
~ 10250 Constellation Blvd.aser ej I 
19th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90067
310.553.3000 TEL
310.556.2920 FAX

Eric N. Geier

May 29, 2019 Direct Dial
310.556.7816
Direct Fax
310.843.2655

VIA E-MAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL Email
egeier@glaserweil.com

Ms. Beatrice Pacheco
Custodian of Records
Department of City Planning
221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1450
Los Angeles, California 90012

beatrice. pachecoC~lacity. orb

Re: Public Records Act Request - 750-756 North Edinburgh Avenue, Los Angeles, CA
90046 (APN 5527-013-016)

Ms. Pacheco:

This letter constitutes a request pursuant to the California Public Records Act
(Cal. Gov. Code §§ 6250 et seq. ), for public records created by, retained by or in the
custody of the Department of City Ptannin~, City of Los Angeles. Pursuant to Cal. Gov.
Code ~ 6253(c), please provide a response within ten days from receipt of this letter as
to whether you are in possession of the records requested herein and providing an
estimate as to (a) when copies of the records will be available and (b) the cost of
reproduction. If any responsive records are in electronic format, please provide them
electronically (i.e., by email). If any portion of this request is unclear, please contact
me to clarify pursuant to Cal. Gov. Code g 6253.1.

For purposes of this request, the term "documents" includes all documents,
electronically stored information, and tangible things, including without limitation all
writings (as defined in Section 250 of the California Evidence Code) and all other means
of recording information, whether written, transcribed, or in any other way produced,
reproduced, or recorded, and including but not limited to computer-sorted and
computer-retrievable information, and any copies and duplicates that are marked with
any notation or annotation or otherwise differ in any way from the original. Each draft,
annotated, or otherwise non-identical copy is a separate "document" within the
meaning of the term.

For purposes of this request, the tei
action, oral speech, written correspondence,
ideas, transmission or exchange of data or

~n "communications" includes any act,
contact, expression of words, thoughts,
other information to another person,
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whether orally, person-to-person, in a group, by telephone, letter, personal delivery,
telex, email, facsimile, text message, instant message, recorded message or any other
process -electronic or otherwise. All such communications in writing shall include,
without limitation, printed, typewritten, handwritten, electronic, or other
"documents."

For purposes of this request, the term "emails" and "text messages" includes
any email or text messages in the City's possession, or which should have been kept in
the normal course of business by the City, to or from a private device or email address,
relating to City business, per San Diegans for Open Government v. City of San Diego
(2016) 247 Cal.App.4th 1306, 1320-22 and City of San Jose v. Superior Court (2017) 2
Cal.5th 608, 625.

For the purposes of this request, the term "Property" shall include 750-756 North
Edinburgh Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90046 (APN 5527-013-016). The term "Project"
shall cover the proposed development on the Property, which includes DCP Case Nos.
ENV-2016-1367-EIR and VTTM No. 74201.

For the purposes of this request, the term "Updated Findings" shall include the
document that included updated California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) findings
for Alternative 2 that was presented by Department of City Planning staff at the May
28, 2019 Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission meeting in relation to Agenda
Item 8 (VTT-74201-SL-1A). A copy of the Updated Findings is attached as Exhibit A.

For the purposes of this request, the term "Alternative 2" shall mean the
"Alternative 2: Full Preservation Alternative" analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report for the Edinburgh Avenue SLS Project (Environmental Case ENV-2016-1367-EIR/
State Clearinghouse No.: 2017011016).

We hereby request the following public records:

1. Any and all records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, relating to or referencing the
Updated Findings.

2. Any and all records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, re~ardin~ the Alternative 2.

3. Any and all records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, regarding the City's compliance with
the Housing Accountability Act (Government Code Section 65589.5) as related to
the Project or the Property.
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4. Any and all records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, to, from, or copying any employee
or consultant of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning including,
but not limited to, Ken Bernstein, Lambert Giessin~er, Heather Bleemers, or
Adam Villani related to the Updated Findings.

5. Any and all records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, to, from, or copying any employee
or consultant of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning including,
but not limited to, Ken Bernstein, Lambert Giessin~er, Heather Bleemers, or
Adam Villani related to Alternative 2.

