
Jeffer Mangels JMBM Butler & Mitchell LLP __________________ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct: (310} 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

June 13, 201 1 

VIA EMAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Counci1member Ed P. Reyes, Chair 
Counci lmember Jose Huizar 
Councilmember Paul Krekorian 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 
Attention: Michael Espinosa, Office of the City Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall , Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(31 0) 203-8080 (31 0) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

Ref: 70862-0001 

Re: Counci l Fi le No. 1 0-0758-S l ; CPC-2007-1486-GPA-ZC-CU-DB-SPR' 
Bundy Village Project (the "Project") 
1901 , 1925, and 1933 S. Bundy Dr. and 12333 W. Olympic Blvd. 
Request for Scheduling Appea l Hearing 

Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Members of the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee: 

This office represents Kilroy Realty Corporation ("KRC"), the owner of the 
commercial propetiy located at 12312 West Olympic Boulevard, 12200 West Olympic 
Boulevard and 12100 West Olympic Boulevard. KRC's property is located directly across the 
street from the Project for which the above-referenced entitlements have been requested.2 KRC 
filed timely appeals of the City Planning Commission's ("CPC") action on the Project. 3 

Jurisdiction over this appeal was referred to the City Counci l's Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee ("PLUM") on May 19, 2010. On behalf of KRC, we hereby demand 
the prompt scheduling of the public hearing on these appeals. 

1 Under Case No. CPC-2007-1486-GPA-ZC-CU-DB-SPR, the Project applicant Westside Medical Park, LLC (the 
"Applicant") is seeking a General Plan Amendment (LAMC § 11.5.6), Zone Change (LAMC § 12.32), Conditional 
Use (Major Development Project) (LAMC 12.24-U. l4), Density Bonus and Site Plan Review (LAMC § J 6.05). 
2 Under related City Planning Case Nos. VTI-66743-CN-GB-1 A and ENY -2006-3125-EIR, the Proj ect applicant is 
also seeking approval of a vesting tentative tract map and the associated Environmental Impact Report. 
3 Ki lroy and numerous community groups appealed City Planning Case Nos. CPC-2007-1486-GPA-ZC-CU-DB
SPR, VTI-66743-CN-GB-1 A and ENV -2006-3 125-EIR (the "Appeals"). 
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I. The Applicant Has Fai led to Address Community Concerns and Has Sworn Under 
Oath that He Intends to Develop a Different Project 

We wrote to the PLUM Committee almost a year ago, on June 18, 20 tO, to 
request hearings on our cl ient's Appeals. Since the time of our June 18, 2010 letter, the Applicant 
has continued to request continuances of this matter, leaving our client and the community in a 
perpetual state of uncetiainty regarding the Project. Specifically, the Applicant's counsel wrote to 
the City Clerk on June 21 , 2010, September 14,2010 and again on January 27, 2011 to request 
continuation of the Project "to provide additional time ... to address community concerns 
regarding the project. .. " See Exhibit "A." By way of background, the Applicant was to address 
community concems regarcling a development which included 385 dwelling units (including low 
income units for seniors), almost 120,000 square feet of retail square footage and nearly 385,000 
square feet of medical offices uses (the "Old Bundy Village"). In addition, the Applicant was to 
respond to a direct request .fi·om Councilmember Koretz to study potential traffic impacts at 
various intersections located in the Fifth Council District. KRC as well as other neighboring area 
property owners, business owners, tenants and residents continue to have serious concems about 
the adverse traffic and other environmental impacts tbat the "OJd Bundy Village" will create, 
including almost 21,000 new daily traffic trips and 22 impacted intersections (in Los Angeles) 
that cannot be mitigated. 

To our knowledge, the Applicant has not done anything to address community 
concems regarding the "Old Bundy Village." Tn addition, LADOT has confim1ed that the 
Applicant has not commenced with the additional studies requested by Councilmember Koretz. 
Instead, the Applicant has represented to the bankruptcy court under pena lty of pe1jury lhat he 
plans to develop a completely different project at the site. Specifically, the Applicant has stated, 
under penalty of perjury, that he actually plans to develop a hotel and/or a 900,000 square foot 
Kaiser Hospital at the site. See Exhibit "B." 

Since tbe Applicant has made such representations regarding his actual plans 
under oath, there appears to be no reason for the City to allow the Applicant further 
continuations regarding pending entitlement requests for the "Old Bundy Village." There is no 
reason to continue to burden the community and our client with uncertainty regarding a project 
the Applicant no longer intends to develop. Therefore, we request that the PLUM Committee 
schedule a hearing on the Old Bundy Village and further request that the PLUM Committee deny 
the Applicant's entitlement requests. 

