-residential space. The Project also 
proposes to construct 5,548 subterranean parking spaces on the 24.4-acre site.  

Our review concludes that the IS/MND and WC2035 fail to adequately evaluate the Project’s air quality, health risk, 
and greenhouse gas impacts. As a result, emissions and health risk impacts associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed Project are underestimated and inadequately addressed. An updated CEQA evaluation 
should be prepared to correctly assess and mitigate the potential air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas 
impacts that the project may have on the surrounding environment.  

Air	Quality	&	Greenhouse	Gas	
Incorrect	Reliance	on	the	Warner	Center	2035	Specific	Plan		
The IS/MND claims that some of the proposed Project’s impacts were previously analyzed by the WC2035 SP. 
Specifically, according to the IS/MND,  

“The environmental review for the proposed Project, as presented in this Tiered IS, will rely on, and tier off of, 
the WC2035 Plan FEIR with respect to the following:  

• A discussion of general background and setting information for environmental topic areas.  
• Overall growth-related issues, including issues that are not specific to the proposed Project. 
• Environmental topics and issues that were adequately addressed or otherwise evaluated in 
• sufficient detail in the WC2035 Plan FEIR. 
• Mitigation measures identified in the WC2035 Plan EIR that apply in whole or in part to the 
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• proposed Project. 
• Cumulative impacts” (p. 3-4).  

As a result, the Project’s operational air quality emissions and greenhouse gas emissions (“GHG”) were not 
evaluated in the IS/MND. Regarding the Project’s operational emissions, the IS/MND states: 

“The WC2035 Plan FEIR found that implementation of the WC2035 Plan would decrease emission of 
VOC, CO, NOX and sulfur oxide (SOX) emissions due to statewide regulations to control emissions of 
these criteria pollutants. However, buildout under the WC2035 Plan would result in potentially 
significant long-term operational impacts from PM10 and PM2.5 emissions due to increased vehicular 
traffic and associated emissions. These operational air quality impacts with respect to PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions would be significant and unavoidable” (p. B-21). 

Furthermore, regarding the impact of the Project’s construction GHG emissions, the IS/MND states: 

“[A] second-tier CEQA document is not required to re-analyze a significant impact that is not susceptible 
to being mitigated to a level of insignificance. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21068.5; State CEQA Guidelines § 
15152(f). The WC2035 Plan FEIR concluded that buildout under the WC2035 Plan would have a 
significant GHG impact with respect to construction emissions, and that this significant impact could not 
be mitigated to a level of insignificance and was therefore unavoidable. Accordingly, the Project's 
construction-related GHG impact was adequately addressed in the WC2035 Plan FEIR” (pp. 163). 

Finally, regarding the Project’s operational GHG emissions, the IS/MND states: 

“The WC2035 Plan FEIR concluded that buildout under the WC2035 Plan would have a significant GHG 
impact with respect to operational emissions, and that this significant impact could not be mitigated 
and was therefore unavoidable. Accordingly, the Project's operation-related GHG impact was 
adequately addressed in the WC2035 Plan FEIR” (pp. 164, 165). 

Thus, the IS/MND failed to evaluate the Project’s operational air quality impacts, as well as construction-related and 
operational GHG impacts, relying instead upon the significance determinations made by the WC2035 SP. However, 
this analysis is incorrect and unsubstantiated for several reasons.  

First, the WC2035 DEIR includes numerous mitigation measures that are required for individual projects within the 
Plan, including AQ-1 through AQ-22 (p. 4.2-39 – 4.2-43). However, the IS/MND fails to mention or implement these 
measures on the Project site. As such, the IS/MND fails to comply with the requirements of the WC2035 Plan, and 
the IS/MND’s impact conclusion should not be relied upon.  

Second, the IS/MND admits that necessary Project-specific information, such as details of the proposed uses and 
locations, was not available when the WC2035 FEIR was approved (p. B-20). As a result, the IS/MND’s reliance upon 
the WC2035 SP significance determinations is incorrect and unsubstantiated.  

Third, the WC2035 Plan determines that the proposed Project will result in significant PM10 and PM2.5 impacts, 
while all other criteria air pollutants will be less than significant (p. 4.2-43). However, the IS/MND’s own CalEEMod 
model demonstrates that the Project’s VOC/ROG emissions also exceed thresholds (see excerpt below) (Appendix 
A, pp. 316).  
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As you can see, the IS/MND’s model estimates operational daily emissions of 354 pounds per day (“lbs/day”) of 
VOCs (ROG), which exceeds the SCAQMD threshold of 55 lbs/day.1 Thus, the IS/MND’s own model indicates a 
significant air quality impact that was not identified or addressed by the WC2035 SP or IS/MND. As a result, the 
IS/MND’s reliance on the WC2035 SP is incorrect and the significance determination should not be relied upon.  

Finally, as stated above, the WC2035 SP and the IS/MND conclude that the Project will result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts with respect to the Project’s operational air quality, construction-related GHG, and 
operational GHG emissions. However, while we agree that the Project would result in significant air quality and 
GHG impacts, the IS/MND’s conclusion that these impacts are “significant and unavoidable” is incorrect. According 
to CEQA Guidelines § 15096(g)(2), 

“When an EIR has been prepared for a project, the Responsible Agency shall not approve the project as proposed if 
the agency finds any feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures within its powers that would substantially 
lessen or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the environment.” 

As such, an impact can only be labeled as significant and unavoidable after all available, feasible mitigation is 
considered and incorporated. Here, however, the IS/MND merely includes a “Summary of Recommend Project 
Mitigation Measures” in the air quality and GHG sections, which includes a list of the WC2035 FEIR’s mitigation 
measures that “are recommended for the Project to further reduce the potentially significant and less than 
significant impacts related to air quality [and GHGs]” (p. B-44, B-84 – B-86). However, the IS/MND fails to actually 
commit to the implementation of any of these measures or demonstrate that they will reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Furthermore, additional mitigation measures, which were not included in the WC2035 SP, exist 
that should be identified and incorporated, such as those suggested in the section of this letter titled “Feasible 
Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce Emissions,”2 in order to reduce the Project’s air quality and GHG impacts 
to the maximum extent feasible, as required by CEQA. Thus, the IS/MND’s significant and unavoidable impact 
conclusion is unsubstantiated. Until the IS/MND actually commits to the mitigation measures recommended by the 
WC2035 SP, as well as consider all available and feasible mitigation, the Project’s air quality and GHG emissions 
should not be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Unsubstantiated	Input	Parameters	Used	to	Estimate	Project	Emissions		
The IS/MND’s analysis of the Project’s construction-related air quality emissions relies upon emissions calculated 
with CalEEMod.2016.3.2.3 CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-specific information, such 
as land use type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project 

 
1 “South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds.” SCAQMD, April 2019, available at:  
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf. 
2 See section titled “Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce Emissions” on p. 17 of this comment letter. 
These measures would effectively reduce the Project’s GHG emissions. 
3 CAPCOA (November 2017) CalEEMod User’s Guide, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4.  
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type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input project-
specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that such changes be justified by 
substantial evidence.4 Once all of the values are inputted into the model, the Project's construction and operational 
emissions are calculated, and "output files" are generated. These output files disclose to the reader what 
parameters were utilized in calculating the Project's air pollutant emissions and make known which default values 
were changed as well as provide justification for the values selected.5 

Review of the Project’s air modeling demonstrates that the IS/MND underestimates emissions associated with 
Project activities. When reviewing the Project’s CalEEMod output files, provided as Appendix A to the IS/MND, we 
found that several model inputs were not consistent with information disclosed in the IS/MND. As a result, the 
Project’s construction and operational emissions are underestimated. An updated CEQA analysis should be 
prepared to include an updated air quality analysis that adequately evaluates the impacts that construction and 
operation of the Project will have on local and regional air quality. 

Use	of	Incorrect	Land	Use	Types	and	Sizes	
According to the IS/MND, the Project includes 2,634,268-SF of total floor area, with 1,175,513-SF of residential 
space, 1,458,755-SF of non-residential space, and 5,548 parking spaces (p. A-1). However, review of the 
Project’s CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the model failed to include the correct amounts of land use 
types and sizes (see excerpts below).  

Phase 1 (Appendix A, pp. 33, 56) 

 

Phase 2 (Appendix A, pp. 81, 98)  

 

Phase 3 (Appendix A, pp. 118, 134)  

 

Phase 4 (Appendix A, pp. 151, 166) 

 
4 CAPCOA (November 2017) CalEEMod User’s Guide, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 1, 9.  
5 CAPCOA (November 2017) CalEEMod User’s Guide, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, fn 1, p. 11, 12 – 13. A key feature 
of the CalEEMod program is the “remarks” feature, where the user explains why a default setting was replaced by 
a “user defined” value.  These remarks are included in the report. 
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Phase 5 (Appendix A, pp. 183, 198) 

 

Phase 6 (Appendix A, pp. 215, 230) 

 

Phase 7 (Appendix A, pp. 247, 262) 

 
Phase 8 (Appendix A, pp. 279, 296)  

 

Phase Operational New (Appendix A, pp. 314, 323)  

 

As you can see in the excerpts above, the models are incorrect for several reasons. 

First, the Phase 1 model incorrectly includes 76 spaces of “Enclosed Parking with Elevator” and 529 spaces of 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 17 “Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 588 “Enclosed Parking 
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with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND. The Phase 1 model also fails to include the 10,805-SF courtyard and pool 
described in the IS/MND (pp. 75, Figure A-32).  

Second, the Phase 2 model incorrectly includes 107 spaces of “Enclosed Parking with Elevator” and 214 spaces of 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 3 “Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 318 “Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND (pp. 76, Figure A-33).  

Third, the Phase 3 model incorrectly includes 357 spaces of “Enclosed Parking with Elevator” and 1,070 spaces of 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 0 “Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 1,427 “Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND. The Phase 3 model also fails to include the plaza that will be constructed 
during this phase, according to the IS/MND (pp. 77, Figure A-34). 

Fourth, the Phase 4 model incorrectly includes 68 spaces of “Enclosed Parking with Elevator” and 127 spaces of 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 2 “Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 193 “Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND (pp. 78, Figure A-35).  

Fifth, the Phase 5 model incorrectly includes 412 spaces of “Enclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 9 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 403 “Enclosed Parking with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND. 
Furthermore, the model incorrectly models 15 units of “Apartments Mid Rise” and 153 units of 
“Condo/Townhouse,” instead of 168 condominium units, as stated in the IS/MND (pp. 79, Figure A-36). 

Sixth, the Phase 6 model incorrectly includes 134 spaces of “Enclosed Parking with Elevator” and 269 spaces of 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 3 “Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 403 “Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND (pp. 80, Figure A-37). 

Seventh, the Phase 7 model incorrectly includes 561 spaces of “Unenclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 0 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 801 “Enclosed Parking with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND (pp. 81, 
Figure A-38). 

Eighth, the Phase 8 model incorrectly includes 252 spaces as “Enclosed Parking with Elevator” and 1,132 spaces as 
“Unenclosed Parking with Elevator,” instead of 11 “Unenclosed Parking with Elevator” and 1,373 “Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator,” as stated in the IS/MND (pp. 78, Figure A-35).  

Ninth, the Phase Operations model incorrectly models 1,009 units of “Apartments Mid Rise,” instead of “841 
apartment units” and “168 condominium units,” as stated in the IS/MND (p. A-1).  

Finally, all of the models fail to include the “[i]nternal physical improvements including streets, sidewalks, open 
space, and other amenities” or the “[e]xternal physical improvements including streets, sidewalks, open space, and 
other amenities” (pp. 74, Figure A-31). These improvements and amenities include “approximately 4,068 square 
feet of community space,” “1,622 bicycle parking spaces,” “280 parking spaces for motorcycles/scooters,” “an 
updated internal roadway network” affecting Burbank Boulevard, De Soto Avenue, Adler Drive, and Town Center 
Drive, the reconstruction of Warner Center Drive, which qualifies as a “New Street under the WC2035 SP, and 
167,792-SF of residential amenities, including 86,111-SF of common landscaped area (p. A1 - A2 & A-15, Table A-2).  

These errors present an issue, as the land use type and size features are used throughout CalEEMod to determine 
default variable and emission factors that go into the model’s calculations.6 The square footage of a land use is used 
for certain calculations such as determining the wall space to be painted (i.e., VOC emissions from architectural 
coatings) and volume that is heated or cooled (i.e., energy impacts). By underestimating the floor surface area and 

 
6 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 18. 
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failing to model the proposed land use type as stated in the IS/MND, the models may underestimate the Project’s 
emissions and should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.  

Failure	to	Include	Total	Amount	of	Material	Export	
According to the IS/MND, the Project would result in 430,000 cubic yards (“cy”) of cut and 20,000 cy of fill (p. A-45, 
A-46). Specifically, the Project would require the following amounts of cut and fill by phase:  

 

 

Thus, the Project would require 6,000, 28,000, 105,000, 38,000, 40,000, 47,000, 59,000, and 87,000 cy of material 
export for the 8 construction phases, respectively. However, review of the Project’s CalEEMod output files 
demonstrates that the required amount of material export was underestimated in the Phase 3, Phase 4, Phase 7, 
and Phase 8 construction models (see excerpts below).  

Phase 3 (Appendix A, pp. 120, 136)  

 

 

Phase 4 (Appendix A, pp. 153, 168) 

 

 

Phase 7 (Appendix A, pp. 264, 282) 

 

 

Phase 8 (Appendix A, pp. 282, 298) 

 

 

As you can see, the amount of material export required for Phases 3, 4, 7, and 8 were underestimated by a total of 
39,166 cy.7 These errors present an issue, as the inclusion of total material export in the model is necessary to 
calculate emissions produced from material movement, including truck loading, unloading, and additional hauling 

 
7 Calculated: 15,813 + 10,129 + 7,962 + 5,262 = 39,166 
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truck trips.8 By underestimating material export, these models underestimate the Project’s construction emissions 
and should not be relied upon.  

Unsubstantiated	Changes	to	Off-Road	Construction	Equipment	Unit	Amounts	and	Usage	Hours	
Review of the Project’s CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the models for Phases 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8 included 
several manual changes to the off-road construction equipment unit amounts and usage hours (Appendix A, pp. 35, 
58, 83, 84, 100-101, 120, 136, 153, 168, 249, 264, 282, 299). As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide 
requires any changes to model defaults be justified.9 Review of the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” 
tables for these models demonstrates that either no justification was provided or the justification simply deferred 
to “construction assumptions” (Appendix A, pp. 33-34, 56-57, 151, 166, 247-248, 262-263, 280, 297). Furthermore, 
the IS/MND fails to provide a construction equipment list or justify these changes whatsoever. As a result, we 
cannot verify the revised off-road equipment lists for Phases 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8. By including unsubstantiated 
changes to the Project’s anticipated construction equipment list, the models underestimate the Project’s 
construction related emissions and should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.   

Unsubstantiated	Increase	to	Construction	Schedule	
Review of the Project’s CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the construction models included several changes 
to the overall construction period, as well as the individual phase lengths (Appendix A, pp. 35, 58, 83, 100, 119-120, 
135-136, 153, 168, 184-185, 199-200, 217, 232, 249, 264, 281, 298). As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s 
Guide requires any changes to model defaults be justified.10 Review of the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default 
Data” tables for each of these models demonstrates that the justifications simply refer to construction assumptions 
(Appendix A, pp. 33, 56, 81, 98, 118, 134, 151, 166, 183, 198, 215, 230, 247, 262, 280, 297). Furthermore, while the 
IS/MND provides the estimated completion year for each Phase of construction, it fails to substantiate the changes 
to each individual phase (pp. 74 – 82, Figures A-31 – A-39). As such, the IS/MND fails to justify the significant and 
disproportional changes in length to each construction phase. This presents an issue, as spreading out construction 
emissions over a longer period than anticipated results in an underestimation of the maximum daily emissions 
associated with Project construction. In addition, according to the CalEEMod User’s Guide, each construction phase 
is associated with different emissions activities (see excerpt below).11 

 

As you can see, by disproportionately increasing individual phases, each model’s emissions calculations are altered 
and potentially distributed incorrectly. Thus, by including these unsubstantiated changes to the construction 
schedule, the models may underestimate the Project’s construction-related emissions. 

 
8 CalEEMod User’s Guide, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/upgrades/2016.3/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-1.pdf?sfvrsn=2, p. 3, 26. 
9 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 2, 9 
10 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 2, 9 
11 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 31.  
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Unsubstantiated	Reductions	to	Acres	of	Grading	
Review of the Project’s CalEEMod output files for phases 1-8 demonstrates that the acres of grading for were 
manually reduced by 25.3-, 62.9-, 109.4-, 11.39-, 28.05-, 24.6-, 14.1-, 85.66-acres, respectively (Appendix A, pp. 35, 
58, 83, 100, 120, 136, 153, 168, 185, 200, 217, 232, 249, 264, 281, 298). As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod 
User’s Guide requires any changes to model defaults be justified.12 Review of the “User Entered Comments & Non-
Default Data” tables for each of these models demonstrates that the justifications provided for these changes 
either refer to construction assumptions or state that the change is consistent with the Project’s acreage (Appendix 
A, pp. 34, 57, 82, 99, 118, 134, 152, 167, 184, 199, 216, 231, 248, 263, 280, 297). However, these justifications are 
incorrect. 

First, the IS/MND and associated documents fail to mention any changes to the Project’s anticipated acres of 
grading. Second, the Project site acreage does not determine the acres of grading for the Project. The CalEEMod 
User’s Guide states that the Acres of Grading, or Total Acres Graded data field: 

“represents the cumulative distance traversed on the property by the grading equipment, assuming a 
blade width of 12 feet. In order to properly grade a piece of land, multiple passes with grading 
equipment may be required. So even though the lot size is a fixed number of acres, the Total Acres 
Graded could be an order of magnitude higher than the footprint of the lot and is calculated based on 
the equipment list (including number of equipment), the number of days need to complete the grading 
and/or site preparation phase, and the maximum number of acres a given piece of equipment can 
traverse in an 8-hour workday.” 13 

Thus, the Acres of Grading is not determine by the lot size, but calculated based on the equipment list, number of 
days required for the grading and site preparation phase, and maximum number of acres a given piece of 
equipment can traverse in one day of construction. As such, the justifications that rely upon the Project’s acreage 
are incorrect and fail to substantiate any reductions to the acres of grading. By including unsubstantiated 
reductions to the Project’s Acres of Grading, the models may underestimate the Project’s construction-related 
emissions and should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.  

Unsubstantiated	Changes	to	Architectural	and	Area	Coating	Areas		
The IS/MND’s CalEEMod models demonstrate that the Phase 2 and 8 models included unsubstantiated reductions 
to the architectural coating areas (see excerpts below).   

Phase 2 (Appendix A, pp. 82, 99)  

 

Phase 8 (Appendix A, pp. 280, 297) 

 

 
12 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 2, 9 
13 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 33 
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As you can see, the Phase 2 architectural coating values were reduced by 8,765-SF and the Phase 8 architectural 
and area coating values were reduced by 6,877-SF. As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires 
any changes to model defaults be justified.14 However, the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” tables 
fail to substantiate these changes (Appendix A, pp. 82, 99, 280, 297). In addition, while the IS/MND acknowledges 
area and architectural coatings, it fails to address coating areas or any reductions in CalEEMod. As such, these 
reductions are unsubstantiated and the model underestimates Project emissions and should not be relied upon.  

Incorrectly	Modeled	Tier	4	Final	Mitigation	
Review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the Project’s emissions were modeled assuming that 
construction equipment would be equipped with Tier 4 Final engines (Appendix A, pp. 34, 35, 57, 58, 82-83, 99-100, 
119, 135, 152-153, 167-168, 184, 199, 216-217, 231-232, 248-249, 263-264, 280-281, 297-298). As previously 
mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires any changes to defaults be justified.15 Here, while the IS/MND 
indicates that the WC2035 SP recommended that future Projects implement Tier 4 mitigation in an effort to reduce 
construction-related emissions, the IS/MND itself fails to commit to the implementation of this measure (p. B-41 - 
B-42, MM AQ-1(10)). Furthermore, MM AQ-1(10) does not specify between Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final equipment 
mitigation, which presents an issue, as Tier 4 Final equipment is more efficient than Tier 4 Interim equipment.  

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (“U.S. EPA”) has slowly adopted more stringent standards to 
lower the emissions from off-road construction equipment since 1994. Since that time, Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3, Tier 4 
Interim, and Tier 4 Final construction equipment has been phased in over time. Tier 4 Final represents the cleanest 
burning equipment and therefore has the lowest emissions compared to other tiers, including Tier 4 Interim 
equipment (see excerpt below):16 

 

As demonstrated in the figure above, Tier 4 Interim equipment has greater emission levels than Tier 4 Final 
equipment. Thus, by modeling construction emissions with nearly a full Tier 4 Final equipment fleet, the IS/MND 
failed to account for higher emissions that may occur as a result of the use of Tier 4 Interim equipment. Since MM 

 
14 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 2, 9 
15 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 2, 9 
16 “San Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance Implementation Guide for San Francisco Public Projects.” August 
2015, available at: 
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/San_Francisco_Clean_Construction_Ordinance_2015.pdf, p. 
6. 
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AQ-1(10) fails to specify whether Project’s should use Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final equipment, it is incorrect to 
model emissions assuming that the more efficient Tier 4 Final equipment will be used. Until the IS/MND specifies 
that the Project demonstrates a commitment to the Tier 4 Final engines during all phases of construction, and not 
Tier 4 Interim equipment, the Project’s potential impacts should not be evaluated assuming the use of this cleaner 
burning equipment. 

Furthermore, the IS/MND failed to evaluate the feasibility in obtaining Tier 4 equipment. Due to the limited amount 
of Tier 4, especially Tier 4 Final, equipment available, the IS/MND should have assessed the feasibility in obtaining 
equipment with Tier 4 engines (see excerpt below).17 

 

As demonstrated in the figure above, Tier 4 Final and Interim equipment only account for 4% and 18%, respectively, 
of all off-road equipment currently available in California. Thus, emissions are modeled assuming that the Project 
will be able to obtain Tier 4 Final equipment, even though this equipment only accounts for 4% of available off-
road equipment currently available in the state. Therefore, the model represents the best-case scenario even 
though obtaining these types of equipment may not be feasible. As a result, the model may underestimate the 
Project’s construction-related emissions.  

Incorrectly	Applied	Construction	Mitigation	Measures	
The Project’s CalEEMod output files demonstrate that the model assumed the following mitigation measures would 
be implemented during Phases 1 and 2 of construction: “Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment,” “Use 
Soil Stabilizer,” “Water Exposed Area,” and “Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads” (see excerpt below) 
(Appendix A, pp. 38, 62, 86-87, 103-104). 

 

Furthermore, review of the Project’s CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the Project’s emissions were 
modeled assuming the following mitigation measures would be implemented during Phases 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 of 

 
17 “San Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance Implementation Guide for San Francisco Public Projects.” August 
2015, available at: 
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/San_Francisco_Clean_Construction_Ordinance_2015.pdf, p. 
6. 
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construction: “Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment” and “Water Exposed Area” (see excerpt below) 
(Appendix A, pp. 124, 139, 156, 171, 188, 203, 220, 235, 252, 267, 285, 302). 

 

As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires any changes to defaults be justified.18 Review of the 
“User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” table demonstrates that the justifications provided for these 
measure only address the model’s inclusion of Tier 4 equipment mitigation, and otherwise defer to construction 
assumptions (Appendix A, pp. 34, 57, 82, 99, 119, 135, 152, 167, 184, 199, 216, 231, 248, 263, 280, 297). Here, the 
“Summary of Recommend Project Mitigation Measures” includes soil binders and reestablishing ground cover after 
Project construction (emphasis added) (p. B-41, B-43, AQ-1, AQ-2). However, these mitigation measures are merely 
recommended by the WC2035 FEIR and are not guaranteed to be implemented, as discussed above (p. B-44). Thus, 
the IS/MND fails to actually commit to the implementation of these measures on the Project site.  

Furthermore, the IS/MND states: “CalEEMod emissions modeling analysis includes fugitive dust control measures, 
based on compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403” (p. B-28). However, review of Rule 403 demonstrates that this is 
incorrect. Specifically, SCAQMD Rule 403 demonstrates that large operations are required to either water unpaved 
roads 3 times per day, water unpaved roads 1 time per day and limit vehicle speeds to 15 mph, or apply a chemical 
stabilizer (see excerpt below) (p. 403-21, Table 2).19 

 

As such, to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, the Project may either water unpaved roads 3 times per day, water 
unpaved roads 1 time per day and limit vehicle speeds to 15 mph, or apply a chemical stabilizer.  

Furthermore, according to SCAQMD Rule 403, large operations are defined as,  

“[A]ny active operations on property which contains 50 or more acres of disturbed surface area; or any 
earth-moving operation with a daily earth-moving or throughput volume of 3,850 cubic meters (5,000 
cubic  yards) or more tree times during the most recent 365-day period.”20 

However, we know that the Project site is 24.4-acres, and thus, does not meet the 50-acre disturbed surface area 
criteria to qualify as a large operation. In addition, while we know that the Project will require a total of 430,000 cy 
of cut and 20,000 cy of fill over the approximately 15-year construction period, we cannot verify that this will 

 
18 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 2, 9 
19 “RULE 403. FUGITIVE DUST.” SCAQMD, June 2005, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-
book/rule-iv/rule-403.pdf.  
20 “RULE 403. FUGITIVE DUST.” SCAQMD, June 2005, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-
book/rule-iv/rule-403.pdf, p. 403-3 – 403-4.  
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exceed 5,000 cubic yards three times or more during a 365-day period (p. A-45). As such, we cannot verify that the 
proposed Project qualifies as a large operation and thus, cannot verify that these measures are required. As a 
result, these measures are unsubstantiated in the CalEEMod model, and the model may underestimate the 
Project’s construction-related emissions.  

Unsubstantiated	Inclusion	of	Operational	Mitigation	Measures	
Review of the Project’s CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the model incorrectly includes several water- and 
waste-related operational mitigation measures. As a result, the Project’s emissions may be underestimated, and the 
model should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.  

First, the Project’s CalEEMod output files reveal that the Project’s emissions were modeled including the following 
water-related mitigations measures: “Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet,” “Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet,” “Install 
Low Flow Toilet,” “Install Low Flow Shower,” and “Use Water Efficient Irrigation System” (see excerpt below) 
(Appendix A, pp. 322, 331). 

 

Second, the Project’s CalEEMod output files reveal that the Project’s emissions were modeled including the 
following waste-related mitigation measure: “Institute Recycling and Composting Services” (see excerpt below) 
(Appendix A, pp. 322). 

 

However, the inclusion of the above-mentioned water- and waste-related operational mitigation measures is 
unsubstantiated. According to the CalEEMod User’s Guide,  

“The mitigation measures included in CalEEMod are largely based on the CAPCOA Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (http://www.capcoa.org/wp-
content/uploads/downloads/2010/09/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf) document. The 
CAPCOA measure numbers are provided next to the mitigation measures in CalEEMod to assist the user 
in understanding each measure by referencing back to the CAPCOA document.”21  

However, the IS/MND fails to demonstrate consistency with the measures included in the model based on 
CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures document (see table below).  

Measure Consistency 

 
21 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 53.  
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CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures22 

Water Measures  

Measure WUW-1 Install Low-Flow Water Fixtures 

“Installing low-flow or high-efficiency water 
fixtures in buildings reduces water demand, energy 
demand, and associated indirect GHG emissions.” 

The following information needs to be provided by 
the Project Applicant:  

• Total expected indoor water demand, without 
installation of low-flow or high-efficiency 
fixtures (million gallons), AND 

• Total expected indoor water demand, after 
installation of low-flow or high-efficiency 
fixtures (million gallons), OR 

• Commitment to low-flow or high-efficiency 
water fixtures (toilets, showerheads, sink 
faucets, dishwashers, clothes washers, or all of 
the above) 

Here, no justification is provided in the “User Entered 
Comments & Non-Default Data” table. Furthermore, MM 
U-4 in the “Summary of Recommend Project Mitigation 
Measures” states: 

“The Applicant shall implement water conservation 
measures in new development that shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons 
per flush or less, includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or 
less, includes waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per 
minute or less 

• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons 
per minute or less and self-closing 

• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute 
or less” (p. B-85).  

However, this mitigation measure is recommended by the 
WC2035 FEIR and not required to be implemented, 
monitored, and enforced on the Project site (p. B-84). 
Thus, the IS/MND fails to commit to the measure’s 
implementation, and the inclusion of this measure in the 
Project’s CalEEMod model is unsubstantiated. 

Measure WUW-4 Use Water-Efficient Landscape 
Irrigation Systems 

“Using water-efficient landscape irrigation techniques 
such as “smart” irrigation technology reduces outdoor 
water demand, energy demand, and the associated 
GHG emissions.” 

The following information needs to be provided by 
the Project Applicant:  

• Total expected outdoor water demand, 
without installation of smart landscape 
irrigation controller (million gallons).  

• Project-specific percent reduction in outdoor 
water demand, after installation of smart 
landscape irrigation controller. Percent 
reduction must be verifiable. Otherwise, use 
the default value of 6.1%.  

Baseline Method:  
GHG emissions = Waterbaseline x Electricity x Utility  

Here, no justification is provided in the “User Entered 
Comments & Non-Default Data” table. Furthermore, 
MM AQ-22 in the “Summary of Recommend Project 
Mitigation Measures” states: “All landscaping shall be 
required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits” (p. B-
44). However, this mitigation measure is 
recommended by the WC2035 FEIR and not 
guaranteed to be implemented, monitored, and 
enforced on the Project site (p. B-44). Thus, the 
IS/MND fails to actually commit to the implementation 
of this measure, and the inclusion of this measure in 
the Project’s CalEEMod model is unsubstantiated. 

 

 
22 “Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.” CAPCOA, August 2010, available at: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.  
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Where: GHG emissions = MT CO2e  

Waterbaseline= Total expected outdoor water demand, 
without installation of smart landscape irrigation 
controllers (million gallons)  

Electricity = Electricity required to supply, treat, and 
distribute water (kWh/million gallons)  

• Northern California Average: 3,500 
kWh/million gallons  

• Southern California Average: 11,111 
kWh/million gallons 

• Utility = Carbon intensity of Local Utility 
(CO2e/kWh) 

Waste Measures  

Measure SW-1 Institute Recycling and 
Composting Services  

“Current protocols for quantifying emissions 
reductions from diverted landfill waste developed by 
the USEPA and the California Center for Integrated 
Waste Management Board (CIWMB) are based on 
life-cycle approaches, which reflect emissions and 
reductions in both the upstream and downstream 
processes around waste management. The Project 
Applicant should seek local agency guidance on 
comparing and/or combining operational emissions 
inventories and life cycle emissions inventories… To 
take credit for this measure, the Project Applicant 
would need to provide detailed and substantial 
evidence supporting the amount of waste reduced or 
diverted to recycling and composting due to the 
institution of extended recycling and composting 
services.” 

“USEPA’s Waste Reduction Model (WARM) is used to 
quantify baseline emissions and emissions reductions 
from diverting landfill waste to composting or 
recycling. This webbased tool is available online… The 
required inputs are the tons of waste associated with 
one of three waste management practices: landfill 
(baseline scenario), recycled (mitigated scenario), 
combusted (not applicable in California), and 
composted (mitigated scenario).” 

The following information needs to be provided by 
the Project Applicant:  

• For residential buildings: # of residents  
• For shopping malls and office buildings: 

building square footage  
• For public venues: annual # visitors  

Here, the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” 
table, the justification provided for the Inclusion of this 
measure is: “Per City of LA Zero Waste Plan” (Appendix A, 
pp. 315, 324). In addition, the IS/MND discusses the City’s 
2013 Zero Waste Progress Report and AB 341 (p. B-110, 
Table B-10). However, this is incorrect for several 
reasons. First, as stated in the IS/MND, “AB 341 directs 
CalRecycle to develop and adopt regulations” for 
commercial recycling. As such, this does not apply at the 
Project-level. Second, as stated by the IS/MND, AB 341 
contains reduction goals for the year 2020. As the 
proposed Project will be constructed after 2020, AB 341 
does not apply. Third, the IS/MND’s use of the outdated 
2013 Zero Waste Progress Report is unsubstantiated. As 
the proposed Project will be constructed for at least 
fifteen years, beginning in 2020 or later, waste reductions 
from 2013 do not apply. The CalEEMod model was also 
most recently updated in 2016, so any reductions prior to 
this date would be included in the model, such as 2013 
reductions. Fourth, AB 341 contains municipal recycling 
goals, but fails to apply to composting directly. As such, 
implementing a measure that applies to both recycling 
and composting is incorrect and unsubstantiated. Finally, 
the IS/MND fails to address the measure as it is described 
in the CAPCOA guidance document, including a life-cycle 
approach, local agency guidance, the specific amount of 
waste reduced or diverted to recycling and composting 
due to the institution of this measure, number of 
employees, and waste disposal method. The IS/MND also 
fails to mention or utilize WARM in order to quantify 
baseline emissions and emissions reductions. Thus, the 
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• For all other commercial buildings: # of 
employees  

• Waste disposal method  
• Amount of waste reduced or diverted to 

recycling and composting due to the institution 
of extended recycling and composting services. 

IS/MND fails to actually commit to the implementation of 
this measure, and the inclusion of this measure in the 
Project’s CalEEMod model is unsubstantiated. 
 

As you can see in the table above, the IS/MND fails to justify several of the mitigation measures utilized in the 
Project’s CalEEMod model. As a result, the inclusion of these measures in the model are unsubstantiated and the 
model should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.  

Diesel	Particulate	Matter	Health	Risk	Emissions	Inadequately	Evaluated		
The IS/MND concludes that the Project’s health risk impact would be less than significant as a result of LST analysis, 
without conducting a quantified construction or operational health risk assessment (“HRA”) (p. B-35 - B-38). 
Furthermore, the IS/MND makes several qualitative claims regarding the Project’s potential to generate toxic air 
contaminants (“TACs”) (p. B-40 - B-41). However, this analysis and subsequent less than significant impact 
conclusion, is incorrect for several reasons.  

First, the use of the LST method to determine the Project’s health risk impacts on nearby, existing sensitive receptors 
is incorrect. While the LST method assesses the impact of pollutants at a local level, it only evaluates impacts from 
criteria air pollutants. According to the SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology document, 
the LST analysis is only applicable to NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions, which are collectively called criteria air 
pollutants.23 Because the LST method can only be applied to criteria air pollutants, it cannot be used to determine 
whether emissions from diesel particulate matter (“DPM”), a human carcinogen, will result in significant impacts to 
nearby sensitive receptors. Thus, health impacts from TACs, such as DPM, were not analyzed in the IS/MND.  

Second, by failing to conduct a quantified HRA, the IS/MND is inconsistent with the most recent guidance published 
by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (“OEHHA”), the organization responsible for providing 
guidance on conducting HRAs in California. In February 2015, OEHHA released Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, which describes the types of projects that warrant the 
preparation of an HRA.24 Construction of the Project will produce emissions of DPM through construction equipment 
over a period of eight 12 to 29-month phases, beginning in 2020 and ending in 2035 (p. A-44, B-240). The OEHHA 
document recommends that short-term projects lasting at least two months be evaluated for cancer risks to nearby 
sensitive receptors.25 Therefore, per OEHHA guidelines, we recommend that health impacts from Project 
construction be evaluated. Furthermore, once construction is complete, the Project will operate for a long time. 
According to the Traffic Volume Review (“TVR”) provided as Appendix K to the IS/MND, Project operation will 
generate roughly 17,831 daily vehicle trips, which will generate additional exhaust emissions and continue to expose 
nearby receptors to DPM emissions (Appendix K, pp. 35, Table 1). The OEHHA document recommends that exposure 
from projects lasting over 6 months be evaluated for the duration of the project, and recommends an exposure 
duration of 30 years be used to estimate individual cancer risk for the maximally exposed individual resident 

 
23 “Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology.” SCAQMD, Revised July 2008, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/final-lst-
methodology-document.pdf. 
24 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/hotspots2015.html  
25 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf, p. 8-18 
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(“MEIR”).26 Although we were not provided with the expected lifetime of the Project, we can reasonably assume that 
the Project will operate for at least 30 years. Therefore, we recommend that health impacts from Project operation 
also be evaluated, as a 30-year exposure duration exceeds the 2-month and 6-month requirements set forth by 
OEHHA. This guidance reflects the most recent health risk policy, and as such, we recommend that an assessment of 
health risks to nearby sensitive receptors from Project construction and operations be included in an EIR for the 
Project. 

Third, by claiming a less than significant impact without conducting a quantified HRA for nearby, existing sensitive 
receptors, the IS/MND fails to compare the excess health risk to the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in one million.27 
Thus, the IS/MND should not conclude less than significant health risk impacts resulting from Project construction 
without quantifying emissions to compare to the proper threshold. 

Feasible	Mitigation	Measures	Available	to	Reduce	Emissions	
In an effort to reduce the Project’s emissions, we identified several mitigation measures that are applicable to the 
Project from NEDC’s Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects.28 Therefore, to reduce the Project’s emissions, 
consideration of the following measures should be made: 

NEDC’s Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects29 
Measures – Diesel Emission Control Technology   
a. Diesel Onroad Vehicles 
All diesel nonroad vehicles on site for more than 10 days must have either (1) engines that meet EPA onroad emissions 
standards or (2) emission control technology verified by EPA or CARB to reduce PM emissions by at least 85%.  
b. Diesel Generators  
All diesel generators on site for more than 10 total days must be equipped with emission control technology verified by 
EPA or CARB to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of 85%.  
c. Emission control technology shall be operated, maintained, and serviced as recommended by the emission 

control technology manufacturer.  
d. All diesel vehicles, construction equipment, and generators on site shall be fueled with ultra-low sulfur diesel 

fuel (ULSD) or a biodiesel blend30 with sulfur content of 15 ppm or less.  
Measures – Idling Requirements   
During periods of inactivity, idling of diesel onroad vehicles and nonroad equipment shall be minimized and 
shall not exceed the time allowed under state and local laws.  
Measures – Additional Diesel Requirements   
a. Construction shall not proceed until the contractor submits a certified list of all diesel vehicles, 

construction equipment, and generators to be used on site. The list shall include the following:  

 
26 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf, p. 8-6, 8-15  
27 “South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds.” SCAQMD, April 2019, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2 
28 “Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects.” Northeast Diesel Collaborative (NEDC), December 2010, 
available at: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/nedc-model-contract-
sepcification.pdf.  
29 “Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects.” Northeast Diesel Collaborative (NEDC), December 2010, 
available at: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/nedc-model-contract-
sepcification.pdf.  
30 Biodiesel blends are only to be used in conjunction with the technologies which have been verified for use with 
biodiesel blends and are subject to the following requirements: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/reg/biodieselcompliance.pdf.  
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i. Contractor and subcontractor name and address, plus contact person responsible for the vehicles or 
equipment.  

ii. Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine manufacturer, engine 
model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel 
usage and hours of operation. 

iii. For the emission control technology installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, EPA/CARB verification number/level, and installation date and hour-meter reading on 
installation date. 

b. If the contractor subsequently needs to bring on site equipment not on the list, the contractor shall submit 
written notification within 24 hours that attests the equipment complies with all contract conditions and 
provide information.  

c. All diesel equipment shall comply with all pertinent local, state, and federal regulations relative to exhaust 
emission controls and safety. 

d. Establish generator sites and truck-staging zones for vehicles waiting to load/unload material on site. Zones 
shall be located where diesel emissions have the least impact on abutters, the general public, and especially 
sensitive receptors such as hospitals, schools, daycare facilities, elderly housing, and convalescent facilities. 

Reporting    
a. For each onroad diesel vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or generator, the contractor shall submit to 

the developer’s representative a report prior to bringing said equipment on site that includes: 
i. Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine manufacturer, engine model 

year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, and engine serial number.  
ii. The type of emission control technology installed, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, and 

EPA/CARB verification number/level.  
iii. The Certification Statement signed and printed on the contractor’s letterhead.  

b. The contractor shall submit to the developer’s representative a monthly report that, for each onroad diesel 
vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or generator onsite, includes: 

i. Hour-meter readings on arrival on-site, the first and last day of every month, and on off-site date.  
ii. Any problems with the equipment or emission controls. 

iii. Certified copies of fuel deliveries for the time period that identify:  
1. Source of supply 
2. Quantity of fuel 
3. Quality of fuel, including sulfur content (percent by weight) 

Furthermore, to reduce the Project’s emissions, we identified several mitigation measures that are applicable 
to the Project from CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, which reduce emissions.31 
Therefore, to reduce the Project’s emissions, consideration of the following measures should be made: 

CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures32 
Measures – Energy  
Building Energy Use 
BE-1 Exceed Title-24 Building Envelope Energy Efficiency Standards (California Building Standards Code) 

Range of Effectiveness: See document for specific improvement desired.  
BE-2 Install Programmable Thermostat Timers  

Range of Effectiveness: Best Management Practice – Influences building energy use for heating and cooling. 
BE-3 Obtain Third-party HVAC Commissioning and Verification of Energy Savings (to be grouped with BE-1) 

 
31 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf  
32 “Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(CAPCOA), August 2010, available at: http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-
Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf, p.  
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Range of Effectiveness: Not applicable on its own. This measure enhances the effectiveness of BE-1.  
BE-4 Install Energy Efficient Appliances 

Range of Effectiveness: Residential 2-4% GHG emissions from electricity use. Grocery Stores: 17-22% of GHG emissions  
from electricity use. See document for other land use types.  
BE-5 Install Energy Efficient Boilers  

Range of Effectiveness: 1.2-18.4% of boiler GHG emissions.  
Lighting 
LE-1 Install Higher Efficacy Public Street and Area Lighting  

Range of Effectiveness: 16-40% of outdoor lighting.  
LE-2 Limit Outdoor Lighting Requirements 
Range of Effectiveness: Best Management Practice, but may be quantified.  
LE-3 Replace Traffic Lights with LED Traffic Lights 
Range of Effectiveness: 90% of emissions associated with existing traffic lights.  
Alternative Energy Generation 
AE-1 Establish Onsite Renewable or Carbon-Neutral Energy Systems – Generic 
Range of Effectiveness: 0-100% of GHG emissions associated with electricity use.  
AE-2 Establish Onsite Renewable Energy System – Solar Power 

Range of Effectiveness: 0-100% of GHG emissions associated with electricity use. 
AE-3 Establish Onsite Renewable Energy System – Wind Power  
Range of Effectiveness: 0-100% of GHG emissions associated with electricity use.  
AE-4 Utilize a Combined Heat and Power System  

Range of Effectiveness: 0-46% of GHG emissions associated with electricity use.  
AE-5 Establish Methane Recovery in Landfills   

Range of Effectiveness: 73-77% reduction in GHG emissions from landfills without methane recovery.  
AE-6 Establish Methane Recovery in Wastewater Treatment Plants   

Range of Effectiveness: 95-97% reduction in GHG emissions from wastewater treatment plants without recovery. 
Measures – Transportation 
Land Use/Location 
LUT-1 Increase Density    

Range of Effectiveness: 0.8-30% VMT reduction and therefore a 0.8-30% reduction in GHG emissions.  
LUT-2 Increase Location Efficiency  

Range of Effectiveness: 10% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction and therefore 10-65% reduction in GHG emissions.  
LUT-3 Increase Diversity of Urban and Suburban Developments (Mixed Use)   

Range of Effectiveness: 9-30% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and therefore 9-30% reduction in GHG emissions.  
LUT-4 Increase Destination Accessibility  

Range of Effectiveness: 6.7-20% VMT reduction and therefore 6.7-20% reduction in GHG emissions.  
LUT-5 Increase Transit Accessibility     

Range of Effectiveness: 0.5-24.6% VMT reduction and therefore 0.5-24.6% reduction in GHG emissions.  
LUT-6 Integrate Affordable and Below Market Rate Housing     

Range of Effectiveness: 0.04-1.20% VMT reduction and therefore 0.04-1.20% reduction in GHG emissions.  
LUT-7 Orient Project Toward Non-Auto Corridor     

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see LUT-3).  
LUT-8 Locate Project near Bike Path/Bike Lane     

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see LUT-4).  
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Neighborhood/Site Enhancements  
SDT-1 Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements, such as:  

• Compact, mixed-use communities  
• Interconnected street network, including sidewalks  
• Narrower roadways and shorter block lengths  
• Accessibility to transit and transit shelters  
• Traffic calming measures and street trees 
• Parks and public spaces  
• Minimize pedestrian barriers  

Range of Effectiveness: 0-2% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction and therefore 0-2% reduction in GHG emissions.  
SDT-2 Provide Traffic Calming Measures, such as:  

• Marked crosswalks 
• Count-down signal timers  
• Curb extensions  
• Speed tables 
• Raised crosswalks & intersections  
• Median islands 
• Tight corner radii  
• Roundabouts or mini-circles 
• On-street parking  
• Planter strips with trees 
• Chicanes/chokers  

Range of Effectiveness: 0.25-1% VMT reduction and therefore 0.25-1% reduction in GHG emissions.  
SDT-3 Implement a Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) Network.  

Range of Effectiveness: 0.5-12.7% VMT reduction. Range depends on the available NEV network and support facilities, 
NEV ownership levels, and the degree of shift from traditional.  
SDT-4 Create Urban Non-Motorized Zones 

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see SDT-1). 
SDT-5 Incorporate Bike Lane Street Design (on-site)     

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see LUT-9). 
SDT-6 Provide Bike Parking in Non-Residential Projects      

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see LUT-9). 
SDT-7 Provide Bike Parking with Multi-Unit Residential Projects     

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see SDT-3). 
SDT-8 Provide Electric Vehicle Parking      

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see SDT-3). 
SDT-9 Dedicate Land for Bike Trails      

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see LUT-9). 
Parking Policy/Pricing  
PDT-1 Limit Parking Supply through:  

• Elimination (or reduction) of minimum parking requirements 
• Creation of maximum parking requirements 
• Provision of shared parking  

Range of Effectiveness: 5-12.5% VMT reduction and therefore 5-12.5% reduction in GHG emissions.  
PDT-2 Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Cost      

Range of Effectiveness: 2.6-13% VMT reduction and therefore 2.6-13% reduction in GHG emissions.  
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PDT-3 Implement Market Price Public Parking (On-Street)       

Range of Effectiveness: 2.8-5.5% VMT reduction and therefore 2.8-5.5% reduction in GHG emissions.  
PDT-4 Require Residential Area Parking Permits      

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see PPT-1, PPT-2, and PPT-3). 
Commute Trip Reduction Programs   
TRT-1 Implement Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Program – Voluntary  

• Carpooling encouragement  
• Ride-matching assistance 
• Preferential carpool parking 
• Flexible work schedules for carpools 
• Half time transportation coordinator  
• Vanpool assistance 
• New employee orientation of trip reduction and alternative mode options 
• Event promotions and publications  
• Flexible work schedule for employees 
• Transit subsidies 
• Parking cash-out or priced parking  
• Shuttles 
• Emergency ride home 

Range of Effectiveness: 1-6.2% commute VMT reduction and therefore 1-6.2% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TRT-2 Implement Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Program – Required Implementation/Monitoring 

• Established performance standards (e.g. trip reduction requirements)  
• Required implementation 
• Regular monitoring and reporting  

Range of Effectiveness: 4.2-21% commute VMT reduction and therefore 4.2-21% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TRT-3 Provide Ride-Sharing Programs 

• Designate a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles 
• Designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for ride-sharing vehicles 
• Providing a web site or messaging board for coordinating rides 
• Permanent transportation management association membership and funding requirement.  

Range of Effectiveness: 1-15% commute VMT reduction and therefore 1-15% reduction in commute trip GHG emissions.  
TRT-4 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program      

Range of Effectiveness: 0.3-20% commute VMT reduction and therefore a 0.3-20% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TRT-5 Provide Ent of Trip Facilities, including:  

• Showers 
• Secure bicycle lockers 
• Changing spaces  

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see TRT-1 through TRT-3). 
TRT-6 Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules, such as:    

• Staggered starting times  
• Flexible schedules  
• Compressed work weeks  

Range of Effectiveness: 0.07-5.5% commute VMT reduction and therefore 0.07-5.5% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TRT-7 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing, such as:  

• New employee orientation of trip reduction and alternative mode options  
• Event promotions 
• Publications  

Range of Effectiveness: 0.8-4% commute VMT reduction and therefore 0.8-4% reduction in GHG emissions.  
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TRT-8 Implement Preferential Parking Permit Program      

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see TRT-1 through TRT-3). 
TRT-9 Implement Car-Sharing Program      

Range of Effectiveness: 0.4-0.7% VMT reduction and therefore 0.4-0.7% reduction in GHG emissions. 
TRT-11 Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle    

Range of Effectiveness: 0.3-13.4% commute VMT reduction and therefore 0.3-13.4% reduction in GHG emissions. 
TRT-12 Implement Bike-Sharing Programs     

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see SDT-5 and LUT-9).  
TRT-14 Price Workplace Parking, such as:  

• Explicitly charging for parking for its employees; 
• Implementing above market rate pricing;  
• Validating parking only for invited guests;  
• Not providing employee parking and transportation allowances; and  
• Educating employees about available alternatives.  

Range of Effectiveness: 0.1-19.7% commute VMT reduction and therefore 0.1-19.7% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TRT-15 Implement Employee Parking “Cash-Out”      

Range of Effectiveness: 0.06-7.7% commute VMT reduction and therefore 0.6-7.7% reduction in GHG emissions.  
Transit System Improvements    
TST-1 Transit System Improvements, including:  

• Grade-separated right-of-way, including bus only lanes (for buses, emergency vehicles, and sometimes taxis), 
and other Transit Priority measures. Some systems use guideways which automatically steer the bus on 
portions of the route. 

• Frequent, high-capacity service 
• High-quality vehicles that are easy to board, quiet, clean, and comfortable to ride. 
• Pre-paid fare collection to minimize boarding delays. 
• Integrated fare systems, allowing free or discounted transfers between routes and modes. 
• Convenient user information and marketing programs. 
• High quality bus stations with Transit Oriented Development in nearby areas. 
• Modal integration, with BRT service coordinated with walking and cycling facilities, taxi services, intercity bus, 

rail transit, and other transportation services. 

Range of Effectiveness: 0.02-3.2% VM) reduction and therefore 0.02-3% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TST-2 Implement Transit Access Improvements, such as:  

• Sidewalk/crosswalk safety enhancements  
• Bus shelter improvements  

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see TST-3 and TST-4) 
TST-3 Expand Transit Network  

Range of Effectiveness: 0.1-8.2% VMT reduction and therefore 0.1-8.2% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TST-4 Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed  

Range of Effectiveness: 0.02-2.5% VMT reduction and therefore 0.02-2.5% reduction in GHG emissions.  
TST-5 Provide Bike Parking Near Transit       

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see TST-3 and TST-4).  
TST-6 Provide Local Shuttles        

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see TST-4 and TST-5). 
Road Pricing/Management    
RPT-1 Implement Area or Cordon Pricing         

Range of Effectiveness: 7.9-22% VMT reduction and therefore 7.9-22% reduction in GHG emissions.  
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RPT-2 Improve Traffic Flow, such as:  
• Signalization improvements to reduce delay; 
• Incident management to increase response time to breakdowns and collisions;  
• Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS); and  
• Speed management to reduce high free-flow speeds.  

