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City Planning Commission
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street
City Hall, Room 272
Los Angeles, CA 91401

Re: CPC 2007-237-GPA-ZC-CU
Corporate Pointe at West Hills
8401 N . Fallbrook Avenue (the "Property")

Dear President Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission:

This office represents Multi-Employer Property Trust ("MEPT"), owner of the
Property that is the subject of the matter referenced above (the "Project"). After more than a year
of close work with the nearby neighboring property owners, MEPT is proud to present this
request for General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Conditional Use and Site Plan Review to
the City Planning Commission ("CPC"). We hereby submit the following in response to the City
Planning Department staff recommendation report.

Project Description:

The Project consists of a change of use and new construction of approximately
466,000 square-feet of building floor area. The Project involves a change of use of an existing
106,000 square-foot school (formerly DeVry University) to an office building, a new office
building consisting of approximately 250,000 square feet with a maximum height of 85 feet, a
new office building of approximately 110,000 square feet with a maximum height of 45 feet, and
a new parking structure to accommodate approximately 969 parking spaces with a total 5,705
parking stalls over the entire site. Total building floor area upon completion on the entire site
will be approximately 1,277,598 square feet on an approximately 80.80 acre site, including
466,000 square feet of the Project floor area, 340,194 square feet of existing building floor area
with no change proposed, and 471,404 square feet of existing building floor area in the existing
M1-1 zone portion at the northerly approximately 30 acres of the site, not included as a part of
this request.
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1. Street/Sidewalk Improvements Description Should be Clarified.

In the Project Analysis Section, at p. A-4, the description of Roscoe Boulevard is incomplete.
Staff reports:

"5. Street Classifications . The following streets and freeway
adjoin the subject property have the following General Plan Street
Designation:

"Roscoe Boulevard , fronting the subject property to the east, is
designated as a Major Highway - Class IL It is currently improved
to a variable width of 100 to 124 feet. It is partially improved with
curbs, sidewalks, and gutters."

Roscoe Boulevard is actually fully improved. Thus, the street classification and description
should be clarified:

Roscoe Boulevard fronts the property at the south and is dedicated
and improved to a uniform width of 100 feet. Across the full width
of the Property, more than a quarter mile in length, Roscoe is fully
improved with sidewalk, curb and gutter, including a 40 foot half
roadway and 10 foot sidewalk.

II. Recommendations from the Two Department Reports Received Should be Clarified
to Omit Public Improvements.

In the Project Analysis Section, at p. A-6, staff reports:

7. Departmental Reports Received . Two (2) departmental
reports have been received to the hearing officer at the time of the
preparation of this recommendation report: Bureau of Engineering
letter dated April 11, 2007; and Department of Transportation
letter dated July 10, 2008. Additionally, a letter was received from
Council District 12 and Council District 3 dated December 8, 2008
(see Exhibit F).

"a. Bureau of Engineering Letter Dated April 11, 2007. The City's
Engineering Bureau, in an Inter-Departmental letter dated April 11,
2007 (in file), has required the following for the project:

"Dedication on Roscoe Boulevard of a 2-foot wide strip of land
along the property frontage to complete a 52-foot half right-of-way
in accordance with Major Highway - Class II Standards, including
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a 20-foot radius property line return at the intersection with
Fallbrook Avenue.

"Improvements required for Roscoe Boulevard to construct
additional concrete sidewalk in the dedicated area to complete a
12-foot full width concrete sidewalk.

"Installation of tree wells with root barriers and plant street trees
satisfactory to the City Engineer and Urban Forestry Division of
the Bureau of Street Services."

LAW § 12.37 A. 3 provides that "[n]o additional improvement shall be required on such a lot
where complete roadway, curb , gutter and sidewalk improvements exist within the present
dedication contiguous thereto."

As noted above, Roscoe Boulevard is presently dedicated and improved to a uniform width of
100 feet. Roscoe Boulevard is fully improved with sidewalk, curb and gutter, including a 40 foot
half roadway and 10 foot sidewalk and is compliant with the City's Disabled Access
requirements along the entire frontage of the Property. Therefore, in accordance with LAMC
§ 12.37 A.3, no additional improvements are required.