6. Any and all records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, prepared by or reviewed by any
employee or consultant of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
including, but not limited to, Ken Bernstein, Lambert Giessin~er, Heather
Bleemers, or Adam Villani related to the Updated Findings.

7. Any and alt records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, prepared by or reviewed by any
employee or consultant of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
including, but not limited to, Ken Bernstein, Lambert Giessinger, Heather
Bleemers, or Adam Villani related to Alternative 2.

8. Any and all records, including, without limitation, documents, communications,
emails, text messages and phone messages, involving, to or from any member of
the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning and Adrian Fine or Linda
Dishman.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this request. Please direct questions and
any other communication regarding this request to me at (310) 556-7816 or
egeierC~~laserweil.com.
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Respectfully,

ERIC N. GEIER
of GLASER WEIL FINK HOWARD AVCHEN Et SHAPIRO LLP
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Item Na 08

*~► Department of City Planning

City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 525, Los Angeles, CA 90012 _

May. 28, 2019

TO: Central Area Planning Commission

FROM: Adam Villani, City Planner

ADDITIONA4 INFORMATION FOR THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT FOR
.CASE NO. VTT-74201-SL-1A; 750-75611 North Edinburgh Avenue

The following are the Department of City Planning recommended actions for the Central Area
Planning Commission to take on this case, as well as proposed revised Findings for the
Zoning Administrator's determination dated .April 17, 2019 for the original case, VTT-74201-SL, along with respo~~ses to the Justifica~ons presented in the attachment to the appeal ofthis case,

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Deny the. appeal;

2. Find that the Central Area Planning Commission has reviewed and considered theinformation contained in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for this project,which includes the Draft EIR, Na ENV-2016-1367-EIR (SCH No. 2017011016), datedAugust 2018, and the Final EIR, dated January 4, 2019 (Edinburgh Avenue SLS EIRE,as well as the whole. of the administrative. record, and

CERTIFY the following:

1) The Edinburgh Avenue, SAS SIR. has been competed in oompfiance w►tn t~,~California Environmental Quality Act cEQA
w 2) The Edinburgh Avenue SLS EIR r~s presented to the Advisory Agency as adecision-making body of the lead agen~y~ and3) The Edinburgh Avenue SLS EIR refleC{S the independent judgment and analysisof the lead agency.

ADOPT the following:

1) The related and prepared Edinburgh gvenue SLS Environmental Findings datedApril 9 7, 2019 and amended as presented in this memo dated May 28, 2019;



ITEM NO.08
VTT-74201-SL 1A
PAGE 2

DENY the followin9~

1) The. related and 
Pr~Pared Edinburgh Avenue SLS Statement of Overriding.

Considerations and Proem ~p~epared fir the Edinburgh Avenue SLS EIR.
2) The Mitigation 

Mo~~toring

~ 3. Sustain the decision of 
the Advisa'Y ency in denying Vesting Tentative Tract No.

V'rT-74201-SL and

4. Adopt the AdvisarY 
A9enc~s Subdivision Findings, dated April 17, 2019.

AMENDMENTS TO CEQA FINDINGS:

Findings of Fact (CE(~A) VI.D (PopulationT and Housing).d.ii, first paragraph,. delete the

following sentence:.

f

Findings of Feet (CEQA) IX.A (Summary of Findings is modified. as follows:

'z Based uQon the following analysis, the City finds,. pursuant to CE(~A Guidelines section

. 150911aX3). the City cannof make
findings that saecific economic. legal, social, technaloQical, or other considerations.
includin4 provision of emnlovment opportunities ft~r highly trained workers, make
infeasible the mitigation measures or oroiect alte~r~a'~ves identified in the final EIR.
Additionatly. aursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15093(b) the City cannot make a
Statement of Overridin4 Considerations to suaaort approval of the aroiect

Findings of Fact (CEQA) IX.C(bxiii, iv) (Alternative 2— FuA Preservation Alternative-findings,Rationale for Findings) are deleted and replaced with the following:

iii. Findings: The Full Preservation Alternative would avoid the Prnier_t~s significant and

recommendations and the.. resource.~would remain a designated ~AHCM. The FunPreservahor~ Alternative would have similar IPss than ~~~.~rant construction noise and
_ __ ~_'_ '_"" '_.. ~, ouw.l Qa NIC rIV CGl .7111VG vnviav v......... 

