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VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL 

Los Angeles City Council 
Hon. Herb J. Wesson, Jr., Council President 
C/O City Clerk 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re:  Council File No. 12-1604 – Appeal of Case No. APCC-2008-2703-SPE-CUB-SPP-
SPR; ENV-2008-1421-EIR – Response to Documentation Submitted to PLUM 
Committee 

Dear Honorable City Council: 

This firm represents the Applicant, Target Corporation (“Target”), in the above-
referenced project (“Project’).  This letter provides brief responses to the March 18, 2013 letter 
submitted by Mr. Doug Haines of La Mirada Neighborhood Association (“La Mirada”) to the 
Planning and Land Use Management (“PLUM”) Committee at its hearing on March 19, 2012, 
and to the March 13, 2013 letter to the PLUM Committee from David Bell representing Citizens 
Coalition Los Angeles. 

 In summary, La Mirada’s and Mr. Bell’s letters do not contain any evidence requiring the 
City Council to grant La Mirada’s appeal, recirculate the Project Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”), or re-schedule and re-notice hearings.  Both letters set forth only inaccurate 
representations of facts, misstatements of facts, speculation, opinion, and argument—much of 
which is simply restating assertions previously made by them and fully answered by the City.  
Neither letter presents any substantial evidence in support of their claims.  By contrast, the 
administrative record of the Project contains substantial evidence supporting every conclusion in 
the EIR and supporting every requisite finding to approve the Project. 

1. La Mirada and David Bell’s Brown Act Claims Are Incorrect 

La Mirada and David Bell (representing Citizens Coalition Los Angeles) re-assert 
previous claims that the City violated the Ralph M. Brown Act (the “Brown Act”) at the 
Planning and Land Use Management (“PLUM”) Committee hearing on November 13, 2012, and 
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at the City Council hearing on November 20, 2012.  Ironically, the only reason this Project is 
before the Council again is that the City has gone out of its way, in an abundance of caution to 
re-notice and re-hear the approval of the Project.  Further, the inaccuracies in La Mirada’s and 
David Bell’s letters have already been addressed by Richard A. Schulman in his letters dated 
February 19, 2013, and March 14, 2013, copies of which are attached hereto as Attachment 
“A.”    

2. Tree Removal and Pre-Construction Removal of Materials Were Validly Permitted 

La Mirada and David Bell claim that permits issued for tree removal and for asbestos 
removal, removal of utilities, and trash removal are invalid.  The inaccuracies in La Mirada’s and 
David Bell’s letters have already been addressed by Richard A. Schulman in his letters dated 
February 19, 2013, and March 14, 2013, copies of which are attached hereto as Attachment A. 

The EIR specifically addressed the alleged historic significance of the trees and rejected 
the theory that date palms were not significant.  The existing permits remain valid.   

A letter from Hollywood Heritage, dated March 11, 2013, (which was attached to David 
Bell’s letter) asserts that an agreement with the Community Redevelopment Agency required 
that notice be given regarding removal of the trees.  This is flatly incorrect.  The settlement 
agreement, dated April 9, 2009, that Hollywood Heritage entered into with the CRA, along with 
other parties, (“CRA Agreement”) requires that notice be given to Hollywood Heritage prior to 
certain approvals in connection with structures.  According to its own terms, the CRA agreement 
does not apply to the trees.  We refer you to Sections 9 & 10 of the CRA Agreement, a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Attachment “B.” 

3. Recirculation of the EIR is Not Warranted 

La Mirada incorrectly asserts that the EIR must be publicly recirculated to address 
La Mirada’s speculation that the Project may cause air quality impacts upon two new facilities 
planned for the area:  a K-8 Charter Elementary School and a day care facility at 5616 – 5620 De 
Longpre Avenue.  The EIR does not need to be recirculated because:  1) the environmental 
baseline for the Project is established on the date of the Notice of Preparation or when 
environmental review commences; and 2) the EIR air quality analysis already includes a 
sensitive receptors analysis that addresses the potential impacts of air quality pollutants on 
children.
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The Notice of Preparation for the project was published on December 6, 2010, and 
according to CEQA that is the time when the environmental baseline is set.  (See CEQA 
Guidelines §15125(a).)  Recirculation is not required merely because a new use is established in 
the Project area after a Final EIR has been prepared.  Recirculation cannot be required unless 
new information or changes in the context surrounding a project is significant—meaning that 
substantial evidence shows that new information or change in context causes a new significant 
environmental impact, substantially increases the severity of a significant environmental impact, 
makes available a feasible mitigation measure or alternative that would avoid or reduce a 
significant unavoidable impact.  (See CEQA Guidelines 15088.5.)  None of these circumstances 
are presented here, and La Mirada provides no evidence whatsoever showing that these 
circumstances exist.  La Mirada merely asserts an unsupported speculation that a Charter school 
and daycare facility will be located near the project and children are sensitive receptors to air 
pollutants, therefore, the Project will have a new significant impact.  La Mirada’s speculation is 
devoid of evidence and overlooks the complete and thorough analysis of air quality impacts on 
sensitive receptors in the Project EIR. 