Additionally, numerous telephone/power poles and street light standards line the sidewalk over
the entire frontage. The Property slopes upward away from the sidewalk along the entire
frontage. The combination of telephone/power poles, street light standards and the gradient
behind the sidewalk make increasing the width of the sidewalk impracticable. The sidewalk
would have to be completely re-engineered and retaining walls constructed along the entire
frontage.

The existing fully improved sidewalk area abuts a portion of the site included in a
comprehensive landscape plan intended to enhance the visual appearance of the Property around
its perimeter, consistent with the intent of the condition. While the increased width of the
sidewalk would have no immediate public benefit, requiring the complete re-engineering and
construction of the sidewalk and utilities would disrupt public services and conflict with the
perimeter landscaping proposed to be provided and maintained on the Property.
Notwithstanding the Code conflict with requiring further improvement along Roscoe Boulevard,
the exorbitant expense and physical limitations associated with a two-foot sidewalk improvement
in this case support waiving any further improvement.

MEPT proposes as an alternative to the 2-foot dedication recommended by the Bureau of
Engineering ("BOE") that the 2-foot wide strip of land instead be provided as a public easement
for landscaping, utilities and pedestrian use. This alternative provides the City with the

'Los Angeles Municipal Code
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necessary area to make any needed public improvements at an appropriate time in the future. In
the interim, MEPT will maintain ownership and control of the property to facilitate full
implementation its perimeter landscape plan.

111. Site Toxicity Conditions at the Property are Overstated.

The Staff Report at p. A-11 summarizes certain comments presented at the Hearing Officer's
public hearing under Toxic Clean-up and Safety. Staff reports that a large number of
comments both at the public hearing and in separate letters express concern for environmental
issues at the site. Specifically, the comments centered upon claimed historic site uses which
may have caused residual contamination and, allegedly, impacted surrounding uses.

Staff s response to those comments emphasizes that the site use history, including the original
development of this site as a Research and Scientific Center in 1958 and used by certain
aerospace companies, including Hughes Aircraft, Raytheon, Rocketdyne, and Prat Whitney.
MEPT has continuing concerns that neighbors have circulated and submitted incorrect
information about the site, including the area proposed to be redeveloped.

For example, in response to the voluminous correspondence from concerned neighbors over
toxicity issues, City Planning staff has arrived at the erroneous conclusion that previous site

operation used a "wide range of toxic substances including nuclear isotopes." The best
information known to date supports the fact that nuclear isotopes were not used at the Property
except for approximately one-half dozen engineering measuring devices, each of which
contained sealed source isotopes and one leak detector device which utilized krypton 85 gas.
This gas cannot be persistent in the environment today. All such engineering measuring devices
containing small amounts of sealed source isotopes were documented as being removed from the

Property by Hughes Aircraft Company ("Hughes") in the 1990's. All State permits and licenses
for such devices were closed at that time. These uncontroverted facts are documented and were
provided to the Regional Water Quality Control Board ("RWQCB") by Hughes in the document
entitled Supporting Documentation For the Radioactive Materials Investigation at Hughes
Aircraft Company - MSG-CP required by the RWQCB, May 1992.

Staffs statement that "[o ]ver 50 years of occupation of this site has led to its contamination with
a wide variety of toxins" is also unsupported and inaccurate . Contamination has been found to
exist in select areas , primarily at the northern end of the Property and separated from the
proposed area of development by approximately 1,000 feet or more . The contamination is
almost exclusively volatile organic compounds ("VOCs"), with the predominant VOC being
1,1,-dichloroethene ( 1,1,-dce). A limited area of soil and groundwater contained trace amounts
hexavalent chromium . Soil cleanup was completed in the 1990 's and groundwater contamination
is under active remediation under the oversight of the RWQCB.

Further, and perhaps more important to the discussion of the requested land use entitlements, the
City of Los Angeles has no jurisdiction over the ongoing toxic oversight at the Property. As staff
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correctly states when quoting Councilmembers Smith and Zine's December 8, 2008 letter ".. .
necessary actions to insure safety have been taken under the auspices of the DTSC [Department
of Toxic Substances Control] and the Regional Water Quality Control Board ...." Indeed,
DTSC and RWQCB have asserted jurisdiction over toxicity and contamination issues and are
actively overseeing an ongoing remediation program. Attached to the staff report are DTSC
letters dated August 5, 2008 and February 11, 2009 summarizing the remediation activities and
the continued involvement of both DTSC and RWQCB.