Range of Effectiveness: 0-45% reduction in GHG emissions.  
RTP-3 Required Project Contributions to Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Projects         

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see RPT-2 and TST-1 through 7). 
RTP-4 Install Park-and-Ride Lots         

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see RPT-1, TRT-11, TRT-3, and TST-1 through 6). 
Vehicles     
VT-1 Electrify Loading Docs and/or Require Idling-Reduction Systems          

Range of Effectiveness: 26-71% reduction in TRU idling GHG emissions.  
VT-2 Utilize Alternative Fueled Vehicles, such as Biodiesel (B20), Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG), and 
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)  

Range of Effectiveness: Reduction in GHG emissions varies depending on vehicle type, year, and fuel economy.  
VT-3 Utilize Electric or Hybrid Vehicles           

Range of Effectiveness: 0.4-20.3% reduction in GHG emissions.  
Measures – Water 
Water Supply  
WSW-1 Use Reclaimed Water            

Range of Effectiveness: Up to 40% in Northern California and up to 81% in Southern California. 
WSW-2 Use Gray Water           

Range of Effectiveness: Up to 100% of outdoor water GHG emissions if outdoor water use is replaced with graywater. 
WSW-3 Use Locally Sourced Water Supply            

Range of Effectiveness: 0-60% for Northern and Central California, 11-75% for Southern California.  
Water Use  
WUW-1 Install Low-Flow Water Fixtures           

Range of Effectiveness: 20% of GHG emissions associated with indoor Residential water use; 17-31% of GHG emissions 
associated with Non-Residential indoor water use.  
WUW-2 Adopt a Water Conservation strategy           

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. It is equal to the Percent 
Reduction in water commitment.  
WUW-3 Design Water-Efficient Landscapes (see California Department of Water Resources Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance), such as:  

• Reducing lawn sizes;  
• Planting vegetation with minimal water needs, such as native species; 
• Choosing vegetation appropriate for the climate of the project site; 
• Choosing plants with similar water needs or which can provide each other with shade and/or water.  

Range of Effectiveness: 0-70% reduction in GHG emissions from outdoor water use. 
WUW-4 Use Water-Efficient Landscape Irrigation Systems (“Smart” irrigation control systems)   

Range of Effectiveness: 6.1% reduction in GHG emissions from outdoor water. 
WUW-5 Reduce Turf in Landscapes and Lawns  

Range of Effectiveness: Is equal to the percent commitment to turf reduction, assuming no other outdoor water use.  
WUW-6 Plant Native or Drought-Resistant Trees and Vegetation           
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Range of Effectiveness: Best Management Practice; may be quantified if substantial evidence is available. 
Measures – Area Landscaping 
Landscaping Equipment 
A-1 Prohibit Gas Powered Landscape Equipment          

Range of Effectiveness: Best Management Practice, influences Area GHG emissions from landscape equipment. 
A-2 Implement Lawnmower Exchange Program          

Range of Effectiveness: Best Management Practice, influences Area GHG emissions from landscape equipment. 
A-3 Electric Yard Equipment Compatibility           

Range of Effectiveness: Best Management Practice, influences Area GHG emissions from landscape equipment. Not 
applicable on its own. This measure enhances effectiveness of A-1 and A-2.  
Measures – Solid Waste 
Solid Waste 
SW-1 Institute Recycling and Composting Services           

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice.  
SW-2 Recycle Demolished Construction Material           

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice.  
Measures – Vegetation 
Vegetation 
V-1 Urban Tree Planting             

Range of Effectiveness: CO2 reduction varies by number of trees. VOC emissions may increase. 
V-2 Create New Vegetated Open Space             

Range of Effectiveness: Varies based on amount and type of land vegetated.  
Measures – Construction 
Construction 
C-1 Use Alternative Fuels for Construction Equipment             

Range of Effectiveness: 0-22% reduction in GHG emissions. 
C-1 Urban Tree Planting             

Range of Effectiveness: CO2 reduction varies by number of trees. VOC emissions may increase. 
C-2 Use Electric and Hybrid Construction Equipment              

Range of Effectiveness: 2.5-80% of GHG emissions from equipment that is electric or hybrid if used 100% of the time. 
C-3 Limit Construction Equipment Idling Beyond Regulation Requirements             

Range of Effectiveness: Varies with the amount of Project Idling occurring and the amount reduced.  
C-4 Institute a Heavy-Duty Off-Road Vehicle Plan, including:  

• Construction vehicle inventory tracking system;  
• Requiring hour meters on equipment;  
• Document the serial number, horsepower, manufacture age, fuel, etc. of all onsite equipment; and  
• Daily logging of the operating hours of the equipment.  

Range of Effectiveness: Not applicable on its own. This measure ensures compliance with other mitigation measures.  
C-5 Implement a Construction Vehicle Inventory Tracking System              

Range of Effectiveness: Not applicable on its own. This measure ensures compliance with other mitigation measures.  
Measures – Miscellaneous 
Miscellaneous 
Misc-1 Establish a Carbon Sequestration Project, such as:  

• Geologic sequestration or carbon capture and storage techniques, in which CO2 from point sources is captured 
and injected underground; 
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• Terrestrial sequestration in which ecosystems are established or preserved to serve as CO2 sinks;  
• Novel techniques involving advanced chemical or biological pathways; or  
• Technologies yet to be discovered.  

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and projects selected.  
Misc-2 Establish Off-Site Mitigation               

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and projects selected.  
Misc-3 Use Local and Sustainable Building Materials              

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice.  
Misc-4 Require best Management Practices in Agriculture and Animal Operations 
Misc-5 Require Environmentally Responsible Purchasing, such as:  

• Purchasing products with sustainable packaging;  
• Purchasing post-consumer recycled copier paper, paper towels, and stationary;  
• Purchasing and stocking communal kitchens with reusable dishes and utensils;  
• Choosing sustainable cleaning supplies;  
• Leasing equipment from manufacturers who will recycle the components at their end of life; 
• Choosing ENERGY STAR appliances and Water Sense-certified water fixtures;  
• Choosing electronic appliances with built in sleep-mode timers;  
• Purchasing ‘green power’ (e.g. electricity generated from renewable or hydropower) from the utility; and  
• Choosing locally-made and distributed products.  

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice.  
Misc-6 Implement an Innovative Strategy for GHG Mitigation              

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice.  
Measures – General Plans 
General Plans  
GP-1 Fund Incentives for Energy Efficiency, such as:  

• Retrofitting or designing new buildings, parking lots, streets, and public areas with energy-efficient lighting;  
• Retrofitting or designing new buildings with low-flow water fixtures and high-efficiency appliances;  
• Retrofitting or purchasing new low-emissions equipment;  
• Purchasing electric or hybrid vehicles;  
• Investing in renewable energy systems  

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice. 
GP-2 Establish a Local Farmer’s Market               

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice. 
GP-3 Establish Community Gardens  

Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on Project Applicant and strategies selected. Best Management Practice. 
GP-4 Plant Urban Shade Trees               

Range of Effectiveness: The reduction in GHG emissions is not quantifiable at this time, therefore this mitigation 
measure should be implemented as a Best Management Practice. If the study data were updated to account for Title 24 
standards, the GHG emissions reductions could be quantified, but would vary based on location, building type, and 
building size. 
GP-5 Implement Strategies to Reduce Urban Heat-Island Effect, such as:  

• Planting urban shade trees; 
• Installing reflective roofs; and  
• Using light-colored or high-albedo pavements and surfaces.  

Range of Effectiveness: The reduction in GHG emissions is not quantifiable at this time, therefore this mitigation  
measure should be implemented as a Best Management Practice.  
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These measures offer a feasible way to incorporate lower-emitting design features into the Project, which 
subsequently, reduce emissions released during construction and operation. An EIR should be prepared to include all 
feasible mitigation measures, as well as an updated air quality and GHG analysis, to ensure that the necessary 
mitigation measures are implemented to reduce emissions to below thresholds. The EIR should also demonstrate a 
commitment to the implementation of these measures prior to Project approval, to ensure that the Project’s 
significant emissions are reduced to the maximum extent possible. 

SWAPE has received limited discovery regarding this project. Additional information may become available in the 
future; thus, we retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. Our 
professional services have been performed using that degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 
circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of service. 
No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and protocols, site 
conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which were limited to 
information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain informational gaps, 
inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of information obtained or 
provided by third parties.  
 

Sincerely,  

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 
 

 
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 
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Planning CPC <cpc@lacity.org>

VTT-74891-1A, DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A, ENV-2017-1706-MND; De Soto/Burbank
Master Plan comment
Jeff Bornstein <powcp@aol.com> Thu, Jun 25, 2020 at 5:30 AM
Reply-To: Jeff Bornstein <powcp@aol.com>
To: "cpc@lacity.org" <cpc@lacity.org>, "elizabeth.ene@lacity.org" <elizabeth.ene@lacity.org>, "@lacity.org
Andrew.pennington @lacity.org" <Andrew.pennington>, "councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org"
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>

Re : VTT-74891-1A, DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A, ENV-2017-1706-MND; De Soto/Burbank Master Plan

Dear Sirs and Madams,

Profit oriented land use is what we derive from capitalism. Just as prescription drugs and the science of medicine are
vehicles of profit,
land and our communities are a source of profit for land developers. It is legal. It is the law of the land. But also part of
the equation are
the three branches of government. On the federal level, the state level and in this case the municipal level the
executive, legislative and judicial branches of government oversee this process in the name of community and the
common good. Unfortunately money is the only thing that fuels and manipulates, tilting the scales of justice. The
mayor and city council are elected and election costs a lot of money. Early in election cycles candidates are commonly
rated on how much money they raised. Money tilts the process. Money is influence and that is before the FBI saw
cause to raid Los Angeles City Officials offices and  homes. Money is needed to  participate on a judicial level as well.
To participate judicially one has to spend their own money with no fiscal reward at the end of the process unlike
developer interests. The cost of participating judicially is tens of thousands of dollars just for attorney's fees alone.  The
average resident has no say in how their community is developed. Holding public meetings and taking comments has
little to no effect on the process. Developers build what they want because they have the money to not just build,but
build a political  campaign, either for " You or Your Opponent".  Elected officials are going to naturally migrate towards
money. The undue influence of money is undeniable in Warner Center 2035.  Warner Center developers have the
vested interest to spend what ever money they need to spend to get their projects approved by the Los Angeles City
Council.
That should change and the existing community should have a real say in the process. One that is not manipulated
and controlled by money, power and our bastardized electoral system.

The Warner Center 2035 Plan allows for too many residences and 
building that are too large for the existing community. Plans for housing and employment 
for a combined 120,000 new participants in Warner Center, combining new residences and 
new jobs as the plan states.

Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. Chapter 3 Community Vision( CommunityVision) Statement WC2035SP Warner
Center 2035 Specific Plan
reads as,
"Increase jobs in Warner Center from the existing approximately 40,000 to
80,000 by 2035, including Research/Development, Professional/Technical and
other “creative class” jobs.
• Create an environment to attract jobs, provide quality residential
neighborhoods with amenities, including open space, a community shopping
center, neighborhood-serving retail, entertainment and walk-able streets, add
20,000 new residential units of various types and sizes by the year 2035."

Beyond the overall detriment the Warner Center 2035
there are many problems with the Warner Center 2035 Plan.
Phasing , set-backs, defining commercial space, insufficient tree replacement and services such as 
a Police Station and affordable housing are not properly addressed in Warner Center 2035. 
Planning new residence and employment for large numbers as the plan allows will not be viable
without concurrent plans for already overwhelmed services. 
Developers need to be responsible for costs for additional services to avoid such costs
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burdening the the less prosperous neighbors. Developers are prosperous, not only prosperous,
but also benefit from Government Aid in the form of tax breaks. Included in those tax breaks recipients 
is Westfield Village which is in Warner Center and adjacent to the proposed Adler project. 
The Tax breaks were found by Los Angeles  City Controller to be not favorable to the taxpayer.
Los Angeles City Controller Ron Galperin has concluded that the city needs to improve on evaluating and
negotiating such deals in which the city awards tax breaks and incentives.

In a 29-page report released in August 2018, Galperin called for more transparency, noting that since the mid-
2000s, the city had approved such projects without exercising a broader and more comprehensive economic
development strategy.

“We need a clear road map to ensure consistency, fairness and value for those we serve,” Galperin said.

The city will negotiate tax incentive deals when developers face a funding or feasibility gap that could curtail
progress on a development deemed valuable to the city's long-term economic benefit. However, citing a failure
by the city to negotiate the best possible deal in these cases, Galperin’s report concludes that the city should
bring in an expert on salary or a consultant who can help determine if a project needs financial assistance from
the city. This project should have no tax breaks and no mobility fee breaks in order for these rich developers to pay their
fair share. Undue influence and manipulation have put an undue tax burden on the citizen taxpayers of the City of Los
Angeles. No tax breaks or mobility fee breaks should be included in this
developers proposal.

Phasing
------------
No phasing of projects should be allowed. Projects should be built all at once.
Phasing does not give the community a full picture of projects. Developments of
this size and scope need to be planned and built all at once to ease the disruption to 
the surrounding area and community. A 8 phase project takes upwards of 12 to 15 years to complete.
One phase projects take three to four years. We owe it to the existing community 
to be as diligent as possible in avoiding disturbances and disruption to the adjoining areas especially
those directly next to the projects.  Developments should be built all at once with time limits
to respect the surrounding homeowners and businesses.
Adler has proposed a project in eight phases. That should be prohibited for the betterment of the existing community,
Quality of Life Counts.

Setbacks
--------------
Setbacks are extremely important when you have skyscrapers.
Tall buildings give a lot of square footage with a smaller footprint.
That is basically their definition. 
Setbacks are a necessary offset to the density of multi story buildings.
The taller the buildings the more setbacks are not only appropriate but
necessary for  live-able/workable spaces.
Setbacks must be 40 feet on all sides of multi story buildings.
Forty feet from the edge of the building to any street or driveway.
Not only providing open space, but also providing a safety buffer
for that occasional but ever increasing car that drives into
ground floors of buildings.
Warner Center 2035 allows for unlimited number of stories and
size to new residences and work spaces adding many more car trips.
40 feet gives some relief from car pollutants for those who want to 
enjoy the outside. 
These spaces should be no smoking with the exception of
one singular area furthest from the building  and no bigger than 5 feet by 5 feet.
A 5' x 5' area clearly marked as the only smoking area, a specialized smoking 
area or smoking bench.
Set backs should be forty feet of grass, greenery or drought tolerant plants that are a necessity
to offset the height and density Warner Center 2035 plan currently allows.

Defining a Commercial Unit
-------------------------------------------



7/14/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - VTT-74891-1A, DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A, ENV-2017-1706-MND; De Soto/Burbank Master Plan comment

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0wGl3QvpqefjdnicGzaHBFXswavaxyQob6ru-TStoJztVyX/u/0?ik=7b97dca4cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=… 3/5

A residence is a residence.  Calling a project half residential and half commercial
does not make it half commercial. What makes a building 1/2 commercial is
utilization of half the space of the building for commercial or business enterprises.
There has to be a definition that can not be manipulated. Documentation 
of a space's utilization needs to be a tenant of an updated Warner Center 2035.Any definition
of commercial space must also include overseen  policies that outline the manner
in which commercial space claims are verified. Language needs to be tight with no loop holes.

Live/work units need to be defined with more detail as to not count what is really a residence as
a work unit. Developers manipulate numbers and information for their profit. The CPC has to
protect the communities interest and avoid the temptation to be romanced by money and bobbles,And instead work for
the community as a whole.

Insufficient Information on Tree Removal Tree Replacement
------------------------------------------
None of the phases states any tree removal and replacement. As stated the project states no removal of trees,
It is hard to believe that an 8 phase project does not remove any trees. All the existing trees remain?
Tree removal and replacement needs to be outlines and detailed if any trees are to be removed. 
Not specifying trees to be removed and replaced needs to be rectified so the project  specifies any trees to be removed
so the ramifications of said removal are thoroughly outlined and detailed for all to see and know.
Specificity is important. And it is totally lacking in terms of the transparency when details of trees to be removed are not
written into the proposal.

Removing enormous amount of mature trees and not replanting those same trees as part of the property
is one of the worst aspect of this plan. Replacing large mature trees with smaller trees in an era of Global Warming
makes no sense. Studies need to be done to document the oxygen output differential. Two small trees do not
equal the out put of the large existing trees in Warner Center. Oxygen output is an environmental concern.
Denying the importance of Oxygen output would be wrong and cause concerns about Developer intent
when it comes to the community. 

CEQA has not been followed for this project. CEQA needs to be respected. This project has not been properly vetted
under CEQA. This project needs to be re done with CEQA guidelines being followed.

LA City Tree Preservation Ordinance No. 177.404
-------------------------------------------------------------------
LA City Tree Preservation Ordinance No. 177.404,  an ordinance amending various provisions of Articles 2 and 7 of
Chapter I and Article 6 of Chapter IV and Section 96.303.5 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code signed into law March
2006 does not include
oxygenation as a concern when protecting and replacing trees. It only protects trees not people. A super majority of
Scientists see Human-Induced Climate Change, also known as Global warming as real.  This ordinance needs to be
updated to take health issues into account regarding trees and the protection of life giving oxygen-output trees provide.
Trees are desperately needed to offset Greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide and methane raise the
Earth's temperatures by trapping the suns energy in the Earth's atmosphere and surface.Energy that would
otherwise radiate into space.
Human-induced climate change must be a priority and ignoring the important natural addition of oxygen needs to be
addressed.
Replacing the amount of Oxygen should be a priority  when trees are removed and replaced for any property.. Oxygen-
output is measurable and it is not proper for a governmental entity such as The Municipality of Los Angeles to ignore.
 University of Maryland’s Center for Environmental Science study just released warns that  warming comes with
serious environmental consequences. The University of Maryland’s Center for Environmental Science established in
1925  recently published a report predicting the temperature levels for cities and 
their comparable counterpart in 2080. Los Angeles is predicted to have the weather of Cabo San Lucas.
“From a beach-day perspective, warmer might be better, but it is not better for our food production and in some areas it
could lead to more pests, invasive species and disease,” said study leader Matthew Fitzpatrick, a biogeographer at the
University of Maryland’s Center for Environmental Science.  The study reports Aedes mosquitoes, which transmit Zika,
dengue and other deadly viruses, prefer warmer weather and may be able to spread into new areas of the U.S. as
temperatures climb, scientists said in the University of Maryland’s Center for Environmental Science.
On the West Coast, warmer temperatures are associated with more smog, which can be dangerous to people with
asthma, emphysema,
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease aka COPD and allergies.  
A recent NASA report found that last year’s average global surface temperature was 1.49 degrees Fahrenheit above a
baseline period between 1951 and 1980.
As well Alex Hall, who directs the Center for Climate Science at UCLA stated that there is more to climate change than
shifts in average temperature and precipitation.
“Changes in extremes, which we also expect, matter a lot, especially here in California,” he said. “
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This ordinance is a basis for tree replacement in Warner Center for proposed developments specified in Warner
Center 2035 Plan.
Not taking into account important health issues is an obsolete approach. An incomplete, outdated and obsolete
approach to trees and tree replacement when it comes to the environment, it's effect on people and Climate Change.
Methodology and ideology have changed since 2006 when Rocky Delgadillo signed ordinance 177.404. An ordinance
amending various provisions of Articles 2 and 7 of Chapter I and Article 6 of Chapter IV and Section 96.303.5 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code into law. This ordinance is 13 years old.
Environmental concerns are not the same now as in 2006. This ordinance,  No. 177.404, and/or Articles 2 and 7 of
Chapter I and Article 6 of Chapter IV and Section 96.303.5 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code needs  be revisited as
they
are a basis for actions approved in 2019, but implementation planned for well beyond for the  Warner Center 2035
Plan.
If we do not concern ourselves with the environment and life sustaining assets such as oxygen the City of Los Angeles
is doomed to be part of the problem of human-induced climate change aka Global Warming. Not the solution.
Revisiting these Articles, Chapters and Ordinance is a must for urban sustainability as we add  a lot more people who
need Oxygen to an already crowded urban dwelling. As planned Warner Center will be extremely dense . Only further
evidence that environmental need to be addressed better than they are currently in  No. 177.404, and/or Articles 2 and
7 of Chapter I and Article 6 of Chapter IV and Section 96.303.5 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code   In the current
climate  taking environmental concerns into account as we build toward the future is a must. Not
taking environmental concerns and oxygenation levels is great cause for health concerns as we go forward. When
trees are removed oxygen-output levels need to be equal of  the oxygen-output levels from the previous trees, now
known as existing trees.

New Services- A Full Size Police Station is Needed
---------------------------------------------------------------------
A Police Station and other additional services will be needed.
With additional residences of a planned 80,000 and
40,000 new jobs safety will be a key to a successful neighborhood.
These new residents and jobs will stretch are already thinly
stretched public services. 
We need to dedicate land and start planning a full size, totally
functioning Police Station.

Affordable Housing
--------------------------
It is a sad example that Adler plans no affordable housing at the planned 8 phase project at the corner of Burbank Blvd,
and De Soto Ave..
Evidence that the developer has only profit for it's interest, not the community interest
Building affordable housing has to be a goal for Warner Center 2035.
Building affordable housing is a goal for the City of Los Angeles.

Warner Center 2035 Validity Concerns
------------------------------------------------------
Currently the FBI is investigating past City of Los Angeles
Planning activity. With this in doubt it makes no sense
to move forward until we know how valid previous plans
and approvals are.  We need to know if this currently
announced federal investigation will taint the process
that approved Warner Center 2035 or any other projects or developments
in the Warner Center defined area.
If approved by Los Angeles City Planning Committee, the project
needs to be verified as not tainted by corruption, bribery or any 
other malfeasance. Being transparent and not allowing developers
to contribute to Los Angeles City candidates for elected office is needed.
Needed as a start on the path to a better community with fairness 
and more omnipresence benefiting the community development process.

Adler is a racist company with racist hiring practices. These are not white supremacist racist, but rather hiring and
promoting racists.  Just look at their upper management
positions. And who fills those positions, These hiring practices need to be examined and the City of Los Angeles should
not approve projects that involve companies with racially challenged hiring and promotion practices.
Just look at the numbers. Numbers do not lie.



7/14/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - VTT-74891-1A, DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A, ENV-2017-1706-MND; De Soto/Burbank Master Plan comment

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0wGl3QvpqefjdnicGzaHBFXswavaxyQob6ru-TStoJztVyX/u/0?ik=7b97dca4cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=… 5/5

  Sincerely,
  Jeff Bornstein
  7507 Winnetka Ave.
  Canoga Park,Ca 91306 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/7507+Winnetka+Ave.+%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A+Canoga+Park,Ca+91306?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/7507+Winnetka+Ave.+%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A%0D%0A+Canoga+Park,Ca+91306?entry=gmail&source=g


 

Martin D. Lipkin 
 

6153 County Oak Road, Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
P: (818)999-4340    E: martinlipkin@yahoo.com 

 
June 10, 2020  
 
The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
RE:  Case Numbers: DIR-2017-1708-SPP-1A and VTT-74891-1A for City Planning 
 Commission hearing on June 25, 2020 
 
To Commission President Millman and Honorable Commissioners, 
 
I am writing this urgent request for the LA Planning Commission to reject the Planning 
Department’s conditions and findings in the two Determination letters of 3/23/2020 for 
the DeSoto/Burbank Master-Planned Project in the Commerce District of the Warner 
Center 2035 Specific Plan, and instead, adopt the corrected conditions and findings for 
the project submitted by the developer Michael Adler that were submitted to the 
Commission on May 22, 2020.  
 
Please carefully note that there are 5 key factors why you need to consider this request to 
adopt the corrected revisions submitted by Mr. Adler 
 
First let me state that I have received no compensation or special incentives to write this 
letter. I strongly spoke in favor of adopting this project as presented at the Deputy 
Advisory Agency hearing. I am the Vice President of the Woodland Hills Homeowners’ 
Organization (WHHO), a 17-year member of the Woodland Hills-Warner Center 
Neighborhood Council, a 15-year member and former Co-chair of that organization’s 
PLUM Committee and was a participant until stricken by a stroke in the Citizens Action 
Committee that wrote the 2035 Warner Center Specific Plan.  
 
I am filing this request as an individual and not on behalf of those groups, but want the 
Commission to understand that I have a vast amount of experience with Planning 
requirements and regulations I also believe a community must derive a benefit or benefits 
from a planned project in an area, and have negotiated to improve projects with a large 
number of applicants who come through the PLUM seeking to build in Woodland Hills  
 



I recognize that City Planning Commissioners are often charged with making some of the 
most important decisions impacting this City, but are unfortunately deprived of being part 
of the give and take deliberations and agreements between project developers and the 
community their project will impact. I can only pray that all of you in this matter will not 
take the mindless way out of a complex issue by voting to simply accept the original 
Determination Letter conditions and findings, but instead will choose a more enlightened 
path that will give the community the greatest benefits, allow the City to profit from the 
melding of ideas and community considerations, and permit the developer to provide the 
commercial space and additional housing that Warner Center so desperately needs: Vote 
to accept the developer’s requested revisions to the project conditions and findings. 
 
5 key reasons why you must adopt the corrected Determination Letter 

revisions submitted by Mr. Adler 
 

1. Many of the conditions and mandates stipulated by various City agencies in 
the determination letter actually violate key tenants of the WC 2035 Specific 
Plan.  
It took eight years for the community and the City to create and finally agree to 
the new Specific Plan for Warner Center—a plan that balances the needs of the 
developer with the requirements of the City and the desires of the community. 
Unfortunately, because so many individuals in various City departments are either 
unfamiliar with or prefer to ignore the requirements of the City’s newest Specific 
Plan, numerous aspects of the Determination Letter would actually  contradict or 
violate the WC 2035 Specific Plan. (Please read the Adler appeal for details) 
 

2. Numerous requests and mandates by the various contributing agencies are in 
conflict with each other, or cannot be performed because they actually put 
the City in legal jeopardy or financial peril. Or several requests cannot be 
accomplished without invalidating defined requirements of the 2035 WC 
Specific Plan. 
As the City Planning Commission, you have a fiduciary duty to weigh the 
financial and/or legal impacts a project this size may have on our City. Because 
the Letter of Determination was crafted as an “olio” of demands and conditions 
from various City agencies without a knowledgeable arbitrator to fairly balance 
the scales, opting to accept the original Letter of Determination could lead to 
potential expensive or damaging consequences to the City at a time when it can 
afford neither. The requested revisions submitted by the Applicant avoids this 
peril. 
 

3. Many of the City departments and agencies that contributed to the two 
Determination letters have relied on individuals who have no awareness of 
the clearly defined mandates, rules and guidelines of the WC 2035 Specific 



Plan and have erroneously requested conditions that will restrict or impede 
the ability of the developer to successfully implement the project on a phase-
by-phase basis. 
Because master-planned, multi-phased projects of this size are a rarity in Los 
Angeles these days, most individuals working for City agencies and departments 
have little or no experience in formulating conditions for a project like this and 
mandate conditions that can actually make it impossible to develop a project like 
this one. The conditions imposed in this Determination Letter will most likely 
result in either killing this visionary project, or worse, causing the developer to 
sell off the existing parcels individually, thus depriving the community of most of 
the planned open space and many other advantages that would benefit the 
community, the West Valley and the City.  
 

4. The master-planned project submitted to Planning was the product of 
numerous public presentations and meetings where the community was 
encouraged to voice new ideas and possible changes they thought would 
enhance the community’s lifestyle. Some of the conditions and mandates 
requested by the various Planning departments and City agencies are 
contrary to what the community said they wanted and that the developer 
agreed to include in his project.  
Few developers warm to the idea of having community organizations and 
individuals push for changes to their project. This project and developer are 
different. I believe the developer participated in 8 different open meetings which 
were not only accessible and attended  by the public and community leaders (6 
with the WHWCNC Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee—including two 
meetings completely dedicated to the project--and two meetings held by the 
WHHO with over 80+ in attendance at each one.) During those meetings, the 
developer: 
 - Encouraged questions and suggestions from the audience 
 - Actually incorporated many of the community’s suggestions and 
changes. 
 They openly worked with the WHWCNC PLUM Committee to make a number 
of significant changes and additions that dramatically benefit the entire Woodland 
Hills Community. However many of the conditions added to the Determination 
Letters negatively impact or completely nullify those important agreements and 
changes benefitting the community that the developer had willingly agreed to 
include in the project. Examples of changes included by the developer in the 
project as a result of our community meetings include, eliminating part of a 
structure to allow for a Variel Ave. pass-through (called Adler Drive in the plans). 
Another was building community space into another structure. 



 . 
5. If the unfeasible conditions and inconsistent mandates are not changed or 

simplified, the developer is likely to either abandon the entire project, or 
simply sell off each parcel and have them developed individually as he is 
entitled to do under WC 2035 Specific Plan guidelines. That will result in a 
“lose-lose-lose” consequence for the community, Warner Center and the 
City. Approving the requested revisions to the project conditions that have 
been submitted to the Commission by the developer can rectify that potential 
disaster. 
One would guess the original Letter of Determination was most probably written 
with all the best intentions. Unfortunately, as G.B. Shaw pointed out, “the road to 
Hell is paved with good intentions.” If you will look closely at the requested 
revisions to the project conditions, you will see that the Mr. Adler and his team 
have done an exceptional job to fix the errors and problems contained in the 
Letter of Determination and still fulfill most of the desires and requirements of 
those agencies and departments that wrote the conditions. Accepting Mr. Adler’s 
revisions will allow the construction of the multi-phased, master planned project 
instead of a hodge-podge of ill-suited structures if the existing parcels are allowed 
to be separated and sold off individually.    
 

Again I am urging each of the members of the Commission to adopt the corrected 
conditions and findings for the project submitted by the developer Michael Adler 
(submitted to the Commission on May 22, 2020) and to allow Warner Center and the 
Woodland Hills community to have a dynamic and beneficial master-planned project to 
serve as its heart. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Martin D. Lipkin (no sig. available) 
 
6153 County Oak Road, Woodland Hills, CA  91367 
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SENT BY E-MAIL 
 
The Honorable Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
E-Mail: cpc@lacity.org 
 
 
 Re: APPLICANT FILED APPEALS 
  20920-21051 Warner Center Lane & 20931-21041 Burbank Boulevard 

 Case Nos.: VTT-74891 & DIR-2017-1708-SPP 
  City Planning Commission Hearing Date: June 4, 2020 
 
 
Dear President Millman and Honorable Commissioners, 

On behalf of our client and the applicant in the above-referenced matter, LLJ Adler 
WCCI, LLC and LLJ Adler WCCII, LLC (the “Applicant”), thank you for your consideration of 
the Applicant’s appeals (collectively the “Appeals”) of the written determinations for Case Nos. 
VTT-74891 (the “VTT Case” or “VTT Determination Letter”) and DIR-2017-1708-SPP (the 
“DIR Case” or “DIR Determination Letter”, and collectively with the VTT Determination Letter, 
the “Determination Letters”) for the De Soto/Burbank Master Plan Project (the “Project”).  The 
Project involves a Master-Planned, Multi-Phased, mixed-use development proposed on 
approximately 24-acres located at the northwest corner of De Soto Avenue and Burbank 
Boulevard in Woodland Hills and further located within the Commerce District of the Warner 
Center 2035 Plan (the “WC 2035 Plan” or the “Plan”).  This letter is intended to supplement the 
Appeals filed by the Applicant and to further elaborate on the reasons for the Appeals by 
providing background on the Project in context to the WC 2035 Plan and the intent for Master-
Planned1, Multi-Phased projects. 

The Applicant appreciates City Planning’s efforts on this Project over the past several 
years and is pleased that the Determination Letters approve the Project.  As such, the Applicant’s 
decision to file the Appeals was not an easy one or one that was taken lightly.  However, based 
on our many decades of experience processing and securing City Planning approvals in the City 
of Los Angeles, as well as working through the permit issuance and clearance process, together 
with our understanding of the history and intent of the WC 2035 Plan, we feel strongly that, as 
currently written, a number of the Conditions of Approval included in the Determination Letters 

 
1 WC 2035 Plan Section 4 defines a “Master Planned Project” as a “Project or Unified Development with a Project 
site that is greater than 217,800 square feet (i.e., five acres) in area, which Project provides two or more buildings 
with functional linkages such as pedestrian or vehicular connections, common architectural and landscape features 
constituting distinctive design elements, and appear to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining 
streets.” 
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(the “Conditions”) render the Project functionally infeasible to develop for the reasons stated 
herein.   

It is the Applicant’s position that the City Planning staff has erred and abused its 
discretion in the following manner: 

A.  The Conditions restrict the ability to practically implement the Project on a phase-
by-phase, or Unit Map, basis.   

B.  The Determination Letters omit technical requests included in the Applicant’s 
original planning applications.   

C.   The Conditions prohibit the ability to dedicate land and may preclude seeking 
credit to satisfy the park requirement. 

D.   The DIR Determination should not require a future additional discretionary 
approval for changes to the sequencing of Project phases. 

E. The Conditions pertaining to the relocation of existing street trees and the planting 
of new street trees are infeasible. 

F.   The level of specificity in the DIR Conditions is far too onerous for a Multi-
Phased, Master-Planned Project of this scale.   

G.   The Conditions include errors, redundancies, oversights and inconsistencies that 
conflict with the WC 2035 Plan, other applicable Code requirements and/or the 
approved Project. 

H.   Several Conditions necessitate clarification.   

The following section (Section I) elaborates on the Applicant's concerns with the 
Conditions and related issues in the Determination Letters, as detailed in the “Attachment to 
Appeal Applications” submitted with the Appeals (which includes Condition number 
references).  To address these concerns, the Applicant requests revisions to the Conditions 
pursuant to the subject Appeals.  It is important to note that the proposed revisions 
predominantly do not alter the substance of the Conditions.  Instead, they allow for the clearance 
and implementation of Conditions in a practical and feasible manner for a Master-Planned, 
Multi-Phased, mixed-use project of this scale, or in a manner consistent with applicable WC 
2035 Plan or Zoning Code (“Code”) requirements.  

For purposes of ease in considering the Applicant’s requested changes to the Conditions, 
we have attached underlined and strikethrough versions of the VTT Determination Letter and 
DIR Determination Letter as “Attachment A” and “Attachment B”, respectively. We are 
also requesting revisions to the Findings, consistent with the requested revisions to the 
Conditions, as well as revisions to make the correct CEQA references.  In addition to the 
requested word-for-word revisions, Attachments A and B include brief justifications for the 
requested revisions.  Please note, however, that we have not included justifications for (1) 
revisions that clarify that Conditions will be satisfied on a phased/unit map basis or (2) revisions 
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to the Findings which are consistent with the requested revisions to the Conditions.  We trust that 
these Attachments will be helpful in your consideration of these Appeals.  

I.  SUMMARY OF REQUESTED REVISIONS TO THE PROJECT  CONDITIONS 
As detailed in this section, the requested revisions to the Conditions involve only five 

substantive topic areas (Sections A-E, below), with the majority of them involving the phased 
nature of the Project.  The balance (described in Sections F-H, below), which may seem 
substantial in number, generally represent edits consistent with the WC 2035 Plan, the Code, the 
Project plans or Project phasing, and are requested to avoid confusion, delay and the need for 
future corrections during the plan check and condition clearance process with the Los Angeles 
Department of Building & Safety (LADBS).  None of the revisions eliminate the need to comply 
with the applicable requirements in the WC 2035 Plan (or Code). 

A.  The Conditions Restrict the Ability to Practically Implement the Project on a 
Phase-By-Phase, or Unit Map, Basis.   

The Project includes eight phases that will be developed over a 15-year period.  However, 
dozens of the Conditions are written as though this is a single-phase project (most of these 
Conditions were formulated by City Planning staff or the Bureau of Engineering).  As a result, 
many requirements that relate to the entire Project, if taken literally, would have to be satisfied 
in order to develop Phase 1 of the Project.  For a very small sampling of what this entails, in 
order to proceed with Phase 1, the Applicant would have to pay the approximately $10.5 million 
Mobility Fee for the entire Project (DIR Condition 27), pay the approximately $2 million Warner 
Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee for the entire Project (DIR Condition 29), pay all 
sewer facilities charges for the entire Project (VTT Condition S-1(a)), and bond for the offsite 
improvements for the entire Project (VTT Conditions 15, 32, S-3(i)).  There are a few Conditions 
that state they will be satisfied on a phased basis, but most do not. 

This sets the stage for a potentially disastrous plan check process in which the Applicant 
will not be able to clear conditions because LADBS will require that numerous conditions that 
should obviously apply on a phase-by-phase basis must nonetheless be satisfied for the entire 
Project before Phase 1 can proceed. These Conditions must be revised to allow their satisfaction 
on a unit map/phased basis.  We emphasize that none of these requested revisions, which 
comprise the majority of the overall changes requested, involve any modification of the 
substantive requirements in those Conditions. 

The lack of consistent, straightforward phasing language places a needless, wholly 
inequitable and extraordinary financial burden and hardship on the Applicant that would 
effectively prohibit development of a project that fully complies with the WC 2035 Plan.  The 
failure to account for the phased nature of the Project also conflicts with the intent of the WC 
2035 Plan to encourage Master-Planned, Multi-Phase projects.  Therefore, the Applicant 
respectfully requests that the proposed changes to the phasing language in Attachments A and B 
be incorporated in the Determination Letters. 

 
 



City Planning Commission 
May 22, 2020  

ROSENHEIM & ASSOCIATES, INC.      Page 4 of 10 
 

B.  The Determination Letters Omit Technical Requests Included in the 
Applicant’s Original Planning Applications.   

The Determination Letters omit two important requests included in the original 
applications.  First, the Applicant requested that the VTT Determination Letter designate the 
Warner Center Lane street frontage as the front setback/front yard for Lot 1, in lieu of the De 
Soto Avenue street frontage.  This is necessary, to accommodate the design of Building 1, which 
is appropriately oriented to Warner Center Lane rather than De Soto Avenue.   

Second, the DIR Determination Letter omitted a request that the parking requirement for 
the existing buildings that will continue to operate during the phased development of the Project 
be subject to the current parking requirements in the WC 2035 Plan.  This request, which was 
based on guidance from LADBS, would ensure that no parking deficiencies are created for 
existing buildings, based on their current certificates of occupancy, during the phased 
development. 

 Therefore, the Applicant respectfully requests that the proposed language in Attachments 
A and B be incorporated into the respective Determination Letters.   

C.   The Conditions Prohibit the Ability to Dedicate Land and May Preclude 
Seeking Credit to Satisfy the Park Requirement. 

Condition 27 in the VTT Determination Letter and Condition 16 in the DIR 
Determination Letter allow compliance with LAMC Section 12.33 only by payment of in-lieu 
park fees on a phased-map basis.  This is in direct conflict with LAMC Section 12.33, which 
expressly allows the payment of park fees and/or the dedication of parkland, as well as the right 
to provide onsite improvements equivalent in value to park fees.  Similarly, Mitigation Measure 
PS-21, which is set forth in the WC 2035 Plan and has been included in both Determination 
Letters as an environmental mitigation measure, expressly allows all of these options. 

While the Applicant appreciates that the payment of park fees is an option and that the 
requirement is imposed on a unit map basis (unlike most of the other Conditions), the Applicant 
requests the ability to pay in-lieu fees or dedicate  park land, as provided for in LAMC Section 
12.33 and Mitigation PS-21, as well as the right to seek credit for land dedication and public and 
private park and recreational improvements developed as part of the Project, as permitted under 
LAMC Section 12.33.H, on a unit map/phased basis.  The Applicant also respectfully requests 
revisions to the current approval language to allow for the transfer of credit for excess open 
space from one unit map to another unit map to satisfy the park requirements in LAMC Section 
12.33 and Mitigation Measure PS-21.   

D.   The DIR Determination Should Not Require a Future Additional 
Discretionary Approval for Changes to the Sequencing of Project Phases. 

Condition 2.c in the DIR Determination Letter requires a modification to the Project 
Permit Compliance at the discretion of City Planning if the sequencing of development phases is 
modified.  In addition, Condition 2.a in the DIR Determination Letter effectively controls the 
sequencing of the Project phases by mandating the dates by which each Project phase must be 
completed.  These requirements are unsupported by any requirements in the WC 2035 Plan and 
the intent reflected therein that project phases will be market-responsive and driven.  They also 
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eliminate the certainty that the Applicant could develop a later Project phase as an earlier Project 
phase as market conditions dictate.  Under the WC 2035 Plan (and as restated in Condition 2.c), 
if the design of any Project phase is later modified, City Planning would determine whether the 
changes are substantially compliant with the approved plan and can require a modification to the 
Project Permit Compliance if they are not.  However, a mere change in the sequence of the 
phasing, with no changes to the design of a Project phase, should not create the potential for a 
new discretionary approval from City Planning.  This is not reasonable or appropriate and would 
be untenable to any developer, which is presumably why we have never seen such a condition 
imposed on a multi-phase project.  

As expressly stated in the Project Permit Compliance Review (“PPCR”) application 
submitted by the Applicant and in the Project plans, the intent is to develop the Project in eight 
distinct phases (although there may be some overlap between and/or the concurrent construction 
of some phases), with the exact order and timing of construction of each Project phase to be 
determined based on the future market conditions (all of which is consistent with the WC 2035 
Plan).  While a phasing plan was submitted as required with the PPCR application, which 
estimates the order and timing for completion of each Project phase, the Applicant made clear 
that it reserves the right to revise the Project phasing in response to market conditions consistent 
with the intent of the WC 2035 Plan.  The Applicant respectfully requests that the proposed 
changes to the applicable Conditions in the DIR Determination Letter, as set forth in Attachment 
B, be incorporated.  

E. The Conditions Pertaining to the Relocation of Existing Street Tress and the 
Planting of New Street Trees Are Infeasible. 

Condition 10.q in the DIR Determination Letter and Conditions 30-31 and C-3 in the 
VTT Determination Letter include confusing and contradictory requirements that conflict with 
and/or exceed the requirements in the WC 2035 Plan.  The changes requested by the Applicant 
would harmonize those Conditions with each other and with the WC 2035 Plan. 

Condition 10.q in the DIR Determination Letter includes a particularly problematic 
requirement to relocate existing healthy street trees that must be removed due to street widening 
or curb relocation and post a cash bond to guarantee their survival.  However, the replanting of 
the existing street trees has already been determined infeasible by the Project’s tree expert due to 
their intertwined canopies and root systems and proximity to the existing roadways.  The 
Applicant respectfully requests the deletion of the relocation requirement and that the other 
requested changes to the tree Conditions, as identified in Attachments A and B, be incorporated.  

F.   The Level of Specificity in the DIR Conditions is Far Too Onerous for a 
Multi-Phased, Master-Planned Project of This Scale.   

The level of specificity in the Conditions in the DIR Determination Letter would no 
doubt lead to countless post-approval correction letters, discretionary applications, Director’s 
determinations and/or other actions for even the slightest change in the Project plans that are 
otherwise in substantial conformance with the approved Project plans and the WC 2035 Plan.  
The WC 2035 Plan provides unlimited or very flexible allowances in building height (unlimited) 
and parking spaces required (maximums and minimums), yet the DIR Determination Letter 
includes excruciating detail as to building height limitations (which do not necessarily take into 
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account additional height allowed by Code for roof structures and equipment) and parking 
requirements that prescribe the exact number of parking spaces that must be provided, including 
their size/type (i.e., standard-sized spaces versus compact-sized spaces, etc.).  The specificity is 
onerous and inappropriate because it does not accommodate for the typical and often slight 
deviations that occur during final project design and is a marked departure from the broad 
flexibility allowed in the WC 2035 Plan.  The Applicant therefore respectfully requests that all 
such Conditions be amended as set forth in Attachment B. 

G.   The Conditions include Errors, Redundancies, Oversights and 
Inconsistencies That Conflict with the WC 2035 Plan, Other Applicable Code 
Requirements and/or the Approved Project. 

The Conditions include a significant number of errors, redundancies, oversights and 
inconsistencies that conflict with applicable WC 2035 Plan provisions, the Project plans, or 
which appear multiple times in the Determination Letters (and often with differing language).  
This will present the Applicant with complications and delays in the future as they attempt to 
clear the Conditions for Project phases.  There is a large volume of these types of Conditions that 
require modification or deletion, as reflected in Attachments A and B.   

Here are a few examples.  DIR Condition 29 only permits the payment the Warner Center 
Cultural Amenities Fee, which conflicts with the WC 2035 Plan by prohibiting the provision of 
onsite art in lieu of the fee payment, or a combination of both.  DIR Condition 27 states that the 
Applicant is required to pay the Mobility Fee using the Appendix D Mobility Fee Table "in 
effect at building permit issuance."  However, Section 7.3.1 of the WC 2035 Plan, as recently 
amended, provides that projects, for which a discretionary approval application has been deemed 
complete prior to the effective date of the recent amendment shall be subject to the fee rates and 
credits in effect at the time the application was deemed complete, for a maximum period of 
seven years.  Condition 27 should be revised to track amended Section 7.3.1.   

In several other Conditions, Project data is incorrect and must be corrected to be 
consistent with the Project plans and WC 2035 Plan.  As one example, DIR Condition 25.b.ii 
mandates the location of intake and exhaust vents, based on a guideline in the encouraged, but 
not required, WC 2035 Plan Urban Design Guidelines, but that requirement conflicts with the 
Project plans and maximum setback requirements.  Other Conditions include requirements that 
simply do not apply to the Project or have already been satisfied and should therefore be deleted.  
Finally, a number of conditions, mainly those appearing under the Bureau of Engineering 
requirements and certain Environmental Mitigation Measures in the DIR Determination Letter, 
are duplicative and should be deleted.   

H.   Several Conditions Necessitate Clarification.   

Finally, the Applicant seeks the rewording of certain Conditions for consistency with the 
applicable WC 2035 Plan, the Code and the approved Project plans.  This will allow the 
Applicant to avoid complications and needless delay during the permit clearance process.  In 
many of the revisions we are requesting, we add reference to the applicable WC 2035 Plan 
sections and/or to when a requirement must be satisfied.  The proposed revisions would achieve 
the same results as intended in the Conditions, but with added clarity during the LADBS plan 
check process.  Other Conditions are confusing or ambiguous, as currently written, or do not 
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reflect the verbal clarifications that the Applicant previously received in prior discussions with 
City staff.  The Applicant requests revisions to clarify the intent of these Conditions. 

II.  BACKGROUND AND INTENT OF THE WARNER CENTER 2035 PLAN 
In considering these Appeals, we believe it is important for the City Planning 

Commission to have context as to the history and intent of the WC 2035 Plan.  The WC 2035 
Plan is the result of an eight-year collaborative effort involving hundreds, if not thousands, of 
community stakeholders in the Woodland Hills – Warner Center community.  The effort began 
in 2005, when then Councilmember Dennis Zine appointed a Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
(CAC) composed of a representative mix of community members and staff from City Planning 
and the Department of Transportation (“LADOT”).   

One of the first efforts of the CAC was to engage in a community visioning exercise that 
included a number of large-scale community outreach meetings and workshops, some organized 
by the Woodland Hills-Warner Center Neighborhood Council (“WHWCNC”) and others by the 
City of Los Angeles.  At the meetings and workshops, experts from a variety of disciplines were 
brought in to discuss urban planning and the opportunities and risks that might result from 
Warner Center remaining “as is” or from growing into its designation as a Regional Center.  
Based on the vision that came forth from the meetings and workshops, the CAC began holding a 
series of smaller meetings (well over 100, all of which were open to the public) to convert the 
vision into policy.  Based on the community outreach that was performed, the primary objective 
of the CAC was to create a specific plan that was forward looking, responsive to market 
demands for a variety of uses and created a true Regional Center; a Regional Center intended to 
absorb growth while protecting the sanctity of the single-family residential nature of the vast 
majority of the southwest San Fernando Valley.  

After eight years of working together and with the community, the CAC and City of Los 
Angeles put forth the WC 2035 Plan.  It was rolled out through a number of public hearings and 
meetings, and while certain details of the Plan were raised through that process, there were no 
objections raised to the Plan or its foundational elements.  The Los Angeles City Council 
unanimously approved it, with no objection at all from the community, something unheard of in 
modern Los Angeles history. 

Given the ever-evolving needs of a dynamic city and community, the WC 2035 Plan was 
crafted to provide thoughtful economic development that is able to meet the jobs and housing 
requirements as demand dictates, all towards the goal of transforming Warner Center into a true 
mixed-use Regional Center.  The Plan includes a detailed set of development standards intended 
to promote the swift and efficient approval of Projects meeting the Plan’s rigorous requirements.  
Through greater floor area allowance and unlimited residential density, the WC 2035 Plan 
promotes residential densification while retaining land for required non-residential purposes.   

At the same time, the WC 2035 Plan allows for unlimited building height in much of the 
Plan area, allowing the Plan to require as much as 15 percent of lot area for new projects to be 
retained as Publicly Accessible Open Space (“PAOS”).  The Plan also requires the breaking up 
of the existing, pedestrian-unfriendly, large blocks, through the requirement for new streets and 
pedestrian connections from one project site to another, resulting in much more pedestrian-
friendly and transit-oriented neighborhoods.  Section 5.3.3.3 of the WC 2035 Plan requires 
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projects or Unified Developments on large lots (over five acres) to be master planned.  However, 
the Plan does not require multiple lots under the same ownership (with each lot individually 
under five acres but cumulatively exceeding five acres) to be Master Planned.  With that said, the 
intent of the Plan is to encourage owners of these properties to pursue a Master Planned Project 
on a voluntary basis in order to effectuate the primary objectives of the WC 2035 Plan. 

III.  PROJECT BACKGROUND 
This important and exciting Project has been in the making for the past seven years, since 

the WC 2035 Plan was adopted in 2013.  From the onset of Project planning, the primary goal of 
the Applicant has been to design a Project that is fully consistent with and meets the intent of the 
WC 2035 Plan, and that contributes to the new Warner Center which is “an urban center where 
people can live, work, and play”.2  As described in more detail to follow, the Applicant has 
worked closely with the neighborhood stakeholders and the Department of City Planning (“City 
Planning”) over the past several years to ensure that the Project not only complies with the WC 
2035 Plan, but will be an asset to Project residents, workers, guests, and the community at large.   

Comprised of 12 separate lots respectively that are currently improved with 12 one-, two- 
and three-story office buildings, Warner Center Corporate Park is currently located and operating 
on the Project Site.  The Applicant purchased the property in 2013 and shortly thereafter began 
evaluating whether to Master Plan the entire 24 acres, or to sell or individually develop each lot 
(or combination of lots) without being subject to the Master-Planned, Multi-Phased Project 
requirements of the WC 2035 Plan.  The Applicant, after careful evaluation and recognizing their 
strong commitment to the objectives of the WC 2035 Plan, chose to design a project consistent 
with the intent and regulations of the WC 2035 Plan, and to seek approvals for a Master-Planned, 
Multi-Phased Project Permit Compliance (“PPCR”), along with a related Subdivision request.  
As part of the Project, the 12 existing buildings are to be demolished on a phased basis as the 
Project phases are developed. 

The Project involves eight development phases and the construction of 10 new mid- and 
high-rise (with the exception of one low-rise), mixed-use buildings over a period of 
approximately 15 years.  Each construction phase start date will depend on market conditions 
and demands, as envisioned in the WC 2035 Plan.  The new buildings will cumulatively provide 
up to approximately 2,634,268 square feet of residential and non-residential floor area, 
including; 1,009 multi-family residential units, with 841 apartment units (53 of which will be 
Work-Live Units) and 168 condominium units (15 of which will be Work-Live Units), 228 hotel 
rooms, 1,140,746 square feet of office space, 7,731 square feet of ground-floor restaurant space, 
15,741 square feet of ground-floor retail space, 35,311 square feet of ground-floor restaurant 
and/or retail space, 26,762 square feet of ground-floor office and/or retail space, and 4,068 
square feet of community room space.  The Project will feature approximately 2.79 acres of 
PAOS (2.69 acres is required under the WC 2035 Plan), and an additional 2.52 acres of 
additional public open space.  The Project before you has been revised from the original proposal 
based on extensive consultation with the community, the Office of Councilmember Bob 
Blumenfield, City Planning, as well as other City departments. 

 
2 WC 2035 Plan Section 1, p. 5.   
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The Applicant made several presentations to the WHWCNC, with the initial courtesy 
presentation made prior to the filing of the entitlement applications.  The Applicant team 
welcomed questions and input from the WHWCNC Planning, Land Use and Mobility 
Committee (“PLUM”) during five meetings, including a Joint Special Meeting of the full 
WHWCNC Board and PLUM Committee that was noticed to neighbors and the general public.  
As a result of these productive public meetings, and after similar discussions with the Office of 
Councilmember Bob Blumenfield, City Planning, LADOT and the Department of Recreation 
and Parks at which further comments, suggestions and direction were provided to the Applicant 
and the project team, the Project was revised to include the future extension of Variel Avenue, 
relocate driveways and ingress/egress points, and program and further activate and enhance the 
proposed PAOS and additional public and private open space areas.  More specifically, the 
Project was revised to include additional children’s play areas (including publicly accessible and 
private play areas), dog stations, a Zen garden, and a community room to be designated for 
specific use at a later date in collaboration with the community.   