Section IV.I of the draft EIR contains the Air Quality analysis.  Section IV.I(3)(B)(iv) 
sets forth a significance threshold for sensitive receptors.  Section IV.I(3)(C)(i)(2) identifies 
sensitive receptors in close proximity to the Project site—one of which is a children’s services 
facility within 85 feet of the Project site: 

The nearest off site receptors to the project site potentially subject to localized air quality 
impacts associated with construction of the proposed project include:  

• Multi-family residential and commercial uses located approximately 300 feet  north 
and  north east of the project site, across Sunset Boulevard;  

• The single family residential neighborhood located north of the project site, across 
Sunset Boulevard, along St. Andrews Place, with the nearest residence located 
approximately 400 feet from the project site, along with commercial uses located 
along the north side of Sunset Boulevard between Western Avenue and St. Andrews 
Place;   

• The Assistance League of Southern California, which provides a variety of 
community services during daytime hours, including the Family Service Center, and 
the Hollywood Senior Multipurpose Center, is located to the south of the project site, 
across De Longpre Avenue, approximately 85 feet from the project site;  
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• The Learning Center for Young Children and the Children’s Club, both operated by 
the Assistance League, are located approximately 85 feet to the southwest of the 
project site.  Additional residential uses are located approximately 200 feet south and 
southwest of the project site.  Covenant House is located approximately 450 feet 
south of the project site. 

Thus, the EIR identified sensitive receptors, including children, at locations closer to the Project 
than the Charter school and daycare facility identified by La Mirada. 

The EIR concluded that construction air quality impacts to sensitive receptors would be 
less than significant.  More particularly, Draft EIR Table IV. I-12 (Localized Estimated Peak 
Daily Construction Emissions) shows that construction emissions generated by the Project 
during the different phases of construction would not exceed the established SCAQMD localized 
thresholds for NOx (in the form of NO2), CO, PM10, and PM2.5 at a receptor distance of 82 feet.  
This conclusion applies equally to the Charter school and daycare facility referenced by 
La Mirada—which are further away from the Project than 82 feet. 

Operational air quality impacts to sensitive receptors are also less than significant.  Draft 
EIR Tables IV.I-14 and IV.I-15 show that the operational emissions of pollutants are below 
SCAQMD impact thresholds for sensitive receptors.  This conclusion applies equally to the 
Charter school and daycare facility referenced by La Mirada. 

Finally, Section IV.I(4) of the Draft EIR concludes that cumulative air quality impacts to 
sensitive receptors will be less than significant.  This conclusion applies equally to the Charter 
school and daycare facility referenced by La Mirada. 

4. All the Required Findings Have Been Made 

La Mirada merely disagrees with the City’s own interpretation and application of its own 
Specific Plan and re-asserts its claim that the City has not adopted the Specific Plan findings in 
the correct form.  As set forth in prior responses and in the City’s findings, the City has made 
each and every requisite Specific Plan finding in the same form as such findings are set forth in 
the Specific Plan.
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5. The PLUM Committee and City Council Can Act Prior to the Recreation and Parks 

Commission Setting a Childcare Center In Lieu Fee  

Project conditions of approval require that prior to issuance of a building permit, Target 
shall pay an in-lieu fee instead of establishing a childcare center.  The in-lieu fee option is 
expressly authorized in the Vermont/Western Transit Oriented District Area Specific Plan 
(“SNAP”).  In fact, SNAP Section 6.G.5 requires compliance prior to the certificate of 
occupancy—not prior to issuance of a building permit.  The SNAP authorizes the Parks and 
Recreation Commission (“PRC”) to set the amount of the fee but provides no criteria or 
methodology for determining the fee.  The PRC was scheduled to hear the matter on November 
21, 2012, but the hearing has been continued to allow the PRC and its staff to determine the 
amount of the fee.  Currently, staff is in the process of developing an appropriate fee policy to 
bring to the PRC. 

 
The PRC is merely playing its role in complying with the SNAP and conditions of 

approval.  Nothing in the SNAP requires the PRC to act before the City Council acts on the 
underlying approvals.  Conditions of approval are conditions subsequent to approval—and this 
condition is no different. 

 
6. La Mirada Misunderstands Project Financing and La Mirada Misunderstands the 

Facts Regarding the Sunset & Gordon Project 

As mentioned in our September 19, 2012 letter to the City Council, Doug Haines has 
presented no credential or relevant experience to validate his uninformed opinions about 
construction costs and the cost of subterranean parking.  Furthermore, his anecdotal reference to 
the Sunset & Gordon project reveals a significant misunderstanding of the facts.   