At p.A,-1staff further responds to public comment that the proposed zone change to light
industrial zoning, M1-1, would permit a broad range of industrial uses which "would permit
future uses which would continue the contamination legacy. " Staff erroneously characterizes the
past uses of the Property as resulting " in a significant contamination below the campus of both
the ground and ground water table."

The statement that significant contamination exists below the campus is not accurate.
Contamination does not exist below the entire campus, and in fact is located, or was located, in
well identified areas, with the predominant area being on the extreme northern end of the
campus. Contamination is not known to exist within the area proposed for
development. However, due to the concerns expressed by neighbors, MEPT has agreed with
DTSC to implement precautionary measures that will be employed to ensure that any previously
unidentified impacts, if found to exist during development, will be identified and addressed in an
appropriate manner during the development process and with DTSC's direct involvement. DTSC
has expressly approved this measure, which is being implemented solely as a conservative safety
net type of procedure.

Staffs explanation addressing the limited range of uses associated with the recommended zone
change is critically important. Staff explains:

"[t]he applicant is being granted a zone change from Al-1 to
[T][Q]M1-1. The use and area provisions of the M1 zone apply;
however, this approval places further uses restrictions on the
subject site by only allowing a fraction of those uses typically
permitted in the M1 zone. Most of the "heavy" industrial uses are
prohibited. The uses that are permitted under this approval are
those "light" industrial and office commercial uses, mostly
Research and Development types."

Thus, all uses which some may consider objectionable, otherwise allowed as a matter of right in
the M1-1 Zone, have been eliminated.

)effer Mangels
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IV. (0) Qualified Conditions of Approval Should be Further Clarified.

At p. 0-1 of the Staff Report , a limited list of allowable uses is included in the recommendation
for zone change. Several uses are qualified as not to allow the use of "smoke stacks " or "toxic or
noxious impacts." MEPT does not propose any uses which would have a negative impact on the
surrounding properties.

After discussions with Councilmember Smith's office involving residential neighbors' concerns
about appropriate use limitations, MEPT agrees to clarify the development conditions to read as
follows:

12. Site Character: The design and operation of all facilities on site shall contribute to a high
quality, campus park-like, nuisance free environment for light manufacturing, assembly,
research and development, advanced technology development and general office uses.

13. Use Limitations: All industrial and manufacturing uses shall be consistent with accepted
principals of "light industrial" uses in which the processes carried on, the machinery
used, and the goods and commodities carried to and from the premises will not cause any
injury to, or will not adversely affect the amenity of the surrounding residential area by
reason of the emission of light, noise, vibration, smell, fumes, smoke, vapor, steam, soot,
ash, dust, waste water or other waste products.

14. Allowable Land Uses: The use of the subject property is limited to:

Advertising Studio
Broadcasting Studio
Child/Adult Day Care for dependants of employees on site
Computer component, parts and accessories, assembly and manufacturing
Corporate Headquarters
Electric Parts, assembly and manufacturing for small parts such as coils, condensers,

transformers or crystal holders
Electric Appliances assembly
Electric Generator or Motor manufacturing, small
Electronic Products assembly and manufacturing
Electronic Instruments and Devices assembly and manufacturing
Engineering Services (office)
Facilities for development and/or production and manufacture of computer equipment

and media-related products and services, including hardware
Fihn Developing/Printing Machines
Film Laboratory
Film and Tape Editing
Financial Institution (administrative offices, non-retail customer serving)
Insurance Agency, office or company
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Laboratory, experimental film, motion picture, research or testing
Laboratory, medical or dental
Laboratory or research and development
Mail Order House (not used as a primary distribution center)
Metal Products Inspection by X-Ray
Motion Picture Reconstruction
Motion Picture or Television Studio - no outdoor sets
Office: business, medical or professional
Optical Goods manufacturing

Parking areas (public) and parking buildings as accessory uses and loading space,
required or provided in connection with the permitted uses, as provided in Section
12.21-A of the Zoning Code

Printing Establishment, wholesale
Publishing Establishment (no "wet" printing)
Quality Control Laboratory as accessory to headquarters or branch offices of a

manufacturer
Radio/Television assembly
Radio Broadcasting Studio
Recording Studio - no manufacturing or treating of records
Research and Development Facility
Scientific Instrument and Equipment manufacturing
Signs indicating the name of the person, business, or the type of business occupying the

premises, or the name of the building. Such signs shall be attached to a building, shall
not extend more than two feet beyond the wall of the building and shall not project
above the roof ridge or parapet wall (whichever is higher) of the building.