II. The Community Will Be Prejudiced if the City Does Not Schedule a Hearing 

The California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 
et seq. , the "Act") helps maintai n a quality environment for the people of California by providing 
public agencies and lhe public in general with detailed information about the effect which a 
proposed project is likely to have on the environment. See Pub. Res. Code Sections 21000 and 
21061. California courts have described EIRs as "environmental alarm bells whose purpose is to 
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alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return." Sec County oflnyo v. Yort)' (1973) 32 Cai.App.3d 795, 810; San 
Joaquin Rap/or Wildlife Rescue Center v. County o{Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cai.App.4th 713,721. 
Here, KRC and several community groups have identified numerous significant environmental 
impacts of the Project, and appealed the sufficiency of the Project EIR over a year ago. State law 
requires the elected body to make the final determination on an appeal of a CEQA determination. 
Pub. Res. Code Section 2115l(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15090(b). The City's refusal to 
schedule hearings on the Project and EIR is unreasonable and highly prejudicial to our client and 
the community. Indeed, the City Council's failure to act violates its legal responsibilities under 
the Act. 

Moreover, quasi-judicial approvals, such as the Applicant's requested Conditional 
Use Permit, may be deemed approved if the City Council fails to act on an appeal within the 
prescribed time-frame. (LAMC § 12.24-1.4). Therefore, we hereby respectfully request the 
scheduling of an appeal hearing on Case Nos. CPC-2007-1486-GPA-ZC-CU-DB-SPR, VTT-
66743-CN-GB-IA and ENV-2006-3125-EIR in accordance with all applicable LAMC 
prov1sions. It is imperative that such scheduling occur immediately to ensure adequate time to 
provide the required written notice. 

Please contact us with any questions you have regarding this request. 

Very truly yours, 

f;G11~~;a1~ ~111u~ 
~EN.JAM\N M. REZNIK and 
ELIZABETH SMAGALA of 
J effer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

BMR:exs 

cc: Councilmember Bill Rosendahl (c/o Whitney Blumenfeld, Planning Deputy) 
Councilmember Bill Rosendahl (c/o Norman Kulla, North em District Director and 
Senior Counsel) 

78 .. 183431') 

Councilmember Paul Koretz (c/o Christopher Koontz, Planning Deputy) 
Jane Usher, Special Assistant to City A!lomey 
Terry Kaufinann-Macias, Deputy City Attorney 
Tim McWilliams, Deputy City Attorney 
Jim Tokunaga, City Planning Department 
Luciralia Ibarra, City Planning Department 
Justin Smart, Senior Vice President, Kilroy Realty Corporation 
Dale J. Goldsmith, Esq. 
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ARMBRUSTER GOLDSMITH & DEL VAC LLP 
LAND USE ENTITLEMENTS o MUNICIPAL ADVOCACY 

DALE GOLDSMITH 
DIRECT DIAL: (310) 209-8807 

E-MAIL: Dale@AG-LandUse.com 

VIA E-MAIL and U.S. MAIL 

Patrice Lattimore 
Office of the City Clerk 

Room 395, City Hall 
200 N, Spring Street 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

10940 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 2100 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 

June 21, 2010 

Tel: (310) 209-8800 
Fax: (310) 209-8801 

WEB: 111\NW.AG-LandUse.com 

Re: Bundv Village Project/1901. 1925 and 1933 S. Bundy Drive (CPC-2007-
1486-GPA-ZC-CU-DB-SPR; VTTM 66732-CN-DB-GB) 

Dear Ms. Lattimore: 

As you know, we represent Westside Medical Park, LLC, the applicant in the above

referenced matter. In order to provide additional time for our client to address community 
concerns regarding the project, on behalf of our client we are requesting a continuance of each of 

the pending cases, including but not limited to the vesting tentative tract map, General Plan 
amendment, zone change, conditional use permit, density bonus and site plan review, for a 
period of 120 days, In order to permit such continuance, our client hereby waives any applicable 
time periods within which the decision-maker must act, up to the continued date. 