By contrast, the partners in our firm cumulatively possess over 100 years of major project 
development experience.  We have provided counsel for over 30 million square feet of 
development, and we possess significant experience in project financing and construction costs.  
Furthermore, we represent the developer of the Sunset & Gordon project and possess particular 
knowledge about the project and its developer, CIM Group (“CIM”). 

Regarding the cost of construction, La Mirada’s erroneous claim that construction costs 
are lower than they were in the 1990s and mid-2000’s is incorrect and fails to account for a 
significant recent recession.  Construction costs have escalated over the past 20 years.  However, 
from 2002 – 2012, costs have only risen slightly because of the spike in costs from 2002 to 2006 
when both material and labor costs shot upward due to so much construction in the 
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United States, China and other developing countries.  Then, in 2007 – 2008, the financial market 
crash caused most construction to cease and dramatically depress prices.  Subcontractors were 
working below cost just to hold onto key staff and keep their companies afloat.  But by 2010, 
prices were back to 2002 levels, and costs have only just picked up again in 2011 – 2012 because 
financing is more available and developers have started projects around the country.  We have 
seen additional price escalations in 2013 and for future work.  The Sunset & Gordon Project, for 
instance, is carrying 1% budget allocations for escalations in material and labor costs in 2014. 

La Mirada’s anecdotal comparison to the Sunset & Gordon project is misinformed.  The 
dramatic reduction in project cost estimates from the original developer to the current developer 
are not evidence of generally reduced constructions costs, but instead reflect efficiencies unique 
to the new developer.  CIM achieved reductions in project costs because its general contractor is 
a joint venture partner with the concrete company for the project.  Consequently, no other entity 
could price concrete as competitively as the CIM—effectively building its garage at a 
small percentage above cost based upon this relationship.  In addition, CIM is doing the project 
differently than the original developer.  The CIM project is a rental apartment project, not a 
condominium project as originally proposed.  CIM is implementing a more cost-effective interior 
program to reduce finishes and other materials.  CIM reduced the cost of the original project 
because it possesses more buying power in market, a uniquely favorable ability to borrow at 
much more aggressive rates due its strong relationships, and reducing the costs of interior 
finishes.  Thus, the price reduction from the original cost estimate to the current cost estimate 
results from unique strengths of the new developer and has nothing to do with trends in 
construction costs. 

The Sunset & Gordon project parking garage and its price point per space is lower than 
the average cost per space for subterranean parking for two reasons.  First, as set forth above, 
CIM is acquiring its concrete for a small percentage above cost—thereby dramatically reducing 
the cost of building the parking garage.  Second, the Sunset & Gordon project parking cost is 
blended between above-grade and below grade parking with 167 spaces above grade and 358 
spaces below grade.  At this time, the average cost per space is $17,143, which is due to 
reallocating below grade costs between the pocket park feature of the project and the 
subterranean garage.  

The facts of the Sunset & Gordon project bear no resemblance whatsoever to the facts of 
the Target project.  Consequently, La Mirada’s anecdotal references to the Sunset & Gordon 
project do not establish any relevant facts regarding the cost of subterranean parking for Target 
or construction costs in general. 
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7. Conclusion 

The claims of La Mirada, Mr. Bell and Hollywood Heritage are meritless and should be 
rejected.  The proposed Target Project will significantly support the revitalization effort at 
Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue.  The City Planning Department staff has been thorough 
and careful in preparing the administrative record of the Project and in assuring that substantial 
evidence supports every conclusion in the EIR and every necessary finding.  We respectfully 
request that the City Council deny the La Mirada appeal and approve the Project.   
 

      Very Truly Yours, 

 
      R.J. Comer 

Attachments 

cc:  Marcel Porras, CD 13 
      Target Corporation  
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February 19,2013 

BY FACSIMILE (213-897-2877) 

David Lawrence Bell 
The Law Offices of David Lawrence Bell 
115 8-1/2 North Westmoreland A venue 
Los Angeles, California 90029 

Richard A. Schulman 
E-MAIL: RSCHULMAN@HECHTSOLBERG .COM 

Re: Citizens Coalition, etc. v. City of Los Angeles (Target Corporation) 
Superior Court Of California, County Of Los Angeles 
SE District- Norwalk Superior Court Case BS140930 

Dear Mr. Bell: 

As you know, this firm represents Target Corporation in the litigation you filed. I am 
responding to your letter dated February 7, 2013, which I first received from Kenneth Fong at the 
City and then by mail from you. 

Target respectfully disagrees with your position. As you know, Target and the City may 
rely on approved entitlements unless the City formally revokes them or a court formally 
invalidates them. Neither of those events has occurred. Thus, the City was authorized to issue 
permits to perform the work complained of in your letter, and Target may rely on those permits. 

Thank you for your courtesy on this matter. 