Software Development
Stereo Equipment assembly and manufacturing
Storage: All materials shall be stored within a fully enclosed building or within an area

completely surrounded by a solid wall or fence not less than 60" in height. All
materials stored on site shall be involved in operations or activities conducted on the
premises.

Warehouse (not used as a primary distribution center)
Wholesale Business no direct public sales
Wireless Telecommunication Facility (subject to Zoning Administration approval under

Section 12.24 G of the Municipal Code).

This clarification is intended to underscore MEPT's commitment to maintaining a unified
campus with a character not in conflict with its surroundings.

Jeffer Mmgels
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V. Conditions For Effectuating (T) or [TJ Tentative Classification Removal Must be
Clarified to Remove Overreaching Mandatory Conditions.

As provided by LAMC § 12.32 G. 1(a), T Classification , the purpose of the T (Tentative)
classification is:

"Purpose . In the consideration of a proposed change of zone it
may be determined that public necessity, convenience and general
welfare require that provision be made for the orderly arrangement
of the property concerned into lots and/or that provision be made
for adequate streets, drainage facilities, grading, sewers, utilities,
park and recreational facilities; and/or that provision be made for
payments of fees in lieu of dedications and/or that provision be
made for other dedications; and/or that provision be made for
improvements; all in order that the property concerned and the
area within which it is located may be properly developed in
accordance with the different and additional uses to be permitted
within the zone to which the property is proposed for change. "
(Emphasis added.)

In this case, many of the conditions in the [T] classification are not imposed in order to assure
the proper development of the Property in consideration of allowing additional uses. The uses
allowed by the requested zone change are uses consistent with and complimentary to the uses
that have occupied the Property for over 50 years. Instead, many of the [T] conditions are off
site improvements indirectly related or unrelated to the Project. Other [T] conditions directed to
on-site conditions are overreaching and do not direct resources to the immediate enhancement of
the Project amenities in relation to the existing campus facilities and improvements. For these
reasons and the additional reasons given below, the following [T] conditions should be modified
or waived.

M condition 1 a, b and c at p. T-1 -provides:

"Additionally, in approving the off-street improvements, the
Bureau of Engineering should consider an [sic] approving a street
improvement plan which conforms to the following standards:

"a. The sidewalks along Roscoe Boulevard and Fallbrook Avenue
meander at a gentle rate, providing visual interest, but also ease of
travel;

b. The crosswalks at the intersections of Roscoe Boulevard and
Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard and Lena Avenue be
stamped with a decorative paving; and
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c. The pedestrian ramps leading from the sidewalk to the
crosswalk direct the pedestrian across the street, not into the
middle of the intersection."

In response to condition 1 a: The Property frontage along Roscoe is over 1,500 feet (more than a
quarter mile) and the frontage along Fallbrook is more than 2,600 feet (one-half mile) and the
sidewalks are already fully constructed. A meandering sidewalk is inconsistent with the City's
Walkability Checklist which calls for predominantly straight sidewalks and would not contribute
to appreciably improving the walkability of this relatively long and uninterrupted stretch of
sidewalk along Roscoe Boulevard. MEPT is implementing an extensive landscaping
improvement plan along the site perimeter to enhance the "visual interest." Providing a
meandering sidewalk at this time would involve removal and reconstruction of more than three-
quarters of a mile of sidewalk. This condition is clearly cost prohibitive and diverts resources
intended to be directed to improving the on site walkability within the scope of the Project.

In response to condition 1 b: Stamped decorative paving at street intersections is also
inconsistent with the City's Walkability Checklist which calls for "white markings" to increase
visibility. Most stamped crosswalks visually blend into the asphalt more than conventional white
markings. Further, decorative markings are difficult to maintain and are prone to smearing into
the asphalt, especially in the hot summertime weather of the San Fernando Valley.

In response to condition 1 c: Pedestrian ramps are already fully constructed at all street
intersections and are of conventional design. Imposition of this condition would require
removing and completely reworking the corner ramps, sidewalk and curbs.