Please feel free to call or email me with any questions. 

cc: Michael Lombardi, Westside Medical Park, LLC 
Councilmember Bill Rosendahl 

Jim Tokunaga 



ARMBRUSTER GOLDSMITH & DEL VAC LLP 
lAND USE ENTITLEMENTS o MUNICIPAL ADVOCACY 

DALE GOLDSMITH 
DIRECT DIAL: (310) 209-8807 

E-MAIL: Oale@AG-LandUse.com 

VIA E-MAIL and U.S. MAIL 

Patrice Lattimore 
Office of the City Clerk 
Room395, City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

10940WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 2100 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 

September 14, 20 I 0 

Tel: (310) 209-8800 
Fax: (310) 209-8801 

WEB: WMv.AG-LandUse.com 

Rc: Bundy Village Projeet/190 I, 19? 5 and 1933 S. Bundy Drive (CPC 2007-
1486-GPA-ZC-CU-DB-SPR; VTTM 66732-CN-DB-GB) 

Dear Ms. Lattimore: 

As you know, we represent Westside Medical Park, LLC, the applicant in the above
referenced matter. As you also know, the matter is currently scheduled to be heard by the PLUM 

Committee on October 5, 2010. 

In order to provide additional time for our client to address community concerns 
regarding the project, on behalf of our client we are requesting tmother continuance of each of 
the pending cases, including but not limited lo the vesting tentative tract map, General Plan 

amendment, zone change, conditional use permit, density bonus and site plan review, for a 
period of 120 days. In order to permit such continuance, our client hereby waives any applicable 
time periods within which the decision-maker must act up to and including the continued date. 

Please feel free to call or email me with any questions. 

Very trulpeurs;---')..--~ 

N \ Jl::::==~ 
Dale .. 

cc: Michael Lombardi, Westside Medical Park, LLC 
Couneilmember Bill Rosendahl 

Jim Tokunaga 
Luciralia Ibarra 



ARMBRUSTER GOLDSMITH & DEL VAC LLP 
lAND USE ENTITLEMENTS u LITIGATION r:; MUNICIPAL ADVOCACY 

DALE GOLDSMITH 
DIRECT DIAL: (310) 254-9054 

E-MAIL: Dale@AGD··LandUse.com 

Michael Espinosa 

Onice of the City Clerk 

Room 395, City Hall 

200 N. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

11611 SAN VICENTE BLVD, SUITE 900 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90049 

January 27, 2011 

Tel (310) 209-8800 
Fax: (310) 209-8801 

WEB: \l'oNtw.AGD-LandUse.com 

.!S.e: Bundy VUkl@ l'roje,J/1 901 1925 and I 933 S. IJ.undy Dri_vc (Cl'C-2007-

1_4_86-Ql' A-ZC-C:U-DB-SP R· VJJM 6673~-C:N-!)B-G_!n 

Dear Mr. Espinosa: 

As you know, we represent Westside Medical Park, LLC:, the applicant in the above

referenced maHer. As you also know, the maHer is currently scheduled to be heard by the PLUM 

Committee on February 8. 2011. 

In order to provide additional time for our client to address community concerns 

regarding the project, on behalf of our client we are requesting another continuance of each of 

the pending cases, including but not limited to the vesting tentative tract map, General Pbn 

amendment, zone change, conditional use permit, density bonus and site plan review, until 

August 1 0, 2011. In order to permit such continuance, our client hereby waives any applicable 

time periods within which the decision-maker must act up to and including the continued date. 

Please feel free to call or email me with any questions. 

cc: Michael Lombardi, Westside Medical Park, LLC 

Norman Kulla 

Jim Tokunaga 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Memorandum of Points and Authorities is submitted by MGP in support of its 

motion (the "Motion11
) for an Order pursuant to Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 2004 

to require the production of documents of the Debtor. MGP is the Debtor's secured lender. 

TI1e Motion is based on the attached Declaration ofDavid M Guess. 

II. 

FACTS 

The Debtor's real property (collectively, the "Propcrty"i is MGP's collateral. As is 

by now well known to the Court, the Debtor is pw·suing the redevelopment of the Property. 

In particular, according to the Supplemenlal Declaralion of .Nfichael R. Lombardi 

(the "Supplemental Lombardj Declaration"): 

4. On or about February 4, 2011, the Debtor . entered into an 
unde1taking with a major institutional investor with a view to pw·suing 
development of the Propet1ies to address healthcare needs. On the baSls of that 
undertaking. the Debtor expects the institutional investor will pursue 
due dili&ence on a fairly rapid basis. The transaction contemplated by the 
negotiations with this instihttional investor would culminate in a plan that 
would satisfY the claims of all creditors . 

5. Also on or about February 4, 2011, the Debtor received a written 
expression of interest to purchase some 58,000 square feet at the Properties. 
The Debtor is vigorously pursuing this expression of interest. The 58,000 
square feet iu question represent the least desirable portion of the Properties. 