RAS:cas 
080034-0016 4850-8881-2050_2 

cc: Client 
Kenneth Fong 
Mary Decker 

Very truly yours, 

/ ~-------

Richard A. Schulman 
HECHT SOLBERG ROBINSON GOLDBERG & BAGLEY LLP 

Hecht So/berg Robinson Goldberg & Bagley UP Attorneys at Law 

One America Plaza 600 West Broadway Eighth Floor San Diego, CA 92101 T: 619.239.3444 F: 619.232.6828 hechtsolberg.com 
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March 14, 2013 

BY FACSIMILE (213-897-2877) 

David Lawrence Bell 
The Law Offices of David Lawrence Bell 
1158-112 North Westmoreland Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90029 

Richard A. Schulman 
E-MAIL: RSCHULMAN@HECHTSOLBERG.COM 

Re: Citizens Coalition, etc. v. City of Los Angeles (Target Corporation) 
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BS140930 

Dear Mr. Bell: 

I am responding to your letter dated March 13, 2013. 

As I said before, the approved entitlements are still in effect. The December 31, 2012 

letter from the City Attorney did not revoke the entitlements, nor for that matter would the City 

Attorney have the authority to do so unilaterally. Similarly, no court has invalidated them. As to 

the Brown Act, the City Attorney's letter did not concede a violation- in fact, it explicitly 

denied that there had been a violation - nor has a court found that there was such a violation. 

Consequently, your reference to Government Code §54960.1 was misplaced, as the mere 

assertions by yourself and Mr. Silverstein do not establish that any action was void. 

Even if the entitlements were not valid, the activities that have occurred on the site thus 

far do not demonstrate a commitment to any particular decision on the store. The actions that 

have occurred so far consist of the removal of asbestos from the existing structure, the removal 

of trash, and the removal of unused utilities. The first two benefit public health, and the third has 

left the site without power. None of these is unique to a Target store. All of them, in fact, help 

protect the community while the site lies unused. 

RAS:cas 

cc: Client 
Kenneth F ong 
Mary Decker 

Very truly yours, 

Richard A. Schulman 
HECHT SOLBERG ROBINSON GOLDBERG & BAGLEY LLP 

Hecht Solberg Robinson Goldberg & Bagley LLP Attorneys at Law 

One America Plaza 600 West Broadway Eighth Floor San Diego, CA 92101 T: 619.239.3444 F: 619.232.6828 hechtsolberg.com 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND MUTUAL RELEASE 

~is Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release ("Agreement") is entered into, effective 

April~' 2009, by and among Hollywood Heritage, Inc. ("Hollywood Heritage" or 

"Petitioner"), The Community Redevelopment Agency ofthe City of Los Angeles, California 

("CRA/LA"), the City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles City Council (collectively "City", 

Bridgelock Capital, Inc. and Peak Financial Partners, Inc. (collectively "Peak Financial") 

(individually, a "Party" or collectively, the "Parties"). 

It is the intent of the Parties that this Agreement shall establish the terms of a full and 

complete settlement of all claims and actions raised in Hollywood Heritage, Inc. v. Community 

Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, et al., LASC, Case No. BS 108249 (the 

"Action"). The terms of the Agreement are intended to be the limit of the Parties' obligations. 

I. RECITALS 

A. Whitley Investment Group, LLC ("Whitley") was previously the owner and 

developer of those certain properties located at 1802-1808 N. Whitley A venue, and 1810-1816 

N. Whitley Avenue, Los Angeles, CA, located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area 

(the "Property"), the legal description of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

B. On April 5, 2007, Hollywood Heritage filed a verified petition for writ of 

mandamus, and complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief against CRA/LA, the City and 

Whitley in the Action, concerning the CRA/LA's and City's alleged violations of the 1986 

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan (" 1986 HRP"), 2003 Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 

Amendment ("2003 HRP"), with reference to the requirements of the 2003 Final Environmental 

Impact Report for the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Amendment ("2003 FEIR"). 

C. Subsequent to the filing of the Action, Bridgelock Capital, Inc. acquired fee 

simple title to the Property, and then transferred fee simple title to the Property to Peak Financial. 

Peak Financial is the current owner of the Property. In or about November 2008, Bridgelock 

Capital and Peak Financial were added as Roe 1 and Roe 2, respectively, to the then second 

amended petition for writ of mandamus, and complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief. 

D. The Pm1ies hereto have agreed to use this Agreement to achieve a full and 

complete resolution of all claims and actions as~erted by Hollywood Heritage in the Action. 

E. As a result of the Action, Hollywood Heritage, CRA/LA, the City, Bridgelock and 

Peak Financial have engaged in settlement negotiations concerning, among others, the 

preparation of certain Plans (as defined below) allegedly required by the 2003 HRP. As a result, 

the Pm1ies have agreed to resolve the disputes embodied in the Action without further litigation 

or expense, without any admission of liability or facts by any Party. 