All of these changes were made in addition to the originally proposed public plazas, nine 
Focal Points (the proposed design includes eight more Focal Points than required by the WC 
2035 Plan), seating, and landscaping.  The Project was revised to reduce the size and footprint of 
Building 3 (resulting in a loss of 20 units) to allow for a proposed Project driveway, Adler Drive, 
to provide later connection to Variel Avenue to the north.  This future connection along with 
Town Center Drive breaks up the Project Site for better pedestrian and vehicular permeability as 
sought by the WC 2035 Plan while providing future connections to the properties to the north.  
The proposed Commerce Drive provides similar future integration between the Project Site and 
the property to the west.  Presentations were also made to, and well-received by, the Woodland 
Hills Homeowners Organization (at a meeting which was noticed to the community and their full 
membership), the West Valley Warner Center Chamber of Commerce, the Warner Center 
Association, the Valley Industry and Commerce Association, and the Valley Cultural 
Foundation.  The Applicant also met with adjoining property owners, including LNR Warner 
Center and Kaiser Permanente.  

As a result of these ongoing discussions with the community and its stakeholders as well 
as the City departments, we now have an even more robust, pedestrian-oriented Master-Planned, 
Multi-Phased, mixed-use Project than originally submitted; a Project that meets the objectives 
and requirements of the WC 2035 Plan, incorporates thoughtful input from stakeholders, and 
provides a mix of uses while maintaining generous public spaces. 

IV.  CONCLUSION 

The Applicant’s Appeals have been filed with the intent to modify the Condition 
language to allow the practical and feasible implementation of this important Master-Planned, 
Multi-Phased, mixed-use project, consistent with the intent of the WC 2035 Plan.  It is our belief, 
and certainly our intent, that none of the requested changes in any way eliminate or circumvent 
any requirements of the WC 2035 Plan and Code as they apply to the Project, but rather provide 
a means to clear the required Conditions and effectuate the Project approvals in a manner that 
actually allows for an important Project of this scale to come to fruition.  The Applicant has 
spent a great deal of effort over the past seven years to carefully design a project that is fully 
consistent with the letter and intent of the WC 2035 Plan, and has done so in close collaboration 
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with Councilmember Blumenfield’s Office, City Planning and LADOT, as well as the 
WHWCNC and the broader community.  Our goal is to eliminate the ambiguities and 
requirements of the Determination Letters as currently approved that, if left unchanged, will 
likely render the Project functionally undevelopable. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.  If you have any questions or 
require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (818) 716-2780 or at 
brad@raa-inc.com.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
Brad M. Rosenheim 

ROSENHEIM & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

cc: Ms. Blake Lamb, Department of City Planning  
Ms. Michelle Levy, Department of City Planning 
Mr. Tim Fargo, Department of City Planning 
Ms. Elizabeth Ene, Office of Councilmember Bob Blumenfield  
Mr. Richard S. Gable, Adler Realty Investments, Inc. 
Jack H. Rubens, Esq., Sheppard Mullin 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

“ATTACHMENT A” 

Requested Revisions to VTT-74891 Determination Letter 

Strikethrough text in red requested for deletion 

Underlined text in red requested to be added 

Brief explanations and justifications for requested revisions noted in blue 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Decision Date: March 23, 2020 

Michael Adler (O/A) 
LLJ Adler WCCI, LLC & LLJ 
Adler WCCII, LLC 
c/o Adler Realty Investments, 
Inc. 
21301 Warner Center Lane 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
 
Brad Rosenheim and  
Jessica Pakdaman (R)  
Rosenheim and Associates,  
Inc. 
21600 Oxnard Street  
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
 

Re: VTT-74891 
Related Case: DIR-2017-1708-SPP 
20920 – 20970 W Warner Center Lane; 
20935 – 21051 W Warner Center Lane; 
20931 – 21041 W Burbank Boulevard 
Canoga Park - Winnetka - 
Woodland Hills - West Hills Community 
Plan 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan  
Zone : (WC) COMMERCE – SN 
D.M. : 174-B-109 
C.D. : 3 – Blumenfield 
CEQA : ENV-2017-1706-MND 
Legal Description: Lots 1 through 12 of 
Tract 42011 
 
Last Day to File an Appeal: April 3, 2020 

In accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 and 17.15 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC), the Advisory Agency determines and finds that the Tiered Initial Study / 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“IS/MND”) tiers from the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Warner Center 2035 PlanProgram EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH No. 
1990011055 (“Warner Center PFEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 15168; that 
the IS/MND analyzes potentially significant environmental impacts that were not adequately 
addressedexamined as significant effects on the environment in the Warner Center PFEIR, 
or were susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions 
in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means; that revisions in the project 
were made and agreed to by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for 
public review which would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no 
significant effects would occur; that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole 
record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the 
environment that was not adequately addressed in the Warner Center FEIR; that the 
IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City; andthat the Advisory 
Agency adopts a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the IS/MND; that the Advisory Agency 
approves an eight-phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM 74891) to merge and re-
subdivide the Project site, located at 20920 – 20970 W Warner Center Lane, 20935 – 21051 
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W Warner Center Lane, and 20931 – 21041 W Burbank Boulevard, for a maximum of eight 
(8) parcels (Lots 1 through 8), including Lot 5 on which a new building with 168 residential 
condominium units would be developed, and portions of Warner Center Lane (a private 
street), as shown on revised map stamp-dated June 7, 2019; and that the Warner Center 
Lane street frontage shall be the front yard for Lot 1, in lieu of the De Soto Avenue street 
frontage. This unit density is based on the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. The 
subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not permit this maximum approved density.  
Therefore, verification should be obtained from the Department of Building and Safety which 
will legally interpret the Zoning Code as it applies to this particular property. [Edits 
incorporated consistent with the environmental clearance document] 

The Advisory Agency’s approval is subject to the following conditions: 

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, 
subdivider should follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the 
applicant, subdivider shall maintain record of all conditions cleared, including all material 
supporting clearances and be prepared to present copies of the clearances to each 
reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review. 

UNIT MAP 
 
The tract be permitted to record with final map units. The subdivider shall submit the 
Unit Map Fee, a Unit Map showing the boundaries of such Unit Map, the Unit Number of 
each Unit Map, and all applicable tract conditions in a matrix for each Unit Map. All 
above required items shall be submitted satisfactory to the Advisory Agency prior to the 
clearance of all other conditions of approval with respect to a final map. [Language 
requested for insertion to ensure conditions can be cleared on a unit map basis] 
 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
Any questions regarding this report should be directed to Mr. Georgic Avanesian of the 
Land Development Section, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 290, or by 
calling (213) 808-8588. 

[The following requested revisions represent clarifications and corrections consistent 
with the WC 2035 Plan street standards and the phased map]  

1. That an 18-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along De Soto Avenue adjoining 
the subdivision to complete a 68-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Boulevard II Standards of LA Mobility Plan 2035, as 
modified by the applicable street standard for De Soto Avenue in the Warner 
Center 2035 Plan, per the adjacent unit map.  In addition, a 20-foot radius 
property line return be dedicated at the intersection with Burbank Boulevard 
adjoining the tract. 
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2. That an additional 12-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along 

De Soto Avenue adjoining the public street dedication stated above in 
accordance with Warner Center Specific2035 Plan, per the adjacent unit map. 

3. That a 2-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Burbank Boulevard adjoining 
the subdivision to complete a 45-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in 
accordance with Modified Avenue I Standards of LA Mobility Plan 2035, per the 
adjacent unit map. 

4. That an additional 6-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along 
De Burbank Boulevard adjoining the public street dedication stated above, in part 
for an 8-foot sidewalk, in accordance with Warner Center Specific2035 Plan, per 
the adjacent unit map. 

5. That a minimum 64-foot and variable width private street easement be provided 
as shown on the revised vesting tentative map stamp dated  June 7, 2019, 
including 20-foot radius property easement returns at the intersections with 
Burbank Boulevard and De Soto Avenue all on alignments satisfactory to Valley 
District Engineering Officeand as shown on VTTM 74891 on a unit map basis.  
The existing new private street easement shall be located within the new 
proposed existing private street easement and the portions of the existing private 
street easement within each unit map that are to be vacated and merged shall be 
vacated and merged on the applicable unit map. In the event any portion of the 
existing private street easement area is outside of the new proposed private 
street easement area then a revised map shall be submitted for approval. 

6. That the full width of the proposed private street (Warner Center Lane) be 
dedicated as a sanitary sewer easement(s) and the portions of the existing 
sanitary sewer easement(s) within each unit map that are to be vacated and 
merged shall be vacated and merged on the applicable unit map on a unit map 
basis. 

7. That the existing private street easement be shall remain part of the adjoining 
parcels. 

8. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary easements for ingress, egress 
and public facilities over the private street area upon the sale of the respective 
lots and they will maintain the private street, free and clear of obstructions and in 
a safe condition for vehicular use at all times. 

9. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded stating that private street will be 
posted in a manner prescribed in Section 18.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code “Private Street Regulations”. 

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

11. That satisfactory arrangements be made with the Valley District B-permit Section 
for abandoning or privatizing the existing public sewer system within the tract 
property on a unit map basis.  In the event that all or a portion of the above 
system is to be abandoned, then abandonment shall be completed prior to or 
with the recordation of the final applicable unit map. 

12. That in the event that satisfactory arrangements have been made with the 
valleyValley District Engineering DistrictOffice regarding the abandonment and or 
privatizing of the existing sewer system then the existing public sewer easement 
within the tract area be permitted to be merged with the remainder of the tract 
map pursuant to Section 66499.20.2 of the State Government Code, and in 
addition, the following conditions be executed by the applicant and administered 
by the City Engineer on a unit map basis: 

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

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

13. That all existing public sewer and drainage easements not being merged 
including any public drainage easement for LA County be shown on final each 
applicable unit map. 

14. That the subdivider make a request to the Valley District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. [Deletion 
requested as this condition has already been satisfied through issuance of the 
Sewer Availability letter for the Project, in response to the Sewer Capacity 
Availability (SCAR)] 

[Deletion of the following conditions requested as they are duplicative of Condition S-3(i) 
that appear later in the VTT Determination Letter] 

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

a. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage 
plans for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District 
Engineering. 
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b. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 
by the construction of the following: 

i. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk 
and landscaping of the parkway. 

ii. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
56-foot half roadway. 

iii. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements. 

iv. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 

c. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 

d. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the 
subdivision by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and 
construction of the new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete 
sidewalk and landscaping of the parkway, including any necessary 
removal and reconstruction of existing improvement. 

e. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 
following: 

i. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-
foot wide sidewalks. 

ii. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street 
roadways as approved under P-30435. 

f. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 
connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION 
Grading Division approvals are conducted at 221 North Figueroa Street, 12th Floor suite 
1200. The approval of this Tract Map shall not be construed as having been based upon 
a geological investigation such as will authorize the issuance of the building permit of 
the subject property. Such permits will be issued only at such time as the Department of 
Building and Safety has received such topographic maps and geological reports as it 
deems necessary to justify the issuance of such building permits. 

[The following revisions are consistent with the Department of Building and Safety, 
Grading Division’s final recommendation for VTTM 74891] 
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16. Comply with any requirements with the Department of Building and Safety, 

Grading Division for recordation of the final map and issuance of any permit. The 
Soils Report Approval Letter for the Project issued by the Grading Division of the 
Department of Building and Safety, dated March 10, 2020, and the geotechnical 
reports referenced therein are acceptable, provided the following conditions are 
complied with during site development: 

a. The Soils Report Approval Letter is only applicable for the purpose of the  
approval of VTTM 74891. No grading or building permits shall be issued 
based on the Soils Report Approval Letter and the reports referenced 
therein. 

b. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits with respect to a 
project phase, a comprehensive soils report shall be submitted to the 
Grading Division for review and approval with respect to such project 
phase. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION 
An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the Department of 
Building and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Eric Wong at (213) 482-6876 to 
schedule an appointment. 

[Clarifying language incorporated below consistent with Project Plans and phasing of 
Project] 

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

a. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on 
the site on a unit map basis.  Accessory structures and uses, other than 
parking uses as necessary, are not permitted to remain on lots without a 
main structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and 
signed inspection cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

b. Provide a copy of affidavit AF-89-1492311-MB, AF-96-227272-OB, AFF- 
53017, AFF-53018, AFF-55688, AFF-55689, AFF-5588, AFF-56892, 
AFF- 56893, AFF-56894, AFF-56895, AFF-56896, AFF-56896, AFF-
56897, AFF- 56942, AFF-56981, AFF-64958, OB-14529, OB-14553, OB-
14557 and PKG-5567.  Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavit(s) as applicable. 
Termination of above affidavit(s) may be required on a unit map basis 
after the that applicable unit mMap has been recorded. Obtain approval 
from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 
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c. Provide a copy of CPC case CPC-2008-3470-SP-GPA-ZC-SUD-BL and 
CPC-22423-ZBA. Show compliance with all the conditions/requirements 
of the CPC case(s) as applicable. 

d. Within each unit map, showShow all street dedication(s) as required by 
Bureau of Engineering and provide net lot area after all dedication. “Area” 
requirements shall be re-checked as per net lot area after street 
dedication. Front and side yard requirements shall be required to comply 
with current code as measured from new property lines after 
dedication(s). 

e. Private Street (Warner Center Lane) shall comply with both Fire 
Department and Bureau of Engineering conditions on a unit map basis. 

Notes: 

Each Unit Map shall be cleared once all applicable above Zoning 
conditions applicable to each Unit Map have been satisfied. 

This property is located within the Warner Center Specific 2035 Plan Area 
and requires to comply compliance with the Warner Center Specific 2035 
Plan. 

This property is located in a Liquefaction Zone. 

The submitted Map may not comply with the number of residential parking 
spaces required by Section 12.21 A.4(a) based on number of habitable 
rooms in each unit the Warner Center 2035 Plan. If there are insufficient 
numbers of parking spaces, obtain approval from the Department of City 
Planning. 

The submitted Map may not comply with the number of guest parking 
spaces required by the Advisory Agency. 

The existing or proposed building plans have not been checked for and 
shall comply with Building Code, and Zoning Code and the Warner Center 
2035 Plan requirements, as applicable. With the exception of revised 
Citywide health or safety standards, the subdivider shall have a vested 
right to proceed with the proposed development in substantial compliance 
with the ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the time the 
subdivision application was deemed complete. Plan check will be required 
before any construction, occupancy or change of use. 

If the proposed development does not comply with the current applicable 
Zoning Code and Warner Center 2035 Plan, all zoning violations shall be 
indicated on the Map. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Any questions regarding these conditions should be directed to Shirley Zamora or 
Brandon Wilson by calling (818) 374-4691. 

18. A minimum 20-foot reservoir space is required between any security gate or 
parking space and the property line, or to the satisfaction of DOT. 

19. A two-way driveway width of W=30 feet is required for all driveways, or to the 
satisfaction of DOT. 

20. With respect to each unit map, a parking area and driveway plan should be 
submitted to the Citywide Planning Coordination Section of the Department of 
Transportation for approval prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan 
check by the Department of Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are 
conducted at 6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 320, Van Nuys, CA 91401. 

21. The subdivision report fee and condition clearance fee be paid to the Department 
of Transportation as required per Ordinance No. 183270 and LAMC Section 
19.15 prior to recordation of each unit map. Note: The applicant may be required 
to comply with any other applicable fees per this new ordinance. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 
The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these conditions 
must be with the Hydrant and Access Unit. This would include clarification, verification 
of condition compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be 
accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive service 
with a minimum amount of waiting please call (818) 374-4351. You should advise any 
consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 

22. Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of 
Tract Map Action. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 

a. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all 
structures shall be required. 

b. One or more Knox Boxes will be required to be installed for LAFD access 
to project location and number to be determined by LAFD Field inspector. 
(Refer to FPS Req # 75). 

c. 505.1 Address identification. New and existing buildings shall have 
approved building identification placed in a position that is plainly legible 
and visible from the street or road fronting the property. 

d. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 
feet from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or 
designated fire lane. 



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 74891      PAGE 9 
 

e. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus 
or where fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 
28 feet in width. 

f. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall 
not be less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

g. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a 
cul-de-sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire 
lane shall be greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be 
required. 

h. Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire 
Department approval. 

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

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

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

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

m. Private streets and entry gates will be built to City standards to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Fire Department. 

n. Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed development 
shall not exceed 15 percent in grade. 

o. Private development shall conform to the Fire Department street 
standards for fire access as street dimensions shown on Department of 
Public Works Standard Plan S-470-0 and shall otherwise conform to the 
standards for New Streets in the Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 
6.2.5.2.1, as applicable. [Revisions requested to reference the governing 
standards in the WC 2035 Plan for the Private Street (Warner Center 
Lane)] 

p. Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns. 
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q. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. 
Their number and location to be determined after the Fire Department’s 
review of the plot plan. 

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

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

t. Recently, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) modified Fire 
Prevention Bureau (FPS) Requirement 10. Helicopter landing facilities 
are still required on all High-Rise buildings in the City. However, FPB’s 
Requirement 10 has been revised to provide two new alternatives to a full 
FAA-approved helicopter landing facilities. 

u. Each standpipe in a new high-rise building shall be provided with two 
remotely located FDC’s for each zone in compliance with NFPA 14-2013, 
Section 7.12.2. 

v. The plot plans for each project phase shall be approved by the Fire 
Department showing fire hydrants and access for each phase of the 
project prior to the recording of the finalunit map for that phase. Each 
phase shall comply independently with code requirements. 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 

23. That the developer shall complete the following financial and engineering 
arrangements as conditions of map clearance: 

a. Street improvement/sewer/storm drain/water plans shall be submitted. 
Submit on a unit map basis. 

b. Quitclaim Easement. Developer must start the quitclaim process for 
the 64’ easement for waterline right-of-way purposes on Warner 
Center Lane.  Submit on a unit map basis. 

24. That the developer shall complete the following financial and engineering 
arrangements as conditions of service (but not conditions of unit map 
clearance): 

a. New services and meters shall be installed. Installed on a unit map 
basis. Developer/engineer to provide list of services required for 
development. 
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b. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los Angeles 
City Plumbing Code for lot(s) where pressures exceed 80 psi at the 
building pad elevation. Required for all unit maps on a unit map basis. 

c. Additional Requirements: New LADWP easements must be granted 
and recorded by the applicant over the area of the new Warner 
Center Lane street alignment prior to quitclaim of the existing 
easement. Grants and quitclaims of portions of the easement can be 
on a unit map basis. 

25. Other pertinent information applicable to this subdivision: On January 1, 2018, 
LADWP implemented a new policy regarding water service for multi-unit 
residential structures. If a development allows LADWP to install an individual 
meter in front of each house and the water main serving that development fronts 
the property and is in a public right-of-way, then this is a conventional installation 
and LADWP will provide individual meters. However, if the small lot is completely 
and within private property and the request is for a manifold type installation of 
consecutive meters in a coffin-type configuration, LADWP can provide up to five 
meters in that manifold-setting. LADWP can provide a master meter if the 
number of meters required is greater than five. 

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING – SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
Street Lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance Assessment District 
condition is conducted at 1149 S. Broadway Suite 200. Street Lighting improvement 
condition clearance will be conducted at the Bureau of Engineering District office, see 
condition S-3. (c). 

26. IMPROVEMENT CONDITION: No street lighting improvements if no street 
widening per BOE improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and, upgrade 
and/or replace street lights on a unit map basis:; eight (8) on Burbank 
Bl.Boulevard and ten (10) on De Soto Avenue. [Revisions reflect clarifying 
language, which was recommended for approval by the Bureau of Street Lighting 
in response to the Applicant’s request at the Advisory Agency Public Hearing 
held on February 11, 2020] 

NOTES: 

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

Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3) by 
other legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering conditions, requiring 
an improvement that will change the geometrics of the public roadway or 
driveway apron may require additional or the reconstruction of street lighting 
improvements as part of that condition. 
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DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 
If you have any questions regarding this recommendation, please contact Park Fee 
Staff at (213) 202-2682 or rap.parkfees@lacity.org. Park Fees are paid at 221 North 
Figueroa Street, Suite 400, Los Angeles. 

[The following revisions are consistent with the referenced Environmental Mitigation 
Measure and the Applicant’s request to retain the ability to pay the park fee, dedication 
land, and/or seek credit for additional open space areas and to transfer credit between 
unit maps] 

27. Consistent with Mitigation Measure PS-21 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Warner Center 2035 Plan, That the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.33 shall be fulfilled through either the dedication of land and/or the payment of 
in-lieu fees prior to the recordation of the applicable unitfinal map. Dedication of 
land and/or pPayment of in-lieu fees may be on a phasedunit-map basis. The 
applicant shall also be entitled to credit pursuant to LAMC Section 12.33.H for 
land dedication and public and private park and recreational improvements to be 
developed on the property. Any dedication of land with respect to a unit map may 
be on-site or off-site. If off-site, Aa suitable arrangement shall be made, 
satisfactory to the Department of Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said 
dedicationpayment of in-lieu fees. 

a. For the purpose of applying credit towards the above requirements, any 
eligible dedication of land and any eligible public and private park and 
recreational improvements to be developed on the property in any of the 
unit maps within the multiple phase, master planned project shall be 
eligible for and applied as credit toward the current or a previously 
recorded unit map.  

BUREAU OF SANITATION 
 
28. Wastewater Collection Systems Division of the Bureau of Sanitation has 

inspected the sewer/storm drain lines serving the subject tract and found no 
potential problems to their structure or potential maintenance problems, as stated 
in the memo dated June 8, 2017, with the exception of the following: 

There are easements contained within the aforementioned property. Any 
proposed development in close proximity to the easements must secure 
Department of Public Works approval. 

Note: This Approval is for the Tract Map only and represents the office of the 
Bureau of Sanitation/WCSD. The applicant may be required to obtain other 
necessary Clearances/Permits from the Bureau of Sanitation and appropriate  
 
District office of the Bureau of Engineering. 
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 
29. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed in the same manner as 

other required improvements, please email cabletv.ita@lacity.org that provides 
an automated response with the instructions on how to obtain the Cable TV 
clearance. The automated response also provides the email address of three 
people in case the applicant/owner has any additional questions. 

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
30. The applicant shall submit a tree report and a landscape plan prepared by a Tree 

Expert, as required by LAMC Ordinance No. 177,404, for approval by the City 
Planning Department and the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street Services. 
The Tree Report shall contain the Tree Expert's recommendations for the 
preservation of as many desirable (eight inches diameter or greater) trees as 
possible and shall provide species, health, and condition of all trees with tree 
locations plotted on a site survey. An on-site 1:1 tree replacement shall be 
required for the unavoidable loss of any desirable on-site trees.Consistent with 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan, replacement for the loss of any protected trees in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance: Replace all on-site 
trees to ensure continuation of the urban forest. Replace all nonnative trees 
greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet 
above surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-invasive) trees of 
appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For native species, source 
materials should be from seeds or cuttings gathered within coastal southern 
California to ensure local provenance.  As shown on the tree survey for the 
Project, all on-site and street trees to be removed will be removed and replaced 
on a unit map basis. [Requested revisions are consistent with the referenced 
Environmental Mitigation Measure] 

Note: Removal of Protected trees requires the approval of the Board of Public 
Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 for tree removal 
permit information. CEQA document must address protected tree removals. 

31. On a unit map basis, plantPlant street trees and remove any existing trees within 
dedicated streets or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban 
Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services and in compliance with the 
Warner Center  2035 Plan. In the event of a conflict between Urban 
Forestry Division standards and the Warner Center 2035 Plan, the Warner 
Center 2035 Plan provisions shall control. Parkway tree removals shall be 
replanted at a 2:1 ratio. All street tree plantings shall be brought up to current 
standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree plantings, the sub 
divider or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 
upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting. [Language requested 
for insertion clarifies that the standards in the WC 2035 Plan prevail, consistent 
with the WC 2035 Plan requirements] 
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Note: Removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way requires approval 
of the Board of Public Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 
for permit information. CEQA document must address parkway tree removals. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
Clearances may be conducted at the Figueroa, Valley, or West Los Angeles 
Development Services Centers. To clear conditions, an appointment is required, which 
can be requested at planning.lacity.org. 

32. Prior to final map recordation for Phase I of each unit map, the Property Owner 
shall bond for all the De Soto Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, and Private Street 
(Warner Center Lane) improvements within or adjacent to such unit map 
satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering Office, or, if the Property Owner  
elects to construct the improvements, submit to the Bureau of Engineering an 
application for A-permit(s) and/or B-permit(s) for such improvements. On a unit 
map basis, public right-of-way improvements along De Soto Avenue and 
Burbank Boulevard, as well as Private Street (Warner Center Lane) 
improvements, shall be completed and constructed prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy for any new building within the subject unit map. 

33. Prior to final map recordation for each phase,If any portion of a legal lot would be 
segmented by the recordation of a unit mapdesignated remainder or any omitted 
parcel may subsequently be sold without any further requirement of the filing of a 
parcel map or final map per Government Code Section 66424.6(d), but a 
conditional certificate of compliance is required., Nno building permits shall be 
issued for the construction of any improvements on such segmented portionfor 
any designated remainder or any omitted parcel unless either a conditional 
certificate of compliance is recorded with respect to such segmented portion or 
such segmented portion is included as part of legal lot established in a 
subsequent unit map or other final or parcel map, provided that this condition 
shall not apply towith the exception of demolition permits, tenant improvements, 
and changes of use. [Clarifying revisions requested that would add more clarity 
as to the intent of this condition. Current language is confusing]  

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

a. Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 8 lots. 

b. That the subdivider shall comply with the Warner Center 2035 Specific 
Plan prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit. 

e.c. That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Advisory Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit. 
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f.d. That the subdivider consider the use of natural gas and/or solar energy 
and consult with the Department of Water and Power and Southern 
California Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation 
measures. 

g.e, INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS. 

Applicant shall do all of the following: 

(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all 
actions against the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in 
part, the City’s processing and approval of this entitlement, 
including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, 
void or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, 
the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property 
damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other 
constitutional claim. 

(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an 
action related to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s 
processing and approval of the entitlement, including but not limited 
to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any 
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of 
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs. 

(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City 
within 10 days’ notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant 
and requesting a deposit. The initial deposit shall be in an amount 
set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, based on the 
nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit 
be less than $50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to 
reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. 
Supplemental deposits may be required in an increased amount 
from the initial deposit if found necessary by the City to protect the 
City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit 
does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the 
City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, 
execute an indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City 
under terms consistent with the requirements of this condition. 

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its 
receipt of any action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City 
fails to notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding in a 
reasonable time, of if the City fails to reasonably cooperate in the defense, 
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the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or 
hold harmless the City. 

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City 
Attorney’s office or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may 
participate at its own expense in the defense of any action, but such 
participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation imposed by 
this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, 
in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its 
approval of the entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the 
right to make all decisions with respect to its representations in any legal 
proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or settle litigation. 

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, 
boards, commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers. 

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including 
those held under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, 
or lawsuits. Action includes actions, as defined herein, alleging 
failure to comply with any federal, state or local law. 

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit 
the rights of the City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created 
by this condition. 

35. That prior to the issuance of thea building permit or the recordation of the final 
map or the first unit map, a copy of the Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP shall be 
submitted to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. In the event that Case No. 
DIR-2017-1708-SPP is not approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract 
modification. Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP concerns Project Permit Compliance 
with the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan and conditions site development, 
permitted land uses, intensity, phasing, ground floor limitations, building height, 
street standards, Activity Nodes, Active Street Frontages, setbacks, Publicly 
Accessible Open Space, Park Fees and Land Dedication, parking requirements, 
compliance with Design Guidelines, street trees, on-site trees, compliance with 
sustainability standards, street lighting, site access and internal circulation, 
Mobility Fee, Transportation Demand Management options, and the Warner 
Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee, among other regulations. 

36. Per Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 5.3.3.2.2, any changes to any phase of 
development which are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including 
changes to elevations, site plans, orientations, and other design features to a 
Multiple-Phase Project, shall require a modification to a Project Permit 
Compliance pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-OD. Any 
modification request shall include submittal of all materials necessary to support 
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the modification request including, but not limited to, supplemental application 
materials, phasing documentation and DOT review specified in subsections 
5.3.3.1.1 through 5.3.3.1.3. [Requesting correction to reference to applicable 
LAMC Section] 

37. Pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.1.2.2.10 regarding the 
anticipated extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to the north to Burbank 
Boulevard to the south, the Project shall design the driveway identified on plans 
as Adler Drive, along the west side of the Project site, to be directly accessible to 
Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as proposed on Plan 
Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the north and west 
being redeveloped, and allowing for an extension of Variel Avenue in a southerly 
direction to Burbank Boulevard. There shall be a 10-foot parkway located to the 
west of Adler Drive, extending to the property line, as proposed by the applicant 
and depicted on Plan Sheet MP-30. The northern end of Adler Drive may be 
temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, as proposed by the 
applicant, until such time that the property to the north is redevelopeds. 

38. Per Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.2 and Appendix F, Section 7, the 
Project shall provide a minimum of 15 percent of the net site area as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS), based on a lot size of 1,042,301 square feet. 
Since the Project includes the creation of a New Street, 50% of the Project’s 
PAOS requirement shall be credited, in accordance with Section 6.2.2.3.2. The 
Project thus shall provide a minimum of 78,173 square feet of PAOS, which is 
further conditioned in Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
39. That prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and 

execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770 and Exhibit CP-6770. M) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning 
Department requiring the subdivider to identify (a) mitigation monitor(s) who shall 
provide periodic status reports on the implementation of mitigation items required 
by the following Mitigation Condition and Project Design Feature Nos. of the 
Tract’s approval satisfactory to the Advisory Agency. The mitigation monitor(s) 
shall be identified as to their areas of responsibility, and phase of intervention 
(pre-construction, construction, post construction/maintenance) to ensure 
continued implementation of the above mentioned mitigation items. [Condition 
requested for deletion as a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the IS/MND is 
adopted as part of this Determination.] 

40. Prior to the recordation of the finaleach unit map, the subdivider will prepare and 
execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the 
subdivider and all successors to the following on a unit map basis: 
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PLEASE NOTE THE ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES, AES-1 
THROUGH U-12 UNDER CONDITION 40, ARE EXCLUDED FROM THIS DOCUMENT 
AS NO REVISIONS ARE REQUESTED TO THOSE CONDITIONS. THE PROPOSED 
REVISIONS TO CONDITIONS PICK UP ON PAGE 35 OF THE ORIGINAL VTT 
DETERMINATION LETTER, AS SHOWN ON THE FOLLLOWING PAGE. 
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land-clearing debris do not contribute to the amount of 
recycled/salvaged debris.  Calculations can be done by 
weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout. 

U-13: The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles’ 
Department of Water and Power in order to ensure that 
existing and/or planned electrical facilities are capable of 
meeting electrical demand requirements.  In coordination with 
the Department of Water and Power, the Applicant will be 
required to identify specific on- and off-site improvements 
needed to ensure that impacts related to electrical facility 
requirements are addressed prior to operation.  Electrical 
facility design clearance from the Department of Water and 
Power will be required as established by the LADWP. 

U-14: During the design process for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall consult with the Department of Water and 
Power, Energy Services Subsection, and the Southern 
California Gas Company, the Commercial, Industrial or 
Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

U-15: The Applicant shall coordinate with the Gas Company in 
order to ensure that existing and/or planned natural gas 
facilities are capable of meeting natural gas demand 
requirements.  In coordination with the Gas Company, the 
Applicant will identify specific on- and off-site improvements 
needed to ensure that impacts related to natural gas facility 
requirements are addressed prior to operation of each phase 
of the Project. Natural gas facility design clearance from the 
Gas Company will be required for each phase of the Project 
as established by the Gas Company. [Language requested 
for insertion is language that is missing and appears in the 
actual Environmental Mitigation Measure in the IS/MND] 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 

C-1 That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a 
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for 
multiple residential use, no construction or use shall be permitted until the final 
map has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. If models are 
constructed under this tract approval, the following conditions shall apply: 

1. Prior to recordation of the finaleach unit map, the subdivider shall submit a 
plot plan for approval by the Development Services Section of the 
Department of City Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, 
sales office and off-street parking. The sales office must be within one of 
the model buildings. 
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2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22A, 10 
and 11 and Section 17.05 O of the Code shall be fully complied with 
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. 

C-2 Consistent with Condition 27, Pprior to the recordation of the finaleach unit map, 
the subdivider shall dedicate land and/or pay or guarantee the payment of a park 
and recreation fee with respect to such unit map based on the latest fee rate 
schedule applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory 
Agency in accordance with Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and 
to be paid and deposited in the trust accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund. 
[Requested revisions are consistent with the revisions requested to Condition 27] 

C-3 That a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, be submitted 
to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730 prior to 
obtaining any permit. Replace all on-site trees to ensure continuation of the 
urban forest. Replace all nonnative trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) 
in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or 
non-native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 
ratio. For native species, source materials should be from seeds or cuttings 
gathered within coastal southern California to ensure local provenance. Failure to 
comply with this condition as written shall require the filing of a modification to 
this tract map in order to clear the condition. 

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded. [Condition requested for deletion as it is duplicative of the requirements 
in Condition 30] 

C-34 In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building 
permit for an apartment/commercial building. However, prior to issuance of a 
building permit for such apartments/commercial building, the registered civil 
engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor shall certify in a letter to the 
Advisory Agency that all applicable tract conditions affecting the physical design 
of the building and/or site, have been included into the building plans. Such letter 
is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition, all of the applicable tract conditions 
shall be stated in full on the building plans and a copy of the plans shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior to submittal to the 
Department of Building and Safety for a building permit.  

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 

S-1. (a) That the estimated sewerage facilities charge for each unit map be 
deposited prior to recordation of the finalapplicable unit map over all of the 
tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC). 
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(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a manner 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California 
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the finaleach unit map. Any 
alternative measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior 
submission of complete field notes in support of the boundary survey. 

(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and 
the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to 
water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public utility 
easements on a unit map basis. 

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

(e) That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer 
on a unit map basis. 

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

(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the finalapplicable 
unit map(s). 

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

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

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

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

(l) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 2010. 
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S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished on a unit map basis in conformity 

with the improvements constructed herein: 

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be 
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the 
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be 
followed. 

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

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

(d) All improvements within public streets, private streets, alleys and 
easements shall be constructed on a unit map basis under permit in 
conformity with plans and specifications approved by the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

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

S-3. That the following improvements are either constructed prior to recordation of the 
finalapplicable unit map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed on a unit 
map basis: 

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

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

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

(1) No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE 
improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and, upgrade and/or 
replace street lights on a unit map basis:; eight (8) on Burbank 
Bl.Boulevard and ten (10) on De Soto Avenue. [Revisions reflect 
clarifying language, which was recommended for approval by the 
Bureau of Street Lighting in response to the Applicant’s request at 
the Advisory Agency Public Hearing held on February 11, 2020] 
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Notes: 

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

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

(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets 
or proposed dedicated streets, on a unit map basis, as required by the 
Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree 
plantings shall be brought up to current standards. When the City has 
previously been paid for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor shall 
notify the Urban Forestry Division (213) 847-3077) upon completion of 
construction to expedite tree planting. 

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

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

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

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with 
the 2010 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible 
Design. 

(i) That the following improvements are either constructed prior to 
recordation of the finalapplicable unit map or that the construction is 
suitably guaranteed, on a unit map basis: 

(1) After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage 
plans for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final 
map, construction of public/or private drainage facilities within 
suitable easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley 
District Engineering. 

(2) Improve the portion of De Soto Avenue being dedicated in the 
applicable unit map and adjoining the subdivision by the 
construction of the following: 

a. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete 
sidewalk and landscaping of the landscaped parkway. 
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b. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to 
complete a 56-foot half roadway. 

c. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements. 

d. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 

(3) Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks on 
a unit map basis. 

(4) Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the 
subdivision by the removal of the existing curb, gutter and sidewalk 
and the construction of the a new concrete curb, gutter, and an 8-
foot concrete sidewalk and landscaped landscaping of the parkway, 
including any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvement, on a unit map basis. 

(5) Improve the private street (Warner Center Lane) being provided by 
the construction of the following, on a unit map basis: 

a. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete 
minimum 6- foot wide sidewalks. 

b. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide 
minimum roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide 
private street roadways as approved under P-30435. 

(6) Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 
connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 

NOTES: 

The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the 
tract map action. However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this number 
of units. This Vesting map does not constitute approval of any variations from the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan and the Municipal Code, unless approved specifically for this 
project under separate conditions. 

Any removal of the existing street trees shall require Board of Public Works approval. 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of 
power facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for 
the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with Section 17.05-N 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). 

The final map or first unit map must be recorded within 36 months of this approval, 
unless a time extension is granted before the end of such period. 
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The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, 
as required by the Subdivision Map Act. 

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

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. ENV-2017-1708-MND, was prepared for the 
project and circulated on December 19, 2019. The IS/MND found the following potential 
negative impacts, but found that all could be reduced to less than significant: 

Aesthetics; 
Air Quality; 
Biological Resources;  
Cultural Resources;  
Geology and Soils; 
Green House Gas Emissions;  
Hazards and Hazardous Materials;  
Hydrology and Water Quality;  
Noise; 
Public Services; 
Tribal Cultural Resources; and  
Utilities and Service Systems 

The Advisory Agency has reviewed the Tiered Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration ("IS/MND")IS/MND No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated on December 
19, 2019, all comments received, and the imposition of mitigation measures 
recommended in, and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for, the IS/MND.  The 
Advisory Agency finds that the IS/MND tiers from the Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Warner Center 2035 PlanProgram EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH 
No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center PFEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 
15168.  Theis IS/MND analyzes potentially significant environmental impacts that were 
not examinedadequately addressed as significant effects on the environment in the 
Warner Center PFEIR; or were susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the 
choice of specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other 
means. 

The Advisory Agency determines that revisions in the project were made and agreed to 
by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for public review which 
would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant 
effects would occur. The Advisory Agency finds that there is no substantial evidence, in 
light of the whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a 
significant effect on the environment that was not adequately addressed in the Warner 
Center FEIR and that the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the 
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City. The Advisory Agency further finds mitigation measures have been made 
enforceable conditions on the project. 

In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB3180), the 
Deputy Advisory Agency has assured that the above-identified mitigation measures will 
be implemented by requiring reporting and monitoring pursuant to the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program prepared for the Project, which is included in the subject case fileas 
specified in Condition No. 40. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. VTT-74891 the 
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, 
.61 and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), 
makes the prescribed findings as follows: 

(a) THE PROPOSED MAP IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND 
SPECIFIC PLANS. 

The Land Use Element of the General Plan consists of the 35 Community Plans 
within the City of Los Angeles. The Community Plans establish goals, objectives, 
and policies for future developments at a neighborhood level. Additionally, 
through the Land Use Map, the Community Plan designates parcels with a land 
use designation and zone. The Land Use Element is further implemented 
through the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and the Warner Center 2035 
Specific Plan. 

The proposed subdivision is located within the areas governed by the Canoga 
Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan and the Warner 
Center 2035 Specific Plan (WC 2035 Plan). The General Plan Framework 
Element sets forth the long-term growth and development of the City of Los 
Angeles through its goals, objectives, and policies, which the City implements 
through its individual community plans and specific plans. The proposed Project 
includes a mix of buildings and uses that are consistent with the purposes, intent, 
and provisions of the General Plan, including the Community Plan, and the WC 
2035 Plan. A review of the relevant and applicable General Plan goals, 
objectives, and policies is presented below. 

General Plan Framework Element. The land use designation for the Project 
Site is Regional Center Commercial. Regional Centers, as defined in the Land 
Use Chapter (Chapter 3) of the Framework Element, “are intended to serve as 
the focal points of regional commerce, identity, and activity.” Additionally, the 
definition in Chapter 3 describes Regional Centers as “contain[ing] a diversity of 
uses such as corporate and professional offices, retail commercial malls, 
government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and cultural 
facilities and supporting services. Region-serving retail commercial malls and 
retail services should be integrated where they complement and support the 
other uses in the Regional Center. The development of sites and structures 
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integrating housing with commercial uses is encouraged in concert with 
supporting services, recreational uses, open spaces, and amenities.” 

The Framework Element goes on to further describe the physical characteristics 
of Regional Centers, including “Areas containing mid- and high-rise structures 
sited on large independent lots, set back from the property frontages (e.g., 
Warner Center and most of Century City). Though inhibited by the separation of 
structures, it is encouraged that buildings and sites be designed to improve 
pedestrian activity within the center.” 

Consistent with the definition and physical development for Regional Centers, the 
proposed Project is a mixed-use development on a 24-acre site that combines 
commercial office space, hotel, retail, restaurant, community space and multi-
family (rental and ownership) housing in mid-rise and high-rise structures, with 
building setbacks that meet the applicable development regulations in the WC 
2035 Plan, and provides pedestrian adapted pathways throughout the Project 
Site to maintain pedestrian connectivity between the new buildings and the 
adjacent properties and street frontages. 

Goal 3F of the Framework Element is to provide “mixed-use centers that provide 
jobs, entertainment, culture and serve the region.” In support of this Goal, 
Objective 3.10 is to “[r]einforce existing and encourage the development of new 
Regional Centers that accommodate a broad range of uses that serve, provide 
job opportunities, are accessible to the region, are compatible with adjacent land 
uses, and are developed to enhance urban lifestyles.” 

In conformance with this Goal and Objective, the Project redevelops the existing 
commercial office park with a mixed-use development that includes commercial 
office space, hotel, retail, restaurant, community space and multi-family housing 
uses. These combined uses serve the overall goals of the WC 2035 Plan to 
establish Warner Center as the primary Regional Center in the West San 
Fernando Valley providing work, live, and play opportunities. The opportunity 
presented by the Project for future residents and workers to live and work in an 
urban setting that does not require a car to access many of the essential aspects 
of one’s community will further the objectives of the WC 2035 Plan. 

Goal 7G in the Economic Development Chapter (Chapter 7) of the Framework 
Element seeks “[a] range of housing options in the City.” Objective 7.9 of this 
Goal is to “[e]nsure that the available range of housing opportunities is sufficient, 
in terms of location, concentration, type, size, price/rent range, access to local 
services and access to transportation, to accommodate future population growth 
and to enable a reasonable portion of the City’s work force to both live and work 
in the City.” 

Consistent with this Goal and Objective, the proposed Project contains a range of 
housing opportunities from apartment to condominium units, including Work-Live 
Units. The mix of units includes floor plans ranging from studio to three-bedroom 
units, allowing for a diverse residential population. 
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The incorporation of ground floor retail and restaurant uses will provide residents 
access to local services within walking distance. The proximity of the Project to a 
number of local and regional transit stops will allow residents and workers alike 
to have meaningful access to transportation. The following local and regional bus 
lines are within convenient walking distance (approximately 1,500 feet) of the 
Project Site: 

• Metro Local Line 244 
• Metro Local Line 150 
• Metro Local Line 161 
• Metro Shuttle Line 601 (Warner Center Shuttle) 
• Santa Clarita Transit Route 796/797 
• Antelope Valley Transit Authority 787 

The Project Site will also have access to the Orange Line. Metro Shuttle Line 601 
(the Warner Center Shuttle) provides two stops located adjacent to and on the 
Project Site, one at the northwest intersection of Burbank Boulevard and De Soto 
Avenue, and the other on Warner Center Lane, just north of Burbank Boulevard. 
The shuttle runs through the Project Site along Warner Center Lane every ten 
minutes. The shuttle provides direct connection to and from the Metro Orange 
Line Canoga Station and throughout Warner Center, including direct connection 
to the Warner Center Towers, Warner Center Corporate Park, and Westfield 
Topanga, the Village and the Promenade. The Warner Center Shuttle also stops 
at the Warner Center Transit Hub at the intersection of Oxnard Street and 
Owensmouth Avenue. 

The proximity of the Project to a variety of public transit options, both existing and 
proposed, will provide new residents and businesses with greater flexibility and 
quality of life choices. The Project will further the City’s approach to “smart 
growth”, as it expands employment, transportation access, housing type and 
size, and concentrates uses in an efficient manner to improve public health and 
quality of life overall. Given the Project’s range of housing options and its 
proximity to local services and transportation, the Project is generally consistent 
with the Economic Development section of the Framework Element. 

General Plan Housing Element. Goal 1 of the General Plan Housing Element is 
“Housing Production and Preservation.” Objective 1.1 of this Goal is to “[p]roduce 
an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing in order to meet current and 
projected needs.” To implement this Goal and Objective, Policy 1.1.3 is to 
“[f]acilitate new construction and preservation of a range of different housing 
types that address the particular needs of the City’s households” and Policy 1.1.4 
is to “[e]xpand opportunities for residential development, particularly in 
designated Centers, Transit Oriented Districts and along Mixed-Use Boulevards”. 
Similarly, Policy 1.3.5 of the Housing Element is to “[p]rovide sufficient land use 
and density to accommodate an adequate supply of housing units by type and 
cost within the City to meet the projections of housing needs, according to the 
policies and objectives of the City’s Framework Element of the General Plan.” 
Additionally, Goal 2 of the Housing Element is, “Safe, Livable, and Sustainable 
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Neighborhoods”, and in support of this Goal is Objective 2.2, to “[p]romote 
sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, jobs, amenities, 
services and transit.” 

Consistent with these goals, objectives and policies, the Project is a mixed-use 
development containing much-needed housing with a variety of housing unit 
types (rental and ownership) and sizes served by several transit options, as 
discussed above. 

The Project includes a total of 1,009 residential units, with a mix of studio, one-, 
two- and three-bedroom units and Work-Live Units, as well as office, hotel, and 
other commercial (restaurant and/or retail) uses, as well as community space (to 
be completed in Phase VIII). The phased development of the Project will not 
displace any current residents or remove any existing housing stock since it will 
be built on land currently used for commercial uses. The Project will instead 
substantially increase the amount of available housing stock in the City of Los 
Angeles to address housing demand. Additionally, the Project encourages a 
more sustainable neighborhood that contains a mix of housing, job opportunities, 
commercial services, and amenities near public transit. 

The Project includes amenities including, but not limited to, several landscaped 
courtyards, swimming pool/spa facilities, recreation and fitness outlets, children’s 
play areas, and dog runs, which will improve future residents’ quality of life and 
reduce the need for additional public recreational resources. The Project’s 
proximity to a variety of public transportation services will also increase the 
sustainability of this neighborhood, as it will allow future and current residents to 
utilize alternative modes of transportation. The availability of multiple modes of 
transportation will in turn reduce single- occupancy vehicle trips, and therefore, 
emissions of common air pollutants. The Project’s concentration of a mix of uses, 
as well as proximity to a variety of existing commercial, retail, and service uses, 
will further reduce the need for automobile trips and improve the quality of life for 
residents and community members at large. In light of the Project’s mixed-use 
program of commercial and residential uses located in close proximity to several 
modes of public transportation, the Project is consistent with the Housing 
Element’s applicable goals, objectives, and policies. 

General Plan Mobility Plan 2035. Policy 3.3, for Land Use Access and Mix, is to 
“[p]romote equitable land use decisions that result in fewer vehicle trips by 
providing greater proximity and access to jobs, destinations, and other 
neighborhood services.” Policy 3.4, for Transit Services, is to “[p]rovide all 
residents, workers, and visitors with affordable, efficient, convenient, and 
attractive transit services.” Mobility Plan 2035, which is the transportation 
element of the General Plan, encourages development that promotes 
concentrations of housing, jobs, and local services within close proximity of one 
another. The Project is consistent with the above policies of the Mobility Element, 
as it proposes mixed-use residential and commercial buildings located in close 
proximity to one another as well as a variety of existing public transit lines and 
future transit opportunities. The Project will include 1,009 residential units, 
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including Work-Live Units, and 1,140,746 square feet square feet of office space 
in addition to several ground-floor commercial (restaurant, retail and/or office) 
uses, providing future residents, employees, and patrons from the broader 
Warner Center community access to a mixed land use that helps to minimize 
vehicular trips. 

The Project will also be conditioned through the Project Permit Compliance 
entitlement to dedicate land along De Soto Avenue to complete a 56-foot half 
roadway, a 16-foot half parkway, and an eight (8)-foot half sidewalk, within a 68-
foot half right-of-way and a 12-foot easement, consistent with the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan standard for Major Highway Class I and the Mobility Plan 
standard for Modified Boulevard II. Also, the Project will be conditioned to 
dedicate land along Burbank Boulevard to complete a 35-foot half roadway, an 
eight (8)-foot half sidewalk, and an eight (8)-foot half parkway within a 45-foot 
half right-of-way and a six (6)-foot easement, consistent with the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan standard for Secondary Highway and the Mobility Plan 
standard for Modified Avenue I. With the inclusion of a New Street, the Project 
will be conditioned such that the New Street meets the following standards: a 
minimum 64-foot right-of-way, including a maximum roadway width of 36 feet 
(excluding parking lanes where New Street parking is provided and except where 
the street approaches the De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard intersections 
where the street may be wider to accommodate additional lanes and turn lanes), 
a minimum paved sidewalk width of six (6) feet on each side of the roadway, and 
a minimum parkway width of eight (8) feet on each side of the roadway from the 
edge of the sidewalk to the edge of the roadway curb. There are controlled 
crosswalks with raised, enhanced paving, crosswalks, and crosswalks with 
enhanced paving located throughout the Project site, across Warner Center Lane 
as well as across Adler Drive, Commerce Drive, and Towncenter Drive (private 
driveways), depicted on Plan Sheet MP-23. 

The Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan. 
The Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan (the 
“Community Plan”) is part of the Land Use Element of the General Plan, with 
which the Project is consistent. The Project is consistent with the following 
relevant residential and commercial land use goals, objectives and policies 
identified in the Community Plan: 

• Goal 1 - A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all 
economic, age, and ethnic segments of the Community Plan Area. 

• Objective 1-1 - Achieve and maintain a housing supply sufficient to meet 
the diverse economic needs and current and projects population to the 
year 2010. 

• Policy 1-1.1 - Maintain an adequate supply and distribution of multi-family 
housing opportunities in the Community Plan Area. 

• Objective 1-2 - Reduce automobile trips in residential areas by locating 
new housing in areas offering proximity to goods, services, and facilities. 
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• Policy 1-2.1 - Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers 
and major bus routes where public service facilities, utilities and 
topography will accommodate development. 

• Policy 1-2.2 - Encourage multiple family residential development in 
commercial zones. 
 

The Project is consistent with these goals, objectives, and policies, as it includes 
multi-family units with a range of unit types from studio to three-bedroom floor 
plans, and includes apartments, condominiums and Work-Live Units as part of a 
larger, multi-phase, mixed-use development. The variety of housing type helps to 
provide housing that is accessible for a broad segment of the community. The 
Project’s proximity to a multitude of public transportation options will further 
ensure the accessibility of such housing. In addition, the location of housing 
within a mixed-use development will reduce the number of vehicle trips because 
goods, services, and amenities will be located immediately adjacent to and within 
walking distance of the residential buildings. 

• Goal 2 - An economically vital commercial sector offering a diversity of 
goods and services to meet the needs of the community plan area. This 
means that commercial land use policies must support maximum 
efficiency and accessibility of commercial development while preserving 
the historic commercial and cultural character of the district. 

• Objective 2-1 - Conserve and strengthen viable commercial development 
and encourage recycling of obsolete commercial development. 
 

The Project includes the phased redevelopment of commercial structures built in 
the 1980s. The existing low-density commercial buildings and their age limit the 
Project Site’s commercial vitality and fails to provide a diversity of goods and 
services that meet the needs of the community. Through the incorporation of 
mixed-use development and modern commercial spaces, the Project will better 
meet the needs of the Warner Center community and strengthen the economic 
viability of the commercial sector. 