6. If the proposal to purchase the 58,000 square-foot area of the 
Properties were generalized throughout the entire area, tt would yield a gross 
purchase price of not Jess than $83 million. 

7. Shortly afte1T<ebruary 4, 2011, the Debtor received a significant 
expression of interest to pursue negotiations with Kaiser HosJ?ital. The Debtor 
is a&gressively pursuing negotiations with Kaiser HOSJ?ltal. The aiser 
Hospital system in California ·is adding 120,000 patients per month. 

25 2 The Property includes, without limitation, all of the Debtor's real property located at 
190 I S. Bundy Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90025 (Tax Assessor's ID No. 4259-018-007), 
1925 S. Bundy Ddve, Los Angeles, CA 90025 (Tax Assessor's ID No. 4259-018-008), 
1933 S. Bundy Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90025 {Tax Assessor's ID No. 4259-019-010) 
and 12333 W. Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90064 (fax Assessor's ID No. 
4259-019-013 and Tax Assessor's ID No. 4259-019-012). 

26 

27 

28 
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The Debtor is pursuing these negotiations on a parallel track with its 
negotiations with two other major healthcare facilities in Southern California, 
the UCLA Medical Center and Cedars Sinai. 

8. UCLA Medical Center has expressed an interest in pursuing 
development options in concert with Kaiser Hospital and the Debtor has 
submitted a site plan to Kaiser Hospital reflecting a 900,000 square foot 
development, including a 300-bed acute care hospital to be constructed at one 
or more of the Properties. 

9. The Debtor also is pursuing a variety of other development 
options for the Properties. 3 

Over tbe past two months, MGP has made repeated requests on the Debtor -

including both over the phone and by email - to obtain the proposals, agreements and 

expressions of interest referred to in the Supplemental Lombardi Declaration. Despite its 

patient efforts to obtain these documents, its efforts have been to no avail. MGP has also 

attempted to obtain information concerning, and copies of, the Debtor's appraisals or 

opinions of value concerning the Property that support the Debtor's repeated representations 

to the Court that the value of the Property exceeds the amount of MGP's claim, or that 

otherwise value the Property, whether or not such valuation supports the Debtor's position. 

To avoid any prejudice, MGP has indicated to the Debtor that it would agree to 

reasonable confidentiality restrictions, including that documents produced not be shared but 

may be filed tmder seal. To date, however, the Debtor has engaged in stonewalling and has 

rebuffed all ofMGP's requests for the foregoing documents, principally based on the argument 

that at least some of those documents are themselves subject to confidentiality restrictions. 

Not only has the Debtor failed to provide MGP with requested documents, it has also failed to 

3 Supplemental Lombardi Declaration [Dk:t. No. 89], ~, S-9. At a hearing held on February 
22, 2011, the Court sustained MGP's evidentiary objections to paragraphs 5 tbrougll 8 of 
the Supplemental Lombardi Declaration on the basis that Mr. Lombardi's testimony was 
hearsay and violated the best evidence rule. Feb. 22, 201 1 Transcript, at 15:23-16:2; see 
also Evidentiary Objections to Supplemental Declaration of Michael R. Lombardi in 
Support of Repf.v in S11ppor1 of Motion for Entry of Order Pursuant to Bankruptcy Code 
Section 1 I 21 (d) Extending the Exclusive Period During Which Only the Debtor May File a 
Plan of Reorganization and Solicit Acceptances Thereof [Dkt. No. 91]. MGP cites 
paragraphs 5 througl1 8 not for the truth of the matter asserted, but to restate the Debror's 
unfounded representations of what progress it has made in redeveloping the Property. 

2 
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provide it with infonnation on the deveJopment of tbe Property and the Debtors business plan. 

While the Debtor has consistently been keeping infonnation from MGP, it ]las been 

freely sharing that same information with creditors that it likes, presumably with no 

confidentiality restrictions. For example, AC Martin Partners, Inc. (''AC Martin"), an 

WlSecured creditor, disclosed that it was privy to the details of the Debtor's negotiations: 

ACMP is actively involved with the Debtor in formulating a plan of 
reorganization based around the Debtor developing the West Los Angeles 
properties ... . 

... [T]he creditor's committee, including ACMP, is working with the 
Debtor in formulatins a plan, negotiatin& with investors, and ultimately 
developing the properties. The Debtor is acttvely engaged in negotiations with 
developers for the properties .... ACMP is actively involved with the Debtor 
co~ceming !W~ lar~e scale investors with whom the Debtor is currently in 
acttve negotlatlons. 