II. TERMS 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants, agreements, 

representations, and wananties contained in this Agreement, and other and other good and 

valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the Parties 
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agree as follows: 

A. Dismissal. The Parties agree that the litigation (Case No. BS 1 08249) will be 

dismissed with prejudice as to all Parties, including but not limited to, CRAILA, the City, 

Whitley, Bridgelock Capital and Peak Financial. Within five (5) business days after payment and 

delivery of the good and sufficient, verified funds called for in Paragraph D, below, Hollywood 

Heritage shall deliver to CRA/LA a written request for dismissal of the Action with prejudice, as 

to all parties, executed by Hollywood Heritage's counsel (the "Dismissal") in the form of Exhibit 

B hereto. CRA/LA may then cause the Dismissal to be filed in Los Angeles Superior Court and 

served on all Parties. 

B. CRAILA's Obligations. 

1. CRA/LA shall use good faith efforts (the term "good faith efforts", as used 

in this Agreement, shall mean to act in good faith with the intent to do and complete the subject 

task, without qny intentional effot1s to delay the task's completion, and CRA/LA shall not be 

deemed not to be acting in good faith if a~y unreasonable interference by a non-Party delays the 

task's completion) to complete or cause to complete, publicly circulate for review and comment, 

submit to the CRA/LA Board for action, and implement (to the extent they are approved, in 

whole or in part or in some form, by the CRA/LA Board) the following plans, according to the 

time line in the chart attached as Exhibit C: (i) Franklin Avenue Design Plan, (ii) Hollywood 

Boulevard Urban Design Plan, (iii) Hollywood Core Transition District Development 

Guidelines, (iv) Transportation and Parking Ordinance, (v) Historical Resources Survey, and (vi) 

Density Transfer Procedures (collectively "Plans"). Except for their respective requirements 

relating to the timing of their preparation, these Plans are to be prepared in accordance with the 

requirements in the 2003 HRP, including all ofthe required elements described in the 2003 HRP. 

Items (i) and (ii) above may be combined into one document. If the Plans are not completed, 

circulated, submitted for action, and implemented (to the extent they are approved, in whole or in 

part or in some form, by the CRAIL A Board) because of lack of funding from CRAIL A for its 

consultants' and related work, the CRA/LA's effort will not be deemed good faith for purposes 

of this Agreement. 

2. Provided CRA/LA continues to use good faith efforts to complete the 

Plans, CRA/LA's failure to meet any of the milestone dates in Exhibit C shall not give rise to 

any contractual rights or other rights in favor of Hollywood Heritage, nor shall it give rise to any 

cause of action that is not otherwise available to Hollywood Heritage absent the settlement, with 

the exception that if the Plans have not been completed, publicly circulated for review and 

comment, and submitted for action, and implemented (to the extent they are approved, in whole 

or in part or in some form, by the CRA/LA Board) within two (2) years after the last date 

identified in Exhibit C, then CRA/LA shall be ,deemed to be in breach of this Agreement, and 

Hollywood Heritage shall, in addition to any r~1hedies provided in this Agreement, have any 

right and remedy in law or equity that it would otherwise have absent the existence of this 

Agreement. 

3. CRA/LA shall provide Hollywood Heritage with copies of the CRA/LA 

Board of Commissioners' actions taken in the past on the currently existing Revised Draft 

Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan (March 1993) ("1993 Design Plan"). Such documents 
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shall be provided to Hollywood Heritage within 15 days after execution of this Agreement. As 

to all publicly available documents related to future actions by the CRA/LA Board with respect 

to the Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan, said documents shall be provided to Hollywood 

Heritage within 15 days after their public availability. Until the deadlines stated in this 

Agreement for the preparation of an update of the 1993 Design Plan have been met, CRA/LA 

agrees that any new project ("new project" is defined in this paragraph to mean any project not in 

negotia6ons with CRA/LA as of the execution of this Agreement, for entitlements and/or 

development agreements such as but not limited to OPAs, DDAs and ENAs) in the Ho1lywood 

Boulevard Urban Design Plan area shall be subject to review by CRA/LA, which review shall 

include without limitation issues such as use, as discretionary guidelines, and not as designs for 

development, of the 1993 Design Plan, until the deadlines stated in this Agreement for 

preparation of an update of that Plan have been met. CRA/LA shall distribute the 1993 Design 

Plan to all new project applicants, as well as those with whom CRA/LA is currently in 

negotiations for potential entitlements and/or development agreements. 

4. CRA/LA shall provide to Hollywood Heritage, as early as practical, copies 

of the final consultant contracts scope of work relating to the preparation of the Plans, together 

with a copy of the applicable requirements for the Plans as stated in the 2003 HRP, as well as 

provide copies to Hollywood Heritage of completed publicly available drafts of the final Plans, 

so that Hollywood Heritage shall have the timely opportunity to comment on the proposed scope 

of work and Plans to CRA/LA. CRA/LA will direct its consultants to prepare any elements that 

are required in the 2003 HRP. 