• Goal 5 - A community with sufficient open space in balance with new 
development to serve the recreational environment and health needs of 
the community. 
 

The Project includes 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of Publicly Accessible 
Open Space (PAOS) for recreational opportunities, as well as common open 
space exclusively for the residential uses. Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAPs) 
are incorporated into the PAOS to provide both access to all of the project 
buildings and connectivity between De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. 
The incorporation of nine (9) focal points distributed throughout the Project Site 
will provide additional open and gathering spaces in the form of shaded seating 
areas for employees, residents, and visitors. 
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For these reasons, the Project is consistent with the applicable goals, objectives 
and policies in the Community Plan. 

WC 2035 Plan. The Project is in compliance with the applicable development 
regulations and design guidelines in the WC 2035 Plan, as discussed in more 
detail below, which discussion is incorporated herein by this reference. The 
Project is consistent with the WC 2035 Plan and its vision, creating the desired 
urban center with a mix of land uses. The Project is a mixed-use development on 
a 24-acre property that combines commercial office space, hotel, retail, 
restaurant, community space and multi-family housing in mid-rise and high-rise 
structures, together with PAPs throughout the Project Site, which will be further 
reinforced through conditions of Project Permit Compliance to create pedestrian 
connectivity between the buildings and to the adjacent street frontages. 

(b) THE DESIGN OR IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

For purposes of a subdivision, design and improvement is defined by Section 
66418 and 66419 of the Subdivision Map Act and LAMC Section 17.02. Design 
refers to the configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the 
proposed site plan layout. Pursuant to Section 66427(a) of the Subdivision Map 
Act, the location of the buildings is not considered as part of the approval or 
disapproval of the map by the Advisory Agency. Easements and/or access and 
“improvements” refers to the infrastructure facilities serving the subdivision. 
LAMC Section 17.05 enumerates the design standards for a tract map and 
requires that each map be designed in conformance with the Street Design 
Standards and in conformance with the General Plan. LAMC Section 17.05 C 
requires that the tract map be designed in conformance with the zoning 
regulations of the project site. 

The tract map was distributed to and reviewed by the various city agencies of the 
Subdivision Committee that have the authority to make dedication, and/or 
improvement recommendations. The Bureau of Engineering reviewed the tract 
map for compliance with the Street Design Standards. The Bureau of 
Engineering has recommended dedication and improvements, consistent with 
the standards of the WC 2035 Plan and the Mobility Plan. As conditioned, the 
design and improvements of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the 
applicable General Plan. 

Further, the design of the proposed subdivision and the Project is consistent with 
the General Plan, Community Plan, and Specific Plan. As discussed in the prior 
finding, which is incorporated herein by this reference, the Project is consistent 
with the applicable goals, objectives, policies, regulations and guidelines in the 
General Plan, including the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan. The 
balance of this finding sets forth additional details regarding the consistency of 
the Project with the applicable development regulations and design guidelines in 
the WC 2035 Plan. 
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The Project Site consists of multiple lots within the Commerce District 
established in the WC 2035 Plan. VTTM 74891 merges and re-subdivides the 
Project Site into eight lots, including one lot (Lot 5) that will be developed with 
168 residential condominium units for condominium purposes. The Project is 
consistent with the development regulations for the Commerce District 
established in the WC 2035 Plan and other development regulations and design 
guidelines in the WC 2035 Plan. Some aspects of the WC 2035 Plan with which 
the Project is consistent include, but are not limited to, the following: 

The Project includes multi-family residential, work-live, office, hotel, restaurant 
and retail uses as well as community space, consistent with the uses and 
development intensity permitted in the Commerce District under the WC 2035 
Plan. As set forth in Appendix A: Land Use Matrix of the WC 2035 Plan, a variety 
of land uses are permitted in the Commerce District, including live/work units, 
multiple residential dwelling units, offices, restaurants and retail uses. A base 
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 4.5:1 is permitted in the Commerce District. 
The Project includes 2,634,268 square feet of floor area on the 1,042,301-square 
foot Project Site (post anticipated dedications), for an overall FAR of 
2.52:12.53:1. 

With regard to height, the Project varies in height from 35 feet (2 stories) to 350 
feet (24 stories). Projects within the Commerce District are permitted an unlimited 
building or structure height, subject to certain provisions that have been met. 

With regard to setbacks, projects within the Commerce District are required to 
observe a front setback area of not less than 12 feet and not more than 15 feet. 
Projects not located on an Active Street Frontage, however, are permitted a front 
setback area of up to 20 feet. A minimum of 30% of the required setback area 
shall be landscaped. The Project includes front setback areas in compliance with 
those standards. In addition, as shown in the plans for the Project, on Sheet L-01 
(Ground Level Landscape Plan), the Project exceeds the minimum 30% 
landscaped front setback requirement, with 36,694 square feet (or 47%) of 
combined landscaping in the front setback areas (at project completion). 

The Project complies with the applicable parking provisions set forth in WC 2035 
Plan Section 6.2.3 and any applicable LAMC provisions, providing 1,627 
residential parking spaces and 3,921 non-residential parking spaces. Parking is 
detailed in the Project Plans, Sheets MP-24, MP-25 and MP-26 (Phasing 
Diagrams). For each new building, all parking required for such building will be 
constructed simultaneously and on the same lot. 

In accordance with the PAOS requirement in WC 2035 Plan Section 6.2.2.1, the 
Exception provision in Section 6.2.2.3.2 for Warner Center Lane, which will be 
improved as a “New Street,” and the Incentivized Uses and Development Bonus, 
the Applicant proposes 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of PAOS for the Project, 
as detailed in the Project Plans, Sheet MP-22 (Publicly Accessible Open Space 
Diagram), in compliance with Warner Center standards. 
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The Project, as subdivided in the manner set forth in VTTM 74891, has been 
designed to comply with the applicable development regulations in the WC 2035 
Plan, and the subdivision and improvements are otherwise consistent with the 
General Plan, including the Community Plan, and the WC 2035 Plan. 

The Project has been further conditioned so that, in accordance with Warner 
Center 2035 Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2.2, any changes to any phase of 
development which are not substantially compliant with approved plans, including 
changes to elevations, site plans, orientations, and other design features to a 
Multiple-Phase Project, shall require a modification to a Project Permit 
Compliance pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 11.5.7-OD. 

Additionally, pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.1.2.2.10 regarding 
the anticipated extension of Variel Avenue from Califa Street to the north to 
Burbank Boulevard to the south, the Project is conditioned to design the driveway 
identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the Project site, to be 
directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as 
proposed on Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the 
north and west being redeveloped, and allowing for an extension of Variel 
Avenue in a southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard. Additionally, there shall be 
a 10-foot parkway located to the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property 
line, as proposed by the applicant and depicted on Plan Sheet MP-30. The 
northern end of Adler Drive may be temporarily improved as private, park-like 
open space, as proposed by the applicant, until such time that the property to the 
north redevelops. 

Should the properties to the north and west redevelop during the time frame in 
which the Warner Center 2035 Plan is in effect, the possibility remains that Variel 
Avenue may be extended from Califa Street in the north to Burbank Boulevard in 
the south. Should the properties not redevelop within that time frame, however, 
Adler Drive provides vehicular, as well as pedestrian connectivity on the eastern 
side of Adler Drive, from Burbank Boulevard to the northern property line of the 
site, consistent with the intent of the Warner Center 2035 Plan to break up large 
blocks with vehicular and pedestrian access. 

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

The project site is a generally level, irregular-shaped site consisting of 1,062,923 
gross square feet (24.40 acres) of lot area. The site is currently developed with 
12 existing buildings with 340,339 total square feet of floor area. 

The Project Site is physically suitable for the subdivision and improvements that 
comprise the proposed Project. The Project Site is not located in a Hillside area, 
a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, a Flood Zone, a Hazardous Waste Area, 
a Landslide Area, or a Methane Buffer Zone. The project site is located within 
12.4 km of the Malibu Coast Fault, but is not located within the Alquist-Priolo 
Fault Zone. The subject site is, however, located within a State of California 
liquefaction seismic hazard zone. 
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Prior to the issuance of any permits, the project would be required to be reviewed 
and approved by the Department of Building and Safety and the Fire 
Department. The site is not identified as having hazardous waste or past 
remediation. The site is in Flood Zone X/Type C, which denotes areas an area of 
minimal hazard from the principal source of flood. There are currently no flood 
zone compliance requirements for construction in this zone. The site is not 
subject to the Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards (floodways, 
floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related erosion 
hazard areas. 

As of the writing of the staff report, tThe Department of Building and Safety, 
Grading Division recommends recommends that approval of VTT-74891 be 
withheld until a soils report has been approved by LADBS-Grading, as the 
subject site is located within a State of California liquefaction seismic hazard 
zone, stated in an email dated July 9, 2019, with outstanding items listed in the 
attached Soils Report Review Letter (Log #97585 dated 5/16/2017)., in the Soils 
Report Approval Letter issued for the Project, dated March 10, 2020, which 
states that the geotechnical reports referenced therein are acceptable for the 
purpose of the approval of VTTM 74891, provided the following conditions are 
complied with during site development: (1) no grading or building permits shall be 
issued based on the Soils Report Approval Letter and the reports referenced 
therein, and (2) that prior to the issuance of grading or building permits with 
respect to a project phase, a comprehensive soils report shall be submitted to the 
Grading Division for review and approval with respect to such project phase. The 
tract map thus will receive approval contingent on the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of 
the each unit map and issuance of any grading or building permits. 

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

The Project Site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development. 
The WC 2035 Plan regulates density for the Project Site, which is located within 
the Commerce District established in the WC 2035 Plan. The development 
standards for the Commerce District limits development through the 
establishment of a maximum floor area ratio (FAR). A maximum FAR of 4.5:1 is 
permitted on the Project Site, which is far greater than the 2.52:1 FAR proposed 
for the Project. A 4.5:1 FAR for the Project Site would allow for 4,690,355 square 
feet of floor area, while the Project consists of only 2,634,268 square feet of 
combined residential and non-residential floor area. As measured by the 
permitted and proposed FAR per zone, the proposed Project’s intensity of 
development is physically suitable for the Project Site. 

Furthermore, the Final Environmental Impact Report certified for the WC 2035 
Plan analyzed the environmental impacts associated with allowable density for 
the WC 2035 Plan area, including the Project Site. Therefore, the long-term 
planning document for Warner Center, and its related environmental document, 
contemplated and allows the proposed density for the Project Site. 
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Finally, the tract map has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of 
the map and issuance of any permits. 

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

The proposed subdivision and related improvements will not likely cause 
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the 
City of Los Angeles, and is currently developed with buildings, paved surface 
parking lots, and landscaping. Given that the proposed subdivision is an urban 
infill development that would replace a property currently improved with 
commercial buildings and associated surface parking and landscaping, the 
Project will likely not cause any substantial environmental damage that would 
injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. Further, the Project has been analyzed for its 
effect on the environment and has been conditioned through Condition No. 40 
containing Mitigation Measures AES-1 through U-15. 

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR TYPE OF IMPROVEMENTS IS NOT 
LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS. 

The design of the proposed subdivision and improvements will not likely cause 
serious public health problems. The proposed subdivision includes new multi-
family apartment and condominium units and Work-Live Units, and will replace 
an existing auto-oriented commercial park with new commercial floor area 
occupied by office, retail, restaurant and hotel uses. The replacement of the 
existing development with a new development will not cause any serious public 
health problems. 

The design of the Project furthers the intent of the WC 2035 Plan, which seeks to 
create an environment where there is a mix of uses. The Project has the potential 
to result in fewer vehicle trips, as homes, jobs, amenities and services will be 
located immediately adjacent to each other and the Project is proximately located 
next to several modes of public transportation. This is a potential benefit to the 
public health of the community in improving air quality. 

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

The design of the proposed subdivision and proposed improvements will not 
conflict with easements for access through or use of the Project Site. The Project 
does not contemplate the removal or rerouting of any public streets. Warner 
Center Lane will be upgraded to meet the “New Street” design standards in the 
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WC 2035 Plan, significantly improving the private street easement to provide 
public access to the Project. 

VTTM 74891 shows all other public utility, sanitary sewer, flood control, street 
trees and lighting, and communications easements, and describes the status of 
each easement as to whether it will remain, be merged by the final map, or 
quitclaimed, as appropriate. 

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

The design of the proposed subdivision will provide, to the extent feasible, for 
future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision. The 
Project will include features such as, but not limited to, building materials, 
architectural features (i.e., balconies), courtyards, and landscaping that will 
minimize glare and reflected heat, and will provide shade to reduce heat gain. 

Passive features are not contemplated at this time, but the Project will comply 
with Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations, which mandates many 
passive features that focus on promoting more energy-efficient buildings relating 
to building envelope, heating and cooling, water heating, and lighting restrictions. 
In, addition, the Project will comply with applicable provisions of the City’s Green 
Building Code, which, among other things., are intended to improve the energy 
performance standards of new construction. Furthermore, in compliance with the 
WC 2035 Plan, the Project will be designed to meet the equivalent of a LEED 
(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Silver rating. 

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative 
Tract No VTT-74891. 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP  
Director of Planning 

 

 

__________________ 
Valentina Knox-Jones, City Planner 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
ML:VKJ:TF:mkc 

Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the 
decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City 
Planning Commission or Area Planning Commission, it must be accepted as 
complete by the City Planning Department and appeal fees paid, prior to 
expiration of the above 10- day time limit. Such appeal must be submitted on 
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Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at the Department’s Public Offices, located 
at: 

 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 North Figueroa 
Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San 
Fernando Valley 
Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050 

West Los Angeles 
Development Services 
Center 1828 Sawtelle 
Boulevard, 
2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2912 

 

*Please note the cashiers at the public counters close at 3:30 PM.  

Forms are also available on-line at http://cityplannina.lacity.org 

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is 
governed by California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. Under 
that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial review of any decision of the 
City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, only if 
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later 
than the 90th day following the date on which the City’s decision becomes 
final. 
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DETERMINATION 

Pursuant to Section 65457 the California Public Resources Code (California Environmental 
Quality Act), as the designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby: 

Find, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), after consideration of the whole of 
the administrative record, including the Tiered Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated on December 19, 2019 (“Mitigated 
Negative DeclarationIS/MND”), and all comments received, with the imposition of 
mitigation measures, that the IS/MND tiers from the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Warner Center 2035 PlanProgram EIR, No. ENV-2008-3471-EIR, SCH No. 
1990011055 (“Warner Center PFEIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15152 and 15168, 
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and analyzes potentially significant environmental impacts that were not examined as 
significant effects on the environmentadequately addressed in the Warner Center 
PFEIR, or were susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of 
specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means; 
determinefind that revisions in the project were made and agreed to by the aApplicant 
before the proposed IS/MND was released for public review which would avoid the 
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; 
find that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, 
that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment that was not 
adequately addressed in the Warner Center FEIR and that the IS/MND reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the City; find the mitigation measures have been 
made enforceable conditions on the project; and adopt the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. [Edits incorporated consistent with the environmental clearance document] 

Pursuant to Section 11.5.7.C of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and Section 5.3.3 of 
the Warner Center 2035 Plan (Ordinance 182,766), as the designee of the Director of 
Planning, I hereby: 

Approve with Conditions a Project Permit Compliance Review for the phased 
demolition of 340,339 square feet of 12 one- two- and three- story office buildings, and 
the construction of a Master Planned, Multiple-Phased, Mixed Use development with up 
to 2,634,268 square feet of combined residential and non-residential floor area on a 
1,062,923 square foot lot before dedications (Project): 

Phase 1. On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, the partial demolition of three (3), single-story office 
buildings totaling 60,930 square feet in floor area and including 223 surface parking 
spaces, and the construction of a new addition, seven (7) -story, 83 feet in height, 
491,594 square-foot, mixed-use building. The Phase 1 Project includes 419,739430,138 
square feet of Residential Floor Area, a maximum of 403 dwelling units including 42,781 
square feet divided between 48 Work-Live units. The Phase 1 Project also includes 
approximately 71,85561,456 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 
49,017 square feet divided between 48 Work-Live units, and 12,439 square feet of 
commercial space divided between 3 commercial units, 2,542 square feet of lobby and 
leasing office floor area, and 7,857 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. 
The Phase 1 Project includes seven (7) above-grade levels of parking, a maximum of 
605 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 new surface parking spaces, 188 new 
long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 31 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 1 Project also provides 11% of Lot 1’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS). [Edits to project data reflected in this and the following 
sections and conditions are corrections per the approved Project Plans (the approved 
“Exhibit A”), which allocate lobby, leasing office and residential amenity areas as 
Residential. Last sentence is requested for deletion as the PAOS required and provided 
applies to the entire Project Site per the WC 2035 Plan Master Plan provisions, and not 
per lot.] 

Phase 2. On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), single-story office building 
totaling 34,670 square feet in floor area, removal of 142 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of a new, seven (7) -story, 88 feet in height, 232,796 square-foot, mixed-
use building. The Phase 2 Project includes 209,015223,892 square feet of Residential 
Floor Area, with a maximum of 204 dwelling units including 5,804 square feet divided 
between five (5) Work-Live units. The Phase 2 Project also includes approximately 
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23,7818,904 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,639 square feet 
divided between five (5) Work-Live units, and 3,265 square feet of commercial space in 
one (1) commercial unit, 2,000 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 
12,877 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 2 Project includes 
three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 321 new 
vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three (3) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 128 new 
long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 16 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 2 Project also provides 11% of Lot 2’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  

Phase 3. On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, the demolition of three (3), single-story office 
buildings totaling 60,000 square feet in floor area, removal of 189 surface parking 
spaces, and the construction of two (2) new, 15-story, commercial buildings identified as 
Building 8 and Building 9, with a total 476,158 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. 
Building 8 is 243 feet in height, and consists of approximately 241,574 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of commercial area in 
three (3) units at the ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support area at the ground 
level, and 234,397 square feet of office space. Building 9 is 239 feet in height, and 
consists of approximately 234,584 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which 
includes 10,028 square feet of commercial area in two (2) units at the ground level, 
2,491 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 222,065 square feet of 
office space. The Phase 3 Project also includes eight (8) levels of parking in each 
building, two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,427 new vehicle parking 
spaces, 100104 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 56 new short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Phase 3 Project also provides 11% of Lot 8’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  

Phase 4. On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), single-story office building 
totaling 23,970 square feet in floor area, removal of 58 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of one (1) new, seven- (7) story, commercialNon-Residential building, with a 
total 162,001 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 
4,466 square feet of commercial area at the ground level and a maximum of 228 hotel 
units. The Phase 4 Project also includes two (2) levels of parking, one (1) of which is 
subterranean, a maximum of 195 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of two (2) Nnew 
Sstreet parking spaces, 30 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 26 new short-
term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 4 Project also provides 11% of Lot 6’s net site 
area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  

Phase 5. On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, the demolition of two (2), single-story office buildings 
totaling 41,580 square feet in floor area, removal of 115 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of a new, seven (7) -story, 88 feet in height, 294,694 square-foot, mixed-
use building. The Phase 5 Project includes 256,153269,556 square feet of Residential 
Floor Area, with a maximum of 168 dwelling units including 16,205 square feet divided 
between 15 Work-Live units. The Phase 5 Project also includes approximately 
38,54125,138 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 16,205 square 
feet divided between 15 Work-Live units, and 8,933 square feet of commercial space in 
two (2) commercial units, 2,704 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 
10,699 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 5 Project includes 
three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 412 new 
vehicle parking spaces inclusive of nine (9) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 118 new long-
term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 
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5 Project also provides 11% of Lot 5’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  

Phase 6. On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), two (2)-story office building 
totaling 57,794 square feet in floor area, removal of 172 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of a new, seven (7) -story, 86 feet in height, 257,027 square-foot, mixed-
use building. The Phase 6 Project includes 234,350251,927 square feet of Residential 
Floor Area, with a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The Phase 6 Project also includes 
approximately 22,6775,100 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 
5,100 square feet ofas commercial space in one (1) commercial units, 1,715 square feet 
of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential 
amenities spaces. The Phase 6 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of 
which is subterranean, a maximum of 403 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three 
(3) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 138 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 
new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 6 Project also provides 11% of Lot 
3’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 

Phase 7. On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, the removal of 110 surface parking spaces, and the 
construction of one (1) new, 15-story, commercial building, with a total 262,222 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area. The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of 
commercial area in two (2) units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support 
area at the ground level, and 246,499 square feet of office space including the ground 
floor lobby. The Phase 7 Project also includes nine (9)ten (10) levels of parking, three (3) 
of which are subterranean, a maximum of 801 new vehicle parking spaces with no Nnew 
Sstreet parking spaces included, 58 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new 
short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 7 Project also provides 11% of Lot 7’s net 
site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  

Phase 8. On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, the demolition of one (1), three (3)-story office 
building totaling 61,395 square feet in floor area, removal of 189 surface parking spaces, 
and the construction of two (2) new commercial buildings identified as Building 4 and 
Building 4a, with a total 457,776 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a 
is two (2)-story building 35 feet in height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial area 
in one (1) units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of community space. Building 
4 is a 24-story tower 350 feet in height, and consists of approximately 449,766 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 20,638 square feet of commercial 
area in five (5) units at the ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the 
ground level, and 421,051 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby 
area. The Phase 8 Project also includes ten (10) levels of parking located in Building 4, 
two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,384 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of 11 Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 106 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, 
and 69 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 8 Project also provides 11% 
of Lot 4’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS).  

At the conclusion of Phase 8, there will be spread across 10 buildings on eight (8) lots: a 
total of 1,119,2571,175,513 square feet of Residential Floor Area; a maximum of 1,009 
dwelling units including 68 Work-Live units; approximately 1,515,0111,458,755 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, including 70,861 square feet of portions of the 68 
Work-Live units, and 85,545 square feet of commercial space, 9,839 square feet of 
lobby and leasing office area in Mixed Use buildings, 46,417 square feet of indoor 
residential amenity spaces, 4,068 square feet of community space, 16,734 square feet 
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of office support space, 1,124,012 square feet of office space, and 228 hotel rooms. The 
Project includes buildings of varying heights not to exceed 350 feet, a minimum of five 
(5) local-serving retail spaces that individually do not exceed 5,000 square feet, and a 
new private street. The Project also includes a maximum of 5,548 vehicle parking 
spaces inclusive of 17 surface and 28 street parking spaces as well as, 870 long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, and 264 short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Project also 
includes a New Street labeled Warner Center Lane, and 231,445121,683 square feet 
(approximately 5.3132.79 acres) of Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The 
Project involves the export of approximately 410,000 cubic yards of earth. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

This Project approval is subject to the following Conditions of Approval imposed to ensure 
compliance with the Warner Center 2035 Plan and is based upon the attached Findings. In 
addition, the aApplicant shall comply with any requirements of the Department of 
Building and Safety (B&S), Department of Transportation (DOT), Bureau of Engineering 
(BOE), Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of the Street Services (BSS), Bureau of 
Street Lighting (BSL), and the Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP). 

1. Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial 
conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, labeled Project 
Plans “Exhibit A,” dated March 20, 2020March 23, 2020 and attached to the subject 
case file. No change to the plans shall be made without prior review by the 
Department of City Planning, Plan Implementation Division, and written approval by 
the Director of Planning. Each change shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor 
deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the Municipal 
Code, the project conditions, or the project permit authorization. Prior to the issuance 
of any building permit, except for demolition, excavation, or foundation permits for any 
component of this Project, detailed plans showing that component’s compliance with 
these conditions shall be submitted for review, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Planning, unless otherwise specified. [Revision requested as actual stamped date of 
“Exhibit A” is March 23, 2020. City Planning Staff to confirm] 

Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan Conditions 

2. Multiple Phase Projects. Pursuant to the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan Section 
5.3.3.2, the Multiple-Phase Project shall comply with the following on a phase-by-
phase (unit map) basis:  

a. Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.2, the Project has been approved for eight (8) 
geographic phases as follows: 

i. Phase 1: On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, 419,739430,138 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, consisting of a maximum of 403 dwelling units 
including 42,781 square feet divided between 48 Work-Live units. The 
Phase 1 Project also includes approximately 71,85561,456 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 49,017 square feet divided 
between 48 Work-Live units, and 12,439 square feet of commercial 
space divided between 3 commercial units, 2,542 square feet of lobby 
and leasing office floor area, and 7,857 square feet of indoor residential 
amenities spaces. The Phase 1 Project includes seven (7) above-grade 



 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane  Page 6 of 85 
 

levels of parking, a maximum of 605 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of 17 new surface parking spaces, 188 new long-term bicycle 
parking spaces, and 31 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 1 Project also provides 11% of Lot 1’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed in 2022. 

ii. Phase 2: On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, 209,015223,892 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, consisting of a maximum of 204 dwelling units 
including 5,804 square feet divided between five (5) Work-Live units. The 
Phase 2 Project also includes approximately 23,7818,904 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,639 square feet divided 
between five (5) Work-Live units, 3,265 square feet of commercial space 
in one (1) commercial unit, 2,000 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area, and 12,877 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. 
The Phase 2 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which 
is subterranean, a maximum of 321 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive 
of three (3) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 128 new long-term bicycle 
parking spaces, and 16 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 2 Project also provides 11% of Lot 2’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed in 2023. 

iii. Phase 3: On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, two (2) new, 15-story, commercial 
buildings identified as Building 8 and Building 9, with a total 476,158 
square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 8 is 243 feet in height, 
and consists of approximately 241,574 square feet of Non-Residential 
Floor Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of commercial area in three 
(3) units at the ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support area at 
the ground level, and 234,397 square feet of office space. Building 9 is 
239 feet in height, and consists of approximately 234,584 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 10,028 square feet of 
commercial area in two (2) units at the ground level, 2,491 square feet of 
office support area at the ground level, and 222,065 square feet of office 
space. The Phase 3 Project also includes eight (8) levels of parking in 
each building, two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,427 
new vehicle parking spaces, 104 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, 
and 56 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 3 Project also 
provides 11% of Lot 8’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed 
in 2024. 

iv. Phase 4: On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, one (1) new, seven- (7) story, 
commercial building, with a total 162,001 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 4,466 square feet of 
commercial area at the ground level and a maximum of 228 hotel units. 
The Phase 4 Project also includes two (2) levels of parking, one (1) of 
which is subterranean, a maximum of 195 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of two (2) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 30 new long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, and 26 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. 
The Phase 4 Project also provides 11% of Lot 6’s net site area after 
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dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed in 2029. 

v. Phase 5: On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, 256,153269,556 square feet of 
Residential Floor  Area, consisting of a maximum of 168 dwelling units 
including 16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units. The 
Phase 5 Project also includes approximately 38,54125,138 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 16,205 square feet divided 
between 15 Work-Live units, and 8,933 square feet of commercial space 
in two (2) commercial units, 2,704 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area, and 10,699 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. 
The Phase 5 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which 
is subterranean, a maximum of 412 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive 
of nine (9) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 118 new long-term bicycle 
parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 5 Project also provides 11% of Lot 5’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work 
proposed is to be completed by 2031. 

vi. Phase 6: On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, 234,350251,927 square feet of 
Residential Floor  Area, with a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The 
Phase 6 Project also includes approximately 22,6775,100 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,100 square feet of 
commercial space in one (1) commercial units, 1,715 square feet of lobby 
and leasing office floor area, and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential 
amenities spaces. The Phase 6 Project includes three (3) levels of 
parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 403 new vehicle 
parking spaces inclusive of three (3) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 138 
new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Phase 6 Project also provides 11% of Lot 3’s net 
site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
The work proposed is to be completed by 2031. 

vii. Phase 7: On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, one (1) new, 15-story, commercial 
building, with a total 262,222 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area. 
The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of commercial area in 
two (2) units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support area 
at the ground level, and 246,499 square feet of office space including the 
ground floor lobby. The Phase 7 Project also includes nine (9)ten (10) 
levels of parking, three (3) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 801 
new vehicle parking spaces with no Nnew Sstreet parking spaces 
included, 58 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new short-
term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 7 Project also provides 11% of 
Lot 7’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space 
(PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed by 2033. 

viii. Phase 8: On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, two (2) new commercial buildings 
identified as Building 4 and Building 4a, with a total 457,776 square feet 
in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a is two (2)-story building 35 feet 
in height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial 
area in one (1) units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of 
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community space. Building 4 is a 24-story tower 350 feet in height, and 
consists of approximately 449,766 square feet of Non-Residential Floor 
Area, which includes 20,638 square feet of commercial area in five (5) 
units at the ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the 
ground level, and 421,051 square feet of office space including the 
ground floor lobby area. The Phase 8 Project also includes ten (10) levels 
of parking located in Building 4, two (2) of which are subterranean, a 
maximum of 1,384 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 11 Nnew 
Sstreet parking spaces, 106 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 
69 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 8 Project also 
provides 11% of Lot 4’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is to be completed 
by 2035. 

b. In compliance with Section 5.3.3.2, no Project Permit Compliance review 
shall be required for future building permit applications for Phases 2 through 
8 of the Project, provided that each Phase of the development shall be 
reviewed by the Director for substantial conformancecompliance with “Exhibit 
A” and the applicable terms and conditions of this Multiple-Phase Project 
approval. [Requested revision is consistent with language in referenced 
Section 5.3.3.2. Clarifying language also added] 

c. Any changes to any phases of development after Phase 1 of development 
which are not substantially compliant with the plans approved plans in 
"Exhibit A"under this Project Permit Compliance, including changes to 
elevations, site plan, orientation, number of units, square footage of 
commercial development, and other design features that are not substantially 
compliant with the approved plans in "Exhibit A", shall require a modification 
to this Project Permit Compliance pursuant to the requirements of LAMC 
Section 11.5.7-D. Any changes in the sequencing of the phases of 
development may require a modification to this Project Permit Compliance at 
the discretion of the Department of City Planning, Plan Implementation 
Division. Any such required modification request shall include submittal of all 
materials necessary to support the modification request including, but not 
limited to, applicable supplemental application materials, phasing 
documentation and DOT review as specified in subsections 5.3.3.1.1 through 
5.3.3.1.3 of the Warner Center 2035 Plan. Significant changes to the plans 
may require the filing of a new Project Permit Compliance review application, 
as may be determined by the Director of Planning or designee. [This 
condition nebulously states that any changes in the sequencing of the phases 
of development may require a modification to the PPCR, at the discretion of 
the Department of City Planning, Plan Implementation Division. This 
requirement contradicts the intent of the WC 2035 Plan as it relates to the 
timely and efficient implementation of approved Master Planned Projects to 
be market-responsive and driven. Per the WC 2035 Plan, review by the 
Director of Planning is only necessary if there is a change in the plans or 
design of the phasing, not if there is any change in the sequencing of the 
phasing. The final sentence is contrary to Section 5.3.3.2.2, which requires a 
modification to a Project Permit Compliance for any modification that is not 
substantially compliant, and not a new Project Permit Compliance.] 
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d. Commercial Uses. No temporary certificate of occupancy shall be issued for 
a residential building which also contains commercial square footage, unless 
the commercial component has received, at a minimum, a temporary 
certificate of occupancy for shell and core, prior to, or concurrently with, the 
residential building component. No building permit shall be issued for the next 
sequential development phase prior to compliance with this condition. 
[Clarifying language incorporated.  Requesting deletion of last sentence as it 
repeats the requirement in the previous sentence.  Last sentence would also 
preclude the simultaneous development and issuance of building permits for 
multiple phases.] 

e. Prior to the issuance of any building permit for Phase 1each phase, the 
applicant/ownerApplicant/Owner of the lots(s) with respect to that phase on 
which the entire Multiple-Phase Project is located shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in 
a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the land for the 
Project and all successors to comply with the requirements and conditions of 
the Director’s approval. The Covenant and Agreement shall be recorded 
against allthe lots within such phase subject to the Multiple-Phase Project. A 
copy of the Covenant and Agreement shall be submitted to the case file prior 
to final signoff for Phase 1the applicable phase and kept with the file for this 
case.  

f. Additional Authority. In order to accommodate the phased nature of this 
Project, the following uses shall be permitted: 

i. Temporary surface parking may be permitted as part of this Multiple-
Phase Project. 

ii. Parking in excess of the maximum allowable number of parking spaces 
specified in Section 6.2.3 of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan may be 
permitted for one or more phases, provided that the total number of 
parking spaces does not exceed the total number approved for all phases 
of the Multiple-Phase Project.  

iii. Parking for the existing buildings that remain in place following the 
commencement of construction of the first project phase or any project 
phase thereafter shall be subject to the Non-Residential Parking 
Requirements in Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.3.2.2, which 
requires a minimum of two (2) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of 
Floor Area for commercial uses (including restaurant and health club) and 
a minimum of one (1) parking space per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area 
for office uses. [Addresses request in Project application that was 
overlooked, relative to parking requirement for existing buildings to 
remain] 

g. In addition, prior to issuance of a Planning clearance for Phase 1, the 
applicant must provide the following: 

i. A complete list, both in narrative form and display maps, of those 
intersections and/or local residential streets on which the proposed 
Multiple-Phase Project may have significant transportation/mobility 
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impacts, including small slow vehicles, pedestrians, and bikes; [This is 
not applicable because, as set forth in the Tiered Initial Study, the Project 
has no significant traffic impact that was not adequately addressed in the 
WC 2035 Plan FEIR] 

ii. A complete list of the proposed regional or sub-regional transportation 
and mobility improvements to be provided as part of the Multiple-Phase 
Project; [No such improvements are required with respect to the Project] 

iii. A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan, and, [This condition 
not necessary because Condition 28 allows the option to prepare a TDM 
or join the Transportation Management Organization] 

iv. A complete list, both in narrative form and display maps, of the location of 
facilities and improvements that demonstrate connectivity through the 
Project site, to the surrounding streets, and to nearby transit, including, 
but not limited to, new streets, pedestrian routes, pedestrian adapted 
pathways, bike facilities, and bikeways. [This condition has already been 
satisfied per the approved Project Plans] 

3. Master Planned Projects. In compliance with Section 5.3.3.3 of the SpecificWarner 
Center 2035 Plan, the Project shall comply with the requirements for a Master 
Planned Project located on a site that is greater than 217,000 square feet (i.e 5 acres) 
with two (2) public street frontages by providing a minimum of one (1) New Street 
(Warner Center Lane) with a continuous connection among at least two (2) public 
streets as shown on “Exhibit A.” 

The Project shall submit prior to signoff for Phase 1 a revised Circulation and 
Connectivity Diagram missing from “Exhibit A.” [This Diagram, which is labeled as 
Sheet MP-21, was submitted to City Planning Staff by email on January 30, 2020. City 
Planning Staff to confirm it was added to “Exhibit A” in the case file.] 

4. Use. In compliance with Section 6.1.2.2.1 and Appendix A of the SpecificWarner 
Center 2035 Plan, uses on the Project site shall be restricted to those permitted in the 
Commerce District of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan. The Project includes 
Work-Live Units, multiple residential dwelling units, and commercial, community 
center, office, hotel, and retail uses included as permitted in Appendix A. Any use 
defined byin Appendix A as requiring a Conditional Use Permit shall be considered 
under a separate application to the Department of City Planning and is not approved 
as part of this Project Permit Compliance Review.  

5. Intensity. The project shall be limited to an FAR of 2.53:1 as defined byin Section 4 of 
the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan.  

6. Permitted Development by Floor Area. The Project shall provide a minimum of 50% 
of Non-Residential floor area and a maximum of 50% Residential Area of the total 
floor area proposed, as defined by Appendix B, pursuant to the Graduated FAR Table 
in Section 6.1.2.2.3 ofin the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan for projects that have a 
FAR of 3.0:1 or greater that is allowed through development bonuses for projects that 
fulfill the requirements for Incentivized Uses as defined in Section 6.2.1 of the 
SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan.  
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Additionally, the Project shall be limited to a total of 2,634,268 square feet of 
Residential and Non-Residential Floor Area combined for all phases and buildings. 
The Project shall be limited to the following square footage for each building, in 
conformance with “Exhibit A:”  

   

Building Phase Residential 
Square Footage 

Non-Residential 
Square Footage 

1 1 419,739430,138 71,85561,456 
2 2 209,015223,892 237818,904 
3 6 234,350251,927 22,6775,100 
4 8 0 449,766 
4a 8 0 8,010 
5 5 256,153269,556 38,54125,138 
6 4 0 162,001 
7 7 0 262,222 
8 3 0 241,574 
9 3 0 234,584 

TOTAL  1,119,257 
1,175,513 

1,515,011 
1,458,755 

 
7. RevisedElevation Plans. Prior to signoff for Phase 8, Building 4, the following revised 

plans shall be provided: 

a. Revised elevationElevation plans for Phase 8, Building 4 to show cardinal 
directions of each elevation; [Clarifying language incorporated. Since the 
intent of this condition is for the plan be presented at the time of condition 
clearances for building permits, the words “revised” creates confusion and is 
requested for deletion.] 

8. Ground Floor Limitations. Pursuant to Section 6.1.2.2.4 of the SpecificWarner 
Center 2035 Plan, the following are required to be satisfied on a phase-by-phase  
basis:  

a. Residential Uses. The pProject shall not contain new ground floor residential 
use. For the purposes of the SpecificPer Section 4 of the Warner Center 
2035 Plan, hotel or similar uses shall be considered Non-Residential, and the 
non-residential portions of Work-Live units shall not be considered as 
residential occupancy per Section 4 of the Specific Plan;  

b. Depth and Height. Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a 
minimum depth of 25 feet from the front Building Façade, and a minimum 
floor-to-floor height of 15 feet, in conformance with Warner Center 2035 Plan 
Section 6.1.2.2.4(a). Prior to the issuance of building permits for each phase, 
plans shall be provided demonstrating conformance with these 
requirements.The Project shall provide revised ground floor plans for Phase 
2, Building 2 that shows the lobby has a minimum depth of 25 feet from the 
south Building Façade. The Project shall provide revised elevations that show 
a minimum ground floor-to-floor height of 15 feet for the following Phases and 
Buildings: Phase 3, Building 8 (north); Phase 3, Building 9 (west); Phase 8, 
Building 4a. The Project shall provide revised sections that show a minimum 
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ground floor height of 15 feet for the following Phases and Buildings: Phase 
1, Building 1, Phase 2, Building 2; Phase 3, Building 8 (north on section 8-1); 
Phase 4, Building 6; Phase 5, Building 5; Phase 6, Building 3; [Clarifying 
language incorporated. Since the intent of this condition is for the plan for 
each building to show compliance at the time of condition clearances for 
building permits, the text requested for deletion is unnecessary. Also, 
reference to “revised” plans creates confusion.] 

c. Transparency. Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a 
minimum of 75 percent of the Building Façade located between 30 inches 
and 84 inches from the finished grade devoted to transparent windows and/or 
doors. Dark tinted, reflective or opaque glazing shall not be counted towards 
such minimum percentage. Prior to the issuance of building permits for each 
phase, plans shall be provided demonstrating conformance with these 
requirements.The Project shall provide updated elevations to reflect this 
condition prior to sign off for the corresponding phase for the following 
building(s) and phase(s): Phase 8, Building 4a (west); [Clarifying language 
incorporated. Since the intent of this condition is for the plan for each building 
to show compliance at the time of condition clearances for building permits, 
the text requested for deletion is unnecessary. Also, reference to “updated” 
plans creates confusion.] 

d. Permitted Non-Habitable Uses Ancillary to Residential Use. Ground floor 
Non-Residential development may include non-habitable uses that are used 
in conjunction with residential uses for the Project, including but not limited to: 
leasing offices, community centers, entrance lobbies, gym/fitness center, 
residential business center, residential amenity space, and concierge 
services. 

e. Parking. Parking at the ground floor of the Project shall have: 

i. At least 80 percent of the ground floor frontage on any side of an above-
grade parking structure adjacent to a public street (not including an alley) 
or adjacent to a public open space/plaza devoted to ground floor Non-
Residential development. Prior to signoff for Phase 2, Building 2, and 
Phase 6, Building 3, the ProjectApplicant shall revise ground floor, 
landscape, and technical site plans for the west elevation of the Phase 2 
Project and both east and west elevations of the Phase 6 Project to show 
gates, fences or physical demarcations of the private open space from 
public open space, or a minimum of 80 percent of the ground floor of the 
aforementioned elevations devoted to Non-Residential development and 
in compliance with Condition of Approval Number 8.e.ii; 

ii. A minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level Building Façade 
that includes all of the following features: 

1. Articulation and modulation through changes in vertical wall plane 
and/or a change in building material. 

2.  Use of windows with non-reflective glazing that may be translucent 
but not black or mirrored glass or similar opaque glazing; 
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3.  Integration of building entrances; and 

4.  Buffering of the street edge with landscaping, berms, or landscaped 
planters. 

9. Height. The projectEach Project building shall be limited to a maximum overall height 
of approximately 350 feet, plus additional height permitted for roof structures and 
equipment per LAMC Section 12.21.1.B.3. Each project phase shall be limited in 
height as follows (subject to the additional height permitted for roof structures and 
equipment per LAMC Section 12.21.1.B.3): [Edits capture additional height permitted 
by Code for rooftop structures and equipment] 

a.  Phase 1, Building 1: a maximum height of approximately 83 feet; 
b.  Phase 2, Building 2: a maximum height of approximately 88 feet; 
c.  Phase 3, Building 8: a maximum height of approximately 243 feet; 
d.  Phase 3, Building 9: a maximum height of approximately 239 feet; 
e.  Phase 4, Building 6: a maximum height of approximately 85 feet; 
f.  Phase 5, Building 5: a maximum height of approximately 88 feet; 
g.  Phase 6, Building 3: a maximum height of approximately 86 feet; 
h.  Phase 7, Building 7: a maximum height of approximately 222 feet; 
i.  Phase 8, Building 4: a maximum height of approximately 350 feet; 
j.  Phase 8, Building 4a: a maximum height of approximately 35 feet. 

Additionally, the Project shall have athe following phases and buildings or 
structureshall have a minimum height of a minimum of 35 feet vertically along Burbank 
Boulevard and/or De Soto Avenue for the following phases and buildings: [Clarifying 
language incorporated] 

a.  Phase 1, Building 1; 
b.  Phase 3, Building 8; 
c.  Phase 3, Building 9; 
d.  Phase 7, Building 7; 
e.  Phase 8, Building 4; 
f.  Phase 8 Building 4a. 

10. Street Standards – Improvements and Dedications. De Soto Avenue is designated 
as a Major Highway Class 1 and shall be in compliance with Table 1 of the 
SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, which requires on the west side of the north/south 
section a 68-foot half right-of-way, a 56-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, 
16-foot parkway, and 12-foot easement. Burbank Boulevard is designated as a 
Secondary Highway and shall be in compliance with Table 2, which requires on the 
north side of the east/west section a 45-foot half right-of-way, a 35-foot half roadway, 
an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, an eight (8)-foot parkway, and six (6)-foot easement. 
Warner Center Lane is designated as a Private Street and shall be in compliance with 
Figure 11 of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, which requires a 64-foot right-of-
way, a 36-foot roadway, a 10-foot sidewalk, and 6-foot parkway. As directed by the 
Bureau of Engineering, in accordance with the approval of VTT-74891, the Project 
shall comply, on a phase-by-phase (unit map) basis, with the street standards on 
Tables 1 and 2 of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, as follows: (DOT/BOE/DCP) 

[Conditions 10.a-10.p below requested to be revised to match changes requested to 
Conditions 1-15.f in VTT-74891]  
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a. That an 18-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along De Soto Avenue 
adjoining the subdivision to complete a 68-foot wide half right-of-way 
dedication in accordance with Modified Boulevard II Standards of LA 
Mobility Plan 2035, as modified by the applicable street standard for De Soto 
Avenue in the Warner Center 2035 Plan, per the adjacent unit map.  In 
addition, a 20-foot radius property line return be dedicated at the intersection 
with Burbank Boulevard adjoining the tract. 

b. That an additional 12-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along 
De Soto Avenue adjoining the public street dedication stated above in 
accordance with Warner Center Specific2035 Plan, per the adjacent unit 
map. 

c. That a 2-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Burbank Boulevard 
adjoining the subdivision to complete a 45-foot wide half right-of-way 
dedication in accordance with Modified Avenue I Standards of LA Mobility 
Plan 2035, per the adjacent unit map. 

d. That an additional 6-foot wide public sidewalk easement be provided along 
Burbank Boulevard adjoining the public street dedication stated above, in part 
for an 8-foot sidewalk, in accordance with Warner Center Specific2035 Plan, 
per the adjacent unit map.  

e. That a minimum 64-foot and variable width private street easement be 
provided as shown on the revised vesting tentative map stamp dated 
March 20, 2020June 7, 2019, including 20-foot radius property easement 
returns at the intersections with Burbank Boulevard and De Soto Avenue all 
on alignments satisfactory to Valley District Engineering Officeand as shown 
on VTTM 74891 on a unit map basis.  The existing new private street 
easement shall be located within the new proposed existing private street 
easement and the portions of the existing private street easement within each 
unit map that are to be vacated and merged shall be vacated and merged on 
the applicable unit map. In the event any portion of the existing private 
street easement area is outside of the new proposed private street easement 
area then a revised map shall be submitted for approval. 

f. That the full width of the proposed private street (Warner Center Lane) be 
dedicated as a sanitary sewer easement(s) and the portions of the existing 
sanitary sewer easement(s) within each unit map that are to be vacated and 
merged shall be vacated and merged on the applicable unit map on a unit 
map basis. 

g. That the existing private street easement be shall remain part of the adjoining 
parcels. 

h. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary easements for ingress, 
egress and public facilities over the private street area upon the sale of the 
respective lots and they will maintain the private street, free and clear of 
obstructions and in a safe condition for vehicular use at all times. 
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i. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded stating that private street will 
be posted in a manner prescribed in Section 18.07 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code” Private Street Regulations”. 

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

k. That satisfactory arrangements be made with the Valley District B-permit 
Section for abandoning or privatizing the existing public sewer system within 
the tract property on a unit map basis.  In the event that all or a portion of the 
above system is to be abandoned, then abandonment shall be completed 
prior to or with the recordation of the final applicable unit map. 

l. That in the event that satisfactory arrangements have been made with the 
valleyValley District Engineering DistrictOffice regarding the abandonment 
and or privatizing of the existing sewer system then the existing public sewer 
easement within the tract area be permitted to be merged with the remainder 
of the tract map pursuant to Section 66499.20.2 of the State Government 
Code, and in addition, the following conditions be executed by the aApplicant 
and administered by the City Engineer on a unit map basis: 

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

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

m. That all existing public sewer and drainage easements not being merged 
including any public drainage easement for LA County be shown on final 
each applicable unit map. 

n. That the subdivider make a request to the Valley District Office of the Bureau 
of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 

o. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of 
the finalapplicable unit map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed, on 
a unit map basis: 

i. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage 
plans for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District 
Engineering. 

ii. Improve the portion of De Soto Avenue being dedicated in the applicable 
unit map and adjoining the subdivision by the construction of the 
following: 
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1. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete 
sidewalk and landscaping of the landscaped parkway. 

2. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete 
a 56-foot half roadway. 

3. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements. 

4. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 

iii. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks on a unit 
map basis. 

iv. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the 
subdivision by the removal of the existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and 
the construction of the a new concrete curb, gutter, and an 8-foot 
concrete sidewalk and landscaped landscaping of the parkway, including 
any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing improvement, on a 
unit map basis. 

v. Improve the private street (Warner Center Lane) being provided by the 
construction of the following, on a unit map basis: 

1. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-
foot wide sidewalks. 

2. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street 
roadways as approved under P-30435. 

Note: The existing Private Street was constructed under P-30435 therefore 
proposed improvements shall be in addition to the existing 
improvements per approved plans including the wider roadways at the 
entrances. Any changes to the private street easement width and 
alignment from the original private street approved under P-30435, and 
then a revised map shall be submitted for review and approval 
satisfactory to the City Engineer.[Requesting deletion as this was not a 
condition of approval in VTT-74891] 

p. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 
connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 

q. Street Trees. The Project shall preserve 13 of the existing 26 streets trees on 
Burbank Boulevard, as shown in "Exhibit A"to the greatest extent possible all 
existing Street Trees if the curb is not being relocated. As necessary, the 
Project shall install tree wells with root barriers and plant street trees 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and the Urban Forestry Division of the 
Bureau of Street Services. Pursuant to the Plan Section 6.2.6.2.8 and 
Appendix F, Section 3, Guideline A.7, new street trees shall be of the species 
indicated on Figures 1 and 3 in the Plan. Prior to the issuance of a permit for 
theapplicable Project phases, satisfactory arrangements shall be made with 



 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane  Page 17 of 85 
 

the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services for the 
construction of tree wells and planting of new street trees along De Soto 
Avenue and Burbank Boulevard to meet SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan 
standards. The Project shall plant a row of a minimum of 30 Gingko biloba 
(Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone Pine) within the parkway along De 
Soto Avenue, in compliance with the street tree requirements in Figure 3 of 
the Specific Plan. The Project shall plant a row of a minimum of 26 Ulmus 
parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) within the parkway along Burbank Boulevard, in 
compliance with the street tree requirements in Figure 1 of the Specific Plan. 
Species of street trees along the private street Warner Center Lane shall be 
decided upon by the Urban Forestry Division. Note: if existing, healthy street 
trees are to be removed, per Appendix F, Section 7, Guideline 6, they shall 
be relocated in the following locations in order of preference: nearby streets, 
public open space on-site and or other private project sites. All trees should 
be planted within the boundaries of the Plan, if feasible. (BSS/DCP)  

1. Replacement. 28Existing street trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 2:1. 
Pursuant to Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.6.2.8 and Appendix F, 
Section 3, Guideline A.7, rReplacement trees on De Soto Avenue, Warner 
Center Lane and Burbank Boulevard are to be taken from Figures 3, 11, 
and 1 respectively of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan. The Applicant 
shall plant a row of Gingko biloba (Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian 
Stone Pine) within the parkway along De Soto Avenue to replace the 
existing street trees on De Soto Avenue that will be removed, in 
compliance with the street tree requirements in Figure 3 of the 
SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan. The Applicant shall plant Ulmus 
parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) within the parkway along Burbank Boulevard 
to replace any existing street trees on Burbank Boulevard that will be 
removed, in compliance with the street tree requirements in Figure 1 of the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan. Species of street trees along the private street 
Warner Center Lane shall be decided upon by the Urban Forestry 
Division. The street tree replacement and location selection is subject to 
further review and approval from the Division of Urban Forestry, which 
may supersede this condition. A copy of the Tree Removal Permit from the 
Division of Urban Forestry shall be submitted to the subject case file prior 
to final signoff. Final landscape plans shall show these required 
replacement trees. [Clarifying language incorporated into Condition 10.q 
regarding street trees to be retained, per Project Plans. Text relocated 
from Condition 10.q to Condition 10.q.1 to consolidate street tree 
replacement requirements into one section/paragraph (as both conditions 
are repetitive). The number of replacement trees to be planted on each 
street is requested for deletion in the likely case that replacement trees 
cannot be accommodated in each respective parkway due to minimum 
street tree distancing requirements. For instance, it is not feasible to plant 
26 new street trees along Burbank Boulevard to replace the 13 existing 
trees to be removed, due to limited space and the remaining existing 13 
trees to remain. In such case, Urban Forestry Division’s policy to allow 
trees to be planted off-site or to allow payment of a fee would apply, as 
currently written in Condition 10.q.1. “Note”/Guideline language at end of 
Condition 10.q requested for deletion as the relocation of the existing 
street trees has been determined infeasible by Project’s Tree Expert.] 
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2. Non-Protected Trees. Prior to issuance of any permit, a plot plan shall beA 
tree survey has been prepared indicating the location, size, type, and 
general condition of all existing trees on the site and within the adjacent 
public right(s)-of-way. Should the aApplicant need the removal or planting 
of any tree in the public right-of-way, approval is required from the Board 
of Public Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: 213-847-3077. All 
trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current standards 
of the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street Services, Department of 
Public Works, and in compliance with the Warner Center  2035 Plan. In 
the event of a conflict between Urban Forestry Division standards and the 
Warner Center 2035 Plan, the Warner Center 2035 Plan provisions shall 
control. [Requesting revisions because a tree survey has already been 
prepared, and approved by City Planning as part of the Project Plans, 
“Exhibit A”. Added sentence adds clarity that WC 2035 Plan provisions 
supersede.] 