AC Martin tollowed these statements by a revealing disclosure of the Debtor's and the 

creditors' committee's strategy of leaving MGP completely and comprehensively in the dark: 

[W]hile there will come a time when MGP will be entitled to involve 
itself in the reorganization process, that time has not yet arrived. For now, 
MGP should not undennine the Debtor's progress in creating a viable 
reorganization plan through inserting itself in the reorganization process. s 

Not only is the Debtor sharing the supposedly "confidential" agreements it has entered 

into with third parties, however, it has been openly describing them to the Court at hearings 

in order to advance its positions. At a hearing held on February 8, 2011, for example, the 

Debtor and Oaktree Real Estate Opportunities Fund V, L.P. ("Oaktrce"), a party that has 

expressed interest in financing the redevelopment of the Property, invoked a "confidential" 

letter of intent entered into between them in order to defeat MGP's relief from stay motion: 

MR HAVEL: . . . We are here to support the Debtor in its efforts to 
develop this property. We have just recently negotiated a letter of intent with 
the Debtor, nonbinding in the sense that it bas significant conditions, but it 
contemplates the development of this property as a hospital, which Oak Tree 

4 AC Martin Partners Inc.~ Joinder I<J Debtor's Moti<Jn for Entry of Order Pursuant to 
Bankruptcy Code Section 1121 (d) Extending the Exch1si1'e Period During Which Only 
the Debtor }day File a Plan of Reorganizati<J1l and Solicit Acceptances Thereof 
[Dkt. No. 94]. at 2. 

5 !d. at 3. 
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perceives as a real possibility and as one that we believe would bring 
substantial value. 

The letter does have contemplated values that would pay off the secured 
lender in full and provide value for W1Secured creditors. The problem - or the 
situation is, however, that it is conditional And tbere are contingencies that 
are not necessarily within the control of Oak Tree or the Debtor, which is the 
support of the hospital development from third parties. 

While Oak Tree wishes to baye enough time to develop that, I don't 
think Oak Tree at this point can predict how quickly it would occur. But we 
believe a reasonable period of opport~ity should be provided for the Debtor to 
show that as a basis for development. 

The Oaktree letter of intent was again later both described and invoked to aid the 

Debtor with respect to its motion to extend the deadline by which it has the exclusive right to 

file a chapter ll plan of reorgmlization. Supp. Lombardi Decl., ~ 4 ("On or about February 4, 

2011, the Debtor entered into an undertaking with a major institutional investor with a view to 

pursuing development of the Propetties to address healthcare needs. On the basis of that 

undettaking, the Debtor expects the institutional investor will pursue due diligence on a fairly 

rapid basis. The transaction contemplated by the negotiations with this institutional investor 

would cuhninate .in a plan that would satisfy the cJaims of all creditors."). 

Moreovet~ during the case, the Debtor has repeatedly represented to the Court that 

MGP is substantially oversecured. For example, Schedule A provides that the Properly is 

worth $89,472,000.00.7 At the 34I(a) meeting of creditors, Michael Lombardi, one of the 

Debtor's insiders, testified tmder oath that the Property is worth as much as $96 million based 

upon an extrapolation of an "offer we got to take an acre of ground from us for about 

$8 million all-cash to build a Residence Inn by Marriott .... "8 In his declaration in opposition 

to MGP's relief from stay motion, Mr. Lombardi likewise represents that "I always believed 

and still believe that the value of the Properties and their development is sufficient to pay all 

creditors at par. It is my view that the fair market value of the Properties in August 2008 was 

6 Feb. 8, 2011 Transctipt [Dkt. No. 92], at 36:9-37:2. 
7 Schedule A [Dkt. No. 11]. 
8 Hearing Transcript of 341 (a) Meeting of Creditors, at 8:24-25. 
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at least $90 million and that the fair market value today is at least $90 million. "9 

MGP 1·equested documentation in support of the Debtor's valuations, including the 

alleged offer by Residence Irm by Marriott to purchase a ponion of the Property. That request 

was denied. Moreover, MGP was advised that there were no appraisals of the Property, but 

that one was being procured. MGP has only recently been advised that the appraisal of the 

Property by Peregrine Realty Partners is now complete and has been shared with at least one 

party in this case, Oaktree. MGP requested that the Debtor provide MGP with a copy of that 

appraisal That request was likewise denied. By contrast, not only has MGP furnished the 

Debtor with two of its own appraisals and an intemal valuation, dated December 31, 2010, 

June 30, 2009, and October 2008, respectively, but also supporting docwnents. The MGP 

appraisals and intemal valuation were al1 filed with the Court and are matters of public record. 