5. CRA/LA shall use good faith efforts to resolve any issues or disputes that 

may arise as a result of Hollywood Heritage's comments regarding the consultant contract 

scopes and work, and the completed drafts of the Plans. 

6. CRA/LA, in preparation of the Historic Resources Survey, shall maintain 

consistency with the City's Survey LA and its definitions, while using good faith efforts to take 

into account the more detailed factual information regarding historical properties in the 

Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area. CRA/LA recognizes that integrity may be evaluated 

differently in the Hollywood area due to rarity, property type, or evaluation code, if consistent 

with Survey LA standards. CRAIL A shall provide copies of progress documents according to the 

time line in the chart attached as Exhibit C. 

7. CRA/LA shall use good faith efforts to ensure that the Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment Historic District ("Historic District") and all buildings 

currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places ("National Register') as contributors 

to the Historic District retain status code 1D on the Historic Resources Survey. 

8. CRA/LA, upon completion ofthe Historic Resources Survey, shall use 

good faith efforts to present for approval by the CRA/LA Board of Commissioners, an updated 

list of historic/architectural/cultural resources ("Section 511 List") subject to the provisions of 

Section 511 of the 2003 HRP ("Section 511 "). The timing for said presentation for approval by 

the CRA/LA Board of Commissioners shall, in any event, not be later than the limits provided 

for in Section II(B)(2) above. The Section 511 list shall be made publicly available (uploading 

on the CRA/LA website is acceptable), but integration into Navigate LA and Zimas databases is 
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preferred. A printed version of the Section 511 list shall be provided to members ofthe public 

on request and at reasonable copying charges. 

9. Prior to the CRA/LA Board's adoption and approval of a Section 511 List 

(the timing of the consideration of which is described in Exhibit C hereto), CRNLA shall be 

allowed to continue to process permit applications (permits that could significantly impact 

structures) in the following manner: (i) comply with Section 511 with respect to (aa) structures 

with a Status Code 1-3 rating as identified by CRA/LA at the time of the 1986 Redevelopment 

Plan adoption, (bb) structures with a Status Code 4 rating as identified by CRA/LA in a CRAIL A 

Board Memorandum dated April 19, 1990, and ( cc) structures with a Status Code 1-4 rating in 

California Historic Register Information System; and (ii) comply with all of the mitigation 

measures set forth in the 2003 FEIR with respect to structures with a Status Code 1-5 rating 

listed in Appendix G of the 2003 FEIR but are not otherwise covered under subsection 9(i) 

above. In complying with Section 511 and the mitigation measures set forth in the 20003 FEIR, 

as required above under subsections 9(i) and 9(ii), respectively, CRA/LA shall apply and 

implement all applicable provisions, inc] uding without limitation the up-to-1 ~0-day delay period. 

CRA/LA shall notify Hollywood Heritage of all permit applications involving proposed 

demolition of resources mentioned in subsections 9 (i) and 9 (ii) above, within 15 days of receipt 

of the permit application. Historic Resource Assessment Reports prepared pursuant to 

implementing Section 511, or in response to mitigation measures identified in 2003 FEIR, shall 

be subject to the provisions contained in paragraph 10 below with the following additional 

standards for preparing the Assessment Report: 

a. Include an existing conditions report which identifies 

character-defining features, materials, and spaces. An historic architect shall determine 

adverse effect after an analysis of the impact on character defining features. 

b. Any Joss of integrity between the date of the survey listing and 

the present shall not lead to a conclusion of insufficient integrity. 

c. A Historic Architect shall participate in the integrity analysis 

or review in order to determine the physical aspects of alteration and their potential 

reversibility. 

d. The Assessment Report shall include analysis of alternatives 

to the project that may be analyzed in a Supplemental EIR. 

10. Prior to the CRA/LA Board's adoption and approval of a Section 511 List 

(the timing of the consideration of which is described in Exhibit C hereto), and with respect to 

structures that are not otherwise covered under Section 9 above and meet at least one of the 

following criteria: (i) having a Status Code 5 rating as identified by CRA/LA based on a 

reconnaissance survey conducted in 2002; (ii) having a Status Code 1-5 rating in the Directory of 

Properties in the Historic Prope1iy Data File for Los Angeles County, as kept by the California 

Office of Historic Preservation as part of its CHRIS system; or (iii) at least 50 years old, 

CRA/LA agrees that the applicant for any permit that would adversely impact such structure will 

be requested, or may be required when CRA/LA determines that CEQA is triggered by the 

requested permit approval, to select, hire, and fund a qualified historic assessment consultant 
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necessary to prepare an Historic Resource Assessment Report to determine if the proposed 
impact on the structure would be an adverse impact on a historically significant structure. 
CRA/LA shall request of the applicant, and may require of the applicant when CRA/LA 
determines that CEQA is triggered by the requested permit approval, that the contract between 
the applicant and the consultant contain the following provision: 

"Restrictions on Review of Drafts of the Historic Resource 
Assessment Report for the Purposes ofCEQA Review 

The California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq., "CEQA") authorizes CRA/LA to accept a 
draft environmental impact report ("EIR"), Final EIR, Negative 
Declaration, or Mitigated Negative Declaration ("Environmental 
Documents") including technical studies such as Historic Resource 
Assessment Reports, prepared by a consultant retained by the 
Applicant. (Public Resources Code Section 21082.1; State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15084.) 