3. Bonding (Tree Survival). The aApplicant shall post a cash bond on a 
phase-by-phase (unit map) basis or other assurances acceptable to the 
Bureau of Engineering in consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and 
the decision maker guaranteeing the survival of street trees required to be 
maintained, or replaced, or relocated in such a fashion as to assure the 
existence of continuously living trees for a minimum of three years from 
the date that the bond is posted or from the date such trees are replaced 
or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of ownership shall require 
that the new owner post a new protected tree bond to the satisfaction of 
the Bureau of Engineering. Subsequently, the original owner’s protected 
tree bond may be exonerated. [Clarifying language incorporated to specify 
that the requirement only applies to street trees, over which Urban 
Forestry Division has jurisdiction. Stricken language requested for deletion 
as the relocation of the existing street trees has been determined 
infeasible by Project’s Tree Expert.] 

4. The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its 
procedural guide in satisfaction of said bond requirements and processing. 
Prior to exoneration of the bond, the owner of the property shall provide 
evidence satisfactory to the City Engineer and Urban Forestry Division that 
the protected trees were properly replaced, the date of the replacement 
and the survival of the replacement trees for a period of three years. 

r. [Requesting deletion of this condition as it is duplicative of Conditions 10.o 
and 10.p. above] That the following improvements are either constructed prior 
to recordation of the final map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed: 

i. After submittal of hydrology and hydraulic calculations and drainage plans 
for review by the City Engineer prior to recordation of the final map, 
construction of public/or private drainage facilities within suitable 
easements may be required satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering. 

ii. Improve De Soto Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by 
the construction of the following: 
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1.  A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and an 8-foot concrete 
sidewalk and landscaping of the parkway. 

2.  Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
56-foot half roadway. 

3.  Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements. 

4. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvement. 

iii. Improve all newly dedicated corner cuts with concrete sidewalks. 

iv. Improve Burbank Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 
by the removal of existing curb, gutter and sidewalk and construction of the 
new concrete curb, gutter and an 8-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping 
of the parkway, including any necessary removal and reconstruction of 
existing improvement. 

iv. Improve the private street being provided by the construction of the 
following: 

1. Construct additional concrete sidewalks to complete minimum 6-
foot wide sidewalks. 

2. Construct suitable surfacing to provide 32-foot wide minimum 
roadway or maintain the existing 44-foot wide private street 
roadways as approved under P-30435. 

3. Construct any necessary on-site main line sewers including house 
connections satisfactory to the Valley District Office. 

s. Additional Requirements. The Department of Transportation may have 
additional requirements for dedication and improvements. See BOE Report, 
dated September 29, 2019, for additional instructions regarding other 
improvements requested. (DOT) [Requesting deletion of this condition as it 
makes contradictory references to the DOT and BOE. It also refers 
generically to BOE’s September 29, 2019 report, which it is superseded by 
BOE Conditions above and by the duplicative conditions in VTT-74891] 

11. Activity Nodes and Active Street Frontages. 

a. The Project shall include an Activity Node at the intersection of Burbank 
Boulevard and Warner Center Lane with respect to Building 4a and Building 
7, as proposed by the aApplicant. [Clarifying language incorporated] 

b. The Project shall provideinclude an Active Street Frontage along Burbank 
Boulevard with respect to Building 4, from the western property line to the 
Activity Node at Burbank Boulevard and Warner Center Lane, as proposed 
by the aApplicant. [Clarifying language incorporated] 
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c. Uses in these designated areas shall be limited to Non-Residential uses to a 
depth of 25 feet from the building frontage along the street, a minimum of 15 
feet in floor-to-floor height as measured from the ground, and at least 75 
percent of the building facade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from 
the ground floor shall be devoted to transparent windows and/or doors. Dark 
tinted reflective or opaque glazing shall not be counted towards the minimum 
percentage. 

d. Where ground floor Non-Residential is required and located along the street, 
theThe applicable project phases shall locate in a portion of the ground floor 
Non-Residential space along the street wall retail space with , provided the 
Non-Residential frontage is not more than 60 feet from the back of the 
sidewalk, and visible from the sidewalk. [Requesting edits for clarification and 
consistency with Urban Design Guidelines, Section 4.C.1] 

e. The pProject shall have a primary entrance for theeach building located on a 
public street that is connected and visible from the street. [Clarifying language 
incorporated] 

12. Front Setbacks. The pProject shall have a front setback on De Soto Avenue, 
Burbank Boulevard, and the private street Warner Center Lane, and the private 
driveway labeled Adler Drive on “Exhibit A” of not less than 12 feet and no more than 
1520 feet each. The parts of the Project phases with frontage not along those streets 
or drivewayalong an Active Street Frontage shall have a maximum setback of 15 feet.  
As per VTT-74891, Warner Center Lane is deemed to be the Front Setback/Front 
Yard for Lot 1/Phase 1. [Requesting edits for clarification and consistency with WC 
2035 Plan Section 6.1.2.2.9, and per the request made as part of VTT-74891 to 
determine Warner Center Lane as the Front Setback for Lot 1] 

13. New Street ExtensionSegment for Potential Extension of Variel Avenue between 
Califa Street and Burbank Boulevard. The Project shall include a new private 
driveway at the west end of the Project, labeledas shown in “Exhibit A”, thatwhich will 
not be a Nnew Sstreet per VTT-74891 and this entitlement. [Clarifying language 
incorporated into condition header, consistent with condition] 

14. Incentivized Uses and Bonuses. Pursuant to SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan 
Section 6.2.1, the following Incentivized Uses are approved as conditioned: 

a. Local-Serving Retail. Per Section 6.2.1.1.3 of the SpecificWarner Center 
2035 Plan, the Project shall have a minimum of five (5) or more Local-Serving 
Retail businesses, all of which are located on the first floor and shall comply 
with the regulations set forth in the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan. 
Businesses that qualify as local serving as defined in Section 4 of the 
SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan shall not exceed 5,000 square feet of floor 
area individually. Any proposed uses must be approved by the Director as 
part of the substantial conformance review for each phase of the Project.  

i. The Project Plans, “Exhibit A”, identify more than five (5)shall have Local-
Serving Retail spaces each individually not exceeding 5,000 square feet 
in the following locations: Building 1 (two locations, Phase 1), Building 2 
(Phase 2), Building 4 (4 locations, Phase 8), Building 4a (Phase 8), and 
Building 5 (two locations, Phase 5), Building 7 (Phase 7), Building 8 
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(three spaces, Phase 3), and Building 9 (Phase 3). However, a minimum 
of five (5) such Local-Serving Retail spaces shall be required. [Language 
requested for deletion (in paragraph a) is unnecessary as the preceding 
sentence defines Local-Serving Retail per Section 4 of the WC 2035 
Plan. Remaining revisions requested because no more than five Local-
Serving Retail businesses are required to qualify as an Incentivized Use.  
Also, Buildings 7, 8 and 9 are proposed as office or retail so current 
language would prohibit the office option.]  

b. Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). Per Section 6.2.1.1.5 of the 
SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, the Project shall provide a minimum of fifty 
percent (50%) more than the size that is required by Section 6.2.2 of the 
SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan. As the Project is adding a New Street, per 
Section 6.2.2.3.2 of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, the Project shall 
be credited 50% of the PAOS requirements before calculating the amount 
needed to qualify for the Incentivized Use bonus. As such, the Project shall 
provide a minimum of 11% of the total site’s net area after dedications as 
PAOS (lot area after dedications x 15% x 50% credit of total required for 
Nnew Sstreet x 150% increase for Incentivized Use Bonus). 

i. The Project is required to provide 117,260 square feet of PAOS based on 
a lot area of 1,042,301 square feet. The Project provides 231,445121,683 
square feet of PAOS. Any amount of additional PAOS open space above 
the required PAOS cannot be used for additional bonuses other than the 
ones given in this Condition. [Clarifying language incorporated. Numerical 
edit is consistent with the PAOS proposed.] 

c. Per Section 6.2.1.3 of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, all Incentivized 
Uses shall: 

i. Be accessible to the general public during regular business hours. 

ii. Establish business hours, which provide at least 40 hours of operation 
per week. 

iii. If an Incentivized Use has been discontinued, replace the discontinued 
use with another Incentivized Use of similar scale and scope. 

d. Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.3 of the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, 
Incentivized Uses associated with the Project shall be provided on the same 
lot(s) as the Project. The owner(s) of the lot or lots where the Incentivized 
Uses are located shall prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement 
(Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to 
the Planning Department binding the land for the Project and all successors 
to comply with the requirements and conditions of the Director’s approval. 
Prior to final signoff for a Project phase, theThe Covenant and Agreement 
shall be recorded against allthe lots in that phase subject to the Incentivized 
Use. A copy of the Covenant and Agreement shall be submitted to the case 
file prior to final signoff for each applicable Project Pphase 1 and kept with 
the file for this case. [Clarifying and phasing language incorporated. The 
future lots will not exist until future unit maps are recorded; therefore, 
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covenant cannot and should not be recorded on the entire Project Site prior 
to Phase 1.] 

e. Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.2.3, the following development bonus is 
conditionally approved: 

i. Based on theThe Project is conditionally approved for two (2) Incentivized 
Uses included in the Project, the Project shall receive two development 
Bbonuses to ascend the Graduated FAR Table use mix in Section 
6.1.2.2.3 of the Warner Center 2035 Plan by two levels from a 65%/35% 
Non-Residential / Residential floor area mix to a 50%/50% Non-
Residential / Residential floor area mix for Residential Development in 
the Commerce District, to be applied at the time of the building permit 
application for each Project phasebased on the proposed incentivized 
use(s) and size. The Project shall ascend the Graduated FAR Table use 
mix by two levels from 65%/35% Non-Residential / Residential floor area 
mix to 60%/50% Non-Residential / Residential floor area mix. [Correct 
and clarifying language incorporated] 

ii. Should the aApplicant, or its successor, request a different but not 
additional Ddevelopment Bbonus at a later time, such bonus shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Director as part of the substantial 
conformance review of eachthe applicable phase(s) of the Project. As 
part of the review, the dDirector may require additional environmental 
review pursuant to CEQA to ensuredetermine whether any different 
development bonus will notwould result in any new impacts or exacerbate 
previously identified significant and unavoidable impacts e.g. additional 
FAR bonus. Any changes to iIncentivized uUses shall require the 
owner(s) of the lot or lots where the he Incentivized Use(s) are located to 
prepare and execute an updated Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the 
Planning Department binding the land for the Project and all successors 
to comply with the requirements and conditions of the Director’s approval. 
The Covenant and Agreement shall be recorded against all lots subject to 
the Incentivized Use. A copy of the Covenant and Agreement shall be 
submitted to the case file prior to final signoff for the firstapplicable 
Project phase(s) for which it is being applied toward and kept with the file 
for this case. [Language added to address project phasing. The future 
lots will not exist until future unit maps are recorded; therefore, covenant 
cannot and should not be recorded on the entire Project Site prior to 
Phase 1.] 

iii. The Project shall not be allowed additional development bonuses based 
on Incentivized Uses Bonuses above or beyond the ones stated in this 
Condition of Approval. , provided that Tthe Project shall be allowed to 
substitute a Ddevelopment Bbonus as stated in the immediately 
preceding paragraph. [Clarifying language incorporated] 

15. Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). In accordance with WCWarner Center 
2035 Plan Section 6.2.2.3.2, a Project that includes the creation of a New Street shall 
be credited 50% of such Project’s PAOS requirements, provided that all of those 
requirements established in Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7, inclusive, are 
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satisfied. As such, the Project shall provide a minimum of 78,173 square feet of 
PAOS. Nevertheless, as an Incentivized Use to be entitled to a development bonus to 
ascend the Graduated FAR Table use mix, the Project has requested to provide 50% 
more than the minimum 78,173 square feet of PAOS required, or at least 117,260 
square feet of PAOS. Requirements for PAOS shall be as follows and shall be 
implemented on a phase-by-phase (unit map) basis (it being understood the following 
conditions may not be satisfied until the development of the final Project phase that 
includes PAOS):  

a. adjacent to or interrupted by the public right-of-way, but otherwise 
contiguous; 

b. integrated into the overall design of the Project; 

c. integrated with neighboring buildings or structures and any existing, or 
approved, PAOS, if applicable; 

d. maintained in good condition; 

e. open to the public from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., seven days a week. There 
shall be at least four (4) signs stating the hours of operation of the PAOS, 
including in the focal point(s). PAOS identification signage shall indicate that 
the PAOS is available for use by the public from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m., seven 
days a week. Supporting documentation ofshowing signage, location and 
placement shall be submitted to the subject case file prior to final building 
permit signoff for each phase and to be kept with the file for this case. This 
identification signage shall not be counted against a Project’s signage 
limitation; [Clarifying language incorporated] 

f. containing a minimum of 105,534 square feet of PAOS that is open to the 
sky, excluding shade structures and other features or elements that are not 
calculated as Floor Area; 

g. containing a minimum of 50 percent of PAOS that is landscaped (58,630 
square feet); 

h. containing a minimum of 235 seats in the PAOS that is a ratio of no less than 
one (1) seat per 500 square feet of the provided PAOS. Seating shall include 
but not be limited to chairs, benches, and planters. Seating shall be 
permanent or moveable. For benches, two (2) linear feet of bench or seat-
wall shall equal one (1) seat; 

i. seating placed with consideration to noontime sun and shade; 

j. including of nine (9) focal points or gathering spaces of at least 500 square 
feet, to be implemented on a phased basis as agreed upon by the aApplicant; 

k. inclusive of required setbacks along a public way; 

l. excludes the following uses: surface parking areas, open storage areas, 
private open space areas not accessible to the general public, swimming 
pools and spas unless open to the general public, loading docks and parking, 
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driveway entrance/exit areas, sidewalks and parkways in the public right-of-
way as of the date of the adoption of the Plan, and detached utility 
areas/pads; and 

m. includes a mix of passive and active recreational facilities designed to serve 
residents, employees, and visitors to Warner Center. PAOS shall include 
amenities for all ages such as one or more tot lots, community gardens, or 
other physical activity facilities to integrate shared spaces designed for 
gathering year-round. 

n. Prior to the issuance of any building permit for each Project phase, the 
aApplicant shall prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning 
Department binding the land for the Project and all successors. It shall 
include a detailed, dimensioned site plan and landscape plan demonstrating 
the required and provided PAOS areas in the applicable Project phase and a 
comprehensive summary table showing compliance with the regulations 
contained in the applicable PAOS conditions herein. It should include 
information regarding the ongoing maintenance and operation of the open 
space areas and on-going public access through easement. A copy of 
theeach Covenant and Agreement shall be submitted to the case file prior to 
final signoff and kept with the file for this case. [Phasing language 
incorporated. Sentence requested for deletion is not necessary as this is 
already a requirement per Conditions 15.d and 15.e.] 

16. Park Fees and Land Dedication. As applicable and on a phase-by-phase basis, the 
aApplicant shall provide documentation that LAMC Section 12.33 Park Fees and Land 
Dedication requirements were satisfactorily arranged with the Department of 
Recreation and Parks. 

Note: Condition 27 of VTT-74891 stipulates that the requirements of LAMC 12.33 be 
fulfilled through the payment of in-lieu fees prior to the recordation of the final map. 
Payment of in-lieu fees may be on a phased-map basis. A suitable arrangement shall 
be made, satisfactory to the Department of Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said 
payment of in-lieu fees.consistent with Mitigation Measure PS-21 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Warner Center 2035 Plan, the requirements of 
LAMC Section 12.33 shall be fulfilled through either the dedication of land and/or the 
payment of in-lieu fees prior to the recordation of the applicable unit map. Dedication 
of land and/or payment of in-lieu fees may be on a unit-map basis. The Applicant shall 
also be entitled to credit pursuant to LAMC Section 12.33.H for land dedication and 
public and private park and recreational improvements to be developed on the 
property. Any dedication of land with respect to a unit map may be on-site or off-site. If 
off-site, a suitable arrangement shall be made, satisfactory to the Department of 
Recreation and Parks, guaranteeing said dedication. 

a.  For the purpose of applying credit towards the above requirements, any eligible 
dedication of land and any eligible public and private park and recreational 
improvements to be developed on the property in any of the unit maps within 
the multiple phase, master planned project shall be eligible for and applied as 
credit toward the current or a previously recorded unit map. (RAP) [Revised to 
be identical to revisions requested to Condition 27 of VTT-74891] 
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17. New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAP) 

a. The Project shall provide a New Street (Warner Center Lane), in 
conformance with “Exhibit A”, which shall be realigned and otherwise 
modified on a phase-by-phase basis (i.e., the segment of Warner Center 
Lane adjacent to a Project phase shall be modified as part of such Project 
phase), and which shall connect with each public street at a minimum of one 
(1) discrete point and as follows: [Clarifying language incorporated] 

i. A minimum 64-foot right-of-way (inclusive of roadway width, paved 
sidewalk width, and parkway width) shall be provided. 

ii. A maximum roadway width of 36 feet shall be provided, except where the 
street approaches the De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard 
intersections, where the street may be wider to accommodate additional 
lanes and turn lanes, consistent with "Exhibit A". [Added language is 
consistent with Project Plans and Findings on bottom of Page 65 of 
original DIR Determination Letter] 

iii. A minimum paved sidewalk width of six (6) feet on each side of the 
roadway shall be provided. 

iv. A minimum parkway width of eight (8) feet on each side of the roadway 
shall be provided from the edge of the sidewalk to the edge of the 
roadway curb. 

v. Any connection to any public street shall be provided subject to review 
and approval of the Director in consultation with the City Engineer 
(Bureau of Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of 
Transportation. 

vi. Access for motorized vehicles and parking shall be permitted. 

vii. Pedestrian amenities, including but not limited to benches, information 
and retail kiosks, water features, and trash cans, shall be provided and 
implemented on a  phased basis and shall occupy a minimum of five (5) 
percent of the total surface area of each New Street.  

viii. Lighting shall be provided subject to the approval of the Director in 
consultation with the Bureau of Street Lighting. 

ix. Open public access and right of travel shall be provided at all times. 

b. The Project shall provide, on a phased basis, two (2) Pedestrian Adapted 
Pathways (PAP), as agreed upon by the aApplicant, and in conformance with 
“Exhibit A”, as follows: [Clarifying language incorporated] 

i. In connection with the development of Buildings 4, 4a, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, Aan 
east/west PAP to connect De Soto Avenue (from the southeast corner of 
the Project Ssite) to Burbank Boulevard (at the western portion of the 
Project Ssite). [Clarifying language incorporated] 
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ii. In connection with the development of Buildings 5 and 6, Aa north/south 
PAP between Buildings 5 and 6. [Clarifying language incorporated] 

iii. A minimum 20-foot right-of-way shall be provided. 

iv. Any connection to any public street shall be provided subject to review 
and approval of the Director in consultation with the City Engineer 
(Bureau of Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of 
Transportation. 

v. Only non-motorized vehicles shall be permitted (except for emergency 
vehicle uses during an emergency). 

vi. A minimum 10-foot wide pathway clear of obstructions shall be provided; 
permeable surface treatments may be incorporated. 

vii. Lighting shall be provided subject to the approval of the Director in 
consultation with the Bureau of Street lighting. 

viii. A minimum of twenty-five percent (25%) of the total square-footage 
devoted for the Pedestrian Adapted Pathways shall be landscaped (with 
plantings). 

ix. Open access to the public shall be provided from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m., 
seven days per week, at a minimum. 

18. Automobile Parking  

[Conditions 18 and 19 are far too specific for a project of this scale. Rather than 
prescribing the exact number and size/type of parking spaces that must be provided, 
the conditions should require compliance with the provisions of the WC 2035 Plan 
parking requirements. This would accommodate for the typical and often slight parking 
deviations that result during final project design. These revisions are particularly 
applicable given the extensive work that went into establishing the minimum and 
maximum parking requirements of the WC 2035 Plan, and these standards should be 
permitted to stand on their own merits.] 

a. Residential Parking. For the Project’s Residential use (including Work-Live 
Units), the Project shall provide 1,627 Residential spaces, that includes 1,270 
standard-sized spaces including one (1) full-sized surface-lot space, 181 
compact-sized spaces, 136 tandem-sized spaces, and no less than 41 
accessible spacesparking at the rate of at least one (1) parking space per unit 
but no more than two (2) parking spaces per unit. Sizes of spaces to follow 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements. The Project shall not exceed 
1,627 Residential parking spaces total for the development. These spaces 
shall be counted separately from Non-Residential spaces. 

Phase 5, Building 5 shall have a minimum of 0.2542 Residential Guest Parking 
garage spaces per dwelling unit, inclusive ofin addition to the total number of 
spaces permittedrequired for the Residential Useunits. Prior to final building 
permit signoff for Building 5, the aApplicant shall provide revised plans that 
demonstrate that the Guest Parking spaces will be clearly marked and reserved 
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for guest parking only. The Guest Parking spaces shall not be used for 
accessory commercial uses or delivery uses. [Clarifying language incorporated. 
Since the intent of this condition is for the plan for Building 5 to show 
compliance at the time of condition clearances for the building permit, the 
word “revised” creates confusion and is requested for deletion] 

b. Non-Residential Parking. For the Project’s Non-Residential use, the Project 
shall provide a minimum of 3921 Non-Residential spaces that includes a 
minimum of 3430 spaces designatedcomply with the parking requirements in 
Section 6.2.3.2.2 of the Warner Center 2035 Plan, including a minimum of 
one (1) parking space per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area up to a maximum 
of four (4) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area for Office use, 
and a minimum of 308 spaces designatedtwo (2) parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet of Floor Area up to a maximum of four (4) parking spaces per 
1,000 square feet of Floor Area for Commercial use,. exactly 183 spaces 
designated forFor Hotel use, and a minimum of 152 spaces as designated 
accessible spacesparking shall be provided per LAMC Section 12.21.A.4(b) 
for guest rooms, as follows: One parking space for each individual guest 
room or suite of rooms for the first 30; one additional parking space for each 
two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 30 but not exceeding 60; and 
one additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in 
excess of 60. The spaces shall also be per size a minimum of the following 
quantities unless noted: 3,170 standard-sized garage spaces, 477 compact-
sized garage spaces, zero (0) tandem sized garage spaces, a minimum of 
151 accessible garage spaces, 41 standard-sized surface-lot or New Street 
spaces, two (2) compact-sized surface-lot spaces, zero (0) tandem sized 
surface-lot spaces, and a minimum of one (1) accessible surface-lot spaces. 
Sizes of spaces to follow the Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements. The 
project shall not exceed 3,921 Non-Residential spaces total for the 
development. These spaces shall be counted separately from Residential 
spaces.  

c. New Street Parking. The New Street parking spaces associated with the 
Non-Residential uses shall not be calculated into the Project’s total parking 
count if the amount of spaces being provided equals the maximum amount of 
parking allowed for the Projectcount toward any maximum parking limitations 
established under the Warner Center 2035 Plan. [This condition is confusing.  
Edits are per WC 2035 Plan Section 6.2.3.3(d) which add clarity to the intent 
of this condition] 

d. Disabled Parking. The accessible spaces associated with the Residential 
and Non-Residential uses shall not be calculated into the Project’s total 
parking count if the amount of spaces being provided equals the maximum 
amount of parking allowed for the Project.Any disabled parking spaces 
provided for the Project pursuant to the requirements of the LAMC shall not 
be calculated into a Project's total parking count for purposes of a parking 
maximum. [This condition is confusing.  Edits are per WC 2035 Plan Section 
6.2.3.3(e) which add clarity to the intent of this condition] 

e. Setback Parking. The pProject shall not include surface parking in the front 
setbacks. 
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19. Bicycle Parking. 

a. Residential. The Project shall provide 87 short-term and 576 long-term 
bicycle parking spaces for Residential use pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.21.A.16(a)(1)(i). Prior to final signoff for Phases 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 each, the 
applicant shall submit revised plans for the phase in which they are seeking 
signoff showing facilities for employee showers in association with the bicycle 
parking. These spaces shall be counted separately from Non-Residential 
spaces. Hotel use bicycle parking spaces are counted in this subsection as 
they are considered as part of the Residential Uses in LAMC Section 12.21 
A.16(a)(1). [Reference to employee showers is made in the WC 2035 Plan 
Urban Design Guidelines, which are encouraged but not required.  Consistent 
with the Code, LAMC Section 12.21.A.16(f)(4), which states that showers and 
personal lockers are only required for long-term bicycle parking in office or 
commercial uses, shower facilities should not be required in connection with 
the bicycle parking associated with the Project’s residential uses. The next 
condition requires shower facilities in connection with the Non-Residential 
bicycle parking spaces, which the Applicant agrees to as it is consistent with 
the Code.] 

b. Non-Residential. The Project shall provide 177 short-term and 294 long-term 
bicycle parking spaces for Non-Residential that includespursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.21 A.16(a)(2). Prior to final building permit signoff for each and 
every phase, the aApplicant shall submit revised plans for the phase in which 
they are seeking signoff showing facilities for employee and occupant 
showers and personal lockers in association with the bicycle parking. The 
Non-Residential bicycle parking spaces shall be counted separately from 
Residential spaces and follow size and design regulations as outlined in the 
LAMC. 

20. Landscape. Prior to building permit signoff for each Project phase, revised landscape 
plans or proof of compliance shall be provided to show: [Language incorporated to 
address phasing. For the reasons stated previously, the word “revised” is requested 
for deletion.] 

a. Compliance with the instructions on Form CP-6730 including 

i. The name, address, phone number, and email address of the landscape 
professional who prepared the plans; 

ii. The notation of existing and replacement street trees; 

iii. The dimensions of all open space areas; 

iv. All plants proposed keyed to the landscape plan; 

v. Height at planting; 

vi. Quantity of each proposed plant being planted; 

vii. Notes indicating a height of at least 35 feet and the age to maturity 
(maximum of 10 years) for a portion of the trees proposed; 
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viii. WUCOLS classification for all plants; 

b. A minimum of 30% of the required setback areas landscaped; 

c. Trees planted at a ratio of every 30 linear feet in the setback area adjacent to 
the parking structures; 

d. Climbing vines planted on the façade of the daylighted portions of a 
structure’s parking. 

e. The use of shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls of 
daylighted portions of a structure’s parking; 

f. shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen blank walls throughout the 
Project site and in each phase; 

g. At the live-workWork-Live units, landscaped setbacks with any or all of the 
following: walkways, porches, raised planters and other solid walls up to three 
(3) feet above sidewalk elevation, and transparent fences up to four (4) feet 
above sidewalk elevation; [Terminology revision consistent with terminology 
in the WC 2035 Plan] 

h. All planted areas within a Project serviced by automatic irrigation systems 
and conforming to the City’s water conservation requirements as prepared by 
a licensed landscape architect; 

i. Use of a high-efficiency “smart” irrigation system, which includes a weather-
based controller, and, where feasible, in-line drip and bubblers, rather than 
overhead spray. Where overhead spray is used, heads should have low-
precipitation nozzles to reduce run-off; 

j. Plants identified as California Friendly by the Metropolitan Water District’s Be 
Water Wise program (www.bewaterwise.com) for at least 50 percent of the 
plant materials used. The landscape plan shall incorporate Southern 
California native plant species. Please refer to the Theodore Payne 
Foundation (www.theodorepayne.org) to access their Native Plant Database; 

k. 50% of the trees in the non-PAOS open space areas as canopy trees that 
provide shade. Native, drought tolerant, species with a low WUCOLS level 
are preferred. Bamboo and Palm tree varieties shall not be counted toward 
this requirement; 

l. Seating in plazas and courtyards independent of PAOS, indicating amount 
provided; 

m. That the Project treats 100 percent of the 85th percentile storm and provide 
detentions capacity to retain a rainfall intensity of 0.5 inches/hour or other 
Code requirement if the latter is more restrictive, to the satisfaction of the 
Bureau of Sanitation. On-site infiltration is the preferred method of treatment. 

n. Additionally, the Project shall use permeable paving for at least 75 percent of 
all hardscape areas to the extent allowed by other agencies, and in the PAOS 
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areas plant deciduous trees as the most effective means of providing 
comfortable access to sun and shade. 

21. Supplemental Urban Design Guidelines. Prior to building permit signoff for each 
Project phase, revised plans shall be provided as follows: [For the reasons stated 
previously, the word “revised” is requested for deletion.] 

a. Lighting and Security. The aApplicant shall submit revised elevations that 
show all and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the structure(s), 
shielded to reduce glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from 
the sky and windows of residential units.  

b. Landscaping Requirements for Parking Facilities. 

i. Surface Parking. Prior to final building permit signoff for each phase, the 
ProjectApplicant shall submit updated landscape plans in conformance 
with Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.6.2.7(1) that show: [Clarifying 
language incorporated. For the reasons stated previously, the word 
“updated” is requested for deletion.] 

1. A minimum of one (1) canopy tree for every four (4) new parking 
spaces. These trees at the time of planting shall each be 
evergreen shade-producing trees, in a minimum 24-inch box and, 
a minimum two (2) inches in trunk caliper width, a minimum ten 
(10) feet in height as measured from the ground after it is planted, 
and expected to be at the point of maturity a minimum of 30 feet 
and maximum of 50 feet in height with a tree canopy of 20 to 40 
feet in diameter. 

2. The required canopy trees distributed throughout the parking 
area at a minimum ratio of one (1) tree within every 10 feet of any 
parking space. The distribution shall not preclude groups or 
clusters of trees located throughout the parking lot. 

3. Solar structures in-lieu of the canopy trees at the discretion of the 
Project and the Director of Planning. 

ii. Any Portion of a Building Used for Parking. Prior to final building permit 
signoff for each Project phase and in conformance with Warner Center 
2035 Plan Section 6.2.6.2.7(2), the ProjectApplicant shall submit updated 
elevations and/or landscape plans for the applicable phase that is 
seeking signoff that show: [Clarifying language incorporated. For the 
reasons stated previously, the word “updated” is requested for deletion.] 

1. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures not adjacent 
to a street (public or private) or PAP, a width of at least five (5) 
feet in the landscaped setbacks for areas. 

2. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures adjacent to a 
street (public or private) or PAP, landscaping within the setbacks 
required for the Commerce District that includes a berm, hedge, 
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or combination of the two, measuring at least 36 inches in height 
not including openings. 

3. Trees planted in the setback area at a ratio of one (1) tree every 
30 linear feet for the length of the day-lighted portions of parking 
in structures. 

4. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures, the material 
proposed for screening headlight and noise impacts on adjacent 
properties. 

5. For the day-lighted portions of parking in structures, climbing 
vines on the ground floor façade and any floors thereafter. 

c. Utilities. Prior to final building permit sign off for Phase 1each Project phase, 
the Project shall submit revised plans that show utility lines within the public 
right-of-ways adjacent to the applicable Project phase placed underground, 
subject to the standards of the Bureau of Street Services. The 
ProjectApplicant shall also showprovide plans that provide on-site all 
infrastructure that is necessary for the future placement of underground 
utilities off-site, as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. (B&S) 
(BOE) [Language incorporated to address phasing. The word “revised” 
creates confusion and is requested for deletion since the intent of this 
condition is for the plan for each building to show compliance at the time of 
condition clearances for building permit.] 

d. Articulation of Building Facades. Prior to final building permit signoff for 
each Project phase and in conformance with Warner Center 2035 Plan 
Section 6.2.6.2.5, the ProjectApplicant shall submit revised plans and/or 
elevations that show the following for Building Ffacades of all buildings or 
structures longer than 250 horizontal feet in length, where the exterior wall of 
that building or structure is within 50 feet of required setbacks (excluding 
parking structures) the following: [Clarifying language incorporated per WC 
2035 Plan Section 6.2.6.2.5. Again, the word “revised” is requested for 
deletion.] 

i. Depth variation measurements that show that 15% of the façade is 
different than the rest on the same elevation. 

ii.  Depth variation to a minimum structural height of 35 feet. 

iii. Each depth variation a minimum five (5) horizontal feet in length.  

22. LEED Silver. The Project shall be designed to meet the equivalent green standards of 
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) at the Silver Level, in 
addition to the City’s Green Building and any other applicable regulations relating to 
sustainability standards. (Note: the project is subject to the most current version of 
LEED at the time of the Planning clearance on the building permit). 

23. Green Building Ordinance. Prior to Planning clearance for each phase, the Project 
shall submit evidence that it complies with the City’s Green Building Ordinance No. 
182,849. (B&S/DCP) 



 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane  Page 32 of 85 
 

24. Solar Reflectance Index (SRI). Prior to Planning clearance for each Project phase 
and in conformance with Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.10.2, an updated roof 
plan shall be submitted showing the slope of the roof as having a maximum slope of 
2:12, and illustrating the percentage of the roof with an SRI equal to or greater than 78 
for at least 75 percent of the roof area. (B&S) [Clarifying language incorporated. 
Again, the word “updated” is requested for deletion.] 

25. Design Guidelines. 

a. Ground Floor Use. The Project shall include commercialNon-Residential 
space on the ground floor on De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. 
[Terminology revision consistent with terminology in the WC 2035 Plan] 

b. Neighbor Impacts. Prior to final building permit signoff for each Project 
phase, the ProjectApplicant shall submit revised plans showing: [Clarifying 
language incorporated. Again, the word “revised” is requested for deletion] 

i. The location on the exterior of all mechanical equipment including the 
roof, with screens shielding it from public view or placed entirely 
underground, in conformance with Appendix F, Section 6, Guideline B.38. 
[Clarifying language incorporated] 

ii. The location of the ventilation intakes and exhausts on the exterior 
located  more than 20 vertical and horizontal feet from the sidewalk and 
directing air flow away from the public realm. [Deletion requested. This is 
a WC 2035 Plan Urban Design Guideline that is problematic for all 
residential buildings within the Project which front the street or PAOS 
because residential buildings cannot provide setbacks of greater than 20 
feet, per the WC 2035 Plan.] 

iii. Metal surfaces on the exterior noted as having a matte finish or other 
finish that minimizes glare or reflection, in conformance with Appendix F, 
Section 6, Guideline B.45. [Clarifying language incorporated] 

iv. Antennas and satellite dishes screened. Cable and satellite services 
should be provided through a single source that serves individual units 
throughout the entire complex through wired connections that are 
contained within building walls, in conformance with Appendix F, Section 
6, Guideline B.43. [Clarifying language incorporated] 

c. On-Site Trees. The Project proposes to removeincludes the removal of 569 
on-site trees, 542 of which are greater than 4 inches of diameter at breast 
height. Pursuant to the SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, as replacement for 
the loss of any on-site trees, replace trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 
inches) in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with 
native or non-native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate local climate 
tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. Prior to Planning clearance for Phase 1, plans shall 
be revisedprovided to illustrate the planting of the 1,084 on-site replacement 
trees proposed in “Exhibit A”. Prior to Planning clearance for each project 
phase, plans for each such phase shall illustrate the planting of the applicable 
number of the 1,084 on-site replacement trees. [Language added to address 
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phasing and provide further clarity. Again, as discussed above, the word 
“revised” is requested for deletion.] 

26. Site Access and Internal Circulation. Prior to the issuance of any building permit for 
the Projecteach Project phase, a site plan shall be submitted to the DOT’s Valley 
Development Review Section (6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 320, Van Nuys, CA) 
in coordination with Valley Project Planning Division of the Department of City 
Planning for review and approval of driveways, loading/unloading areas, parking, and 
internal circulation. (DOT)  

27. Mobility Fee. Pursuant to Section 7 and Appendix D of the SpecificWarner Center 
2035 Plan, as amended pursuant to Ordinance No. 186,498 (effective March 10, 
2020), the final determination to pay a Mobility Fee for each Project phase will be 
calculated at the time of building permit issuance for each phase, using theand shall 
be subject to the annually adjusted fee rates and credits pursuant to the multi-column 
table previously set forth in Appendix D to the original Warner Center 2035 Plan, titled 
“Warner Center 2035 Plan – Mobility Fee Table” in effect at building permit issuance, 
which was in effect at the time the Project Permit Compliance application for the 
Project was deemed complete, for a maximum period of seven years following the 
effective date of Ordinance No. 186,498, after which the Project shall be subject to the 
most current fee and credit rates. In accordance with Section 7.3.2.1, the Project is 
entitled to a credit against the Mobility Fee for the previous use that existed on the site 
on January 1, 2008. The final Mobility Fee, including these credits, will be calculated 
by DCP after final square footage totals for the Project uses are determined through 
the Plan Check process by Building and Safety. Based on the Preliminary Mobility Fee 
estimate, it is anticipated that the Project will incur a Mobility Fee of approximately 
$10,579,833. Adjustments and/or credits may be applied to the Mobility Fee estimate, 
which is pending final review and approval by LADOT. (B&S/DOT) [Corrections 
consistent with Ordinance No. 186,498 which exempts projects, such as this Project, 
from the revised Mobility Fee calculation methodology] 

28. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Options. Prior to the issuance of any 
building, foundation, grading, demolition, change of use or use of land permit for each 
phase of the Project, the Applicant and/or property owner(s) shall select one of the two 
options: submittal of a TDM Plan to the City or membership in a Transportation 
Management Organization or similar organization with respect to such Project phase. 
Depending on the option selected, theeach Project phase shall be cleared according 
to the following: 

a. Submittal of a Final TDM Plan to the City: Prior to the issuance of any Project 
approval, the Project aApplicant and/or the property owner(s) (including 
resident associations) of the lot where the Project is located shall submit to 
DOT an application for review and approval of a TDM plan. DOT shall review 
and approve or disprove a TDM plan within 90 days after the date of 
submittal of a complete application. Any plan not approved or disapproved by 
the end of this 90-day period shall be deemed approved. A TDM plan shall 
include the minimum elements outlined in Section 7.8.1.1. OR (DOT) 

b. Transportation Management Organization (TMO): Prior to the issuance of any 
building, foundation, grading, demolition, change of use or use of land permit 
for the Project, the Applicant shall join a Transportation Management 
Organization (TMO) or an equivalent organization. Proof of membership in 
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good standing shall be required at the time of building permit clearance. A 
member in good standing shall include minimum specifications outlined in 
Section 7.8.1.2, which implement the TMO’s overall TDM goals and 
objectives. (DOT) 

29. Warner Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee. Pursuant to Section 9 of the 
SpecificWarner Center 2035 Plan, if the valuation of the Project’s building permit for 
any land use in a Project phase is $500,000 or more, the aApplicant shall be 
assessed, with respect to such Project phase, a Warner Center Cultural Amenities 
Development Fee or the Applicant shall provide on-site cultural amenities at an equal 
or greater value to the fee amount, or a combination thereof. The fee shall be atbased 
on the same rate as the Citywide Arts Development Fee, unless and to the extent 
otherwise exempt pursuant to Section 9.3 of the Warner Center 2035 Plan. In regards 
to theis Project, LAMC Section 91.107.4.6 sets the fee as follows:  for Office at a rate 
of $1.57 per square foot for the 1,140,746 square feet of office space, resulting in an 
estimated fee amount of $1,790,971.22 for 1,140,746 square feet; for Retail Projects 
at a rate of $1.31 per square foot, resulting in an estimated amount of $112,063.95 for 
the 85,545 square feet of retail use;, and for Hotels at a rate of $0.52 per square foot, 
resulting in an estimated amount of $79,595.8881,918.20 for the 157,535153,069 
square feet of hotel use. The estimated total for all Project phases is 
$1,982,631.051,984,953.37. All fees collected from the Applicant shall be conveyed by 
the Department of Building and Safety to the Treasurer for deposit into the Warner 
Center Cultural Amenities Trust Fund (Fund 577), pursuant to Ordinance No. 184,838, 
which is to be administered by the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Committee per 
Section 9.5. A record of such conveyance shall be provided by the aApplicant to the 
Department of City Planning following the issuance of building permit(s) and the 
payment of the fee. (B&S/DCP/DCA) [Clarifications and corrections consistent with 
Section 9 of the WC 2035 Plan, which allows for exemptions from the fees for on-site 
art/cultural amenities.  Hotel Floor Area corrected, which changes the estimated totals] 

Environmental Conditions (Addition or New Construction) 

AES-1: All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 
recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and 
maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic 
irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the 
satisfaction of the decision maker. 

AES-2: Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe 
and sanitary condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, 
rubbish, garbage, trash, overgrown vegetation or other similar material, 
pursuant to LAMC Section 91.8104. 

AES-3: The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when 
such graffiti is visible from a public street or alley, pursuant to LAMC 
Section 91.8104.15. 

AES-4: Multiple temporary signs in the store windows and along the building 
walls are not permitted. 

AES-7: All signs shall meet the following criteria: 
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a) The building and ground area around signs shall be properly 
maintained at all times. All unused mounting structures, hardware 
and wall perforations from any previous sign shall be removed and 
building surfaces shall be restored to their original condition. 

b) All signage copy shall be properly maintained and kept free from 
damaged sign material and other unsightly conditions, including 
graffiti. 

c) Any sign structure shall be at all times kept in good repair and 
maintained in a safe and sound condition and in conformance with 
all applicable codes. 

d) Razor wire, barbed wire, concertina wire or other barriers 
preventing unauthorized access to any sign, if any, shall be 
hidden from public view. 

e) The signage copy must be repaired or replaced immediately upon 
tearing, ripping, or peeling or when marred or damaged by graffiti. 

f) No access platform, ladder, or other service appurtenance, visible 
from the sidewalk, street or public right-of-way, shall be installed 
or attached to any sign structure. 

g) Existing signs that are no longer serving the current tenants, 
including support structures, shall be removed and the building 
facades originally covered by the signs shall be 
repaired/resurfaced with materials and colors that are compatible 
with the facades. 

AES-8: The material, construction, mounting, and adhesive methods of all 
proposed signage shall be subject to the approval of the Fire Department 
and the Department of Building and Safety. 

AES-9: All lighting related to construction activities shall be shielded or directed to 
restrict any direct illumination onto property located outside of the 
construction area boundaries that is improved with light-sensitive uses. 

AES-10: Exterior lighting shall incorporate fixtures and light sources that focus light 
onto project sites to minimize light trespass. 

AES-11: Lighting of individual phases of the Project shall comply with LAMC 
Section 93.0117. As such, lighting shall not cause more than two 
footcandles of lighting intensity or direct glare from the light source at any 
residential property. 

AES-12: All buildings, parking structures, and signage shall be prohibited from the 
using highly reflective building materials such as mirrored glass in exterior 
façades. Examples of commonly used non-reflective building materials 
include cement, plaster, concrete, metal, and non-mirrored glass, and 
would likely include additional materials as technology advances in the 
future. 
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AES-13: Buildings shall not include large areas of reflective surfaces that could 
reflect light from signage into surrounding areas. No high brightness 
special effects lighting with brightness levels that shall exceed the lighting 
levels of permitted signage would be allowed. Buildings, signage or 
thematic elements shall not incorporate reflective building materials or 
provide a source of auto headlight-related glare in proximity to glare 
sensitive uses. 

AES-14: Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential uses. 

AES-15: The exteriors of buildings shall be constructed of materials such as high 
performance tinted non-reflective glass and/or pre-cast concrete or 
fabricated wall surfaces. 

AES-16: Prior to issuance of a building permit for signage displays for each phase 
of the Project, a lighting design expert shall develop plans and 
specifications for the proposed lighting displays, to identify maximum 
luminance levels for the displays. The City and lighting expert shall review 
and monitor the installation and testing of the displays, in order to insure 
compliance with all City lighting regulations and these mitigation 
measures. 

AES-17: The Applicant (and successor) and/or its lighting design expert shall 
implement the following protocol to determine compliance with all City 
lighting regulations and these mitigation measures no later than 6 months 
after certificate of occupancy: 

a) A representative testing site shall be established on or next to 
those light sensitive receptors that have the greatest exposure to 
signage lighting on each facades of a development. 

b) A light meter mounted to a tripod at eye level, facing project 
buildings, should be calibrated and measurements should be 
taken to determine ambient light levels with the sign on. 

c) An opaque object (a board) should be used to block out the view 
of the sign from the light meter, at a distance of at least 4 feet 
away from the tripod and blocking the light meter’s view of the 
building. A reading should be taken to determine the ambient light 
levels with the sign off. 

d) The difference between the two would be the amount of light the 
sign casts onto the sensitive receptor. 

e) An alternate acceptable method to measure light levels would be 
to use the same tripod and same light meter, but to turn on and off 
the signage. This method takes more coordination, but is more 
accurate. 

AES-27 The Applicant (or successors as appropriate) shall submit a conceptual 
signage and lighting design plan to the Department of City Planning to 
establish lighting standards and guidelines. 
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AQ-1: The Project shall use soil binders on soils exposed for extended periods 
of time (more than two weeks) to reduce fugitive dust. In addition, the 
Project shall include the following measures as applicable and feasible for 
each phase of the Project: 

 [Note corrections in numbering, below] 

1) Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all 
phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 

1)2) Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks 
and equipment, on-and off-site. 

2)3) Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or 
sensitive receptor areas. 

3)4) Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community 
liaison concerning on-site construction activity including resolution 
of issues related to PM10 generation. 

4)5) Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure that all 
vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained 
according to manufacturers’ specifications. 

5)6) Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that 
required under AQMD Rule 1113. 

6)7) Construct or build with materials that do not require painting. 

7)8) Require the use of pre-painted construction materials. 

8)9) Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., 
material delivery trucks and soil import/export). 

9)10)  During project construction, all internal combustion 
engines/construction equipment operating on the project site shall 
meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions standards, or higher, 
according to the following: 

• All off road diesel-powered construction equipment greater 
than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where 
available. In addition, all construction equipment shall be 
outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions 
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized 
engine as defined by CARB regulations. 

• A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT 
documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall 
be provided at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit 
of equipment. 
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• Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD “SOON” 
funds. Incentives could be provided for those construction 
contractors who apply for AQMD “SOON” funds. The “SOON” 
program provides funds to accelerate cleanup of off-road 
diesel vehicles, such as heavy-duty construction equipment. 
More information on this program can be found at the following 
website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/programs/business/business-
detail?title=off-road-diesel-engines. 

10)11) Other measures as applicable that may be recommended by 
SCAQMD on their web site or elsewhere: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies. 

AQ-2: The Applicant shall ensure that ground cover be reestablished on 
construction sites through seeding and watering on completion of 
construction (or if sites are to remain undeveloped for more than a year) 
for each phase of the Project. 

AQ-3: The Applicant shall ensure that trucks leaving construction sites be 
washed to reduce track-out dirt and dust. 

AQ-4: The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to 
construction personnel. 

AQ-5: The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize 
interference with traffic lanes. 

AQ-6: The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the 
vicinity of each construction site. 

AQ-7: The Applicant and City Departments shall require the use of flag people 
during construction to guide traffic properly. 

AQ-8: The Applicant shall ensure that construction activities that could affect 
roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods. 

AQ-9: Project construction personnel (as well as City construction personnel 
associated with construction of roadway and other infrastructure) shall 
ensure that that construction vehicles avoid, to the extent feasible, travel 
on streets immediately adjacent to Canoga Park High School, Woodland 
Hills Academy Middle School and Hart Elementary School throughout the 
construction phase for each phase of the Project to reduce potentially 
significant project specific and cumulative construction-related air quality 
impacts. The Applicant shall ensure that haul routes are designed to 
comply with this measure. 

AQ-10: Each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School shall be subject to a construction fee that 
provides for funding for the replacement of air filters at the beginning and 
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at the conclusion of construction in any air conditioning units at the 
affected school site. 

AQ-11: For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall provide advance notification 
of the Project’s anticipated general construction schedule and a specific 
schedule for site grading and preparation activities, and shall allow the 
affected school 15 days to review and comment on the schedule. In 
addition, any such project phase shall be required to provide personnel 
on a daily basis to wash the playground, lunch areas, and seating areas 
at the affected school site during active grading and earth moving phases 
of the construction, as coordinated with the appropriate school 
administrative staff. 

AQ-12: For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall, as a condition of the Project 
Permit Compliance Review, execute a covenant to implement feasible 
mitigation measures, including all measures identified above. 

AQ-13: For each phase of the Project located within 0.5 mile of Woodland Hills 
Academy Middle School, the Applicant shall contribute a fair share to the 
Warner Center Air Quality Trust Fund by paying the Construction Air 
Quality Impact Assessment (CAQIA) fee prior to the issuance of any 
building, demolition, grading or foundation permit. The CAQIA Fee shall 
be $0.10 per square foot of proposed surface area disturbed or greater as 
may be identified in a subsequent fair share study. 

AQ-22: All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 

BIO-1: The development of the Project shall avoid disturbance of any nests 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: If construction activities (i.e., 
removal of trees or shrubs) are scheduled to occur during the non-
breeding season (September 1 through January 31), no mitigation is 
required. If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the 
breeding season (February 1 through August 31), the project proponent 
will implement the following measures to avoid potential adverse effects 
on birds covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 

• No more than two weeks prior to construction, a qualified wildlife 
biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys of all potential nesting 
habitat within 500 feet of construction activities where access is 
available. 

• If active nests are found during preconstruction surveys, the project 
proponent will create a no disturbance buffer (acceptable in size to the 
CDFG) around active raptor nests and nests of other special-status 
birds during the breeding season, or until it is determined that all 
young have fledged. Typical buffers include 500 feet for raptors and 
250 feet for other nesting birds. The size of these buffer zones and 
types of construction activities restricted in these areas may be further 
modified during coordination and in consultation with the CDFG and 
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will be based on existing noise and human disturbance levels at the 
project site. Nests initiated during construction are presumed to be 
unaffected, and no buffer would be necessary. However, the “take” 
(mortality, severe disturbance to, etc.) of any individual birds will be 
prohibited. 

• If preconstruction surveys indicate that nests are inactive or potential 
habitat is unoccupied during the construction period, no further 
mitigation is required. Trees and shrubs within the construction 
footprint that have been determined to be unoccupied by birds 
covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or that are located outside 
the no-disturbance buffer for active nests may be removed. 

BIO-2: Replacement for the loss of any protected trees shall be required in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance: Replace all 
on-site trees to ensure continuation of the urban forest. Replace all non-
native trees greater than 10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast 
height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) with native or non-native (non-
invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 ratio. For 
native species, source materials should be from seeds or cuttings 
gathered within coastal southern California to ensure local provenance. 

CUL-3: Archaeological monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, of grading of 
subsurface materials not previously disturbed, shall be undertaken. If 
buried cultural resources are discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if 
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures. If during cultural 
resources monitoring the qualified archaeologist determines that the 
sediments being excavated are previously disturbed or unlikely to contain 
significant cultural materials, the qualified archaeologist can specify that 
monitoring be reduced or eliminated will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are implemented. 

CUL-4: If cultural resources are discovered during construction activities, the 
Project’s construction contractor will verify that work is halted until 
appropriate site-specific treatment measures are Implemented. 

 [The end of the sentence was inadvertently omitted in Mitigation Measure 
WC-CUL-4 in the Specific Plan FEIR, so the remainder of that sentence 
below was completed with text from the equivalent Specifc Plan DEIR 
mitigation measure (Specific Plan DEIR, p. 4.4-13, Specific Plan FEIR, p. 
V-13).] 

CUL-5: If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities on the Project Site, the Project will comply 
with State laws relating to the disposition of Native American burials that 
fall within the jurisdiction of the California Native American Heritage 
Commission (Public Resources Code Section 5097). According to 
California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one 
location constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native 
American cemeteries is a felony (Section 7052). Section 7050.5 requires 
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that excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains 
until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native 
American. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the 
coroner must contact the California Native American Heritage 
Commission to determine the most likely descendent(s). The most likely 
descendent shall determine the most appropriate means of treating the 
human remains and any associated grave artifacts, and shall oversee 
disposition of the human remains and associated artifacts by the project 
archaeologists. 