Bankruptcy is about disclosure, yet no material disclosure has been provided to MGP 

with respect to the Debtor's intentions for its coUateral, contnuy to this Comt's admonitions: 

1v.1IL KREIS: . . . Oak'tree, who is represented here this morning, has 
entered into an agreement with the debtor and that Oalctree's agreement bas a 
confidentiality provision. 

Merlone Geier asked me following the last hearing if I would make the 
document available to them. And I said to them: 1 have no problem with that. 
DebtoT has no problem wiU1 that. But you'll have to get Oaktree's permission to 
do that. 

Apparently, Oaktree does not want the document disclosed to Geier. 
That's not something that I can control. 

But the notion that we are not providing them with information, I'm not 
quite sure what is the positive effect that's going to result if Merlone Geier 
suddenly enters into these negotiations. I think that the --

THE COURT: Because you have to deal with its claim. 

MR. KREIS: Well, obviously the goal here is they are the 900-pound 
gorilla in the room. We all know that. They're not going to lose any weight in 
this case. They're not going to go from 900 pounds to 800 pounds. 

I'm not sure what positive effect tllis is going to lmve. And .the concern 
we have is this: There's a real -

THE COURT: Well, fbtere's a difference. You can deal with the gorilla 
with a banana or with a cage. 

9 Declaration of Michael R. Lombardi [Dkt. No. 68], 1[ 26. 
1° Feb. 22,2011 Transcript [Dkt. No. 99], at 13:24-14:22. 
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And again: 

THE COURT: . .. I think the debtor in possession - you may be in a 
litigious position with regard to the secured creditor at this point, but 
nevertheless, Chapter 11 is about consensual reorganization. To the ·extent you 
can figure out what they want and you can try to accommodate that, there is a 
burden on the debtor in possession to try to do that. 

*** 
We have a lovely conference room outside if you want to discuss the 

parameters of what kinds of communicatjons you should be making wid1 each 
other .. . . 

That obviously, in a Chapter 11 case, you can't put all your cards on the 
table. But you need to fmd out what kind of stakes yo~'fe all playing with in 
order to come to a possibility at least of a consensual plan. 

As noted above, disclosure has been freely provided to creditors and non-creditors like 

Oa.ktree that the Debtor likes and, on occasion, to the Court to advance the Debtor's positions. 

It is fundamentally unfair and prejudicial to the rights ofMGP for it to be left in the dark with 

respect to the status of its collateral and tbe Debtor's intentions with respect to it, particularly 

given that other creditors and non-creditors alike are in the know. 

Ill. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

By this Motion, MGP seeks an Order providing for the production of the documents 

described in Exhibit A (the "Documents"), which consist of (i) the proposals, agreements 

and expressions of interest between the Debtor and third parties concerning the purchase, 

fmancing, or development of some or all of the Property, including, without limitation, the 

proposals, agreements and expressions of interest referred to in the Supplemental Lombardi 

Declaration, including the Oak'tree letter of intent and an alleged offer by Residence Inn by 

Marriott to purchase a portion of the Property, and (ii) any and all appraisals or opinions of 

value concerning the Proper ty, including internal valuations and including the appraisal by 

Peregrine Realty Partners, that support the Debtor's repeated representations to the Court that 

the value of the Property exceeds the amount of MGP's claim or that otherwise value the 

11 Jd. at 16:25-17:5, 17:17-18:1. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF MICHAEL R LOMBARDI 

2 1, Michael R Lombardi, declare: 

3 I. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and if called as a witness woul 

4 and could testifY competently with respect thereto. 

s 2. l am the President of Stonebridge Holdings, Inc. ("Stonebridge"), the managing membet 

6 of Westside Medical Park, LLC, debtor and debtor in possession (the "Debtor''). 

7 3. Within the past few weeks, the Debtor has accelerated its efforts to pursue developmen 

· 8 options for the Properties. These efforts have included not only the possible development of t 

9 Properties to accommodate the pressing healthcare needs on the Westside of Los Angeles, but also tb 

10 possible development of the Properties for other potential purposes. 

1l 4. On or about February 4, 2011, the Debtor entered into an undertaking with a majo 

12 institutionaJ investor with a view to pursuing development of the Properties to address healthcare needs 

13 On the basis of that undertaking, the Debtor expects the institutional investor will pursue due diligenc 

14 on a fairly rapid basis. The transaction contemplated by the negotiations with this institutional investo 

I 5 would culminate in a plan that would satisfY the claims of all creditors. 