Consultant and Applicant expressly agree that CRA/LA, as Lead 
Agency for the Project pursuant to CEQA, is solely responsible for 
the adequacy and objectivity of the Environmental Documents and 
their technical reports. Applicant and Consultant expressly agree 
and recognize that, before CRA/LA may certify an EIR or publish 
a notice of determination, CRA/LA must certify that the final 
Environmental Documents reflect its independent judgment and 
analysis. (Ibid. see also State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090.) 
To enable CRA/LA to properly carry out these duties under 
CEQA, the parties agree that the following restrictions apply to the 
Applicant's review of the Environmental Documents and 
communications with Consultant: 

1. Consultant understands and agrees that its responsibility to provide 
a complete and accurate Environmental Documents is owed solely to 
CRA/LA, and not to the Applicant or any other third person or entity. 

ORANGE\ODVEIRIN\538 I 6.28 

2. Consultant must evaluate the environmental impacts of the project 
using its own professional judgment. Consultant may not confer or 
consult with, or otherwise seck the input of the Applicant in reaching 
its conclusion on the significance of any environmental impacts of the 
project. However, Consultant may confer or consult with, or 
otherwise seek the input of CRA/LA in reaching its conclusion on the 
significance of any environmental impacts of the project. 

3. All administrative, screen check or in-house drafts of 
Environmental Documents, or parts thereof, including its technical 
reports, must be submitted exclusively to CRA/LA upon completion. 
No administrative, screen check or in-house drafts of Environmental 
Documents, or any parts thereof, including its technical reports, may 
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be submitted to the Applicant without the express written consent of 
CRAIL A. 

4. Consultant agrees to notify CRA/LA in writing prior to any written 
or verbal communication with the Applicant. Notification shall 
include general nature of the anticipated communication. 

5. Consultant agrees not to retain any sub-consultants without the 
prior written consent of CRA/LA. Any and all agreements between 
Consultant and sub-consultants shall be in writing and contain the 
express terms above. 

6. Historic Resource Assessment Reports shall: 

• Include survey data (Statement of survey data to date, 
including evaluation codes from 1986 and subsequent 
surveys; evaluation category according to OHP records; 
property type, including evaluation of whether property 
type is increasingly rare; context and associated themes; 
and a discussion of integrity.) 

• Include an existing conditions report which identifies 
character-defining features, materials, and spaces. 

• Identify the historic associations of the building, putting 
it in appropriate context and analyzing property type. 

• The assessment report shall follow notification 
procedures r~quired by CEQA. 

• All assessment reports shall be forwarded to Hollywood 
Heritage for review and comment. 

• The assessment reports shall be prepared by qualified 
historic preservation professionals using the Secretary 
of the Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic 
Properties." 

CRA/LA shall notify Hollywood Heritage of all pennit applications involving 
proposed demolition of resources mentioned in subsections 1 O(i) through 1 O(iii) above, 
within 15 days after receipt ofthe permit application. 

11. CRA/LA agrees to use good faith efforts to notify Hollywood Heritage of 
any applications for extensions or renewals of existing approvals for the Property, or any 
additional discretionary, ministerial or other actions, related to the Property, in the manner 
described in paragraph V below for giving notice. CRA is not obligated to provide notice under 
this section, where notice is otherwise required by law, or where Hollywood Heritage can by law 
request notice and notice is then required. 

12. CRA/LA agrees to use good faith efforts to resolve any disputes with 
Hollywood Heritage, related to CRAIL A's performance of its obligation in paragraphs ( 1) 
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through ( 11 ), above. CRAIL A, however, shall retain its final authority and discretion with 
respect to its contracting power and its preparation and consideration of the Plans. 

C. Hollywood Heritage's Obligations. 

1. Hollywood Heritage, upon being provided in the manner as set forth for 
providing notice in paragraph V below, by CRA/LA of any completed drafts and final consultant 
contract scopes of work for review, shall use good faith efforts, no later than 20 days from the 
delivery to Hollywood Heritage of documents required under Section II (B) ( 4), to notify 
CRA/LA of any comments that Hollywood Heritage may have regarding the consultant contract 
scopes of work. In addition, Hollywood Heritage, upon being provided, in the manner set forth 
for providing notice in Paragraph V, below, by CRA/LA of any completed drafts and final Plans 
for review, shall use good faith efforts, no later'than 45 days from delivery to Hollywood 
Heritage of documents required under Section II (B) ( 4 ), to notify CRAIL A of any comments 
that Hollywood Heritage may have regarding the Plans. The failure to promptly provide to 
CRA/LA, H.ollywood Heritage's comments, may make response and agreement by CRA/LA 
impossible, so Hollywood Heritage agrees and understands that time is of the essence in 
notifying CRA/LA of any ofHollywood Heritage's comments. 