[Tl condition 5 f at p. T-2 provides:

"The City's Department of Transportation (DOT) issued a revised
Traffic Assessment for the proposed project dated July 10, 2008.
DOT recommended the following Project Requirements be
included in the conditions of approval of the project in order to
mitigate the traffic impacts to less than significant levels. These
conditions shall be included as follows:

"Transportation Demand Management (TDM). The applicant
is required to implement a TDM program for the project to reduce
and manage employee commute-related trips in private vehicles.
As part of the TDM, the applicant shall provide a new shuttle
service, providing users of the site bus service to all nearby transit
centers, including the Chatsworth Metrolink Station. As part of the
new shuttle service, the applicant shall construct a new, sheltered
bus stop, and bike racks, at the northwest corner of Roscoe
Boulevard and Fallbrook Avenue."
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MEPT does not object to complying with DOT's July 10, 2008 Traffic Assessment
recommendations, but [T] Condition 5 f reaches far beyond DOT's recommendations. The DOT
Traffic Assessment recommends that a Traffic Demand Management ("TDM") plan be required
and implemented as a part of the environmental mitigation measures identified in the
environmental document. See Section F of the Department of Transportation letter of July 10,
2008, attached to the staff report. MEPT has agreed to develop a comprehensive TDM plan as a
part of its Project implementation. Further, MEPT is committed to membership in the Warner
Center Transportation Management Organization ("TMO"). The required TDM plan should be
consistent with and compliment the TMO, not attempt to duplicate it.

It is unreasonable to require MEPT to also provide "bus service to all nearby transit centers,
including the Chatsworth Metrolink Station." The Chatsworth Station is over four miles away
from the campus and the [T] condition is not clear as to what may be included with "other nearby
transit centers." As a part of its ongoing efforts to improve on-site circulation, MEPT provides
on-site shuttle buses shuttle employees and site visitors to and from various locations on campus.

Also, such off-site improvements as a sheltered bus stop with bicycle racks at the corner of
Roscoe and Fallbrook would not attract additional bus riders. Instead, attention to improving the
ridership of existing Metropolitan Transit Authority ("MTA") bus routes should be given due
consideration in the TDM. Bus routes 152 and 153 already have stops at the intersection of
Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard. Proven incentives such as employer provided bus
vouchers and employee education of the City's mass transit opportunities could be included in
the TDM. Further, bicycle racks should not be placed at the bus stop. To encourage bicycle use
from either home or the bus stop, bicycle racks should be placed at various locations on campus
near the buildings.

MEPT proposes to establish a working relationship with the City Planning Department Urban
Design Studio during the Project implementation phase to address design issues such as
providing new bicycle racks in appropriate locations near the new parking structure and the 8405
and 22951 buildings and improving the visibility of the existing bicycle lane running along
Roscoe Boulevard and other meaningful and practical improvements.

[T] condition 5 i at p. T-2 provides.

"Site Access and Internal Circulation . This determination does
not include final approval of the project's driveways, internal
circulation, and parking scheme.

"As part of the review of this plan by DOT, the applicant shall
require the inclusion of a Pedestrian Circulation Plan that shall
include the following elements:

JeRer Mangels
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"(1) Development of a walking/exercise pathway which circulates
the entire site and includes: Pedestrian linkages to the pathway
from each existing and proposed building; Pedestrian linkage to
the pathway from the public rights-of-way; Development of
exercise stations with such amenities as pull-up bars, push-up
benches and other equipment throughout the pathway system;
Constructed of a permeable paving materials where appropriate;
and Pathway signage along key path points; and Pathway lighting
along key path points.

"(2) Development of an information kiosk system through the site,
including on the exercise pathways, to provide employees and
users of the site information about the past history of the site
and/or present tenants' information.

"Additionally, DOT in conjunction with the City Planning shall
review and approval the plans to create better Vehicular
Circulation throughout the site and to make pedestrian access more
effective. This vehicular Circulation Plan shall be submitted to
DOT and Planning prior to the issuance of any building permit.
This Plan should provide for revisions to the site's circulation plan
which incorporates changes to access roads, parking areas,
landscaped areas, and loading areas. The Plan should include
restricted vehicle areas, redirection of vehicle traffic, and
limitations on access to parking areas/garages. (Environmental
Mitigation)"

This condition was not included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") as a mitigation
measure addressing any identified environmental impact. As a mandatory condition, this [T]
Condition is impossible to comply with. Clearly, a walking/exercise pathway circulating the
"entire site" is cost prohibitive and, for obvious liability reasons, any walking/exercise pathway
cannot be made available for public use.