CUL-6: A qualified paleontological monitor shall monitor excavation activities 
below previously disturbed materials for the Project on the Project Site. 
The qualified paleontological monitor shall retain the option to reduce 
monitoring with respect to any project phase if, in his/her professional 
opinion, potentially fossiliferous units, are not found to be present or, if 
present, are determined by qualified paleontological personnel to have 
low potential to contain fossil resources. 

GEO-1: The Applicant is required to prepare detailed geotechnical investigations 
that address site-specific geologic constraints of the site including soil 
conditions (including liquefaction and expansive soils) and stability. The 
study shall include recommendations related to erosion control and other 
site-specific conditions including seismicity for construction of individual 
projects. 

GEO-2: The Project shall be constructed in compliance with the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and California Building Code and other applicable 
regulations. 

GEO-3: Unless otherwise specified by the City, for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall demonstrate compliance with specific recommendations 
for grading, foundation design, retaining wall design, temporary 
excavations, slabs on grade, site drainage, asphalt concrete pavement 
and interlocking pavers, design review, construction monitoring and 
geotechnical testing as identified in a site-specific geotechnical study, to 
the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, as conditions to 
issuance of any grading and building permits with respect to such phase. 

GEO-4: For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with the 
following Department of Building and Safety requirements (if not already 
covered by mitigation measure GEO-3), prior to issuance of a grading 
permit for such phase of the Project: 

• Prior to the issuance of a grading permit by the Department of 
Building and Safety for each phase of the Project, the consulting 
geologist and soils engineer for the Project shall review and approve 
project grading plans with respect to such phase. This approval shall 
be conferred by signature on the plans which clearly indicate the 
geologist and/or soils engineer have reviewed the plans prepared by 
the design engineer and that the plans include the recommendations 
contained in the report. 
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• Prior to the commencement of grading activities for each phase of the 
Project, a qualified geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist 
shall be employed with respect to such phase for the purpose of 
observing earthwork procedures and testing fills for conformance to 
the recommendations of the City Engineer, approved grading plans, 
applicable grading codes, and the geotechnical report approved to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

• During construction of each phase of the Project, all grading shall be 
carefully observed, mapped and tested by the project engineer. All 
grading shall be performed under the supervision of a licensed 
engineering geologist and/or soils engineer in accordance with 
applicable provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and 
California Building Code and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 
and the Department of Building and Safety. 

• Any recommendations prepared by the consulting geologist and/or 
soils engineer for each phase of the Project for correction of geologic 
hazards, if any, encountered during grading shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety for approval prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the applicable phase of the Project. 

• Grading and excavation activities shall be undertaken in compliance 
with all relevant requirements of the California Division of Industrial 
safety, the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 and the 
Construction Safety Act. 

GEO-5: The Project shall conform to applicable criteria set forth in the 
Recommended Lateral Force Requirements and Commentary by the 
Structural Engineers Association of California. 

GEO-6: Each phase of the Project shall be designed to conform to the City of Los 
Angeles Seismic Safety Plan and additional seismic safety requirements 
not encompassed by compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
and California Building Code and Grading Ordinance as may be identified 
by the Department of Building and Safety prior to Plan Check approval on 
each building. 

GEO-7: The structural design of each project building shall comply with the 
seismic standards of the most recent applicable California Building Code 
according to the seismic zone and construction type. 

GEO-8: For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall ensure that during 
inclement periods of the year, when rain is threatening (between 
November 1 and April 15 per the Los Angeles Building Code, Sec. 7002.), 
an erosion control plan that identifies BMPs shall be implemented on the 
Project Site to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety to 
minimize potential erosion during construction. The erosion control plan 
shall be a condition to issuance of any grading permit for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 

GEO-9: The Applicant shall ensure that appropriate erosion control and drainage 
devices are incorporated to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 
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and Safety. Such measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-
channels, and inlet and outlet structures. 

GEO-10: The Applicant shall ensure that if temporary excavation slopes are to be 
maintained during the rainy season, all drainage shall be directed away 
from the top of the slope. No water shall be allowed to flow uncontrolled 
over the face of any temporary or permanent slope. 

GEO-11: The Applicant shall ensure that provisions are made for adequate surface 
drainage away from areas of excavation, as well as protection of 
excavated areas from flooding, on the Project Site. The grading 
contractor shall control surface water and the transportation of silt and 
sediment. 

GEO-12: For each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall comply with National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, 
including preparation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPP). As part of the SWPPP for each phase of the Project, Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) would be identified for construction to 
reduce soil erosion and pollutant levels to the maximum extent possible. 

[The following conditions are requested for deletion as they are duplicative of the same 
conditions that appear above and below] 

AQ-4: The Applicant shall provide rideshare and transit incentives to 
construction personnel. 

AQ-5: The Applicant shall configure construction parking to minimize 
interference with traffic lanes. 

AQ-6: The Applicant shall minimize the obstruction of through-traffic in the 
vicinity of construction sites. 

AQ-7: The Applicant shall use flag people during construction to guide traffic 
properly. 

AQ-8: The Applicant shall require that construction activities that could affect 
roadways be scheduled for off-peak periods. 

AQ-22: All landscaping shall be required to be drought tolerant to reduce water 
consumption and provide passive solar benefits. 

U-4: The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 
includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 
waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 
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• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less and 
self-closing 

• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 

• Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

• High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

• High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

• Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to point(s) 
of use, as feasible 

• Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

• Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 
concentration 

• Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

• Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses 
(irrigation, cooling towers, sanitary) 

• Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps or ice 
machines) 

• Irrigation shall include: 

− Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 

− Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped areas) 

− Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

− Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

− Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 

− Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 
tolerant plant materials 

− Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff. 

U-5: With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify 
feasible and reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, 
including, but not limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for 
landscaping (should reclaimed water become available in Warner 
Center), drip irrigation, recirculating hot water systems, water conserving 
landscape techniques (such as mulching, installation of drip irrigation 
systems, landscape design to group plants of similar water demand, soil 
moisture sensors, automatic irrigation systems, clustered landscaped 
areas to maximize the efficiency of the irrigation system), water 
conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures and appliances, 
thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths and showers, and 
insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC requirements. 
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U-6: The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose watering 
of driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains to 
use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 

U-7: The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions. 

U-8: The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be 
installed to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the 
evening to reduce water losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be 
reset to water less often in cooler months and during the rainfall season, 
so that water is not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-14: During the design process for each phase of the Project, the Applicant 
shall consult with the Department of Water and Power, Energy Services 
Subsection and the Southern California Gas Company, the Commercial, 
Industrial or Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

HAZ-3: The Applicant and/or contractor shall ensure that no hazardous materials 
are transported along Topanga Canyon Boulevard or Burbank Boulevard 
or within one-quarter mile of a school. 

HAZ-4: The Applicant and/or contractor shall coordinate in advance of 
construction with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
and Fire Department to ensure that road closures (temporary or 
permanent) are identified and that alternate access and evacuation routes 
are determined in the event of an emergency and/or natural disaster. 

HAZ-5: Each construction site and/or permanent facility storing hazardous 
materials shall comply with applicable regulations regarding storage, 
transport and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. 

HYDRO-1: The Applicant shall comply with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
Ordinance. Construction contractors for the Project shall be required to 
control erosion and runoff as necessary through the use of site 
appropriate grading practices. Specifically, the construction contractor 
shall plan for and implement Best Management Practice (BMP) during 
each phase of construction to the satisfaction of the Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Engineering, Stormwater Management Division City of 
Los Angeles, and/or other designated responsible agencies/departments. 
(LID measures also require review and approval of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-2: The Applicant shall ensure that structural design of the Project will be 
modified when possible to avoid the need for a permanent dewatering 
system. When a permanent dewatering system is necessary, one or more 
of the following measures as per the Department of Building and Safety 
shall be followed: 

• Pumping water to a beneficial use on site (landscaping, decorative 
fountains or lakes, toilet flushing, cooling towers); or 
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• Returning water to the groundwater basin by an injection well. 

HYDRO-3: The Applicant shall provide sufficient area so that runoff can be collected 
in roadside vegetated swales, as appropriate and directed to existing curb 
and gutter or storm drains. In other areas, runoff shall be collected in 
gutters and directed to the storm drain systems. Swale design shall be 
coordinated with on-site hazardous materials issues as necessary. 

HYDRO-4: The Applicant shall comply with applicable NPDES permit requirements, 
including preparation and implementation of a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for each phase of the Project in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water permit. The 
SUSMP shall identify post development peak runoff, conserve natural 
areas, minimize stormwater pollutants, protect slopes and channels, and 
post construction Best Management Practices (BMP) and other items as 
required by the permit.  (SUSMP measures require review and approval 
of the Watermaster.) 

HYDRO-5: The Applicant shall ensure that runoff from parking lots to be treated, as 
required by SUSMP regulations, prior to discharging into existing storm 
drain systems. 

HYDRO-6: The Applicant shall ensure that all wastes from construction on the 
Project Site shall be disposed of properly.  Appropriately labeled recycling 
bins shall be used to recycle construction materials including: solvents, 
water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete; wood, 
and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

HYDRO-7: The Applicant shall ensure leaks, drips, and spills be cleaned up 
immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be 
washed away into the storm drains. 

HYDRO-8: The Applicant shall prevent material spills from being hosed down at the 
pavement. Dry cleanup methods shall be required wherever possible. 

HYDRO-9: The Applicant shall ensure that dumpsters be covered and maintained. 
Uncovered dumpsters shall be required to be placed under a roof or 
covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

HYDRO-10: The Applicant shall ensure that where truck traffic is frequent, gravel 
approaches and dirt tracking devices shall be used to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

HYDRO-11: The Applicant shall ensure that all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, 
and washing shall be conducted away from storm drains. All major repairs 
shall be required to be conducted at an appropriate location. Drip pans or 
drop cloths shall be required to catch drips and spills. 

HYDRO-12: Short-term water quality impacts may result from the construction of the 
proposed Project. Each phase of project construction shall comply with 
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the Construction General Activity Stormwater Permit (General Permit) 
and the City’s Development Construction Program pursuant to the 
NPDES Permit (Permit No. CA00401). Implementation of the General 
Permit and NPDES Permit programs will mitigate potential impacts to a 
level of insignificance. 

HYDRO-13: Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494 specify Stormwater 
and Urban Runoff Pollution Control, which requires the application of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code addresses grading, excavations, and fills. The 
Applicant must meet the requirements of the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) approved by Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for each phase of the Project, including the 
following (a copy of the SUSMP can be downloaded at: 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/). 

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

• Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not 
exceed the estimated predevelopment rate for developments where 
the increase peak stormwater discharge rate will result in increased 
potential for downstream erosion. 

• Clearing and grading of native vegetation at the project site shall be 
limited to the minimum needed to build lots, allow access, and provide 
fire protection. 

• Trees and other vegetation at each site shall be maximized by 
planning additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and promoting 
the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. 

• Natural vegetation shall be promoted by using parking lot islands and 
other landscaped areas. 

• Any identified riparian areas shall be preserved. 

• Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices, such as interceptor 
terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as 
specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code will be 
incorporated. 

• Outlets of culverts, conduits or channels from erosion by discharge 
velocities shall be protected by installing a rock outlet protection. Rock 
outlet protection is physical devise composed of rock, grouted riprap, 
or concrete rubble placed at the outlet of a pipe. Sediment traps shall 
be installed below the pipe-outlet. Inspect, repair, and maintain the 
outlet protection after each significant rain. 
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• Any connection to the sanitary sewer will have authorization from the 
Bureau of Sanitation. 

• Impervious surface area will be reduced by using permeable 
pavement materials where appropriate. These include pervious 
concrete/asphalt; unit pavers, i.e. turf block; and granular materials, 
i.e. crushed aggregates, cobbles. 

• Roof runoff systems will be installed where site is suitable for 
installation. 

• Messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into the 
storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets shall be painted. 

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

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

• Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained. 

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

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

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

• An efficient irrigation system shall be designed to minimize runoff 
including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; shutoff 
devices to prevent irrigation after significant precipitation; and flow 
reducers. 

• Cleaning of oily vents and equipment will be performed within 
designated covered area, sloped for wash water collection, and with a 
pretreatment facility for wash water before discharging to properly 
connected sanitary sewer with a CPI type oil/water separator. The 
separator unit must be: designed to handle the quantity of flows; 
removed for cleaning on a regular basis to remove any solids; and the 
oil absorbent pads must be replaced regularly according to 
manufacturer’s specifications. 

• Trash dumpsters will be stored both under cover and with drains 
routed to the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking and water tight 
dumpsters with lids. Containers will be washed in an area with 
properly connected sanitary sewer. 

• Wastes, including paper, glass, aluminum, oil and grease will be 
reduced and recycled. 



 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane  Page 49 of 85 
 

• Liquid storage tanks (drums and dumpsters) will be stored in 
designated paved areas with impervious surfaces in order to contain 
leaks and spills. A secondary containment system such as berms, 
curbs, or dikes shall be installed. Drip pans or absorbent materials 
whenever grease containers are emptied will be used. 

• The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the 
owners to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and 
or per manufacturer’s instructions. 

NOI-3: The Applicant shall restrict construction hours to hours between 7:00 a.m. 
and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. on Saturday. No noise-generating construction activities shall be 
allowed on Sundays or national holidays. 

NOI-4: The Applicant shall ensure that noise-generating construction equipment 
be equipped with the most effective state-of-the-art noise control devices, 
i.e., mufflers, lagging, or motor enclosures. All equipment shall be 
properly maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or 
improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

NOI-5: The Applicant shall ensure that temporary noise barriers to be used and 
relocated, as needed, to block line-of-sight (sound) between the 
construction equipment and any noise sensitive receptors within 500 feet 
of a construction site. 

NOI-6: The Applicant shall ensure that truck deliveries and haul routes, to the 
extent feasible, shall be directed away from the three LAUSD schools in 
the vicinity of Warner Center and not access construction sites from De 
Soto Avenue, along the lot line of Woodland Hills Academy Middle School 
or from Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Vanowen Street along the lot 
line of Canoga Park High School, or use Variel north of Warner Center to 
access project sites in Warner Center. 

NOI-7: The Applicant shall notify schools in advance of construction activities. 
The construction manager’s (or representative’s) telephone number shall 
be provided with the notification so that each school may communicate 
any concerns. 

PS-1: Adequate fire protection service levels shall be maintained through the 
addition of personnel and facilities as necessary to meet anticipated 
demand, and where appropriate, through project-specific on-site features 
that reduce the demand for such personnel and facilities. 

PS-2: The Applicant shall submit for review and approval all project plans on a 
phase-by-phase basis to the LAFD to ensure that the applicable new 
building complies with current fire codes and LAFD requirements. 

PS-3: The project building plans shall include the submittal of a plot plan on a 
phase-by-phase basis for approval by the LAFD prior to the recordation of 
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the final map or the issuance of the first building permit for the applicable 
phase of the Project. 

PS-4: The Applicant shall consult with the LAFD and incorporate fire prevention 
and suppression features appropriate to the design of each phase of the 
Project. 

PS-5: Plans and specifications shall be submitted to the LAFD on a phase-by-
phase basis and requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to 
commencement of any portion of the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-6: Fire hydrants shall be installed on a phase-by-phase basis as appropriate 
that shall be fully operational and accepted by the LAFD prior to any 
building construction above grade. 

PS-7: Plot plans shall indicate access driveways and roads and turning areas 
be reviewed and approved by the LAFD, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for the applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-8: During each construction phase of the Project, emergency access shall 
remain clear and unobstructed. 

PS-9: The Project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire 
Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of 
the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. 

PS-10: All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner’s 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet in 
area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

PS-11: A Fire Flow analysis shall be prepared for each phase of the Project. The 
purpose of the analysis will be to determine whether the proposed public 
water system can deliver required fire flows to the public fire hydrants 
located in the area. Should fire flow be found to be inadequate with 
respect a project phase, the Applicant shall be required to comply with the 
requirements of LADWP (including construction of additional water supply 
lines within the project area, payment of a fee to cover fair share costs 
and/or other measures as deemed necessary by LADWP and/or LAFD) to 
ensure adequate fire flow. 

PS-12: During construction, the Applicant shall implement security measures 
including security fencing, lighting, locked entry, and security patrol on the 
site. 

PS-13: During the construction phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
adequate through access and emergency access to adjacent uses as 
necessary. 
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PS-14: The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD and comply with recommended 
security features for the construction site, including security fencing, 
locked entrances, lighting, and the use of a seven-day, 24-hour security 
patrol. 

PS-16: The Applicant shall consult with the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit 
regarding crime prevention features appropriate for the design of the 
Project and subsequently, shall submit plot plans on a phase-by-phase 
basis to the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit for review and comment. The 
plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security and semi-
public and private spaces which may include but not be limited to access 
control to buildings, secured parking facilities, wall/fences with key 
systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public and private spaces, 
which may include access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, 
walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public space designed 
with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, 
location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, 
and provisions of security guard patrol if needed. These measures shall 
be approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of a building permit for the 
applicable phase of the Project. 

PS-17: Upon completion of each phase of the Project, the Applicant shall provide 
the local Commanding Officer with access routes and other information 
with respect such phase that might facilitate police response, as 
requested by the LAPD. 

PS-18: The Applicant shall provide project plans on a phase-by-phase basis to 
the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit to determine any additional crime 
prevention and security features appropriate to the design of the 
applicable phase of the Project. Any additional design features identified 
by the LAPD Crime Prevention Unit shall be incorporated into the final 
design for the applicable phase of the Project and to the satisfaction of 
LAPD, prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for such phase of 
the Project. 

PS-19: Each phase of the Project shall incorporate design guidelines relative to 
security, semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but not be 
limited to, access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, 
walls/fences with key systems, well illuminated public and semi-public 
space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of 
concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot 
traffic areas and provision of security guard patrol throughout the portion 
of the Project Site on which the applicable phase is located, if needed. 

PS-20: Prior to issuance of a building permit for each phase of the Project, the 
Applicant shall pay to the LAUSD the prevailing State Department of 
Education Development Fee for the applicable phase of the Project to the 
extent allowed by State law. School fees exacted from residential and 
commercial uses would help fund necessary school service and facilities 
improvements to accommodate anticipated population and school 
enrollment within the LAUSD service area, and would allow for the 
LAUSD to allocate these funds as they deem necessary. 
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PS-21: The Applicant shall comply with the open space regulations of the 
Specific Plan and also undertake one of the following: (1) dedicate 
additional parkland to meet the requirements of LAMC Section 17.12; (2) 
pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall; and/or (3) 
provide onsite improvements equivalent in value to said in lieu fees. If any 
fees are collected, they should be spent within the Specific Plan area, 
including, for example, within opportunity areas along the Los Angeles 
River. 

PS-22: The Applicant shall offset the burden on the existing libraries through one 
of the following: (1) payment of a fee based on an established nexus 
between the Project, demand and the need for additional personnel and 
facilities on a phase-by-phase basis; (2) provision of onsite facilities 
commensurate with the demand generated; or (3) some combination of 
the foregoing. If any fees are collected, they should be spent within the 
Specific Plan area. 

TCR-1: The Project Applicant shall retain a professional Native American monitor 
procured by the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians to 
observe all clearing, grubbing, and grading operations up to 5-feet below 
the surface of native soil, unless there is evidence to suggest cultural 
resources extend below the specified depth. 

• If cultural resources are encountered, the Native American 
monitor will have the authority to request ground disturbing 
activities cease within 60-feet of discovery to assess and 
document potential finds in real time. 

TCR-2: The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on the disposition and 
treatment of any Tribal Cultural Resource encountered during the Project. 

TCR-3: If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any 
activities associated with the Project, work in the immediate vicinity 
(within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County coroner 
shall be contacted. If the human remains are determined to be Native 
American in origin by the County coroner, the applicant shall immediately 
notify the Lead Agency, the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission 
Indians. 

U-1: The Applicant shall be required to coordinate with the Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation in order to ensure that existing and/or 
planned sewer conveyance and treatment facilities are capable of 
meeting wastewater flow capacity requirements. In coordination with the 
Bureau of Engineering, the Applicant shall be required to identify specific 
on- and off-site improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to 
wastewater conveyance capacity are addressed prior to issuance of plans 
for each phase of construction. Sewer capacity clearance from the 
Department of Public Works will be required at the time that a sewer 
connection permit application is submitted for a construction phase. 
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U-2: The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP) in order to ensure that existing and/or 
planned water supply and water conveyance facilities are capable of 
meeting water demand/pressure requirements. In coordination with the 
LADWP, the Applicant will identify, with respect to each phase of the 
Project, specific onsite and offsite improvements needed to ensure that 
impacts related to water supply and conveyance demand/pressure 
requirements are addressed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the applicable project phase. Water supply and 
conveyance demand/pressure clearance from the LADWP will be 
required at the time that a water connection permit application is 
submitted for the applicable phase of the Project. 

U-3: The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department and Building Safety Department in order to ensure that 
existing and/or planned fire hydrants are capable of meeting fire flow 
demand/pressure requirements. The issuance of building permits for each 
phase of the Project will be dependent upon submission, review, 
approval, and testing of fire flow demand and pressure requirements, as 
established by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department and Building 
Safety Department prior to occupancy of the applicable Project phase. 

U-4: The Applicant shall implement water conservation measures in new 
development that shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Installation of high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush or less, 
includes dual flush 

• High-efficiency urinals (0.125 gallons per flush or less, includes 
waterless) 

• Restroom faucet flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less 
• Public restroom faucet flow rate of 0.5 gallons per minute or less and 

self-closing 
• Showerhead flow rate of 2.0 gallons per minute or less 
• Limit of one showerhead per shower stall 

• High efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 4.0 or less) 

• High efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star rated) 

• Domestic water heating system located in close proximity to point(s) 
of use, as feasible 

• Use of tankless and on-demand water heaters as feasible 

• Cooling towers must be operated at a minimum of 5.5 cycles of 
concentration 

• Install on-site water recycling as feasible 

• Use of recycled water (if available) for appropriate end uses 
(irrigation, cooling towers, sanitary) 
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• Single pass cooling shall be prohibited (e.g. any vacuum pumps or ice 
machines) 

• Irrigation shall include: 
− Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff 

− Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (for large landscaped areas) 

− Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads 

− Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate 

− Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75% 

− Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 
tolerant plant materials 

− Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff 

U-5: With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, the Applicant shall consult with LADWP to identify 
feasible and reasonable measures to reduce water consumption, 
including, but not limited to, systems to use reclaimed water for 
landscaping (should reclaimed water become available in Warner 
Center), drip irrigation, recirculating hot water systems, water conserving 
landscape techniques (such as mulching, installation of drip irrigation 
systems, landscape design to group plants of similar water demand, soil 
moisture sensors, automatic irrigation systems, clustered landscaped 
areas to maximize the efficiency of the irrigation system), water 
conserving kitchen and bathroom fixtures and appliances, 
thermostatically controlled mixing valves for baths and showers, and 
insulated hot water lines, as per City adopted UBC requirements. 

U-6: The Applicant shall comply with Phase I of the City of Los Angeles 
Emergency Water Conservation Plan including prohibiting hose watering 
of driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains to 
use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 

U-7: The Applicant shall comply with any additional mandatory water use 
restrictions imposed as a result of drought conditions. 

U-8: The Applicant shall ensure that automatic sprinkler systems will be 
installed to irrigate landscaping during morning hours or during the 
evening to reduce water losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be 
reset to water less often in cooler months and during the rainfall season, 
so that water is not wasted in excessive landscape irrigation. 

U-9: With respect to each phase of the Project, prior to issuance of building 
permits, the Applicant shall pay any appropriate fees imposed by the 
Department of Building and Safety. A percentage of any such building 
permit fees will be contributed to the fire hydrant fund, which provides for 
Citywide fire protection improvements. 
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U-10: The Project shall remain within Citywide water budgets established by 
LADWP. As required by LADWP, the Project may be required to provide 
for new water supply through a combination of water conservation (onsite 
and potentially offsite) and recycled water, such that the net increase in 
water demand (not including demand for recycled water) from Warner 
Center does not exceed the calculated demand anticipated for the City 
and/or Warner Center as appropriate and as documented in the City’s 
most recent Urban Water Management Plan. 

U-11: Any pumping and discharge or disposal of groundwater is considered to 
be a consumptive use. The Applicant shall report any pumping of 
groundwater to the Watermaster and LADWP shall be compensated for 
any loss of groundwater. In addition, reasonable efforts by the Applicant 
shall be made to beneficially use any extracted groundwater (for example 
cooling or irrigation). 

U-12: The Applicant shall ensure that the Project recycles and/or salvages at 
least 75% of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris, in 
addition to the preparation of a construction waste management plan that, 
at a minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal and 
whether the materials will be sorted on-site or comingled shall be 
developed and implemented. Excavated soil and land-clearing debris do 
not contribute to the amount of recycled/salvaged debris. Calculations 
can be done by weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout. 

U-13: The Applicant shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles’ Department 
of Water and Power in order to ensure that existing and/or planned 
electrical facilities are capable of meeting electrical demand 
requirements. In coordination with the Department of Water and Power, 
the Applicant will be required to identify specific on- and off-site 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to electrical facility 
requirements are addressed prior to operation. Electrical facility design 
clearance from the Department of Water and Power will be required as 
established by the LADWP. 

U-14: During the design process for each phase of the Project, the Applicant 
shall consult with the Department of Water and Power, Energy Services 
Subsection, and the Southern California Gas Company, the Commercial, 
Industrial or Residential Staff Supervisor, regarding possible Energy 
Conservation Measures for the Project. 

U-15: The Applicant shall coordinate with the Gas Company in order to ensure 
that existing and/or planned natural gas facilities are capable of meeting 
natural gas demand requirements. In coordination with the Gas 
Company, the Applicant will identify specific on- and off-site 
improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to natural gas 
facility requirements are addressed prior to operation of each phase of 
the Project. Natural gas facility design clearance from the Gas Company 
will be required for each phase of the Project as established by the Gas 
Company. 
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Administrative Conditions 

1. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or 
notations required herein. 

2. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to 
clearance of any building permits, for placement in the subject file. 

3. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of 
the subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ 
herein. 

4. Department of Building and Safety. The granting of this determination by the 
Director of Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable 
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any 
corrections and/or modifications to plans made subsequent to this determination by a 
Department of Building and Safety Plan Check Engineer that affect any part of the 
exterior design or appearance of the project as approved by the Director, and which 
are deemed necessary by the Department of Building and Safety for Building Code 
compliance, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to the Department of City 
Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any permit in 
connection with those plans. 

5. Covenant and Agreement. Prior to the issuance of any permits for each Project 
phase relative to this matter, a covenant acknowledging and agreeing to comply with 
all the terms and conditions established herein shall be recorded in the County 
Recorder’s Office on a phase-by-phase basis. The agreement (standard master 
covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement with the conditions attached 
must be submitted to the Development Services Center for approval before being 
recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the Recorder’s number and date 
shall be provided for attachment to the subject case file.  

6. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions 
shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

7. Expiration. This grant expires with the expiration of related Subdivision Approval 
(VTT-74891) pursuant to LAMC Section 12.36.G.2. If the expiration date of the related 
Subdivision Approval is extended, then this grant shall also be automatically extended 
for a commensurate period of time. In the event that this grant is not utilized within 
three years of its effective date (the day following the last day that an appeal may be 
filed),by the expiration date, the grant shall be considered null and void. Issuance of a 
building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation of, construction activity 
shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant. [Correction/clarification per 
time limit provisions in Code] 

8. Indemnification and Reimbursement Of Litigation Costs. Applicant shall do all of 
the following: 
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(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against 
the City relating to or arising out of the City’s processing and approval of this 
entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set 
aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the 
environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit 
decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from inverse 
condemnation or any other constitutional claim. 

(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action 
related to or arising out of the City’s processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and 
attorney’s fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including 
an award of attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs. 

(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. 
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its 
sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall 
the initial deposit be less than $50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect 
the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the 
City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits 
may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found 
necessary by the City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice 
or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to 
reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent 
with the requirements of this condition. 

The City shall notify the aApplicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of 
any action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the 
aApplicant of any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails 
to reasonably cooperate in the defense, the aApplicant shall not thereafter be 
responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless the City. 

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s 
office or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own 
expense in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the 
aApplicant of any obligation imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails 
to comply with this condition, in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of 
the action, void its approval of the entitlement, or take any other action. The City 
retains the right to make all decisions with respect to its representations in any legal 
proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or settle litigation. 

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, 
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers. 
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“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or 
local law. 

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City or 
the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane  Page 59 of 85 
 

FINDINGS 

The proposed project involves Project Permit Compliance Review for the demolition of 340,339 
square feet of within 12 one- two- and three- story office buildings, and the construction of a 
Master Planned, Multiple-Phased, Mixed Use development with up to 2,634,268 square feet of 
combined residential and non-residential floor area on a 1,062,923 square foot lot before 
dedications. At the conclusion of Phase 8, there will be spread across 10 buildings on eight (8) 
lots: a total of 1,119,2571,175,513 square feet of Residential Floor Area; a maximum of 1,009 
dwelling units including 68 Work-Live units; approximately 1,515,0111,458,755 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, including 70,861 square feet of portions of the 68 Work-Live units, 
85,545 square feet of commercial space, 9,839 square feet of lobby and leasing office area in 
Mixed Use buildings, 46,417 square feet of indoor residential amenity spaces, 4,068 square feet 
of community space, 16,734 square feet of office support space, 1,124,012 square feet of office 
space, and 228157,535 square feet of hotel roomsspace. The Project includes buildings of 
varying heights not to exceed 350 feet, a minimum of five (5) local-serving retail spaces that 
individually do not exceed 5,000 square feet, a new private street and Pedestrian Adapted 
Pathways. The Project also includes a maximum of 5,548 vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 
surface and 28 street parking spaces, 870 long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 264 short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. The Project also includes a New Street labeled Warner Center Lane, 
231,445121,683 square feet of Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The project is located 
in the Commerce District of the Warner Center 2035 Plan (the “Specific Plan” or the “Plan”), is 
subject to the requirements of the Specific Plan for Multiple-Phase Projects, Master Planned 
Projects, Incentivized Uses and Bonuses, Activity Nodes and Active Street Frontages, and New 
Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways. 

1) The Project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 
standards, and provisions of the Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan. 
 
Based on a review of the plans labeled “Exhibit A” dated March 2023, 2020, attached to 
the administrative file, and as modified by the conditions contained herein, the Director of 
Planning makes the following findings in accordance with Section 11.5.7.C.2 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and the applicable review criteria of the Warner Center 
2035 Specific Plan:  

As required by the Specific Plan, Project’s Phasing Plan includes the Project development in 
each phase, the proposed building and floor areas, demolition schedule of existing 
buildings, parking allocation, and proposed physical and mobility improvements for each 
phase is identified in “Exhibit A.” Further, as required by the Plan, the Applicant has 
submitted the Project’s Phasing Plan for LADOT review. LADOT has reviewed the proposed 
multiple-phased project and issued its assessment letter dated March 29, 2019 and included 
as Appendix M.1 of the Draft Supplement EIR. Based upon the information provided in the 
Project’s proposed Phasing Plan, the Project is consistent with the Specific Plan’s 
requirements for Multiple-Phase Projects. 

Sections 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2 Multiple-Phase Projects  
The Project is a Multiple Phase Project consisting of eight subdivided lots in accordance 
with VTT-74891 as follows: Phase 1, Lot 1, Building 1; Phase 2, Lot 2, Building 2; Phase 3, 
Lot 8, Buildings 8 and 9; Phase 4, Lot 6, Building 6; Phase 5, Lot 5, Building 5; Phase 6, Lot 
3, Building 3; Phase 7, Lot 7, Building 7; Phase 8, Lot 8, Buildings 4 and 4a. The phases are 
shown in the Phasing Plan in “Exhibit A.” Full build-out is anticipated in 2035. Under the 
Specific Plan, the Director may approve, disapprove, or conditionally approve the Multiple-
Phase Project following review of the Project’s materials, reports, and plans, and narratives 
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submitted in connection with the Project’s application showing consistency with the Specific 
Plan, including requirements for a Multiple-Phase Project. Per Condition of Approval 
Number 2, the Project will require LADOT’s review of the its Phasing Plan. 

At buildout, the Project will provide approximately 2,634,268 square feet of floor area, 
comprising approximately 1,515,0111,458,755 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area 
(5855%) and approximately 1,119,2571,175,513 square feet of Residential Floor Area 
(4245%), consistent with the permitted ratios for projects within the range of 2.5 to 2.75with 
greater than a 3.0:1 FAR.  The proposed Non-Residential and Residential Floor Areas are 
based on the two Incentivized Uses proposed, and the two development bonuses permitted, 
pursuant to Section 6.2.1.2.3 of the Warner Center 2035 Plan which allows the Project to 
ascend the Graduated FAR Table by two levels (from the greater than 2.5 up to 2.75 FAR 
category). Note 6 of Appendix B of the Specific Plan states that “Multi-phased projects may 
reserve floor area for the required nonresidential component in a future phase onsite.” The 
Director of Planning maintains the authority to review any changes to, or the reallocation of 
floor area between, Project Phases to determine substantial conformance with Exhibit A, 
and may require a Modification of the Project Permit Compliance if deemed necessary. 

In accordance with VTT-74891, prior to the recordation of each unit map, the Property 
Owner shall bond for the De Soto Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, and/or Private Street 
(Warner Center Lane) improvements within or adjacent to such unit map satisfactory to the 
Valley District Engineering Office, or, if the Property Owner elects to construct the 
improvements, submit to the Bureau of Engineering an application for A-permit(s) and/or B-
permit(s) for such improvements. On a unit map basis, public right-of-way improvements 
along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, as well as Private Street (Warner Center 
Lane) improvements, shall be completed and constructed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for any new building within the subject unit map. 

Phase 1  
On Lot 1 per VTT-74891, Building 1 consists of a seven (7)-story, approximately 83 foot 
high, mixed-use building of 419,739430,138 square feet of Residential Floor Area, and 
containing a maximum of 403 dwelling units including 42,781 square feet divided between 
48 Work-Live units. The Phase 1 Project also includes approximately 71,85561,456 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 49,017 square feet divided between 48 
Work-Live units, and 12,439 square feet of commercial space divided between 3 
commercial units, 2,542 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 7,857 square 
feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 1 Project includes seven (7) above-
grade levels of parking, a maximum of 605 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 17 new 
surface parking spaces, 188 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 31 new short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 1 Project also provides 11% of Lot 1’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is estimated to 
be completed in 2022. 

In accordance with VTT-74891, prior to final map recordation for Phase I, the Property 
Owner shall bond for all De Soto Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, and Private Street 
improvements satisfactory to the Valley District Engineering Office, or, if the Property Owner 
elects to construct the improvements, submit to the Bureau of Engineering an application for 
A-permit(s) and/or B-permit(s) for such improvements. On a unit map basis, public right-of-
way improvements along De Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, as well as Private Street 
improvements, shall be completed and constructed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for any new building within the subject unit map. 
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Phase 2  
On Lot 2 per VTT-74891, Building 2 consists of a seven (7)-story, approximately 88 foot 
high, mixed-use building of 209,015223,892 square feet of Residential Floor Area, 
containing a maximum of 204 dwelling units including 5,804 square feet divided between 
five (5) Work-Live units. The Phase 2 Project also includes approximately 23,7818,904  
square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 5,639 square feet divided between 
five (5) Work-Live units,  and 3,265 square feet of commercial space in one (1) commercial 
unit, 2,000 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 12,877 square feet of 
indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 2 Project includes three (3) levels of 
parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 321 new vehicle parking spaces 
inclusive of three (3) Nnew street Street parking spaces, 128 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 16 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 2 Project also provides 
11% of Lot 2’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
The work proposed is estimated to be completed in 2023. 

Additional physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that 
would occur on-site in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 

Phase 3 
On Lot 8 per VTT-74891, consists of two (2) new, 15-story, commercial office buildings 
identified as Building 8 and Building 9, with a total 476,158 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. Building 8 is approximately 243 feet in height, and consists of approximately 
241,574 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 4,864 square feet of 
commercial area in three (3) units at the ground level, 2,313 square feet of office support 
area at the ground level, and 234,397 square feet of office space. Building 9 is 
approximately 239 feet in height, and consists of approximately 234,584 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 10,028 square feet of commercial area in two (2) 
units at the ground level, 2,491 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 
222,065 square feet of office space. The Phase 3 Project also includes eight (8) levels of 
parking in each building, two (2) of which are subterranean, a maximum of 1,427 new 
vehicle parking spaces, 100104 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 56 new short-
term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 3 Project also provides 11% of Lot 8’s net site area 
after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is 
estimated to be completed in 2024. 

Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements that would 
occur on- and off-site (adjacent to the Project Site)and to the surrounding streets and 
intersections that would occur in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 

Phase 4  
On Lot 6 per VTT-74891, Building 6 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story approximately 
85 foot high, commercial hotel building, with a total 162,001 square feet in Non-Residential 
Floor Area. The Phase 4 Project includes 4,466 square feet of commercial area at the 
ground level and a maximum of 228 hotel units. The Phase 4 Project also includes two (2) 
levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 195 new vehicle parking 
spaces inclusive of two (2) Nnew Sstreet parking spaces, 30 new long-term bicycle parking 
spaces, and 26 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 4 Project also provides 
11% of Lot 6’s net site area after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). 
The work proposed is estimated to be completed in 2029. 

Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur 
on-site in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
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Phase 5  
On Lot 5 per VTT-74891, Building 5 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story mixed-use 
condominium building approximately 88 feet in height, containing 256,153269,556 square 
feet of Residential Floor Area, and consisting of a maximum of 168 dwelling units including 
16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units. The Phase 5 Project also includes 
approximately 38,54125,138 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which includes 
16,205 square feet divided between 15 Work-Live units, and 8,933 square feet of 
commercial space in two (2) commercial units, 2,704 square feet of lobby and leasing office 
floor area, and 10,699 square feet of indoor residential amenities spaces. The Phase 5 
Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which is subterranean, a maximum of 
412 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of nine (9) Nnew street Street parking spaces, 118 
new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-term bicycle parking spaces. The 
Phase 5 Project also provides 11% of Lot 5’s net site area after dedications as Publicly 
Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is estimated to be completed by 2031. 

Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur 
on-site in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 

Phase 6  
On Lot 3 per VTT-74891, Building 3 consists of one (1) new, seven (7)-story mixed-use 
building approximately 86 feet in height, containing 234,350251,827 square feet of 
Residential Floor Area, with a maximum of 234 dwelling units. The Phase 6 Project also 
includes approximately 22,6775,100 square feet of Non-Residential Floor Area which 
includes 5,100 square feet of commercial space in one (1) commercial units, 1,715 square 
feet of lobby and leasing office floor area, and 15,862 square feet of indoor residential 
amenities spaces. The Phase 6 Project includes three (3) levels of parking, one (1) of which 
is subterranean, a maximum of 403 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of three (3) Nnew 
street Street parking spaces, 138 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 17 new short-
term bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 6 Project also provides 11% of Lot 3’s net site area 
after dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is 
estimated to be completed by 2031. 

Physical improvements and transportation/mobility improvements on-site that would occur 
on-site in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 

Phase 7  
On Lot 7 per VTT-74891, Building 7 consists of one (1) new, 15-story, commercial office 
building, approximately 222 feet in height, with a total 262,222 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area. The Phase 7 Project includes 11,870 square feet of commercial area 
in two (2) units at the ground level, 3,853 square feet of office support area at the ground 
level, and 246,499 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby. The Phase 7 
Project also includes nine (9)ten (10) levels of parking, three (3) of which are subterranean, 
a maximum of 801 new vehicle parking spaces with no Nnew Sstreet parking spaces 
included, 58 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 32 new short-term bicycle parking 
spaces. The Phase 7 Project also provides 11% of Lot 7’s net site area after dedications as 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is estimated to be completed 
by 2033 Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-
site and to the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur on- and off-site 
(adjacent to the Project Site) in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 
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Phase 8  
On Lot 4 per VTT-74891, two (2) new commercial buildings identified as Building 4 and 
Building 4a, with a total of 457,776 square feet in Non-Residential Floor Area. Building 4a is 
a two (2)-story building 35 feet in height, and consists of approximately 8,010 square feet of 
Non-Residential Floor Area, which includes 3,942 square feet of commercial area in one (1) 
units at the ground level, and 4,068 square feet of community space. Building 4 is a 24-story 
tower 350 feet in height, and consists of approximately 449,766 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area, which includes 20,638 square feet of commercial area in five (5) 
units at the ground level, 8,077 square feet of office support area at the ground level, and 
421,051 square feet of office space including the ground floor lobby area. The Phase 8 
Project also includes ten (10) levels of parking located in Building 4, two (2) of which are 
subterranean, a maximum of 1,384 new vehicle parking spaces inclusive of 11 Nnew 
Sstreet parking spaces, 106 new long-term bicycle parking spaces, and 69 new short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. The Phase 8 Project also provides 11% of Lot 4’s net site area after 
dedications as Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS). The work proposed is estimated to 
be completed by 2035. 

Physical improvements, dedications, and transportation/mobility improvements on-site and 
to the surrounding streets and intersections that would occur on- and off-site (adjacent to the 
Project Site) in this phase are shown in the Phasing Plan, “Exhibit A.” 

Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.2.3 of the Specific Plan, the Project has been conditioned to 
execute a covenant and agreement for a multiple-phase project for each phase to ensure 
that any subsequent property owners or successors comply with the multiple phase project 
as conditioned herein. 

In addition, pursuant to Specific Plan Section 5.3.3.2.4, the Director also may permit 
“temporary surface parking as part of the Multiple-Phase Project” but none are proposed as 
part of this Project. The Project will maintain existing surface lots until the redevelopment of 
each of those areas in phases. The Project’s only proposed surface parking is part of Lot 1 
and complies with the Specific Plan’s regulations. This surface parking lot area per 
Condition of Approval Number 21 will include trees and other landscaping consistent with 
the Plan’s Supplemental Guidelines (See Specific Plan Section 6.2.6.2.7). Therefore, the 
Project’s proposed surface parking areas conform with the Specific Plan. Furthermore, 
under the additional authority of the Director pursuant to Section 5.3.3.2.4 of the Specific 
Plan, parking in excess of the maximum allowable number of parking spaces specified in 
Section 6.2.3 of the Plan may be permitted for one or more phases, provided that the total 
number of parking spaces does not exceed the total number approved for all phases of the 
Multiple-Phase Project. In addition, parking for the existing buildings that remain in place 
following the commencement of construction of the first project phase or any project phase 
thereafter are subject to the Non-Residential Parking Requirements in Warner Center 2035 
Plan Section 6.2.3.2.2, which requires a minimum of two (2) parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet of Floor Area for commercial uses (including restaurant and health club) and a 
minimum of one (1) parking space per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area for office uses. As 
such, the Project complies with Sections 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2 of the Specific Plan on Multiple 
Phase Projects. 

Section 5.3.3.3 Master Planned Projects  
Pursuant to Section 5.3.3.3, the Applicant seeks a Project Permit Compliance approval for a 
Master Planned Project. The Project is a Master Planned Project because it is located on a 
Project Site that is over 217,800 square feet (approximately 24-acres). As required by 
Section 5.3.3.3.2, the Project is consistent with Plan Sections 6.2.2 (PAOS requirements), 
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6.2.3 (Parking requirements), 6.2.4 (Activity Node and Active Frontages requirements), 6.2.5 
(New Streets and PAP requirements), and 6.2.6 (Urban Design Guidelines and 
Supplemental Urban Design Standards) for the reasons noted in the Project Permit 
Compliance findings for each respective section as hereby fully incorporated herein by. 

Pursuant to Section 6.2.5.3.1(b) of the Specific Plan, Master Planned Projects with two 
perpendicular public street frontages are required to have a minimum of one (1) New Street 
or Pedestrian Adapted Pathway (PAP) providing a continuous connection between the two 
(2) public streets at a minimum of one (1) discreet point. The Project meets this requirement 
to break up the large Warner Center super blocks. Warner Center Lane will be improved as 
a new private street, running east-west from De Soto Avenue and then bending to run north-
south to connect to Burbank Boulevard, and fulfills the New Street requirement. The New 
Street will be a variable width for right of way with a minimum of 64 feet per the Bureau of 
Engineering’s requirements for the related case VTT-74891 and Condition of Approval 
Numbers 10 and 17, not including additional turn lanes at driveways required to satisfy 
circulation and safety requirements. As such, the Project complies with Section 5.3.3.3 of 
the Specific Plan 

Section 6.1.2.2.1: Uses  
A range of land uses are permitted in the Commerce District as listed in Appendix A of the 
Specific Plan, including, but not limited to, residential uses, including Work-Live and multi-
residential; restaurants, bars, cafes, retail stores, supermarkets, and theaters; service 
industries, including office, gym, health club, hotel and personal services; and civic uses, 
such as community centers. The Project includes multi-family residential uses, 
retail/restaurant uses, office space, community center space, and hotel uses. As such, the 
project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.1 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.1.2.2.2: Intensity  
The project will have a Floor Area Ratio of 2.53:1 at full build-out as shown in “Exhibit A”. As 
per Section 6.1.2.2.2 of the Plan states, a base maximum FAR of 4.5:1 shall be permitted 
for all lots within the Commerce District. Therefore, the project Project complies with Section 
6.1.2.2.2 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.1.2.2.3: Permitted Development by Floor Area  
All projects in the Commerce District shall provide a minimum percentage of Non-
Residential floor area based on the total FAR of the Project. Per the table in Section 
6.1.2.2.3, the Minimum Non-Residential Floor Area required for a Project proposing a FAR 
between 2.5:1 and 2.75:1 is 65 percent, and the Maximum Residential Floor Area permitted 
is 35 percent. The Project has received two Incentivized Use Bonuses that per Section 
6.2.1.2.3 of the Specific Plan on Incentivized Use Bonus for Residential Development in the 
College, Commerce, Downtown, and Uptown Districts, that allow the Project to ascend the 
Graduated FAR Table for the Commerce District by two levels to 3.0:1 requirements. The 
project Project has fulfilled those requirements as contained herein in the Findings 
addressing Section 6.2.1 of the Specific Plan. It has done so by agreeing to provide five (5) 
or more Local Serving Retail establishments and 50% more Publicly Accessible Open 
Space (PAOS) than is required. Projects that qualify for a 3.0:1 FAR and above 
development mix are required to provide 50% at minimum Non-Residential Floor Area, and 
50% maximum Residential Floor Area in use square footage. 

The Project at build-out proposes a total of approximately 2,634,268 square feet of Floor 
Area, resulting in a FAR of 2.53:1, but as mentioned herein is granted the development mix 
as if it were 3.0:1 because of the Incentivized Uses Bonuses. The Project proposes 
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approximately 1,119,2571,175,513 square feet of Residential Floor Area, a maximum of 
1,009 dwelling units. The project also includes approximately 1,515,0111,458,755 square 
feet of Non-Residential Floor Area. 

Per Appendix B: Graduated FAR Table, any Project proposing qualifying Work-Live Units 
under this Plan’s standards for each applicable District established in Section 6 shall be 
credited up to a maximum of 50 percent of a unit’s floor area for Non-Residential calculation 
purposes. Qualifying units shall have only the Non-Residential floor area within an individual 
unit credited as Non-Residential floor area component, up to the maximum of 50 percent of 
the required non-residential component. The floor area devoted to common areas and other 
general areas within a Project shall be considered residential for calculation purposes. As 
such, the project proposes a Residential Floor Area of 4245% and Non-Residential Floor 
Area of 5855%. Therefore, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.3  

As conditioned, the owner(s) of the property will record a Covenant and Agreement, which 
runs with the land for the life of the Project, to maintain at least 50 percent of the building’s 
floor area as Non-Residential Floor Area. 

Section 6.1.2.2.4: Ground Floor Limitations  
Section 6.1.2.2.4 requires that no new ground floor residential uses shall be permitted for all 
Projects. Furthermore, the Specific Plan states that ground floor of any Project within the 
Commerce District shall be subject to the following regulations for discretionary review 
projects 

a) Ground floor Non-Residential uses will have a minimum depth of 25 feet from the front 
Building Façade and a minimum of 15 feet in floor-to-floor height. 

b) Ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a minimum of 75% of the Building 
Façade located between 30 inches and 84 inches from the finished grade devoted to 
transparent windows and/or doors. Dark tinted, reflective or opaque glazing shall not be 
counted toward such minimum percentage. 

c) Where residential uses are prohibited on the ground floor in the Commerce District, non-
habitable uses that are used in conjunction with residential uses may be permitted on 
the ground floor. 

d) Parking shall only be permitted on the ground floor of a Building or Structure when at 
least 80% of the ground floor frontage on any side of an above grade parking structure 
that is either adjacent to a public street (except an alley) or adjacent to a public open 
space/plaza is devoted to ground floor Non-Residential development. At least the first 12 
vertical feet of the ground-level Building Façade of such Building or Structure shall 
include: 

i) Building Façade articulation and modulation 

ii) Use of windows with glazing that may be translucent but not black, mirrored glass, or 
similar opaque glazing 

iii) Integration of building entrances iv) Buffering of the street edge with landscaping 
berms, or landscaping planters. 
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Per Condition of Approval Number 8, the Project will not contain new ground floor 
Residential uses. Additionally, the ground floor Non-Residential development shall have a 
minimum depth of 25 feet from the front Building Façade, and a minimum floor-to-floor 
height of 15 feet; a minimum of 75 percent of the Building Façade located between 30 
inches and 84 inches from the finished grade devoted to transparent windows and/or doors. 
Dark tinted, reflective or opaque glazing shall not be counted towards such minimum 
percentage. The ground floor Non-Residential development will also include non-habitable 
uses that are used in conjunction with residential uses for the Project, including but not 
limited to: leasing offices, community centers, entrance lobbies, gym/fitness center, 
residential business center, and concierge services, per “Exhibit A.” The ground floor Non-
Residential development will also include the more thana minimum of five (5) Local-Serving 
Retail businesses as indicated in Condition of Approval Number 14 for the Incentivized Uses 
Bonus, and binded for the future through a Covenant and Agreement for each Project phase 
subject to the Incentivized Uses. And the parking at the ground floor of the Project will have 
at least 80 percent of the ground floor frontage on any side of an above-grade parking 
structure adjacent to a public street (not including an alley) or adjacent to a public open 
space/plaza is devoted to ground floor Non-Residential development; a minimum of the first 
12 vertical feet of the ground-level Building Façade that includes articulation and modulation 
through changes in vertical wall plane and/or a change in building material, use of windows 
with non-reflective glazing that may be translucent but not black or mirrored glass or similar 
opaque glazing, integration of building entrances, and buffering of the street edge with 
landscaping, berms, or landscaped planters. As such, the project complies with Section 
6.1.2.2.4 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.1.2.2.5: Building Height  
All Projects within the Commerce District shall be permitted an unlimited building or structure 
height, but must comply with the following: 

1. Street Wall: All Projects with frontage along a public street or highway shall be 
required to have a minimum building height of 35 feet along that public street or 
highway. The Street Wall’s design should follow the guidelines established in the 
Urban Design Guidelines in Appendix F. 

 The Project will develop buildings ranging from one-storytwo stories (35 feet) to up to 
24- stories (approximately 350 feet) in height. Taller buildings are proposed along 
Burbank and De Soto, whereas low to mid-rise buildings are placed primarily –with 
the exception of Building 1- interior to the site adjacent to existing low and mid-rise 
structures on nearby lots shown in Exhibit A. All buildings with ground floor retail will 
provide a break between a building’s retail floors and upper floors through articulated 
building materials. In addition, consistent with Section 4.b of the Urban Design 
Guidelines, ground floor levels have been designed with active uses, such as retail, 
restaurant uses, and the work portions of work/live units, will front the public street 
along all perimeters of the Project. The only exception to this, which is permitted by 
the Specific Plan, will be surface parking area in Phase 1 on Lot 1 as well as ground 
level lobbies for the residential and hotel uses. 