--____expansive snt~s ~U~d oar near off site residences.
The FuH Preservation Alternative would have reduced im acts related to air uali_oLecational noisR a.,.~ .ri~~..:.._

o ulation and housin since the nu 
gave simi~ar im acts as the. Pro~ect related to
tuber of units would remain the same and similar
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imaacts as the Protect regardina design feature hazards since less traffic would be
generated but sidewalk and roadway improvements would not occur

iv. Rationale for Findings~ The Full Preservation Alternative is presumed to meet the.
Secretary of Interior Standards although it would require substantial reconstruction and

rehabilitation including the lifting of the buildings which would require a liftin4 and brac~n9
clan due to the poor condition of the structures. Furthermore. new mechanical electncal,

would be required However the ~u11 Preservation Alternative would avoid the
deterioration that would continue to occur under Alternative 1 No Project Alternative.

Furthermore, the Full Preservation Alternative would meet three of the six Project
Objectives and ~otentially meet one other It would meet the Project Objectives of
providing a diversity of housin4 choices within the neiahbart~ood would provide housinct
with high quality architecture and landscape design and would arovide hic~h Quality
housing to accommodate demand within a Transit Priority Area. The uroiect would
potentially meet the objective to devefoo ~n economically viable residential project. It
would not meet the objective to redevelop the Project Site with residential buildings and
a site design that is consistent with the existing and aroaased Hollywood Community Plan
and underlvinct zoning designation, although it would be consistent with the Hollywood
Community Pfan and underlying zoning designation. It would also not meet the objective
to suaaort sustainable design through develoament that would oatimize site energy
efficiency, water conservation. and runoff water Quali ,since if would not be built using
modem green buildin4 standards, although renovatbon of an existing building rather than
buildin4 a new one has environmental benefits because fewer new resources are
recauired.

Portions of Findings of Fact (CEQA) IX.E (Environmentally Supef°ior Altemative)are modified
as follows

- -- .

- - •
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Furthermore the Full Preservation Alternative would meet three of the six Pro'ect
nhiectives and aotentially meet. one more It would meet the Project Objectives of

1 L. .. ~..n nhn~nan ~ ih L.L. rL. ~ u ~

conservation..and runoff water quality; since it would nat be built using modem green

building standards, although renovation' of an existing building rather than building a new
one has environmental benefits because fewer new resources are .required.

findings of Fact (CEQA) X.F (CEQA considerations) paragraph (h) is hereby deleted and
replaced with the following:.

h. As the City has not aaaroved the aroect, no MitiQati~n llAonitorinq Pro4ram is adoated.

APPEAL RESPONSE:
~.

The following are responses to the justifications presented it-the attachment to the appeal
for this case:

1. The certification of the EIR indicates that the City of Los Angeles, acting as the Lead
Agency for this project, meets the .requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section
15090(x), that is, that the final EIR has'been completed in compliance with CEQA,
that the final EIR was presented to the decision-making body (the Advisory Agency)
of the lead agency, and that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the
information contained in the final EIR, and that the final EIR reflects the lead agency's
independent judgement and analysis. As the City was unable to make the findings
necessary for a Statement of Ovemding .Considerations (CEQA Guidelines :Section
15093), no Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted, the project was
denied,.. and no mitigation monitoring. plan was adopted.

2. Witr~ the modifications presented to the CEQAfindings ion May 28, 2019 incorporated,
the findings no longer indicate that. tfiere is. no feasible p~Seryation alternative, and

.that Alfemative 2 is a, potentiall~.~~annomically viable preservation alternative. The
findings are now internally consistent with the decision to deny the project.