As a part of MEPT's work with the Urban Design Studio during the Project Implementation
phase, MEPT proposes to include the development of certain on-site amenities such as a
walking/exercise pathway in proximity to the Project area. As an example, there remains on the
Property, near the southeasterly corner of the Property near the northwesterly corner of Roscoe
and Fallbrook, remnants of what was once an exercise course consisting of a directed course path
and exercise stations. MEPT proposes to work with the Urban Design Studio to arrive at a
practical design including restoring the exercise path, equipment and directional signage.
Additionally, the pedestrian network of walkways and roadways can double as walking and
jogging paths available for use at any time. Pedestrian walkways are already provided around
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the existing buildings at the Property and a complete network of roads are included throughout
the Property between the buildings and parking areas. The new parking structure is planned to
have pedestrian linkages vertically (elevated walkways over grade differentials) and horizontally
(regular on-grade walkways) and ample signage directing pedestrians and vehicles to the various
existing and proposed buildings. Developing these features, with the cooperation of MEPT and
the Urban Design Studio, serve to satisfy the intent of the [T] Condition by providing on-site
amenities for employee use.

The total site is over 80 acres, of which approximately 50 acres is included in this zone change
application. The existing on-site road system is linked to the existing parking areas and
extensive infrastructure (sewer, drainage, electrical, etc.) is located beneath the existing roads.
Creating "better Vehicular Circulation throughout the site" is not specific and, as such, any
method of achieving compliance is unpredictable. In any event, re-engineering and
reconstructing the over 50-year circulation network on this campus impracticable because it
would require rearranging the roads, parking areas and below grade infrastructure. "Changes to
access roads, parking areas, etc." would mean redesigning the entire site which has been in its
present configuration since the 1950's. Clearly, the expense involved in attempting to address
this condition, however compliance may be achieved, is prohibitive.

FTl condition 9 at D. T-4 provides:

"Making any necessary arrangements with the appropriate cable
television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities
will be installed in City rights of way in the same manner as is
required of other facilities, pursuant to Municipal Code Section
17.05N, to the satisfaction of the Department of
Telecommunications."

This condition should be omitted because it only applies to cases involving land subdivisions, as
provided in LAMC § 17.05 . No land subdivision is proposed with this application.

"Recreation and Parks Dedication. Per Section 12.33 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code, the applicant shall dedicate land for park
or recreational purposes or pay the applicable Quimby fees."

This condition should also be omitted because it only applies to zone changes allowing multi-
family residential uses. The M1 Zone does not allow multi-family residential uses-
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VI. Revised Building Design Responds to the Site Plan Review Observations Pursuant
to LAMC Section 16.05.

Specific design considerations are included in the Staff Report for the proposed buildings
included in the Project. Specifically, Condition 8 at p. C-1, staff recommends:

"Parking Structure . Prior to the issuance of any building permit,
the applicant shall submit a revised parking structure plan to the
satisfaction of City Planning Department that adds noise and
aesthetic remediation measures which includes, but are not limited
to, screens, design, artistic treatments, color treatments, and
landscaping at the ground level, mid-level, and at the top
level/parapet."

MEPT has, in response to concerns of nearby neighbors, already proposed modifying the parking
structure design as follows:

• Reducing the height from five stories to two stories

• Adding parapet walls up to four and one-half feet above the parking surface to shield
headlights and attenuate noise

• Adding "green screens" at the building perimeter to support live vertical landscaping to
beautify the building elevation and allow it to blend into the natural site contours, contain and
dissipate vehicle exhaust fumes, filter light and further attenuate noise

• Adding solid walls (except for necessary entry and exit driveways) for the first 100 feet
extending northeasterly and southeasterly from the northwesterly corner of the structure to
completely contain noise, light and vehicle exhaust fumes in this area closest to the
residential properties to the west of the structure

• Enhanced landscaping consisting of an two additional layers of trees beyond the significantly
established grove of trees already existing along the water course separating the residential
properties from the Property
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