2.  Any Project over 75 feet in height shall be subject to additional submittal 
requirements as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Program. Unlimited height is 
permitted within the Commerce District. Structures which exceed 75 feet have been 
designed to minimize shade/shadow impacts to surrounding sensitive uses to the 
extent reasonable and feasible, including through building design that uses 
transitional building heights. The Project’s environmental analysis includes a 
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shade/shadow analysis which assesses whether adjacent sensitive uses could be 
impacted by the proposed structures, consistent with the Mitigation Measure AES-1 
included in the Specific Plan EIR’s Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

As such, the project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.5 of the Specific Plan. 

Sections 6.1.2.2.6: Street Standards and 7.7: Street Improvements and Dedications 
Street standards in the Commerce District are established in Appendix H, Tables 1 and 2, of 
the Specific Plan. Additionally, this project’s related case, VTT-74891, which imposes 
conditions directed by the Bureau of Engineering as follows: 

De Soto Avenue is designated as a Major Highway Class 1 and shall be in compliance with 
Table 1, which requires on the west side of the north/south section a 68-foot half right-of-
way, a 56-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, 16-foot parkway, and 12-foot 
easement. 

Burbank Boulevard is designated as a Secondary Highway and shall be in compliance with 
Table 2, which requires on the north side of the east/west section a 45-foot half right-of-way, 
a 35-foot half roadway, an eight (8)-foot sidewalk, an eight (8)-foot parkway, and six (6)-foot 
easement. 

Warner Center Lane is designated as a Private Street and shall be in compliance with 
Figure 11, which requires a 64-foot right-of-way, a 36-foot roadway, a 10-foot sidewalk, and 
6-foot parkway, as further specified in the Standards for New Streets in Section 6.2.5.2.1 of 
the Specific Plan and as further described in the Findings that follow. 

Per Condition of Approval Number 10, which mirror the conditions of VTT-74891, the design 
of the Project’s frontages along public streets complies with the required setbacks, sidewalk 
and parkway, and right of way and roadway standards. As such, the Project complies with 
Section 6.1.2.2.6 of the Specific Plan and applicable parts of Section 7.7.(BOE) 

Section 6.1.2.2.7, Section 6.1.2.2.8, and Section 6.2.4: Activity Nodes and Active Street 
Frontages  

Section 6.1.2.2.7 of the Specific Plan calls for an Activity Node at the newly established 
intersection of Variel Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. However, since the improvement of 
Variel Avenue is not a requirement and is not being extended at this time, the applicant has 
agreed to provide a concentration of pedestrian-serving restaurant and retail uses at the 
intersection of Burbank Boulevard and Warner Center Lane. This location meets the Activity 
Node requirements set forth in Section 6.2.4.2.1 of the Specific Plan and is approximately 
200 feet to the east of the anticipated location of the Activity Node shown on Map 10 of the 
Specific Plan. Adler Drive will intersect with Burbank Boulevard near the anticipated location 
of the intersection of Variel Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, but Adler Drive will function as 
a private driveway at this time per this entitlement and its related case VTT-74891. 

Section 6.1.2.2.8 of the Specific Plan calls for an Active Street Frontage on the east side of 
Variel Avenue between Oxnard Street to the north and Burbank Boulevard to the south, 
including the newly established portion of Variel Avenue. However, since Variel Avenue is 
not being extended at this time, the applicant has agreed to design the Project’s frontage on 
Burbank Boulevard, from the western property line of the Project Site to east end of the 
Activity Node proposed at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard and Warner Center Lane, 
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as an Active Street Frontage, meeting the requirements for projects along Active Street 
Frontages set forth in Section 6.2.4 of the Specific Plan. 

Where uses front on the Activity Node proposed at the intersection of Burbank Boulevard 
and Warner Center Lane, and on the Active Street Frontage proposed on Burbank 
Boulevard, from the western boundary of the Project Site to the eastern boundary of the 
Activity Node, the Project complies with the Non-Residential ground floor regulations 
established in Specific Plan Section 6.2.4.2. No residential uses are proposed on the ground 
floor at these locations. Also, at least 75 percent of the building facades located between 30 
inches and 84 inches from the ground floor will be devoted to transparent windows and/or 
doors in these locations. Dark tinted reflective or opaque glazing will not be counted towards 
the minimum percentage. As such, the Project complies with the spirit of Sections 6.1.2.2.7, 
6.1.2.2.8, and 6.2.4 of the Specific Plan, given that Variel Avenue is not being extended at 
this time. For further discussion of the Variel Avenue extension, see the Finding for the 
Specific Plan’s Section 6.1.2.2.10. 

Section 6.1.2.2.9: Front Setbacks  
Per Section 6.1.2.2.9, all Projects on an Active Street Frontage in the Commerce District 
shall have a front setback of no less than 12 feet, and no more than 15 feet. Projects not 
located on an Active Street Frontage are permitted a front setback up to 20 feet. The Project 
is not located on Active Street Frontages, with the exception of a portion of the Project’s 
frontage on Burbank Boulevard, generally located between Adler Drive to the west and 
Warner Center Lane to the east, as volunteered by the Applicant to be treated as an Active 
Street Frontage.  Per “Exhibit A”, the Project proposes a setback of 12 to 15 20 feet is 
proposed along De Soto Avenue for Building 8.  For Building 1, a setback of 11 feet is 
proposed along De Soto Avenue, as Warner Center Lane is deemed to be the front 
setback/front yard for Lot 1 under VTT-74891. As such, a front setback of 12 feet is 
proposed along Warner Center Lane for Building 1. Along and Burbank Boulevard, a front 
setback of 12 to 15 feet is proposed for Buildings 4, 4A, 7 and 8. Moreover, Condition of 
Approval Number 12 imposes these requires a setback of the same for each 
streetrequirements. In addition, Condition of Approval Number 12 requires that parts of the 
Project along the private driveway designated as Adler Drive observe a setback between 12 
and 15 feet as it may in the future become an extension of Variel Avenue per the Specific 
Plan. Lastly, Condition of Approval Number 12 requires that parts of the Project with 
frontage not along those streets or driveway to have a maximum setback of 20 feet. 
Condition of Approval Number 20 requires the Project to submit an updated landscape plan 
for each Project phase which shows a minimum of 30% of the required setback areas 
landscaped. As such the Project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.10 9 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.1.2.2.10: New Street Extension of Variel Avenue  
Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan specifies that “[i]t is anticipated that Variel Avenue 
will be extended from Califa Street to the north to Burbank Boulevard to the south.” 
However, the Variel Avenue extension was not analyzed in the Environmental Impact 
Report for the Warner Center 2035 Plan, nor is it included in the list of 151 traffic mitigation 
measures required to mitigate the traffic impacts associated with the implementation of the 
Specific Plan, set forth in Appendix E, Mobility Fee Nexus Study. Consequently, the 
construction of the Variel extension is not required to mitigate any significant traffic impact 
associated with the Project or other development that may be proposed that is consistent 
with the Specific Plan. 

Furthermore, the Mobility Plan 2035, which was adopted after the adoption date of the 
Specific Plan in 2013, does not identify Variel Avenue as being extended at this location. As 
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shown on Map A2 – Valley Subarea, Citywide General Plan Circulation System, the 
segment of Variel Avenue south of Oxnard Street terminates at Califa Street and does not 
extend through the Project Site to Burbank Boulevard to the south. 

Regarding the extension of Variel Avenue, however, the Project is conditioned in VTT-74891 
to design the driveway identified on plans as Adler Drive, along the west side of the Project 
site, to be directly accessible to Burbank Boulevard and to be built to a width of 28 feet, as 
proposed on “Exhibit A,” Plan Sheet MP-30, in anticipation of the adjacent properties to the 
north and west being redeveloped, and allowing for a possible extension of Variel Avenue in 
a southerly direction to Burbank Boulevard in the future. Additionally, there shall be a 10-foot 
parkway located to the west of Adler Drive, extending to the property line, as proposed by 
the applicant and depicted on “Exhibit A,” Plan Sheet MP-30. The northern end of Adler 
Drive shall be temporarily improved as private, park-like open space, as shown on Exhibit A, 
until such time that a northern extension is feasible to complete the through-streetaccess via 
the adjacent property to the north. 

Should the properties to the north and west redevelop during the time frame in which the 
Warner Center 2035 Specific Plan is in effect, the possibility remains that Variel Avenue may 
be extended from Califa Street in the north to Burbank Boulevard in the south. Adler Drive 
provides vehicular, as well as pedestrian connectivity on the eastern side of Adler Drive, 
from Burbank Boulevard to the northern property line of the site, consistent with the intent of 
the Specific Plan to break up large blocks with vehicular and pedestrian access. 

As such, the Project complies with Section 6.1.2.2.10 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.2.1: Incentivized Uses and Bonuses  
Pursuant to Section 6.2.1.1, the Project proposes Incentivized Uses as encouraged in the 
Specific Plan. The Director approves the proposed following incentivizede uses that must be 
accessible to the general public during regular business hours, operates for at least 40 
hours per week and if use anthe approved use is discontinued, it must be replaced with 
another incentivized use of similar scale and scope: 

“Five (5) or more Local-Serving Retail businesses, all of which are located on the first floor 
and comply with all of the regulations set forth in [the Specific Plan]. Businesses that qualify 
as ‘local-serving’ shall not exceed 5,000 square feet of floor area.” (Section 6.2.1.1.3) 
Section 4 of the Plan defines “Local Serving Retail” as “retail sale of goods or services 
needed by local residents on a regular basis,” that includes a variety of goods and services, 
such as among others, apparel, art galleries, athletic/sporting goods, bakeries, bars, and 
cafes and other similar retail items as determined by the Director. 

“Publicly Accessible Open Space. Publicly Accessible Open Space provided at a minimum 
of fifty percent (50%) more than the size that is required by Section 6.2.2 of this Plan.” 
(Section 6.2.1.1.5) 

The Project has more thanincludes a minimum of five (5) retail spaces of 5,000 square feet 
or less in various Phases and buildings. Per Condition of Approval Number 14, the Project 
will have to prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement on a phased-basis that binds 
for the future the local-serving retail uses spaces to be replaced by the same uses in space, 
under each space not to exceed 5,000 square feet; the PAOS is also bound under the 
Covenant and Agreement. While the overall PAOS on the site is only 11% of the Project 
site’s land after dedication, the Project meets the conditions of the Incentivized Uses Bonus 
section of the Specific Plan because it requires a 50% increase more than the size that is 
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required. As mentioned in several places herein, the Project receives a 50% credit for the 
creation of the New Street Warner Center Lane. Thus, the PAOS required for the project is 
157.5% of the lot area after dedication multiplied by 50% for the New Street credit, or 78,173 
square feet, multiplied by 50% for the New Street credit, which results in a minimum PAOS  
requirement of 117,260 square feet (11.255 of the lot area after dedication). By providing a 
minimum of five Local-Serving Retail spaces and more than 50% more than this the 
minimum PAOS requirement (with 121,683 square feet of proposed PAOS), as shown in 
“Exhibit A”, the Project fulfills the obligations under Section 6.2.1.1.5 of the Specific Plan and 
qualifies for two bonuses. 

The Project chose to apply the Incentivized Uses Bonuses as allowed under Section 
6.2.1.2.3 to allow for Residential/Non-Residential use mix as mentioned in the findings for 
Section 6.1.2.2.3. As stated in Condition of Approval Number 14, any change to the 
development bonus requested, i.e., other than the one to ascend the Graduated FAR Table 
use mixfor Residential development in the Commerce District, will require additional review 
by the Director of Planning during the required review of each geographic phase of the 
Project. As part of the review, the Director may require additional environmental review 
pursuant to CEQA to ensure any additional development bonus. Additionally, the Project is 
not allowed additional Incentivized Uses above and beyond the ones stated in Condition of 
Approval Number 14. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.1 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.2.2: Publicly Accessible Open Space (PAOS) 
Based on Section 6.2.2.1 of the Specific Plan, the 1,042,301-square foot Project Site (lot 
area after dedications) requires a minimum of 156,346 square feet of PAOS (calculated at 
15% of the net site area, after dedications). However, in accordance with Section 6.2.2.3.2 
of the Specific Plan, a Project that includes the creation of a New Street shall be credited 
50% of such Project’s PAOS requirements, provided that all of those requirements 
established in Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7, inclusive, are satisfied. As part of the 
Project, Warner Center Lane will be improved as a New Street and will meet the 
requirements under Section 6.2.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.2.7 (as further described in the following 
pages), reducing the Project’s PAOS requirement by 50%, to 78,173 square feet. However, 
as an Incentivized Use to be entitled the Project to a development bonus to ascend the 
Graduated FAR Table use mix, the Project will provide 50% more than the minimum 78,173 
square feet of PAOS required, or at least 117,260 square feet of PAOS. The Project 
proposes a total of approximately 121,683 square feet (2.79 acres) of PAOS upon Project 
completion. 

The Project’s PAOS complies with the standards in Section 6.2.2.2 as follows: 

1. The PAOS is contiguous and internally integrated into the overall design of the 
Project. 

2. The PAOS will be accessible to the public from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

3. A minimum of 90% of the PAOS is open to the sky and at least 50% of the PAOS is 
comprised of landscaping (50% required). 

4. The PAOS includes more seating than required, with 1,137 seats provided when only 
235 seats are required (based on a required rate of 1 seat per 500 square feet 
provided.) 
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The Project includes an additional approximately 109,762 square feet (2.52 acres) of excess 
open space areas. The proposed PAOS and proposed excess open space areas result in a 
total of approximately 231,445 square feet (5.31 acres) of public open space (2.79 acres + 
2.52 acres.) 

Two Pedestrian Adapted Pathways (PAPs) are incorporated into the PAOS to provide both 
access to all of the project buildings and connectivity between De Soto Avenue and Burbank 
Boulevard. The incorporation of nine (9) focal points distributed throughout the Project Site 
will provide gathering spaces in the form of shaded seating areas for employees, residents, 
and visitors, which satisfy the requirement of Section 6.2.2.4.3 that states that the PAOS 
have at least one (1) focal point or gathering space with a minimum of 500 square feet. 

Furthermore, per Condition of Approval Number 15, the Project does not count toward the 
PAOS requirement any of the following: surface parking areas, open storage areas, private 
open space areas not accessible to the general public, swimming pools and spas not open 
to the general public, loading docks and parking, driveway entrances and exits, sidewalks 
and parkways that are already in the public right of way, and detached or attached utility 
areas or pads, therefore satisfying Section 6.2.2.5 of the Specific Plan. 

As conditioned, in addition to the PAOS requirement, the Project will satisfy the LAMC, 
Section 12.33 Park Fees and Land Dedication requirement, as applicable. The Project, in 
satisfaction of Section 6.2.2.4.1, will prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement on a 
phase-by-phase basis that will bind the land for the Project and all successors to ensure the 
PAOS area will be maintained and made available and accessible to the public. 

As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.2 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.2.3: Parking  
All parking spaces will be in compliance with applicable parking provisions set forth in the 
Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan and LAMC Section 12.21 A.4. The Project is a mixed use, 
master planned development project with a combination of residential and non-residential 
uses. The Project proposes to provide approximately 5,548 parking spaces per “Exhibit A” 
and per Condition of Approval Number 18. 

The project complies per “Exhibit A” and Condition of Approval Number 18 with Section 
6.2.3 as follows: 

a) Residential Automotive Parking (Including Work-Live Units). The Project proposes 
approximately 1,627 Residential parking spaces for the 1,009 Residential units 
proposed. This is more than the minimum 1,009 spaces required, and less than the 
maximum 2,018 parking spaces allowed for Residential uses. The number of spaces 
proposed is inclusive of the 42 guest parking spaces proposed for Phase 5, Building 5, a 
proposed condominimum mixed-use building. Per Condition of Approval Number 18, the 
Project will provide revised plans that demonstrate that the guest parking spaces will be 
clearly marked and reserved for Residential Guest Use and will not be used for 
accessory commercial uses or delivery uses. Therefore, the Project complies with 
Section 6.2.3.2.1(a), which requires that the Project provide parking for residents at the 
rate of at least one (1) parking space per unit but not more than two (2) spaces per unit. 

b) Non-Residential Automotive Parking. The Project proposes approximately 3,921 Non-
Residential parking spaces. The Project has 1,515,0111,387,894 square feet of Non-
Residential Floor Area (excluding the Work-Live Non-Residential Floor Area which is 



 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane  Page 72 of 85 
 

subject to the residential parking requirement) which includes 46,417 square feet of 
amenities space, 157,535 square feet of hotel space (a maximum of 228 hotel units), 
85,545 square feet of commercial (retail and/or restaurant) space, 1,140,746 square feet 
of office space, and 9,839 square feet of lobby and leasing office floor area4,068 square 
feet of community space. 

Per Section 6.2.3.2.2, Commercial areas are required to provide a minimum of two (2) 
and maximum of four (4) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area, Office and 
Research and Development areas are required to provide a minimum of one (1) and 
maximum of four (4) parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of Floor Area, and all other 
spaces not listed in Section 6.2.3.2.2 are to follow the parking requirements of the 
LAMC. Per Section 4 of the Specific Plan on Definitions, the non-habitable portions of 
the Work-Live units are not considered Residential or Non-Residential area, but hotel 
uses are considered Non-Residential. Section 12.21 A.4 of the LAMC does not provide 
parking standards for the non-habitable portions of Work-Live units. The same section of 
the LAMC groups hotels with residential buildings, and as such, LA Department of 
Building and Safety clarifies in Information Bulletin P/ZC 2002-011 that parking spaces 
for hotel guestrooms shall be counted at a ratio of one (1) to one (1) for the first 30 
guestrooms, 0.5 to one for the next 30 guestrooms, and 0.33 to one for the remaining 
guest rooms. Therefore, the project is required to provide between 1721 and 3432 
parking spaces for the commercial (restaurant and retail) areas, between 2,282 1,141 
and 4,5623 parking spaces for the office areas, and 101 parking spaces for the hotel 
areas for a total minimum of 2,554 1,414 and maximum of 4,905 parking spaces overall 
for the Non-Residential parts of the Project. As such, the Project’s 3,921 automotive 
parking spaces complies with Section 6.2.3.2.2 of the Specific Plan. 

c) Mixed Use Parking. As the Project is composed of Non-Residential floor area that is 
more than two (2) percent of the Project’s total Floor Area, the 3,921 Non-Residential 
parking spaces and 1,627 Residential parking spaces comply with Section 6.2.3.2.3 of 
the Specific Plan, which states that mixed-use developments comply with the parking 
standards for the Residential portion and the increment of the Project’s Non-Residential 
floor area for the Projectabove the two (2) percent of the entirety of the Project’s floor 
area. 

d) General Parking Provisions. The Project complies as follows with Section 6.2.3.3 of the 
Specific Plan, which contains provisions that establish parking standards for all Projects 
in the Plan. 

i) Tandem Parking. Per “Exhibit A,” there are no some tandem-sized spaces proposed 
for Non-Residential Parkinguses, which are subject to the regulations in. As such, 
Section 6.2.3.3(b) of the Specific Plan’s regulations on tandem parking do not apply 
to the Project. 

ii) Unbundled Parking. The Project does not propose off-street parking for other 
projects within the same or adjacent Districts within the Plan. As such, the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.3.3(c). 

iii) New Street Parking. The Project proposes the new private street of Warner Center 
Lane and per “Exhibit A” proposes 28 parking spaces spread out between each of 
the Phases of the Project. However, as the 5,548 parking spaces proposed is more 
than 28 spaces over the minimum 3,563 required, and less than the site maximum of 
6,923 parking spaces, the 28 street parking spaces are not needed to apply toward 
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meeting the parking minimums or leaving out of the total parking provided so as not 
to go over the maximum number of spaces allowed. As such, the Project complies 
with Section 6.2.3.3(d). 

iv) Disabled Parking. The Project proposes overall 5,548 parking spaces, below the 
maximum of 6,923 parking spaces allowed for the site for the uses proposed. 
Nonetheless, Condition of Approval Number 18 includes provisions to exclude the 
counting of disabled parking spaces from the total numbers should the total amount 
of parking spaces being provided equal the maximum amount of parking allowed for 
the Project. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.3(e). 

v) Bicycle Parking. Per Condition of Approval Number 19, tThe Project will provide 
approximately 87 short-term and 576 long-term bicycle parking spaces for 
Residential use, as well as submit revised plans for each phase prior to signoff for 
Phases 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 each that show facilities for employee showers associated 
with the bicycle parkingpursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.A.16(a)(1). For Non-
Residential use, the Project will provide approximately 177 short-term and 294 long-
term bicycle parking spaces, as well asand will submit revised plans for each and 
every phase prior to signoff that show facilities for employee showers and personal 
lockers associated with those Non-Residential bicycle parking spaces. The number 
of short-term and long-term spaces required for the Non-Residential uses is the total 
required calculated from the different types of uses proposed. As such, the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.3.3(f). 

 Per the reasons stated above, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3.3 of the Specific 
Plan. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.3 of the Specific Plan on Parking. 

Section 6.2.5: New Streets and Pedestrian Adapted Pathways  
As a Master Planned Project with two public street frontages that are perpendicular, a New 
Street or PAP must be incorporated into the Project and must connect with each public 
street at a minimum of one discrete point, as required by Section 6.2.5.3.1(b). The Project 
will provide both a New Street and a PAP. 

Warner Center Lane is proposed as a new private street, or New Street, and has been 
designed in compliance with the New Streets Standards under Section 6.2.5.2. Warner 
Center Lane is an existing private street, but the street will be improved to New Street 
standards in accordance with the Specific Plan. Warner Center Lane is proposed to provide 
a variable right-of-way width, with a minimum width of 64 feet, inclusive of the roadway, 
paved sidewalks, and parkways, and a maximum width of 83 feet as it approaches the De 
Soto Avenue and Burbank Boulevard intersections, as shown in Exhibit A. The proposed 
right-of-way width will include a maximum roadway of 36 feet, excluding parking lanes where 
New Street parking is provided and except where the road approaches the De Soto Avenue 
and Burbank Boulevard intersections where it will be wider, as required by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation to accommodate additional vehicular lanes, including turn 
lanes. Warner Center 2035 Plan Section 6.2.5.2.1(e) states, “Any connection to any public 
street shall be provided subject to review and approval of the Director in consultation with 
the City Engineer (Bureau of Engineering) and the General Manager of the Department of 
Transportation.” Furthermore, per the New Street Standards, minimum sidewalk and 
parkway widths of six feet and eight feet will be provided, respectively, on each side of the 
roadway. 
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An east/west running PAP is proposed to connect De Soto Avenue (from the southeast 
corner of the Project Site) to Burbank Boulevard (at the western portion of the Project Site). 
While not required, an additional PAP is proposed, running north/south between Buildings 5 
and 6. Each proposed PAP will be publicly accessible (from 6 AM to 10 PM, daily at 
minimum) and illuminated, will measure a minimum of 20-feet wide with a minimum 10-foot 
wide pathway clear of obstructions, and will contain a minimum of 25% of landscaping. 

Section 6.2.6: Urban Design Guidelines and Supplemental Urban Design Standards  
Section 6.2.6 requires that projects comply with a set of Supplemental Urban Design 
Standards. The Project is also encouraged to comply with Urban Design Guidelines, and the 
optional Design Guidelines that the project incorporates into the design are addressed in a 
separate section herein. The applicable required standards and the Project’s compliance 
with them are as follows: 

a) Parking in Required Setbacks. Per “Exhibit A”, the Project does not propose surface 
parking in the front setback areas. As such, the Project is not subject to Section 
6.2.6.2.1, which limits surface parking in the front setback area. 

b) Architecture. Per “Exhibit A”, the Project has a variety of architectural treatments that 
break up the façade, using materials such as stucco, brick, stone, metal and siding, as 
well as detailing like storefront window systems on the first floor, recessed balconies on 
floors above the first floor for buildings that have housing, and articulation. As such, the 
Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.2, which requires projects that are three or more 
stories in height to have a different architectural treatment on the ground floor than the 
upper floors of the building. 

c) Lighting and Security. Per Condition of Approval Number 21, the Project will submit 
revised elevations, prior to building permit signoff for each Project phase, that show all 
and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the structure(s), shielded to reduce 
glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from the sky and windows of 
residential units. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.3, which requires 
projects to integrate exterior lighting with the building’s design and shield it to reduce 
glare. 

d) Utilities. As the Project is a Master Planned Project, per Condition of Approval Number 
21, the Project will provide prior to final building permit signoff for Phase 1each Project 
phase plans that show utility lines within the public right-of-ways adjacent to the 
applicable Project Phase placed underground to the standards of the Bureau of Street 
Services. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.4, which regulates the 
placement of utilities for Master Planned Projects. 

e) Articulation of Building Facades. The Project proposes several buildings with horizontal 
lengths over 250 feet within 50 feet of the required setbacks. Therefore, the Project is 
subject to Section 6.2.6.2.5 of the Specific Plan, which regulates the articulation of 
buildings over 250 feet measured horizontally. 

Per Condition of Approval Number 8 for any building which has parking at the ground 
floor, the Project will include a minimum of the first 12 vertical feet of the ground-level 
Building Façade that features articulation and modulation through changes in vertical 
wall plane and/or a change in building material. 
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Additionally, per Condition of Approval Number 21, the Project, prior to final building 
permit signoff for each applicable phase for facades longer than 250 horizontal feet 
within 50 feet of required setbacks, will provide updated plans and/or elevations that 
show depth variation measurements that show that 15% of the façade is different than 
the rest on the same elevation; depth variation to a minimum structural height of 35 feet; 
and each depth variation a minimum five (5) horizontal feet in length. 

Per “Exhibit A,” the Project employs ornamental techniques in its architectural design, 
including variation in materials, textures, and fenestration. The Project also has designed 
the parking structures to be compatible in color and details with the buildings it serve by 
either wrapping other uses around them so only portions of it daylight, using similar or 
complementary materials to the buildings they are situated in, or using the same or 
complementary colors to coordinate with the buildings they serve. 

As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.5, which regulates the articulation of 
the building façade. 

f) General Landscape Requirements for all Projects – Landscape and Irrigation Plans. Per 
Condition of Approval Number 21, the applicant will submit revised landscape plans for 
each Project phase in conformance with Section 6.2.6.2.7(1) of the Specific Plan that 
show all planted areas within the Project serviced by automatic irrigation systems and 
conforming to the City’s water conservation requirements as prepared by a licensed 
landscape architect. Additionally, per Environmental Condition HYDRO-3, the Project will 
dedicate area in the parkway so that runoff can be collected in vegetated swales and 
directed to existing curb and gutter or storm drains . As such, the Project complies with 
Section 6.2.6.2.6, which requires automatic irrigation systems that conformance to the 
City’s water conservation requirements. 

g) Landscaping Requirements for Parking Facilities. Phase 1, Building 1 of the Project 
includes one new surface parking lot that does not incorporate surface parking that 
previously existed. As such, it is subject to Section 6.2.6.2.7 (1). Per Condition of 
Approval Number 21, prior to final building permit signoff for Phase 1each Project phase, 
the Project will submit updated landscape plans in conformance with Section 6.2.6.2.7(1) 
of the Specific Plan that show a minimum of one (1) canopy tree for every four (4) new 
parking spaces. These trees at the time of planting will each be evergreen shade-
producing trees, in a minimum 24-inch box and, a minimum two (2) inches in trunk 
caliper width, a minimum ten (10) feet in height as measured from the ground after it is 
planted, and expected to be at the point of maturity a minimum of 30 feet and maximum 
of 50 feet in height with a tree canopy of 20 to 40 feet in diameter. The required canopy 
trees distributed throughout the parking area will be at a minimum ratio of one (1) tree 
within every 10 feet of any parking space. The distribution will not preclude groups or 
clusters of trees located throughout the parking lot. Additionally, if the Project chooses to 
erect solar structures in-lieu of the canopy trees, it can do so at the discretion of the 
Director of Planning. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.7(1) of the 
Specific Plan. 

Section 6.2.6.2.7(2) requires that any building or structure used for parking shall have a 
minimum landscaped setback of five (5) feet on any portion of a building used for 
parking at or above grade when it is not next to a street. Any portion of a structure used 
for parking adjacent to a street shall meet the requirements for setbacks for the District 
in which it resides. The area within the setbacks shall be landscaped with a berm and/or 
hedge of at least 36 inches in height. Additionally, trees shall be planted in the setback 
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at a ratio of one tree every 30 linear feet for the length of the parking area. Finally, the 
parking areas in the structure that are at or above grade shall be designed with 
screening techniques to minimize vehicle headlight and noise impacts on adjacent 
properties, and include climbing vines to provide landscaped screening and exterior 
amelioration to the walls. Parts of the Project with parking that are adjacent to a new 
street or PAP are permitted to meet the requirements for setbacks as listed for the 
district in which they sit. Per Conditions of Approval Number 20 and 21, the applicant will 
submit revised plans and elevations prior to final signoff for each phase that show 
compliance with the clarification of landscape plans through the two aforementioned 
Conditions of Approvals, the Project will comply withlandscaping requirements in Section 
6.2.6.2.7(2) of the Specific Plan. 

As the Project does not propose temporary surface parking during any phase, Section 
6.2.6.2.7(3) does not apply. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6.2.7 of the 
Specific Plan. 

h) Street Trees. Section 6.2.6.2.8 requires that new street trees be of the species indicated 
for street trees as set forth in Appendix F of the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan, 
however, is silent on the replacement ratio for street trees that are to be removed as part 
of a Project. When the Specific Plan is silent on a regulation that occurs in the LAMC, 
the LAMC prevails. As such, the Project is subject to the Street Tree requirements 
placed upon the project from the Urban Forestry Division. In this instance, the Urban 
Forestry Division will require a two (2) to one (1) replacement as appropriate. Appendix 
F of the Specific Plan requires street trees on De Soto Avenue to be Gingko biloba 
(Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone Pine), and Ulmus parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake 
Elm) on Burbank Boulevard. Condition of Approval Number 10 directs the Project to 
preserve 13 of the existing 26 street trees on Burbank Boulevardto the greatest extent 
possible; existing Street Trees should be removed and new ones should be planted only 
if the removal is necessary for sidewalk or roadway widening or curb relocation. If the 
Project requires the removal and replacement of street trees, according to “Exhibit A” 
Street trees will be planted with Gingko biloba (Gingko) and/or Pinus pinea (Italian Stone 
Pine), and Ulmus parvifolia ‘Drake’ (Drake Elm) on Burbank Boulevard at a 2:1 ratio for 
every street tree removed as per the approval for VTT-74891. Condition of Approval 
Number 10 will require the applicant to seek approval from the Division of Urban 
Forestry for compliance with their requirements. With further review and approval from 
the Division of Urban Forestry, the project will comply with Section 6.2.6.2.8 of the 
Specific Plan. 

i) Application of the Urban Design Guidelines and the Supplemental Urban Design 
Standards. Section 6.2.6.3 of the Specific Plan requires that Projects have a consultation 
with the City’s Urban Design Studio before a Letter of Determination is to be issued. The 
Project had a review with the Urban Design Studio with a written response was provided 
on February 1, 2018, and as such complies with Section 6.2.6.3 of the Specific Plan. 

As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.6 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 6.2.7: Hybrid Industrial  
The Project does not propose Hybrid Industrial uses. The Project therefore is not subject to 
Section 6.2.7 of the Specific Plan which regulates Hybrid Industrial use. As such the Project 
complies with Section 6.2.7 of the Specific Plan. 
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Section 6.2.8: Automobile Uses  
The Project does not propose uses that include the servicing, purchasing, or maintenance of 
automobiles. The Project is therefore not subject to Section 6.2.8 of the Specific Plan which 
regulates auto-oriented uses. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.8 of the 
Specific Plan. 

Section 6.2.9: Establishment of Entertainment Uses  
The Project does not propose Entertainment Uses, and it is not located in the Downtown or 
Uptown Districts of the Specific Plan. The Project is therefore not subject to Section 6.2.9 of 
the Specific Plan which regulates entertainment and nightlife uses in the Downtown and 
Uptown Districts of the Specific Plan. As such, the Project complies with Section 6.2.9 of the 
Specific Plan. 

Section 6.2.10: Sustainability Requirements for the Entire Plan Area  
Per Condition of Approval Number 22, the Project will submit evidence that the project is 
designed to meet the equivalent green standards of LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) at the Silver Level, in addition to the City’s Green Building and any 
other applicable regulations and Mitigation Measures relating to sustainability standards. 
Additionally, per Conditions of Approval Number 23 and 24, the Project will submit evidence  
for each Project phase showing that it complies with the City’s Green Building Ordinance 
and that the roof complies with the Solar Reflectance Index requirement in Appendix G of 
the Specific Plan. Appendix G provides three options for roofs to meet compliance with 
Section 6.2.10 according to the slope of the roof and the materials used. While “Exhibit A” of 
the Project included SRI info, it did not include the slope of the roof, and per Condition of 
Approval Number 24, the Project will submit updated a roof plan for each Project phase 
reflecting that it qualifies for the SRI indicated. As such, the Project complies with Section 
6.2.10, which requires Projects to incorporate environmentally-conscience design and 
construction. 

Section 7.2: Department of Transportation Review  
In Condition of Approval Number 10 in “Additional Requirements”, the applicant is made 
aware that the Department of Transportation (DOT) may have additional requirements for 
dedication and improvements. As per Condition of Approval Number 26, the applicant will 
submit a site plan to DOT for each Project phase for review and approval in coordination 
with Valley Project Planning Division of the Department of City Planning. Additionally, the 
applicant at the time application is required to submit an Initial Site Assessment Form, which 
was signed as required by City Planning staff on May 11, 2018. As such, the Project 
complies with Section 7.2 on Transportation Review. 

Section 7.3: Mobility Fee  
As required, the Applicant has filed a Preliminary Mobility Fee application with the 
Department of City Planning and the Department of Transportation. The Mobility Fee for 
each Project phase will beis calculated at the time of building permit issuance for each 
phase , subject to the annually adjusted fee rates and credits pursuant to the multi-column 
table previously set forth in Appendix D to the original Warner Center 2035 Plan, titled 
“Warner Center 2035 Plan – Mobility Fee Table”, which was in effect at the time the Project 
Permit Compliance application for the Project was deemed complete, for a maximum period 
of seven years following the effective date of Ordinance No. 186,498 (effective March 10, 
2020), after which the Project shall be subject to the most current fee and credit rates. It will 
take into consideration the square footage of development, as well as in-lieu credits for 
mitigation measures and dedications, as outlined in Appendix C and Appendix E of the 
Specific Plan, as well as Tables 1 and 2, the Warner Center 2035 Plan Street Standards. 
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The Project is required to provide an 18-foot dedication along De Soto Avenue and 2-foot 
dedication along Burbank Boulevard. 

The Specific Plan allows credit for any uses that were active on or subsequent to January 1, 
2008 to be deducted from a Project’s Mobility Fee. The Project Site is currently improved 
with 12 office buildings (10 one-story buildings, 1 two-story building and 1 three-story 
building) with a combined total floor area of approximately 340,339 square feet, inclusive of 
approximately 320,196 square feet of office floor area, approximately 1,843 square feet of 
restaurant floor area, and approximately 18,300 square feet of health club floor area. Lot 
area (before dedications) is 1,062,923 square feet. Based on the total existing floor area and 
the lot area (before dedications), total existing FAR is approximately 0.32:1. Based on 
Section 7.3.2 of the Specific Plan and the existing uses located on the Project Site, it is 
anticipated that Mobility Fee credits will be applied to the Project’s Mobility Fee Calculation. 

The proposed Project has a FAR of 2.532:1 and will include approximately 1,246,374 
square feet of Residential floor area (including Work-Live Units in their entirety) per 
Category A of Appendix D, which falls into Category A, Residential Land Uses, with a 
corresponding rate of $1.51 per square foot. The proposed Project also includes 1,154,127 
square feet of Office floor area (including the existing structure), which falls into Category D 
with a corresponding rate of $8.20 per square foot. It also includes 229,699 square feet of 
Commercial and Retail floor area, which fall into Category E, Commercial and Retail Land 
Uses, with a corresponding rate of $15.81 per square foot. The proposed Project also 
includes 4,068 square feet of floor area that corresponds to Category F, which incurs no 
Mobility Fee. 

Based on Section 7 of the WC2035, the Existing Use Credit, and the proposed floor area 
and corresponding land uses, it is anticipated that the proposed Project will be subject to a 
preliminary Mobility Fee of approximately $10,579,833. Adjustments and/or credits may be 
applied to the Mobility Fee estimate, which is pending final review and approval by LADOT. 
Please refer to the associated Preliminary WC2035 Plan Mobility Fee Calculation 
Application Form in the case file for additional details. With further review and approval from 
the Department of Building and Safety and the Department of Transportation, the project will 
comply with Section 7.3 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 7.8: Transportation Demand Management Program  
Per Condition of Approval Number 28, the Project will submit for each Project phase proof of 
membership in good standing for in a Transportation Management Organization (TMO). As 
such, the Project complies with Section 7.8 which requires that Projects greater than 30,000 
square feet submit a Transportation Demand Management plan to the City or join a TMO. 

Section 9: Cultural Amenities  
Per Condition of Approval Number 29, the each Project phase will be assessed a Warner 
Center Cultural Amenities Development Fee if the valuation of the Project’s building permit 
is $500,000 or more. The rate at which it will be assessed will be at the rate set by LAMC 
Section 91.107.4.6 and the total for fees to be paid is estimated in Condition of Approval 
Number 29. The project does not qualifyProject also qualifies for anythe exemptions at the 
time of issuance of this Letter of Determination as there is no Warner Center Cultural 
Amenities Master Plan from which items can be chosen to be pursuant to Section 9.3 of the 
Specific Plan, including providing on-site cultural amenitiesed in-lieu of the fee, or a 
combination of fees and onsite cultural amenities. As such, the Project complies with 
Section 9 of the Specific Plan, which regulates the establishment of Cultural Amenities in the 
Warner Center Specific Plan area. 
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Urban Design Guideline Section 2 .11: Blocks  
Per “Exhibit A,” the project includes commercial spaces on the ground floor on De Soto 
Avenue, Warner Center Lane, and Burbank Boulevard. As such, the Project complies with 
Urban Design Guideline Section 2.11 which states that Neighborhood retail is encouraged 
and should be visibly concentrated at primary street corners, internal street corners, or 
facing onto public-private open spaces or pathways. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.5: Streets Setbacks  
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the project will include on the east side atadjacent to 
the live-workWork-Live units landscaped setbacks with any or all of the following: walkways, 
porches, raised planters and other solid walls up to three (3) feet above sidewalk elevation, 
and transparent fences up to four (4) feet above sidewalk elevation. As such, the Project 
complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.5, which states that adjacent to ground-
floor residential units with individual entries or residential common areas the setbacks shall 
be landscaped with certain features. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 3.C.7: Streets Setbacks  
Per Condition of Approval Number 18, and per “Exhibit A”, the project will not include 
surface parking in the setbacks. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 3.C.7, which states that surface parking should not be located in the setbacks. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 4.D.1: Street Wall and Ground Floor Uses  
Per “Exhibit A,” the Project will have primary entrance for Buildings 1, 4a, 7, 8 and 9 located 
on De Soto Avenue or Burbank Boulevard, public streets, that are connected and visible 
from said street. Additionally, Building 4 has a primary entrance on a pathway that is visible 
from the Burbank Boulevard. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 4.D.1, which states that a building’s primary entrance, defined as the entrance 
which provides the most direct access to a building’s main lobby and is kept unlocked during 
business hours, should be located on a public street or on a courtyard, plaza or pathway 
that is connected to and visible from a public street. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.29: Architecture General Design Guidelines  
Per Condition of Approval Number 8, the Project will use transparent, non-reflective glazing 
on the ground floor windows and doors. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 6.B.29 which states that Projects should Use transparent, non-reflective 
glazing in ground-floor windows and doors. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.35: Architecture General Design Guidelines  
Per Condition of Approval Number 21, the applicant will submit revised elevations for each 
Project phase that show all and any exterior lighting as integrated with design of the 
structure(s), shielded to reduce glare for all sides of the building, and pointed away from the 
sky and windows of residential units. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 6.B.35, which states that exterior lighting should be shielded to reduce 
glare and eliminate light being cast into the night sky. 

Urban Design Guideline Sections 6.B.38 and 6.B.41: Architecture Minimization of 
Impacts on Neighbors  
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final building permit signoff for each Project 
phase, the Project shall submit revised plans showing the location on the exterior of all 
mechanical equipment including the roof, with screens shielding it from public view or placed 
entirely underground, and the location of the ventilation intakes and exhausts on the exterior 
located more than 20 vertical and horizontal feet from the sidewalk and directing air flow 
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away from the public realm. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Sections 6.B.38 and 6.B.41 which state that mechanical equipment should be screened or 
integrated with the design of the building and that intake and exhaust vents should be 
located to minimize effects on pedestrian comfort. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.43: Architecture Screening of 
Telecommunications  
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final building permit signoff for each Project 
phase, the Project shall submit revised plans showing antennas and satellite dishes 
screened. and Cable and satellite services are encouraged to be provided through a single 
source. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.45, which 
states that antennas and satellite dishes should be screened. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.45: Architecture Minimization of Glare on 
Neighbors  
Per Condition of Approval Number 25, prior to final building permit signoff for each Project 
phase, the Project shall submit revised plans showing metal surfaces on the exterior noted 
as having a matte finish or other finish that minimizes glare or reflection. As such, the 
Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 6.B.45, which states that reflective 
materials or other sources of glare (like polished metal surfaces) should be designed or 
screened to avoid impacts on views and measurable heat gain on surrounding windows 
either within or adjacent to a project. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 7.2: On-Site Open Space Landscaping Recreational 
Facilities  
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, the Project will include in its PAOS a mix of passive 
and active recreational facilities designed to serve residents, employees and visitors to 
Warner Center. The applicant is also required to install amenities for all-ages such as tot 
lots, community gardens or other physical activity facilities designed for social gathering and 
community use year-round. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline 
Section 7.2, which states that Projects should design PAOS so that it includes a mix of 
passive and active recreational facilities designed to serve residents, employees and visitors 
to Warner Center. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 7.5: On-Site Open Space Landscaping  
Per Condition of Approval Number 1520, prior to building permit signoff for each Project 
phase, revised landscape plans or proof of compliance will be provided to show 50% of the 
trees in the non-PAOS open space areas as canopy trees that provide shade. As such, the 
Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 7.5, which states that at least 50% of 
the required trees should be canopy trees that shade open spaces, sidewalks and buildings, 
unless City Planning approves a less percentage to accommodate recreational facilities. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 7.10: On-Site Open Space Seating  
Per “Exhibit A,” the Project will include a minimum of 1,137approximately 256 seats in the 
PAOS and additional public open space areas, that is inclusive of but not limited to chairs, 
benches, and planters, as well as seating placed with consideration to noontime sun and 
shade. Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project in revised plans shall submitted 
landscape plans prior to finalbuilding permit signoff for each Project phase to will show 
seating with amounts indicated in the plazas and courtyard not considered part of PAOS. 
Additionally, per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will in the PAOS areas plant 
deciduous trees as the most effective means of providing comfortable access to sun and 
shade. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 7.10, which 
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states that plazas and courtyards are encouraged to incorporate seating to facilitate their 
enjoyment and use, with consideration paid toward the noontime sun and shade, and to use 
deciduous trees. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 7.13: On-Site Open Space Scale and Continuity  
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans for 
each Project phase according to the instructions on CP-6730 that include the name, 
address, phone number and email address of the landscape professional who prepared the 
plans; the denotation of street trees existing and replacement; the dimensions of all open 
space areas; a legend or key showing which plants are to be planted where and in what 
quantity; height at planting; and a portion of the proposed trees showing a height of at least 
35 feet 10 years from planting, denoting the height at and age to maturity. As such, the 
Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 7.13, which states that landscape 
elements should establish scale and 

reinforce continuity between indoor and outdoor spaces, as well as Projects should plant 
canopy trees that will achieve a height of 35 feet in 10 years in open spaces. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 7.15: On-Site Open Space Screening  
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans for 
each Project phase that show the use of shrubs, vines, green, screen, or trees to screen 
blank walls throughout the Project site and in each phase. As such, the Project complies 
with Urban Design Guideline Section 7.15, which states Landscaping should be used to 
screen or break up the mass of blank walls. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 8.A.1: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment and 
Management  
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans for 
each Project phase that show that the Project treats 100 percent of the 85th percentile storm 
and provides detentions capacity to retain a rainfall intensity of 0.5 inches/hour or other 
Code requirement if the latter is more restrictive, to the satisfaction of the Bureau of 
Sanitation. On-site infiltration is the preferred method of treatment. As such, the Project 
complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 8.A.1 which encourages Projects to reduce 
storm water runoff entering the storm drainage system and increase on-site treatment and 
infiltration of storm water. Additionally, the project will provide documentation of compliance 
with Mitigation Measure Hydro-3, requiring vegetated swales within the public right of way. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.2: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment  
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans for 
each Project phase that show use of a variety of 50% of the plants have a low or very low 
WUCOLS classification or are identified as California Friendly on www.bewwaterwise.com. 
As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.2 which encourages 
all projects to select and install plants identified as California Friendly by the Metropolitan 
Water District’s Be Water Wise program (www.bewaterwise.com) for at least 50% of the 
plant materials used. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.5: Landscape and Stormwater – Irrigation  
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans for 
each Project phase that show use of a high-efficiency “smart” irrigation system, which 
includes a weather-based controller, and, where feasible, in-line drip and bubblers, rather 
than overhead spray. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design Guideline Section 
8.B.5 which encourages use of a high-efficiency “smart” irrigation system. 



 

DIR-2017-1708-SPP – 21031 W Warner Center Lane  Page 82 of 85 
 

Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.6: Landscape and Stormwater Treatment – 
Permeable Paving  
Per Condition of Approval Number 20, the Project will provide updated landscape plans for 
each Project phase that show the use of permeable paving for at least 75 percent of all 
hardscape areas to the extent allowed by other agencies. As such, the Project complies with 
Urban Design Guideline Section 8.B.5 which encourages the use of use permeable paving. 

Urban Design Guideline Section 9.B.3: Streetscape Improvements – Responsibilities 
of Developer  
Per Condition of Approval Number 15, prior to the issuance of any building permit for each 
Project phase, the applicant will prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department 
that includes information regarding the ongoing maintenance and operation of the PAOS 
areas within the applicable Project phase. Additionally, per Condition of Approval Number 
10, the applicant will post a cash bond or other assurances acceptable to the Bureau of 
Engineering in consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and the decision maker on a 
phase-by-phase (unit map) basis guaranteeing the survival of street trees required to be 
maintained,  or replaced, or relocated in such a fashion as to assure the existence of 
continuously living trees for a minimum of three years from the date that the bond is posted 
or from the date such trees are replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of 
ownership shall require that the new owner post a new protected tree bond to the 
satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering. As such, the Project complies with Urban Design 
Guideline Section 9.B.3, which states that applicants should Execute a Maintenance 
Agreement with the City by which the Applicant agrees to maintain the streetscape 
improvements and accepts liability for them. 

On-Site Trees. Per “Exhibit A,” the Project proposes to remove 569 on-site trees, 542 of 
which are greater than 4 inches of diameter at breast height. Per the Specific Plan, the 
Project will replace any loss of non-native on-site trees that are by replacement greater than 
10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above surrounding grade) 
with native or non-native (non-invasive) trees of appropriate local climate tolerance at a 2:1 
ratio to show compliance with this mMitigation Mmeasure BIO-2. Prior to Planning 
clearance, plans will be revised to illustrate the on-site tree planting for a total of 1,084 trees 
proposed shown on “Exhibit A” to show compliance with this section. In addition, prior to the 
issuance of a permit for the project, satisfactory arrangements will be made with the Urban 
Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services for the construction of tree wells and 
planting of on-site street trees. 

2) The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, 
or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would mitigate the 
negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically feasible. 
 
In addition, Mitigated Negative DeclarationIS/MND, Case No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, was 
prepared for the project and circulated on December 19, 2019. The IS/MND found the 
following potential negative impacts, but found that all could be reduced to less than 
significant: 

Aesthetics; Air Quality; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Geology and Soils; 
Green House Gas Emissions; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology and Water 
Quality; Noise; Public Services; Tribal Cultural Resources; and Utilities and Service 
Systems 
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The Director of Planning has reviewed the IS/MND No. ENV-2017-1706-MND, as circulated 
on December 19, 2019, all comments received, and the imposition of mitigation measures 
recommended in, and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for, the IS/MND. The 
Advisory AgencyDirector of Planning finds that the IS/MND tiers from the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Warner Center 2035 Program EIRPlan, No. ENV-2008-
3471-EIR, SCH No. 1990011055 (“Warner Center PEIRFEIR”) pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines 15152 and 15168. Theis IS/MND analyzes potentially significant environmental 
impacts that were not examinedadequately addressed as significant effects on the 
environment in the Warner Center PFEIR; or were susceptible to substantial reduction or 
avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, 
or other means. 

The Director of Planning determines that revisions in the project were made and agreed to 
by the applicant before the proposed IS/MND was released for public review which would 
avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would 
occur. The Director of Planning finds that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on 
the environment that was not adequately addressed in the Warner Center FEIR and that the 
IS/MND reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City. The Director of Planning 
further finds mitigation measures have been made enforceable conditions on the project. In 
accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB3180), the Director of 
Planning has assured that the identified mitigation measures will be implemented by 
requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in Administrative Condition Number 5, as 
well as Condition Number 40 of the related case, VTT-74891. 

OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES - TIME 
EXTENSION 

All terms and conditions of this Director’s Determination shall be complied with in phases before 
the use may be established. This authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being 
utilized within three years after the effective date of this determinationprior to the expiration of 
related Subdivision Approval (VTT-74891) pursuant to LAMC Section 12.36.G.2. If such 
privileges are not utilized or substantial physical construction work has not begun and carried on 
diligently to completion, the authorization shall become void. 

TRANSFERABILITY 

This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is sold, leased, rented, or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, you must advise them regarding the 
conditions of this grant. 

VIOLATIONS OF THE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 

Section 11.00 M of the Los Angeles Municipal Code states: “It shall be unlawful to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of 
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal 
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction. 
Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is 
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otherwise made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment 
in the County Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.” 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Determination is not a permit or license, and any permits and licenses required by law must 
be obtained from the proper public agency. Furthermore, if any condition of this Determination is 
violated or is not complied with, then the applicant or his successor in interest may be 
prosecuted for violating these conditions, as stipulated in the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

Per LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.4(c), the Determination in this matter shall become effective 15 
calendar days after the approval date, unless an appeal is filed. All appeals shall be filed 
pursuant to procedures established under LAMC Section 11.5.7 C.6. It is strongly advised 
that appeals be filed early during the appeal period and in-person so that imperfections/ 
incompleteness may be corrected before the appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on 
the prescribed forms, accompanied by the required fee, a copy of this Determination, and 
received and receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the 
above date to be accepted. Forms are available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org.  The 
Department of City Planning public offices are located at: 

Downtown Office 
Figueroa Plaza 201 North 
Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Valley Office Marvin Braude 
Building 6262 Van Nuys  
Boulevard, Suite 251 Van Nuys, 
CA 91401 (818) 374-5050 

West Los Angeles Office 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 
2nd Floor Los Angeles, CA 
90025 (310) 231-2901 

   

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by 
California Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial 
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedures Section 
1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 
90th day following the date on which the City’s decision becomes final. 

BUILDING PERMIT SIGN-OFFS 

All subsequent building permit sign-offs regarding this case must be by appointment only with 
the Department of City Planning Development Services Center staff through an online 
appointment system at http://planninq.lacitv.orq. On the website, continue to “Development 
Services Center - Location & Appointments,” located on the bottom-right-hand corner of the 
page to make an appointment request. 