16 s. Also on or about February 4, 2011, the Debtor received a written expression of interest t 

17 purchase some 58,000 square feet at the Properties. The Debtor is vigorously pursuing tlus expressio 

18 of interest The 5 8,000 square feet in question represent the least desirable portion of the Properties. 

19 6. If the proposal to purchase the 58,000 square-foot area of the Properties were gener:aliz 

20 throughout the entire area, it would yield a gross purchase price of not Jess than $83 million. 

21 7. Shortly after February 4, 20 I 1, the Debtor received a significant expression of interest 

22 pursue negotiations with Kaiser Hospital. Tite Debtor is aggressively pursuing negotiations with Knise1 

23 Hospital. TI1e Kaiser Hospital system in Califumia is adding 120,000 patients per month. The Debtor i 

24 pursuing these negotiations on a parallel track with its negotiations with t\vo other major healthcar 

25 facilities in Southern California, d1e UCLA Medical Center and Cedars Sinai. 

26 8. UCLA Medical Center has expressed an interest in pursuing development options i 

27 concert widt Kaiser Hospital and the Debtor has submitted a site p.lan to Kaiser Hospital reflecting 

28 
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900,000 square foot development, including a 300-bed acute crue hospital to be constiucted at one o 

2 more of the Propetties. 

3 9 Tbe Debtor also is pur suing a vatiety of other development options for the Pro pet ties. 

4 10. I bave been playing a significant role in the Debtor's efforts to develop its Ptopetties 

5 will continue to do so until a chaptet 11 plan is confirmed. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

21 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 declare under penalty of petjlll y that the foregoing is 1Iue and cotrect. Executed this 15th da 

ofFebrumy 2011 at Los Angeles, Cnlifotn.ia 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Michael R... Lombardi 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 In re: 

7 WESTSIDE MEDICAL PARK, LLC, 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Debtor. 

APPEARANCES: 

For Office of the United States Trustee: 

For Westside Medical Park, LLC: 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

For Westside Medical Park, LLC: 

24 For Merlone Geier Partners, L.P .: 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Case No.: 2: 10-bk-57457-VZ (Bankr. C. D. CaL) 

HEARING TRANSCRIPT OF 
34I(a) MEETING OF CREDITORS 

Date: December 20, 2010 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Place: Office ofthe United States Trustee 

725 S . Figueroa Street, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017. 

Kelly Morrison, Esq. 
725 S. Figueroa Street, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 900 17 

Michael R. Lombardi 
Stonebridge Holdings, Inc. 
1801 Century Park East, 23rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Jolm P. Kreis, Esq. 
JolmP. Kreis, PC 
350 S. Grand Avenue, Ste. 1520 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

David M. Guess, Esq. 
Klee, Tuchin, Bogdanoff & Stern LLP 
1999 Avenue ofthe Stars, 39th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
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Transcriber: 

Michael Sugar, Esq. 
Irell & Manella LLP 
840 Newport Center Drive, Suite 400 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Rosalind A Williams 
KJee, Tuchin, Bogdanoff & Stern LLP 
1999 Avenue of the Stars, 39th Floor 
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1 that want to step in looking at a AA credit with a $2 bHlion lease. This is not a difficult thing 

2 to .finance. It gets traunched and sold on Wall Street. 

3 

4 

But, if there1s anything specific I can answer, I would be happy to do it. But 1 ~

MS. MORRISON: I think you gave me a lot ofinfonnation as far as getting 

5 some kind of time lines, and financing. Thank you. 

6 MR LOMBARDI: You1re welcome. 

7 MS. MORlUSON: Okay, well, let's just take a look at the compliance really 

8 quickly and see. I think you guys are actually pretty good with the compliance. Let's see. 

9 We're missing final bank statements. 

10 MR. KREIS: Those, the bank statements, the fmal bank statements and an 

11 original copy of the DIP check marked "void" were patt- were sent to your office on the 

12 15th with a hard copy of the monthly operating report. If - you shou1d have that by now. 

13 If you don't have that, let's say by today's mail, then please call me because there's something 

14 wrong, but we did send that with the monthly operating report. 

15 MS. MORRISON: Okay, terrific. Yeah, my update was as of 12/14 so it may 

16 be sitting back there. 

17 MR. KREIS: That's what Dare Law told us at the hearing. 

18 MS. MORRISON: Okay. Terrific. I think that was tbe only tiring that we had 

l9 outstanding, so, alright. 

20 Alright, rm looking at ti1e Schedule A that was filed on ~- let me give you the 

21 date in case there have been a few -- on November 17, and it lists the four different 

22 properties and then the value as $89,472,000. How was that value detennined? 