3. With. the modifications presented to the CEQA findings on Maur 28, 2019 incorporated,
the findings no loner, indicate that there is no feasible preservation alternative, andthat Alternative 2 is a potentially. economically viable preservation alternative. toaccordance with CEG~AA Guidelines Section 15092(b), a public agency shall not deadeto approve a project. with significan#environmental impacts unless it determines thatany remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable oneacceptable due to overriding concern$ as described in Section 15093. It is within fhelead agency's discretion to determine whether the benefits of a project outweigh. itssignificant impacts.
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Additionally, while the project would create larger units than currently exist on the site,
the number of dwelling units, eight (8), would be identical to the existing number of
dwelling units on the site. Full preservation of the site would achieve three of the six
Project Objectives outlined in the EIR and potentially one other, and, most

importantly, would avoid the significant environmental effect of the demolition of the

historic resource on the site, City of LosAngeles Historic Cultural Monument (LAHCM)

No. 1105.
4:.1t is within the City's discretion ta~ determine what' .constitutes consistency with the
General .Plan. In the project's case,. the demolition of a designated Historic Cultural
Monument is clearly contrary to the Conservation Element of the General Plan,
specificallyits Cultural and Historical policy on page II-9 to "continue to protect historic
and cultural sites and/or resources potentially affected by proposed land development,
demolition or property modification activities."
Additionally, while the project would create larger units than currently exist on -the site,
the number of dwelling units, eight (8), would be identical. to the existing number of
dwelling units on the site_ Full preservation. of the site would achieve three of the six
Project Objectives outlined in the EIR, and potentially one 'other, and, most
importantly, would avoid the demolition of the historic resource on the site, Ciiy of Los
Angeles Historic Cultural Monument (LAHCM) No. 1105.

5. While the project would create larger units than cuRently exist on the site, the. number
of dwelling units, .eight (8), would be identical to the existing number of dwelling units
on the site. With the modifications ,presented to the CEQA findings on May 28, 2019
incorporated, tFie findings no longer indicate that there is no feasible preservation
alternative, and. that Alternative 2 is a potentially economically viable preservation
alternative. Policies that encourage the'creation of housing do not require that the City
approve. all housing development. projects, especially since in this case the total
number of dwelling units would not change.

6. The denial of this project does not violate the Housing Accountability Act because it
has a specific, adverse impact,. the. demolition of Historic Cultural Monument No. 1105,
which would violate the objective policy in the Conservation Element of the General
Plan on page II-9 to "continue to protect historic and cultural sites and/or resources
potentially affected by proposed land development, demolition ar' property
mod cation activities." Furthermore, Section 65589.5(e) of the Government Code
notes that the Housing Accountability Act does not relieve the City from making the
findings required pursuant to Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code or
otherwise complying with CEQA. Since the City cannot make the findings necessary
for a Statemen# of Overriding Considerations to approve the project, it cannot approve
the project, and the Housing Rcoountability Act does not ovemde this.

7. While the project would create larger units than currently exist on the site, the number
of dwelling units, eight (8), would be identical to the existing number of dwelling units
on the site. With the modfications presented to the CEQA findings on May 28, 2019
incorporated, the findings no longer indicate that there is no feasible preservation
alternative, and that Alternative 2 is. a potentially economically viable preservation
alternative. The City's obligation to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation do not
require that the City approve all housing development projects, especially since ih this
case the total number of dwelling units would not change, and the findings for a
Statement of Ovemding Considerations cannot be made.
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g, 1Nith the modifications presented to the CEQq findings on May 28, 2019 incorporated,
the findings no :longer indicate that there is no feasible preservation alternative, and
that Alternative ~ is a potentially economically viable preservation alternative. Since
a~ economically viable alternative to the project exists, the denial does not constitute
a taking of private 

proPeMY without just oompensatian.

9. Ai! procedural 
requirements for the evaluation and denial of the. project have been

met:.. The: City.. js under no obligation.- to approve a project presented to it for a
discretionary entitlement, and all findings have been made fo support the pity's
determination.. Furthermore, the ApplicantlAppellant logs not state in whaf way they
claim theApplicant'sdue process rights have been violated,.

10. No examples are given for what constitutes a "similarly situated small lot subdivision."
Indeed, every development project.: is unique, and in this case. there is a designated
Historic Cultural. Monumerrt on the site that would be demolished by the project, and
an economically feasible preservation alternative, The City's decision does ncrt
constitute a violation of equal protection.:

Please consider these amendmer~t~ to the fin~~r;~~ ~~d responses to the justifications of
the appeal of this project in your c.~ns(deratiar~ c~ ~~ €~~~eal, VTT-742Q1-SL-1A.

Thank you,

~G.r

Adam Vllani, City Planner
Department of City Plann'sng~, ~faJo~ Projects Section

f