VINCENT P. BERTONI. AICP  
Director of Planning 
 
Approved by: 

  
Michelle Levy, Senior City Planner 

 

• Prepared/Reviewed by: 

  
Tim Fargo, City Planner 
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Prepared by: 

  
Alycia Witzling, Planning Assistant 

 

 

cc: Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Transportation 
Abutting Property Owners 
Council District No. Three 
Woodland Hills Warner Center Neighborhood Council 
Interested Parties 

 
 



 
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor  
Los Angeles, California 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 fax 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

 

 

213.617.4216 direct 
jrubens@sheppardmullin.com 

May 22, 2020 
File Number:  23CF-205868 

 
 
BY EMAIL 
 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California  90012 
Email: cpc@lacity.org 
 

 

 Re: Response to Appeals of Case Nos. DIR-2017-1708-SPP 
 and VTT-74891 for De Soto-Burbank Master Plan Project 

 
 
President Millman and Honorable Commissioners: 

This firm represents LLJ Adler WCCI, LLC and LLJ Adler WCCII, LLC (the "Applicant") 
regarding the De Soto-Burbank Master Plan Project (the "Project") in Warner Center that is 
subject to the Warner Center 2035 Plan ("WC2035 Plan").   

On April 3, 2020, the Coalition for Valley Neighborhoods (the "Coalition"), represented by 
Dr. Gina K. Thornburg, its Executive Director, filed an appeal (the "Coalition VTT Appeal") of a 
written determination dated March 23, 2020 from the Advisory Agency that approved Case No. 
VTT-74891 (the "VTT Determination") for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74891 (the "VTTM").  
Then, on April 7, 2020, the Coalition filed a second appeal (the "Coalition DIR Appeal", and 
collectively with the Coalition VTT Appeal, the "Coalition Appeals") regarding a written 
determination dated March 23, 2020 from the Director of Planning (the "Director") that approved 
Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP (the "Director Determination").     

On April 3, 2020, the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (the "Carpenters"), represented 
by Mitchell M. Tsai, Esq., filed an appeal of the VTT Determination (the "Carpenters VTT 
Appeal").  Then on April 7, 2020, the Carpenters filed a second appeal (the "Carpenters DIR 
Appeal", and collectively with the Carpenters VTT Appeal, the "Carpenters Appeals") regarding 
the Director Determination.   

Many of the arguments in the Coalition Appeals and the Carpenters Appeals (collectively, the 
"Appeals") relate to the Tiered Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (the "Tiered 
IS/MND") prepared and adopted for the Project. 

For the reasons discussed below, the Appeals have no merit and we therefore respectfully 
request, on behalf of the Applicant, that the City Planning Commission (the "CPC") deny them  
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and approve the Project.  Please include this letter in the administrative record for consideration 
by the CPC at the hearing on the Appeals scheduled for June 4, 2020. 

I. RESPONSE TO THE COALITION APPEALS. 

The majority of the issues raised in the Coalition VTT Appeal are repeated verbatim in the 
Coalition DIR Appeal.  To streamline this letter, we provide a single response to each  
duplicative argument.  To the extent an argument is only raised in one of the Coalition Appeals, 
we make that distinction in the relevant responses. 

A. The Tiered IS/MND For The Project Is Supported By Law.  

The Coalition argues that the Final Environmental Impact Report for the WC2035 Plan (the 
"Final EIR") is outdated and, therefore, the City erred in tiering off it and a new project EIR is 
required, rather than the Tiered IS/MND prepared and adopted for the Project.  To the contrary, 
the City's reliance on the Final EIR for tiering purposes is lawful and proper under CEQA.  See, 
e.g., Latinos Unidos de Napa v. City of Napa, 221 Cal. App. 4th 192 (2013) (holding that the 
city's reliance on its 1998 general plan program EIR as the CEQA  document for its 2009 
housing element update was proper, notwithstanding that the EIR was more than 10 years old).  
The City is not required to reinvent the CEQA wheel.  Where, as here, the lead agency prepares 
a first-tier EIR for a planning document like a specific plan, CEQA allows the lead agency to rely 
on it for specific development projects later proposed within the specific plan area.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15152. 

The Coalition relatedly indicates that the Final EIR was certified in 2008, when in fact the City 
Council certified it much more recently, on October 23, 2013.  We also emphasize that the Final 
EIR, and WC2035 Plan itself, were the subject of a lengthy public review and comment process 
before they were certified and adopted.  Dennis Zine, the former Councilmember who 
represented Warner Center, formed a Citizens Advisory Committee (the "CAC") to work in 
partnership with City staff to draft a new Specific Plan for Warner Center.  The community 
stakeholders on the CAC included members of the Woodland Hills Warner Center 
Neighborhood Council ("WHWCNC") and the Warner Center Association.  There were at least 
100 public meetings, as well as several WHWCNC and City workshops on planning and 
transportation issues.  The eight-year process was highly collaborative and all meetings were 
open to the community and public.  The WC2035 Plan went through the full planning and City 
Council process and there was no objection or opposition to its approval.  Following the 
adoption of the WC2035 Plan, no lawsuit was filed that challenged the Final EIR and it analysis 
is presumptively valid.    

B. The Changed Conditions Alleged By The Coalition Do Not Require Preparation Of 
A New EIR For The Project.  

The Coalition claims that "[c]onditions have sufficiently changed in the southwest Valley, in Los 
Angeles, and in the world to merit a new [project] EIR."  It focuses on changes in mobility trends, 
traffic, and rent and job trends in the Warner Center area. 
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This claim is not well-taken.  To begin with, as a general matter, the concept of "changed 
conditions" does not apply to the preparation of a second-tier CEQA document for a specific 
development project that relies in part on a first-tier EIR (here, the Final EIR) in accordance with 
Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Rather, changed conditions are only relevant, and a 
subsequent EIR is only required, in the narrow circumstance where (1) the applicant requests a 
new discretionary approval for a specific development project that was previously approved and 
(2) in the interim, substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken that would require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects.  CEQA Guidelines § 15162(a)(3).  That is not the case 
here. 

Moreover, even if the notion of changed circumstances was relevant, the Coalition presents no 
evidence that the "trends" it alleges meets the high bar in Section 15162(a)(3) for the 
preparation of a new project EIR.  As one example, the Coalition states that "[a]nother sea 
change is the increase in commuter traffic in the southwest Valley."  However, it presents no 
evidence of this "sea change" and makes no effort to show that any traffic increase over the 
past few years would require major revisions to the Final EIR based on a new or substantially 
increased significant transportation impact. 

Rather, the Coalition's discussion of trends is entirely based on speculation and narrow, 
anecdotal information.  For example, the Coalition baldly asserts that "[t]raffic generated through 
daily operation of the Project would have severe, life-threatening effects of slowing and blocking 
emergency traffic . . . ."  As a second example, the Coalition speculates that increased use of 
ride-sharing services will diminish transit use, suggesting (but not stating) that this will increase 
traffic associated with Warner Center projects.  These speculative comments and others, 
however, are unsupported by any evidence.         

Furthermore, much of the Coalition's discussion has no CEQA bearing.  For example, it 
denigrates the use of public transit in Los Angeles because it "is generally unsafe for women 
and girls."  While this is a worthy topic for a broad policy discussion, a CEQA analysis is not 
required to, or supposed to, address crime and safety issues.  As another example, the 
Coalition contends that current and future employees will not be able to afford the Project's 
residential units due to current rent and job trends and therefore should be rejected by the City.  
The Applicant vigorously disputes the accuracy of this unsupported claim.  In any event, though, 
comments like these have no bearing on the legal adequacy of the Tiered IS/MND.  
Environmental impacts that are subject to review under CEQA must be related to a change to 
the physical environment and social or economic impacts alone will not trigger the need for an 
EIR.  CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e), 15358(b),15382. 

C. The Air Quality Impact Analysis In The Tiered IS/MND Is Legally Adequate.  

The Coalition suggests that the Final EIR and the Tiered IS/MND fail to comply with the 
California Supreme Court decision in Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, 6 Cal. 5th 502 (2018).  
Contrary to the Coalition's suggestion, the analysis in County of Fresno is not applicable here 
for several reasons. 
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First, County of Fresno only applies to projects with respect to air quality impacts for which an 
EIR is prepared and certified.  In this case, a Tiered IS/MND was prepared and adopted for the 
Project.  Since that is not an EIR, County of Fresno is not relevant here. 

Second, even if County of Fresno applied to CEQA documents other than EIRs, to the large 
extent that the Tiered IS/MND relies on the Final EIR (with respect to significant impacts that 
were adequately addressed in the Final EIR), that analysis is presumptively valid and can no 
longer be challenged.  In this case, that includes the Tiered IS/MND analyses of air quality 
impacts with respect to regional operational emissions of ROG, CO, NOx, SOx, PM10, and 
PM2.5, cumulative operational air quality impacts, CO hotspots, and toxic air contaminants 
(TACs).  Tiered IS/MND, pp. B-30-33, B-40-41.  These topics were adequately addressed in the 
Final EIR and are fully applicable to the Project.  Furthermore, the Final EIR discussed health 
effects associated with air pollutants, including particulate matter (PM10, and PM2.5), which is 
the only criteria air pollutant that the Final EIR concluded would be significant and unavoidable.  
As discussed therein, the health effects associated with particulate matter include damage to 
the lung or respiratory tract, increase in the number and severity of asthma attacks, causing or 
aggravating bronchitis and other lung diseases, reducing the body's ability to fight infection.  
WC2035 Plan DEIR, p. 4.2-3; Tiered IS/MND, p. B-31. 

Third, even if County of Fresno applied to non-EIR CEQA documents, it does not apply to the 
new, project-level air quality analyses in the Tiered IS/MND.  A correlation analysis is only 
required with respect to projects that have a significant air quality impact with respect to criteria 
air pollutants.  County of Fresno, 6 Cal. 5th at 510, 519-522.  The Department of City Planning 
guidance on the application of County of Fresno similarly states that a County of Fresno 
analysis only applies with respect to significant adverse air quality impacts on human health.  
City of Los Angeles, Air Quality and Health Effects (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno), October 
2019, p. 14. 

Here, the Tiered IS/MND includes new, project-level air quality analyses for regional 
construction emissions, localized construction emissions, localized operational emissions and 
cumulative construction air quality impacts.  As analyzed in the Tiered IS/MND, the regional 
construction emissions for the Project would be less than significant with the application of 
Mitigation Measures ("MMs") AQ-1 through AQ-3 in the Final EIR (which are included as 
environmental mitigation measures in the Determinations).  The Project's localized construction 
emission impacts on sensitive receptors would also be less than significant with the application 
of MMs AQ-1 through AQ-3 in the Final EIR.  The Project's localized operational emission 
impacts on sensitive receptors would be less than significant.  Finally, the Project's cumulative 
construction air quality impact would be less than significant because the Project does not 
exceed any of the air quality thresholds of significance for both regional and localized 
construction emissions.  Tiered IS/MND, pp. B-27-29, B-34-39, B-32-33.   

Therefore, none of these air quality impacts would be significant.  As a result, no correlation of 
the criteria pollutants to human health effect is required pursuant to County of Fresno with 
respect to the new, project-level air quality analyses. 
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D. No Mitigation Measures From The Final EIR That Were Imposed On The Project 
Can Be Substantively Modified.  

The Coalition asserts that MMs AQ-9 and NOI-6 in the VTT Determination and the Director 
Determination (collectively, the "Determinations") are "deficient" because they include a 
"loophole" (the comment with respect to MM NOI-9 is only made in the Coalition DIR Appeal).  
Specifically, MM AQ-9 states that construction vehicles should avoid streets adjacent to 
specified schools "to the extent feasible."  Similarly, MM NOI-6 provides that truck deliveries 
shall be directed from those specified schools "to the extent feasible."  The Coalition requests 
that the clause "to the extent feasible" be deleted.  The Coalition also argues that the 15-day 
period provided in MM AQ-11 for the specified schools to review and comment on the project 
construction schedule is insufficient and should be extended to 30 days. 

We first note these comments do not allege violations of CEQA, but rather seek modifications of 
the three MMs.  In any event, those MMs cannot be modified under CEQA's tiering rules.  In 
order for the Final EIR to "adequately address" significant impacts identified therein, the Project 
must satisfy the MMs specified in the Final EIR.  CEQA Guidelines § 15152(f)(3).  Moreover, 
Section 5.3 of the WC2035 Plan requires the applicable MMs to be applied to specific 
development projects, and the MMs themselves are set forth verbatim in Appendix C to the 
WC2035 Plan, which is referenced in Section 5.3.  For this additional reason, MMs AQ-9, AQ-11 
and NOI-6 cannot substantively be modified.  The appropriate time to raise these issues was 
prior to the certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the WC2035 Plan.  

In any event, the inclusion of "to the extent feasible" in MM AQ-9 and MM NOI-6 does not make 
them "unenforceable," as the Coalition suggests.  The inclusion of these MMs as environmental 
mitigation measures in the Determinations is sufficient to demonstrate that the measures are 
enforceable.  Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).  Consistent 
with language in the MMs, the Applicant will make good-faith efforts to comply fully with these 
requirements.  

E. The Geology Of The Project Site Is Suitable For The Project. 

The Coalition "calls into question the judgment" of the Advisory Agency in approving the Project 
because the project site is located in a liquefaction zone.  In support, it references statements in 
two documents prepared by the Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety (the 
"Grading Division") that preceded its approval of the detailed Geotechnical Engineering Report 
that GeoSoils Consultants, Inc. ("GeoSoils") prepared for the Project (as supplemented, the 
"Geotechnical Report").  In response to questions from the Grading Division, GeoSoils 
conducted additional testing (which required a number of additional borings on the project site) 
to assess further the liquefaction potential on the project site.  In its final supplemental response 
to the Grading Division dated March 3, 2020 (the "March 3 Supplement"), which the Coalition 
does not mention, GeoSoils summarizes the results of a meeting with the Grading Division on 
February 27, 2020, in which grading officials advised that the Geotechnical Report provided 
sufficient analysis to conclude that the Project is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint.  As is 
typical for a large, multi-phase project, the GeoSoils stated that a supplemental geotechnical 
analysis should be prepared for each project phase as the technical construction plans for each 
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phase are prepared.  As GeoSoils noted, it is anticipated that, with respect to some or all project 
phases, mat or pile foundation will be required to accommodate seismically induced settlement 
(which is a liquefaction issue). 

In a Soils Report Approval Letter dated March 10, 2020, the Grading Division approved the 
Geotechnical Report, including the March 3 Supplement, with respect to the requested 
discretionary approvals for the Project, stating that "a design-level geotechnical investigation is 
required [for each project phase] when final plans are available." 

To put the Coalition's concern in context, the project site is not unusual with regard to 
liquefaction potential.  The entirety of Warner Center is in a liquefaction hazard zone.  WC2035 
Draft EIR, p. 4.5-8-9.  This obviously has not prevented significant development there, including 
high-rise buildings.  At the time the Applicant moves forward with a project phase, the 
construction plans will have to comply with all applicable code requirements to ensure that the 
project buildings will not settle due to liquefaction, and the satisfaction of those requirements for 
each phase will be supported by a supplemental geotechnical report.  The details of mitigation 
measures may be left to later design or engineering work if mitigation that can meet a specified 
performance standard is known to be available.  Oakland Heritage Alliance v City of Oakland, 
195 Cal. App. 4th 884 (2011) (design of structure in conformance with seismic design codes 
coupled with review by engineers and building officials was sufficient to ensure mitigation of 
seismic impacts). 

F. The Project Provides A Variety Of Housing Types, Consistent With The Housing 
Element.  

The Coalition argues that the Project does not provide a variety of housing types because the 
Applicant fails to offer affordable housing, and asserts that, based on an alleged mismatch 
between wages and rents, the Project's housing units would be economically infeasible for 
Valley residents and workers.  The Coalition also mistakenly claims, more than once, that the 
Project offers only market-rate and luxury units, which is not the case and is not stated 
anywhere in the Project application or the Determinations.   

The Project includes a variety of rental and for-sale housing units that comprise the 1,009 total 
residential units, including 788 apartment units, 53 work-live apartment units, 153 condominium 
units, and 15 work-live condominium units.  The unit mix is consistent with Objective 1.1 of the 
General Plan Housing Element to "[p]roduce an adequate supply of rental and ownership 
housing in order to meet current and projected needs."  General Plan Housing Element, p. 6-6.  

The Project's apartment and condominium units range in size and type, thereby providing 
several options for prospective residents with diverse household sizes and incomes, including 
families with children.  The apartment units include approximately 126 studios (averaging 
approximately 530 square feet in size), 442 one-bedrooms (ranging from approximately 650 to 
800 square feet), 206 two-bedrooms (ranging from approximately 1,100 to 1,300 square feet) 
and 14 three-bedrooms (averaging approximately 1,500 square feet), while the work-live 
apartment units include six one-bedrooms (averaging approximately 1,450 square feet), 43 two-
bedrooms (ranging from approximately 1,500 to 2,600 square feet), and 4 three-bedrooms 
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(ranging from approximately 1,915 to 2,095 square feet).  The condominium units include 
approximately 35 one-bedrooms (averaging approximately 830 square feet), 84 two-bedrooms 
(averaging approximately 1,200 square feet), and 34 three-bedrooms (ranging from 
approximately 1,570 to 1,760 square feet), while the work-live condominium units include 14 
two-bedrooms (ranging from approximately 1,700 to 2,100 square feet), and one three-bedroom 
(approximately 2,500 to 3,100 square feet).  With a wide variety of different unit types, varying in 
the number of bedrooms and unit size, the Project does in fact provide a broad range of housing 
options for potential residents, with corresponding price level options for both rental and 
ownership opportunities.  

It is also noted that the WC2035 Plan does not establish, or even make mention of, affordability 
level requirements that would apply to the Project, so the provision of affordable housing is not a 
legal requirement.  The only section of the WC2035 Plan that discusses potential affordable 
housing for development projects is Section 5.3.5, which provides that affordable housing is one 
of the public benefits that could be included in a development agreement between an applicant 
and the City, in exchange for which the applicant would vest its development rights sooner than 
would otherwise be the case.  However, the Applicant is not seeking a development agreement 
with respect to the Project.   

G. The Project Complies With The WC2035 Plan Tree Removal Requirements.  

The Coalition would like hundreds of the 569 existing onsite trees to be preserved (i.e., boxed 
and moved to different locations on the project site or sold to local tree brokers).  However, 
neither the WC2035 Plan nor the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") requires the relocation 
of onsite trees.  Rather, MM BIO-2, which is incorporated as an environmental mitigation 
measure in the Determinations, mandates that removed trees that are greater than 4 inches in 
diameter at breast height must be replaced at a 2:1 ratio.  None of the existing onsite trees are 
protected trees. 

The Project complies with MM WC-BIO-2.  The 542 onsite trees that are greater than 4 inches 
in diameter at breast height, will be replaced with 1,084 new onsite trees.  Furthermore, 
relocating existing trees is generally infeasible, involving substantial cost with a low survival rate 
for the replanted trees. 

H. The Project Complies With The Open Space Requirements In The WC2035 Plan.  

The Coalition opposes Condition 27 in the VTT Determination and Condition 16 in the DIR 
Determination, which requires the payment of in-lieu park fees, but not the dedication of land for 
park space, to satisfy the requirements in Section 12.33 (Park Fees and Land Dedication) of the 
LAMC.   

The Applicant has also taken issue with these conditions in their appeal, but for a different 
reason.  As relevant here, they should be amended to allow the payment of park fees and/or 
the dedication of land for park purposes.  As the Applicant has pointed out, Section 12.33 allows 
any combination of park fees and dedication.  Moreover, MM PS-21, which is included in the 
WC2035 Plan and has been included in both Determinations as an environmental mitigation 
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measure, expressly allows park fees and/or dedication of parkland, as well as providing onsite 
improvements equivalent in value to park fees.  Conditions 27 and 16 should be revised to 
reflect this (and incorporate the other revisions the Applicant has requested). 

For these reasons, as a matter of law, Conditions 27 and 16 cannot be amended to limit 
compliance with Section 12.33 and MM PS-21 to the dedication of land.  In any event, the 
justifications offered by the Coalition to solely require dedication of land are highly 
unpersuasive.  For example, the Coalition claims that project occupants would have a negative 
impact on the few, small local parks in the area because the Project lacks park space.  To the 
contrary, as discussed on page A-43 of the Tiered IS/MND and shown in the project plans, the 
Project will include generous amounts of Publicly Accessible Open Space ("PAOS") and excess 
open space areas, that will include, but is not limited to, landscape and hardscape features, 
focal points and seating that satisfy the PAOS requirements in the WC2035 Plan.  The PAOS 
includes approximately 121,683 square feet (or approximately 2.79 acres) of space, which is 
approximately 11.66% of the net lot area and exceeds the 117,259 square feet (or 
approximately 2.69 acres) of minimum PAOS required under Section 6.2.2 of the WC2035 Plan.  
In addition, the Project includes approximately 109,762 square feet (or approximately 2.52 
acres) of excess open space that will also be accessible to the public.  The PAOS and excess 
open space areas total approximately 231,445 square feet (or approximately 5.31 acres) of area 
accessible to the public, which equates to approximately 22% of the net lot area.  

In addition to the generous amount of PAOS and additional open space provided, the Project 
also includes improvements for these public spaces.  Key features envisioned for the 5.31 acres 
of combined PAOS and excess open space areas include, but are not limited to:  (1) an 
approximately 6,750-square-foot children's play area (between Buildings 2 and 3, adjacent to 
and north of the Town Center public plaza); (2) a Zen garden (west of Building 9); (3) a 
designated gathering space, that features a grand lawn with tables, chairs and umbrellas, to 
function as a flexible outdoor use area that may also be used for events (between Buildings 6, 8 
and 9); (4) pet relief stations (approximately six) scattered throughout the open space area, 
which will include waste disposal bags, trash cans, water and dog friendly vegetation; (5) public 
green space (incorporated between Buildings 5 and 6); (6) public green space in the Town 
Center public plaza (between Buildings 2 and 3); (7) public art features, such as an art/sculpture 
garden/walk throughout the areas; and (8) other amenities sprinkled throughout the areas, such 
as chess tables, backgammon tables, outdoor office/meeting spaces, tables, chairs, umbrellas, 
picnic tables, seat walls, accent lighting, shade structures and lounge seating.  

The Project also includes substantially more private open space areas for project residents than 
required, with approximately 170,314 square feet of combined private open space areas within 
the residential buildings, as compared to the 114,800 square feet required under LAMC Section 
12.21.G (in other words, 48% more than required).  The provision of this additional private open 
space further reduces the demand on offsite park and recreational facilities.  In addition to 
private courtyards, fitness areas, lounges/retreats and other indoor and outdoor amenities, the 
Project's private open space program includes an approximately 5,600-square-foot dog park 
(between Buildings 2 and 3), an approximately 1,000-square-foot dog park (on the rooftop of 
Building 1), an approximately 2,600-square-foot rooftop children's play area (in Building 1), and 
an approximately 1,050-square-foot children's play area (on the podium level of Building 5).   
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I. The Project's Wastewater Demand Was Adequately Analyzed In The Tiered 
IS/MND. 

The Coalition raises issues regarding wastewater-related conditions of approval.  In the DIR 
Appeal, the Coalition states that it is concerned with Condition 10.n in the DIR Determination 
because it believes that sewer capacity for the Project should be determined earlier in the 
process.  In the VTT Appeal, the Coalition states that Condition 28 in the VTT Determination 
needs to be revised to reflect comments in a February 3, 2020 (the comment appears to 
mistakenly reference the year "2002") email in which the Bureau of Sanitation ("BOS") provided 
comments regarding the VTTM.  

These claims are not well-taken.  First, with respect to Condition 10.n in the DIR Determination, 
as provided in the Tiered IS/MND, the Applicant has already coordinated with BOS to review 
and approve the Project’s wastewater flows to ensure adequate sewer capacity.1  BOS 
approved a Sewer Capacity Availability Request ("SCAR"), dated March 12, 2018, for 546,470 
gallons per day (gpd) of total wastewater flow for the Project.  Based on the SCAR, the BOS 
determined that there is sewer capacity available to handle the anticipated discharge from the 
Project.  Tiered IS/MND, Appendix M, p. 6. 

In addition, consistent with MM WC-U-1, the Wastewater/Water Supply Report prepared for the 
Project indicated that the Project will likely include onsite and offsite improvements to ensure 
that impacts related to wastewater conveyance capacity are addressed, including multiple 8-
inch sewer laterals to connect to main lines in Burbank Boulevard, De Soto Avenue, and a new 
12-inch sewer main in Warner Center Lane.  Wastewater/Water Supply Report, p. 5. 

Regarding Condition 28 in the VTT Determination, although the Coalition does not provide a 
copy of the February 3, 2020 email from BOS, it appears that the Coalition is concerned that the 
email was not accurately incorporated in Condition 28.  To confirm, the Advisory Agency 
received and incorporated the BOS comments that appear in the BOS June 8, 2017 Inter-
Departmental Correspondence to the Advisory Agency.  There were no other BOS comments 
transmitted to the Advisory Agency prior to the CPC's approval of the VTTM. 

J. The Project Complies With The Parking Requirements In The WC2035 Plan. 

In its DIR Appeal, the Coalition argues the Project does not provide enough vehicular parking 
spaces because the occupancy assumptions in which the City relied upon to establish the 
WC2035 Plan parking ratios are now outdated.  This comment does not allege a violation of the 
WC2035 Plan or other legal requirement.  Rather, the Coalition would like the City to revise the 
parking requirements in the WC2035 Plan.   

 
1  As noted in the Applicant's appeal of the DIR Determination, the Applicant is requesting the 

deletion of Condition 10.n in the DIR Determination because the condition has already been 
satisfied through issuance of the Sewer Availability letter for the Project, in response to the 
Sewer Capacity Availability Request.  
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For the record, though, the Project complies with the current parking requirements in the 
WC2035 Plan, which sets forth both minimum and maximum automobile parking requirements 
consistent with the WC2035 Plan's vision to create a pedestrian- and transit-oriented regional 
center.  In particular as it relates to the Coalitions' comment, the Project includes parking well 
above the minimum number of residential and non-residential parking spaces required under 
Section 6.2.3 of the WC2035 Plan.  Section 6.2.3 requires a minimum of 2,505 parking spaces 
and a maximum of 6,923 parking spaces for the Project.  The Project includes 5,548 parking 
spaces in total, which is well within the prescribed range. 

K. The Project Towers Are Consistent With The WC2035 Plan. 

The Coalition opposes the 24-story tower (Building 4) and the three 15-story towers (Buildings 
7, 8, and 9), and instead would like these areas to be dedicated as open park space.  The 
Coalition does not assert a legal violation, but rather states its preference for a different use for 
a substantial portion of the project site.   

Nonetheless, we note that the proposed towers are consistent with the WC2035 Plan.  Pursuant 
to Section 6.E in the Urban Design Guidelines (attached as Appendix F to the WC2035 Plan), 
"[t]owers are encouraged in Warner Center."  In addition, the Commerce District does not 
impose a height limitation on development, thereby encouraging the development of high-rise 
buildings that allow more vertical development.  This welcomed densification provides greater 
opportunities for public open space at the ground level.  Indeed, as explained above in response 
to the Coalition's comment about park land, the Project provides an excess of public open 
space and PAOS that is accessible to the public.  Furthermore, the Commerce District is 
intended to be the most “jobs-rich” district within the Warner Center area.  WC2035 Plan 
§6.1.2.2.  Accordingly, the office towers are consistent with the WC2035 Plan.  

L. The Project Complies With The Mobility Fee Credit Regulations In The WC2035 
Plan.  

The Coalition contests Condition 27 in the DIR Determination because it provides, consistent 
with Section 7.3.2.1 of the WC2035 Plan, that the Applicant is entitled to a credit against the 
Mobility Fee payable for the Project with respect to the uses that existed on the project site on 
January 1, 2008.  Section 7.3.2.1 provides:  

"Existing Use Credit.  Credit against the Mobility Fee of a Project shall be given 
based on such Project's land use, size, and occupancy on January 1, 2008, or 
subsequently permitted and occupied use, based on floor area (as defined in 
LAMC Section 12.03), as determined by the Department of Building and Safety, 
using the Mobility Fee Table set forth in Appendix D of this Plan."   

Contrary to the Coalition's statement, the Director did not "approve" a Mobility Fee credit for the 
Project.  Rather, Condition 27 simply restates what the WC2035 already reasonably allows – an 
offset against the Mobility Fee for preexisting traffic generated on a project site.  The Applicant 
will be entitled to that credit as it redevelops the project site on a phased basis.    
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The Coalition frames its concern as noncompliance with CEQA.  As is already evident, however, 
the Coalition's concern is with a provision in the WC2035 Plan and is unrelated to CEQA. 
Nonetheless, the Coalition muddies the waters by focusing on the definition of "project" in the 
CEQA Guidelines, which has no bearing on this issue.  The Department of City Planning, the 
Department of Building and Safety and the Department of Transportation have always and 
properly interpreted Section 7.3.2.1 to calculate a Mobility Fee credit based on the existing land 
use, size, and occupancy of the project site on January 1, 2008.   

M. The Applicant Voluntarily Conducted Community Outreach Over Three Years.  

The Coalition claims that very little community outreach was conducted for the Project and 
suggests that the full board of the WHWCNC and wider Woodland Hills community had no 
opportunity to comment on the Project.  It wrongly states that the Applicant participated in only 
two meetings of the WHWCNC's Planning Land Use and Mobility ("PLUM") Committee that 
were not widely advertised.  In truth, for over three years, the Applicant has voluntarily reached 
out to the WHWCNC, several other stakeholder groups and neighboring property owners. 

The Applicant initially made a courtesy presentation to the PLUM Committee on February 2, 
2017, nearly three months prior to the filing of the planning application for the Project.  A second 
presentation was made at a Joint Special Meeting of the WHWCNC Board and PLUM 
Committee on March 29, 2018.  Notice for this Joint Special Meeting was provided to residential 
neighbors to the east of the project site, including the townhome association.  Two subsequent 
presentations were made to the PLUM Committee on November 1, 2018 and December 6, 
2018, with a fifth and final presentation on March 7, 2019, following which the PLUM Committee 
voted to support the Project and recommended approval with conditions to the full WHWCNC 
Board.  The Applicant considered all public comments it received during these meetings and 
revised the project design in response to community feedback, including the addition of 
community amenities such as more open space, children's play areas, a community 
space/room, public art walks/sculptures and dog relief stations. 

All five of the PLUM Committee meetings were properly noticed to the public, with meeting 
agendas posted on WHWCNC's website at least 72 hours in advance of each meeting, and the 
meetings were open and accessible to the public.  In addition, the WHWCNC website clearly 
advertises that the PLUM Committee regularly meets on the first and third Thursdays of every 
month, so the public is well aware of the frequency of such meetings. 

The Coalition complains that the full WHWCNC Board did not have an opportunity to weigh in 
on the Project.  To the contrary, the Joint Special Meeting on March 29, 2018 referenced above 
included both the WHWCNC Board and PLUM Committee.  A further presentation to the full 
Board was then scheduled for March 13, 2019, but the Board President had to table the item 
just prior to the meeting due to an alleged Brown Act violation raised by Dr. Thornburg, the 
Coalition's representative.  The Board President referred the issue to the Department of 
Neighborhood Empowerment for review, and the Board did not take final action on the Project.   

We note that the PLUM Committee is comprised of neighborhood residents and stakeholders, 
charged with representing the current and future stakeholders in the area, including residents, 
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businesses, employees, and the City as a whole.  In addition, the Applicant attended several  
meetings with other groups and stakeholders in a good-faith effort to inform the community of 
the Project and get feedback.  Presentations were made to the Woodland Hills Homeowners 
Organization (which was noticed to its community and membership by email and through its 
monthly newsletter), the West Valley Warner Center Chamber of Commerce, the Warner Center 
Association, the Valley Industry Commerce Association and the Valley Cultural Center.  The 
Applicant also reached out to, and held individual meetings concerning the Project with, 
adjoining property owners that included LNR and Kaiser Permanente.  As a result of this 
outreach and transparency, the Project has received overwhelming support from area residents 
and stakeholders, as demonstrated by the constituents who provided public testimony at the 
Deputy Advisory Agency public hearing held on February 11, 2020.  

II. RESPONSE TO THE CARPENTERS APPEALS. 

Most of the issues raised in the Carpenters VTT Appeal are substantively the same as issues 
raised in, or are repeated verbatim in, the Carpenters DIR Appeal.  Therefore, for efficiency, we 
provide a single response to address duplicative arguments.  To the extent an argument is only 
raised in one of the Carpenters Appeals, we make that distinction in the relevant responses. 

A. The Project Is Consistent With The WC2035 Plan. 

The Carpenters claim that the Project is inconsistent with the WC2035 Plan for the following 
reasons: (1) the Project does not comply with the Cultural Amenities Trust Fund requirements in 
the WC2035 Plan; (2) the Project does not comply with alleged changes to the WC2035 Plan, 
including measures to implement labor standards, local hire, prevailing wage, mobility fee and 
affordable housing requirements; and (3) the Project does not comply with the WC2035 Plan's 
modification procedures.  These claims lack merit and are based on a series of legal and factual 
misstatements, as discussed below. 

1. The Cultural Amenities Trust Fund. 

In its VTT Appeal, the Carpenters claim that the conditions of approval in the VTT Determination 
only reference the requirement to pay into the Warner Center Cultural Amenities Trust Fund, but 
fail to require the Project to pay into that fund.  While the Carpenters do not cite the specific 
condition at issue, it apparently refers to Condition 35 in the VTT Determination, which merely 
requires that a copy of the Case No. DIR-2017-1708-SPP be submitted to the Advisory Agency 
prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map.  Contrary to its 
claim, Condition 35 is not the operative condition requiring the payment of the Warner Center 
Cultural Amenities Development Fee (the "Cultural Fee").  Instead, we direct the Carpenters to 
Condition 29 in the DIR Determination, which requires that the payment of the Cultural Fee and 
stipulates how the fee shall be collected from the Applicant for deposit into the Warner Center 
Cultural Amenities Trust Fund.  We also note that it was unnecessary for the Director to include 
a requirement to pay the Cultural Fee in Condition 29 because payment of the Cultural Fee 
and/or the provision of onsite is already required pursuant to Section 9 of the WC2035 Plan. 
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 2. Alleged Changes to the WC2035 Plan. 

The Carpenters contend that the City recently approved changes to the WC2035 Plan that 
allegedly apply to the Project, including measures implementing labor standards, local hire, 
prevailing wage, mobility fee, and affordable housing requirements.  They assert that the City 
failed to require the Project to comply with those alleged changes, citing to Council Files 
13-0197-S4, 13-0197-S9 and 13-0197-S6.  No other explanation or detail is provided to support 
its allegations.   

Based on our review of the referenced Council Files, it is clear that Carpenters' accusations are 
highly misleading and inaccurate.  Council File 13-0197-S4 relates to the City's recent adoption 
of the Warner Center Mobility Fee Clarification Study/Warner Center 2035 Plan Mobility Fee 
(i.e., the First Amendment to the WC2035 Plan), which the City Council adopted in Ordinance 
No. 186,498 (the "First Amendment") and became effective on March 10, 2020.  The First 
Amendment amended the WC2035 Plan to clarify how Mobility Fees and in-lieu credits for 
transportation MMs are calculated and applied to projects within the WC2035 Plan area.  
Contrary to the Carpenters' claim, the Project will fully comply with the Mobility Fee 
requirements in the WC2035 Plan, as amended, and the Carpenters present no evidence to the 
contrary.2   

Next, Council File 13-0197-S9 concerns the City's consideration of a potential amendment to 
the WC2035 Plan that would add an affordable housing requirement.  However, no such 
amendment has been proposed to date.  Therefore, the Carpenter's claim that this Council File 
reflects an "approved" change in the WC2035 Plan is untrue.  

 
2  However, as noted in the Applicants' appeal of the DIR Determination, Condition 27 is 

inconsistent with the WC2035 Plan in two important respects that requires modification.  
First, Condition 27 states that the Applicant is required to pay the Mobility Fee "in effect at 
building permit issuance."  However, Section 7.3.1 of the WC2035 Plan, as amended in the 
First Amendment, states otherwise.  It provides that 

   
"projects, including phased projects, for which an application for discretionary 
approval has been submitted to the Department of City Planning and deemed 
complete prior to the effective date of [the First Amendment] shall be subject to the 
annually adjusted fee rates and credits . . . in effect at the time the application 
was deemed complete, for a maximum period of seven years following the 
effective date of [the First Amendment], after which the project shall be 
subject to the most current fee and credit rates" (emphasis added). 
 

Condition 27 should be revised to track Section 7.3.1.  Second, Condition 27, literally 
read, requires the payment of the Mobility Fees for the entire Project as a condition to 
the issuance of a building permit for the first project phase.  Like so many other 
conditions in the Determinations, Condition 27 should be revised to require compliance 
on a phase-by-phase basis. 
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Finally, Council File 13-0197-S6 relates to the City's transportation priorities and funding 
strategies for the WC2035 Transportation Improvement Plan, which was approved by City 
Council in August 2017.  In accordance with this approval, the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation, Bureau of Engineering, and Department of City Planning began work on the 
planning and design for transportation MMs listed in the WC2035 Plan (e.g., WC-TRS1 and 
WC-TR-1 through WC-TR-94), but apparently have not completed that work yet.  Contrary to 
the Carpenter's claim, this Council File does not involve "approved" changes to the WC2035 
Plan.  Moreover, none of the identified transportation MMs in the WC2035 Plan are required 
with respect to the Project. 

 3. The WC2035 Plan's Modification Procedures. 

The Carpenters misinterpret Section 5.3.3.2.2 of the WC2035 Plan (Modifications to An 
Approved or Conditionally Approved Multiple-Phase Project).  As indicated in its heading, the 
modification procedure in Section 5.3.3.2.2 applies to requested changes to a phase of 
development that are not substantially compliant with approved plans.  In this case, the City has 
not yet granted final approval of Project Permit Compliance.  Therefore, Section 5.3.3.2.2 does 
not apply here. 

In any event, the revisions to the Project occurred prior to the completion and publication of the 
Tiered IS/MND, so the Tiered IS/MND properly analyzed the Project in its final form.  It is also 
important to note that almost all of the revisions were made in response to input from the 
community and the planning staff during the outreach process.  These revisions to the Project 
were not only appropriate, but reflect that the Applicant carefully considered and was responsive 
to public and planning feedback. 

The Carpenters nonetheless assert that "[h]owever, there is no information in the IS/MND that 
adequately describes what revisions were made to the original Project to allow it to tier off of the 
[Final] EIR."  This claim conflates disparate legal issues.  The fact that the project design was 
modified prior to the completion of the Tiered IS/MND has no bearing on whether tiering is 
"allowed."  Rather, whatever the final project design, tiering is permitted for environmental topics 
that were adequately addressed in the Final EIR.   

B. The City Adopted Adequate Findings In Compliance With LAMC Section 11.5.7.C.  

In its DIR Appeal, the Carpenters argue that the Director's finding under LAMC Section 
11.5.7(C)(2)(a) – that the Project is consistent with the WC2035 Plan – is unsupported by 
substantial evidence.  They rely on the same inconsistency claims addressed above.  However, 
as demonstrated above, those inconsistency claims are meritless and based on misstatements 
of law and fact.   

Furthermore, contrary to the Carpenter's claim of a lack of substantial evidence to support the   
Director's determination that the Project substantially complies with applicable requirements in 
the WC2035 Plan, the DIR Determination includes almost 22 pages of findings with respect to 
that determination, detailing section by section how the Project substantially complies with the 
WC2035 Plan.   
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C. CEQA Tiering Is Permitted For The Project.  

The Carpenters offer brief, unsubstantiated claims that the Tiered IS/MND is unlawful.  The 
principal argument is that tiering is inappropriate because the Project is not consistent with the 
WC2035 Plan, and that such consistency is required under CEQA.  Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21094, CEQA Guidelines § 15152(d).  However, as previously discussed, the Carpenter's 
claims of inconsistency have no basis in law or fact. 

The Carpenters also contend that a site-specific EIR is required for the Project because it is a 
large project.  That fundamentally misstates the law.  Under CEQA's tiering principles, where a 
project, large or small, is consistent with planning document or policy for which a first-tier EIR 
has been prepared, and the second-tier CEQA document (here, the Tiered IS/MND) determines 
that a specific development project has no significant impacts that were not adequately 
addressed in the first-tier EIR, then an EIR is not required for the development project.  The 
precise purpose of tiering is to allow reliance on a first-tier EIR and minimize the additional 
environmental analysis required for later activities within the scope of the plan/policy.  The 
Tiered IS/MND was prepared and adopted in accordance with those tiering principles.   

D. The DIR Determination Mistakenly Cites Section 65457 of the California Public 
Resources Code. 

Finally, the Carpenters note that the VTT Determination "mistakenly cites" to Section 65457 of 
the California Government Code and Section 21155.4 of the California Public Resources Code.  
We do not see any citations to these statutes in the VTT Determination, so this comment 
appears to be mistaken.  The Carpenters also note that the DIR Determination "mistakenly 
cites" to Section 65457 of the California Public Resources Code.  We concur, and this 
erroneous and inadvertent reference should be corrected.   

For all of the reasons discussed above, we respectfully request that the CPC deny the Appeals 
and approve the Project. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Jack H. Rubens 
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:4816-5521-7339.6 
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August 21, 2018 
 
Mr. Tim Fargo 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd, Room 430 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
 
Subject: DIR-2017-1708-SPP, VTT-74891, ENV-2017-1706-EAF – De Soto Burbank Master Plan 
Project - SUPPORT 
 
Dear Mr. Tim Fargo, 
 
The Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA) strongly supports the De Soto Burbank Master 
Plan Project, which would create a master planned community including housing, office, retail, 
restaurants and hotels in the Commerce District of the Warner Center. 
 
The proposed project furthers the goals of the Warner Center 2035 Plan, contributing to the creation of 
a “downtown” for the San Fernando Valley. With both commercial and residential density, this project 
creates a mixed-use community, scaled for pedestrian comfort and designed for pedestrian 
permeability. This project will generate both short-term construction jobs as well as long-term positions. 
 
The high quality commercial and office spaces will attract office, retail, and restaurant tenants to the 
San Fernando Valley. The site is well served by public transit and will be connected to the Orange Line 
by the new Warner Center Shuttle, which will use the project site as a turnaround, and, as presently 
configured, will offer two stops on site. Easy access to public transit will encourage residents and 
employees to utilize transit, furthering the vision of the Warner Center 2035 Plan for Warner Center as 
a home for transit-oriented development.   
 
We respectfully ask for your support and approval of this project. 
 
Sincerely,  

  
Lisa Gritzner Stuart Waldman 

VICA Chair             VICA President 
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September	13,	2018	

	
	

Mr.	Tim	Fargo	
Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	
6262	Van	Nuys	Boulevard,	Suite	430	
Van	Nuys,	CA	91401	
	
	 Re:	 De	Soto/Burbank	Master	Plan	Project		

Case	Nos.:	DIR-	2017-1708-SPP	/	VTT-74891		
Project	Address:		21031	Warner	Center	Lane	

	
Dear	Mr.	Fargo:	
	
	 On	behalf	of	the	Warner	Center	Association	(WCA)	Board	of	Directors,	
representing	many	of	the	largest	landowners	and	employers	in	the	Warner	Center	
community,	we	are	writing	in	support	of	the	proposed	De	Soto/Burbank	Master	
Plan	Project.		The	proposed	Project	will	transform	the	existing	underutilized	
business	park	into	a	vibrant	mixed-use	community	as	envisioned	by	the	Warner	
Center	2035	Plan.	
	
	 As	you	may	know,	the	WCA	works	to	preserve	and	enhance	Warner	Center	
for	its	businesses,	residents,	property	owners	and	their	customers,	tenants	and	
guests.		Steadily	growing	into	its	role	as	a	Regional	Center	since	first	designated	as	
such	in	the	1970’s,	Warner	Center	has	become	a	multi-dimensional	community	that	
includes	robust	and	growing	residential	neighborhoods,	office	towers,	hybrid-
industrial	sites	featuring	corporate	headquarters	and	expansive	shopping	and	
entertainment	options.		The	proposed	De	Soto/Burbank	Master	Plan	Project	will	
further	enhance	each	of	these	important	community	components.	
	

The	proposed	Project	is	designed	to	comply	with	the	Warner	Center	2035	
Plan,	fulfilling	the	Plan’s	vision	to	create	an	"urban	center	where	people	can	live,	
work	and	play."		The	intent	of	the	Warner	Center	2035	Plan	is	to	concentrate	a	mix	
of	uses	that	are	within	walking	distance	to	one	another	in	order	to	promote	
pedestrian	rather	than	automobile	activity.		Encompassing	approximately	1,140,746	
square	feet	of	office	space,	59,412	square	feet	of	ground	floor	restaurant	and/or	
retail	space,	a	228-room	hotel,	and	over	1,000	units	of	housing	across	the	
pedestrian-oriented	24-acre	site,	the	Project	accomplishes	all	of	the	Plan’s	goals.		
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This	Project	will	bring	much-needed	housing	in	a	range	of	unit	sizes	and	types	as	
well	as	thousands	of	temporary	and	permanent	jobs	to	Warner	Center.	

	
Additionally,	the	Project	as	designed	will	be	an	asset	to	the	community.		

Providing	over	22%	of	the	lot	area	(far	in	excess	of	the	7.5%	required)	as	Publically-
Accessible	Open	Space,	the	Project	would	invite	the	community	into	the	property	
through	a	network	of	pedestrian-scaled	open	spaces	for	passive	and	active	
recreational	use,	providing	ease	of	movement	within	and	through	the	proposed	
Project.		
	

The	WCA	is	proud	to	support	the	De	Soto/Burbank	Master	Plan	Project.		
Should	you	have	any	questions	or	need	to	reach	me,	please	feel	free	to	contact	me	at	
(949)	873-2929.			

	
	

Very	Truly	Yours,	

	

	
David	Allison	

Chairman	of	the	Board	
WARNER	CENTER	ASSOCIATION	

	
	
cc:		 Mr.	Andrew	Pennington,	Council	District	3	
	





	
October	2,	2018	

	
Mr.	Tim	Fargo	
Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	
6262	Van	Nuys	Boulevard,	Suite	430	
Van	Nuys,	CA	91401	
	
	
Re:	DIR-	2017-1708-SPP-	DeSoto	Burbank	Master	Planned	Project	
	
	
Dear	Mr.	Fargo,	
	

I	am	a	resident	of	the	Warner	Center	for	the	past	10	years	–	living	with	my	
spouse	and	two	children	across	from	the	Warner	park,	and	working	at	the	Kaiser	
Permanente	Hospital	across	the	Burbank	street	from	this	proposed	development.	
This	letter	is	to	express	my	supportof	the	DeSoto	Burbank	Master	Planned	Project.	
Our	family	believes	that	the	proposed	Project	will	be	a	beneficial	addition	to	
Woodland	Hills	as	envisioned	by	the	Warner	Center	2035	Specific	Plan.		We	are	
looking	forward	to	having	multiple	dining	options	in	this	development,	as	currently	
my	choice	is	limited	to	the	hospital	cafeteria	in	the	basement	level.		The	space	
around	this	project	will	also	allow	for	the	walkable	space,	which	will	be	welcomed	
by	multiple	employees	in	the	area.	The	planned	additional	services	on	the	first	two	
floors	of	the	development	will	increase	our	convenience,	decrease	our	driving	and	
be	a	welcomed	improvement	towards	a	city-like	lifestyle.	

	
Please	feel	free	reach	out	to	me.		

	
Sincerely,	

	
	
Alexander	Rakul	
626	676	9066	
A_rakul@msn.com	
21900	Marylee	blvd,	#242	
Woodland	Hills,	CA	91367	
	
	
	
	
	
	
CC:	Councilman	Bob	Blumenfield	



 
________________________________________________________________ 

SERVING WARNER CENTER SINCE 1982 
 

21600 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 630 • WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367 
(818) 716-2689 • FAX (818) 593-6184 • warnercenterassociation@gmail.com 

 
February 6, 2020 

 
 

Mr. Tim Fargo  
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 430 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
  
 Re: DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan Project 
  Case Nos.: VTT-74891/DIR-2017-1708-SPP/ 
  Project Address: 21031 Warner Center Lane 
 
Dear Mr. Fargo: 
 

On behalf of the Warner Center Association, an association of businesses and property 
owners within Warner Center, I am writing to express our support for the DeSoto/Burbank 
Master Plan - Multiple Phase Project. The WC 2035 Plan envisions Warner Center as a mixed-
use regional center with world class amenities, a thriving residential community, and an 
expanding business community. The WC 2035 Plan was crafted over 8 years and through 
hundreds of community meetings, with the greater Woodland Hills - Warner Center community 
deciding that Warner Center would rise to become a true regional center, absorb needed 
residential density, and transform into an urban, mixed-use community with regional amenities.  
 

In furtherance of the vision of Warner Center as a thriving mixed-use regional center, the 
WC 2035 Plan set forth a straightforward and clear path to planning entitlements for Projects 
designed in compliance with the Plan’s myriad of requirements. The DeSoto/Burbank Master 
Plan – Multi Phase Project complies with the applicable provisions of the WC 2035 Plan thereby 
furthering Warner Center as a regional center through the provision of diverse housing types 
including rental and ownership opportunities, quality office space, hotel use, community space as 
well as street level retail and restaurant space.  
 

The proposed Project complies with the Warner Center 2035 Plan, furthering the creation 
of an Urban Center where residents can live, work, and play, with a concentrated mix of uses that 
are within walking distance of each other. The DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan – Multi Phase 
Project includes over 1,000 units of both condo and apartment housing, over 1.1 million square 
feet of Class A office space, approximately 59,000 square feet of active ground floor 
restaurant/retail space, and a mid-size hotel across the pedestrian-oriented 24-acre site. 
Additionally, the Project will provide over 22% of its site area, exceeding the 7.5% of area 
required, as Publicly Accessible Open Space. The Open Space will invite the community into the 
property through a network of pedestrian-scaled open spaces programmed for passive and active 
recreational use creating an ease of movement within and through the proposed Project.  
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The DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan – Multi Phase Project will be a significant asset to the 

community and to the region and is the embodiment of the Warner Center 2035 Plan.  On behalf 
of the Warner Center Association’s Board of Directors we respectfully request that the Advisory 
Agency and the Planning Director (for the Project Permit Compliance) not only approve the 
DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan – Multi Phase Project, but that you do so in a manner that will 
facilitate its implementation.  We expect nothing less from the City of Los Angeles for a Project 
that implements the city’s vision for the future. 
 

             Sincerely, 
        

                   
 
                                                                 David Allison 
                        Chairman of the Board 
            WARNER CENTER ASSOCIATION 
    

 



 
 
 

 

February 11, 2020 
 
 
Mr. Tim Fargo 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 430 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
 
 
Re: DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan Project 

Case Nos.: VTT-74891/DIR-2017-1708-SPP/ 
Project Address: 21031 Warner Center Lane 

 
 
Dear Mr. Fargo, 
 
Unibail-Rodamco-Westfield supports the DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan - Multiple Phase Project for its 
smart and balanced approach to development and looks forward to the project’s approval. 
 
The DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan – Multi Phase Project achieves the plan’s goal of creating a dynamic 
and robust regional center with much needed housing, restaurants, offices, retail and a new hotel. 
These investments will not only result in a more desirable place to live, work and play, but also create 
thousands of new jobs and attract large companies to the West Valley, providing for more economic 
growth in our city. 
 
The project’s addition of over 1,000 units of both condo and apartment housing, over 1.1 million square 
feet of office space, approximately 59,000-square-feet for restaurants and retail space and 20 percent of 
its lot area dedicated to publicly accessible open space will create a more pedestrian friendly 
neighborhood the Valley has long been lacking. Coupled with some other proposed development 
projects, the area will be transformed into a walkable, friendly downtown community. 
 
URW has been committed to investing in the area with our Westfield Topanga and The Village 
properties and our proposed plans to reinvigorate the outdated Promenade Mall site with our Westfield 
Promenade 2035 project. We’re gratified that Adler Realty Investments shares our commitment and is 
aligned in our desire to enhance the quality of life in the Warner Center.  
 
We respectfully ask for the city’s support and approval of the DeSoto/Burbank Master Plan – Multi 
Phase Project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Larry Green 
Executive Vice President Development 
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