23 MR. LOMBARDI: We've gotten offers, particularly one that I brought with 

24 me from MaiTiott. It was the latest offer we got to take an acre of ground from us for about 

25 $8 million aU-cash to build a Residence Inn by Marriott, which is a compatible use to an 

26 acute care facility since it allows in-patients to have fatuity remain on site. It was the latest 

27 one we had. It would actually have equated to an overall value of about $96 million, since 

28 we have approximately twelve acres, but I think that's probably what we used in that. 

8 
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We have continued to work with Marriott, by the way. I've brought aU their 

2 drawings and all of their offers with me just in case anyone was curious about that, since I'd 

3 like -- I'd like to use with the hospital as well. • -

4 MS. MORRISON: Okay. And, you know, I'm not familiar actually with that 

5 neighborhood. So these lots are all together? . 

6 MR. LOMBARDI: The three Bundy properties, 1901, 1925 and 1933 --if we 

7 can look at this map right here -- sit along the Bundy Drive - 1901, 1925, 1933. The 

8 Teledyne building, which is the other one, the 12333, sits over on Olympic Boulevard in 

9 front. I don't think I have a site plan that covers that lot. This is the neighborhood here. So 

10 this is Olympic, this is the Martin Cadillac, this is Bundy. So the three Bundy buildings are 

11 currently situated here, and then the Teledyne building, which is further is situated over here. 

12 MS. MORRISON: Okay, alright. So the property all runs together? 

13 MR. LOMBARDI: Correct. 

14 MS. MORRISON: Okay, thank you. Alright, your Schedule B, filed 

15 November 17th, listed one account at East West Bank. Was that an accurate reflection oftbe 

16 debtor's financial accounts at the time of filing? 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

MR. LOMBARDI: I believe so. 

MS. MORIUSON: Okay. So no other accounts? 

MR. LOMBARDI: Uh, no. 

MS. MORRISON: Okay, thank you. 

Okay. The second page of your Schedule B -- at number 16, accounts 

22 receivables-- they're listed at $3,617,000 and some change. And there's two entries here-

23 receivable fi·om Stonebridge Holdings, Inc., and then receivable from you, as president. 

24 What are those exactly? 

25 MR. LOMBARDI: My LLC, my partnership, is made of people that fve done 

26 numerous projects with. Most of them have been with me about 25 years or more, and what 

27 we do as an entity -- and we've done this every time -- is, rather than take property 

28 management fees and leasing commissions and development fees while we go through all of 

9 
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1 2016! 11 That's around the comer in hospital work, so-- and we would fmance out Merlone 

2 Geier out of the first monies dmt came in. That's, you know, that's a C of 0 that we'd be 

3 turning over. We'd start collecting rent in mid-'15. But this is a roll-up lease. You take all 

4 of the lease payments over 30 years and you roll them up and present value them on discount 

5 rate and you basically traunch them up and s~ll it. You finance against that roll-up. So it's a 

6 pretty easy concept, and you nom1ally can finance 100% of costs. And we would have to 

7 have a land draw anyway. And my goal is to pay Merlone Geier every dime I owe them. 

8 They did what they said they were going to do. I have no complaint I have no issue with 

9 what they've said or done or the amounts in question, and my goal was just to pay them and, 

10 frankly, this is the methodology I thlnk that accomplishes that 

11 MS. MORJUSON: Okay. Alright. Counsel? 

12 MR. GUESS: I'll let Mr. Sugar go .first if he has any questions. 

13 MR. SUGAR: 1 have no questions. 

14 MR. GUESS: Okay. So, just sort of starting at the top, you discussed an offer 

15 from Marriott? 

16 

17 

18 

19 on it. 

20 

21 

'MR. LOMBARDI: Correct 

MR. GUESS: When was that offer made? 

MR. LOMBARDI: Well, let's see. We've been going through some iterations 

'MR. GUESS: Are negotiations ongoing? 

MR. LOMBARDI: Yes, they are. We were trying to size it. December 8th 

22 was this last iteration, including aU of their schedules. 

23 

24 

25 

MR. GUESS: Is that a term sheet? 

MR. LOMBARDI: Yes, it is. It's a tem1 sheet. 

MR. GUESS: Do you have any other appraisals of the property- for the 

26 adjoining Bundy and Olympic parcels as a whole? 

27 

28 

MR. LOMBARDI: No. 

MR. KREIS: The debtor has no appraisals. 

15 
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l I certify that t11e foregoing is a correct transcript from the electronic sound 

2 recording of the proceedings in the above-entitled matter. 
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