2. Hollywood Heritage agrees to use good faith efforts, to resolve any 
disputes with CRA/LA, related to CRA/LA 's performance of its obligations in Section II (B) (1) 
through (11 ), above. With the exception of CRA/LA 's failure to comply with the time periods 
identified in Section II (B)(2) above, the failure of CRA/LA to perform its obligations in Section 
II (B) (1) through (11 ), above, shall not give rise to any contractual rights or other rights in favor 
of Hollywood Heritage, nor shall it give rise to any cause of action that is not otherwise available 
to Hollywood Heritage absent the settlement. 

D. Settlement Payments. Within 15 days after the execution of this Agreement by 
all of the Parties, CRA/LA shall pay and deliver to Hollywood Heritage $75,000 and the City 
shall pay and deliver to Hollywood Heritage $15,000 for Hollywood Heritage's past and ongoing 
historic preservation efforts. In addition, Peak Financial shall pay and deliver to Hollywood 
Heritage $30,000 for Hollywood Heritage's costs, and attorney fees and costs, incurred in 
connection with the Action. LA/CRA, the City~ and Peak Financial shall deliver said amounts in 
good and sufficient funds made payable to payable to The Silverstein Law Firm Attorney Client 
Trust Account, to be delivered by said parties to The Silverstein Law Firm, APC, at its business 
address located 215 North Marengo Ave. 3rd Floor, Pasadena, California 911 01-1504. Such 
sums shall constitute full and complete payment and compensation for this Settlement and any 
and all attorneys' fees, appeal fees, and other costs. 

E. Agreement Not to Challenge. So long as the development of the Property is in 
compliance with the approved plans and entitlements to date, the terms of this Agreement 
regarding application ofthe Plans, 2003 HRP, and 2003 FEIR as discussed and agreed to in this 
Agreement shall not apply to the development of the Property. Moreover, so long as the 
development is in compliance with the approved plans and entitlements as ofthe date of this 
Agreement, Hollywood Heritage, and its present and future officers, directors, and managing 
representative and managing employees, agree not to file any litigation, or sponsor, or participate 
directly, or fund any action, administrative or legal, preventing or further challenging the 
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development of the Prope1iy, including any extensions or renewals of existing plans or permits, 

any additional discretionary, ministerial or other actions, so long as they are in compliance with 

the approved plans and entitlements, as of the date of this Agreement. 

F. Mutual Release. Except for the obligations created by this Agreement, 

Hollywood Heritage hereby releases and discharges CRA/LA, the City, Bridgelock Capital, and 

Peak Financial, and each and every one of their directors, predecessors, successors, officers, 

shareholders, employees, agents, attorneys, assigns, and representatives and any person claiming 

by or through any of them from any and all claims, demands, damages, debts, liabilities, 

obligations, contracts, agreements, causes of action, suits and attorneys' fees and cost of 

whatever nature, character or form, both known or unknown, which Ilollywood Heritage may 

have or may hereinafter have or claim to have by reason of any matter, act or omission, arising 

from or in any way related to the Action. In return, except for the obligations created by this 

Agreement, CRA/LA, the City, Bridgelock Capital, and Peak Financial, hereby release 

Hollywood Heritage and each of its directors, predecessors, successors, officers, shareholders, 

employees, agents, attorneys, assigns, and representatives and any person claiming by or through 

any ofthem from any and all claims, demands, damages, debts, liabilities, obligations, contracts, 

agreements, causes of action, suits and attorneys' fees and cost of whatever nature, character or 

form, both known or unknown, which CRA/LA, the City, Bridgelock Capital, and Peak Financial 

may have or may hereinafter have, or claim to have, by reason of any matter, act or omission, 

arising from or in any way related to the Action. Further, in return, except for the obligations 

created by this Agreement, Bridgelock Capital, and Peak Financial hereby release CRA/LA and 

the City, and each and every one of their directors, predecessors, successors, officers, 

shareholders, employees, agents, attorneys, assigns and representatives, and any person claiming 

by or through any of them from any and all claims, demands, damages, debts, liabilities, 

obligations, contracts, agreements, cause of actions, suits and costs, of whatever nature, character 

or form, which, Bridgelock Capital, and Peak Financial may have or may hereinafter have or 

claim to have by reason of any matter, act, or omission, arising from or in any way related to the 

Action. 

G. No Release betv\'een Whitely and Bridgelocl' Capital and Peak Financial: 

The mutual release in paragraph F, above, does not include the release of any claims, rights or 

causes of action, that may exist between Whitely, on the one had, and Bridgelock Capital and 

Peak Financial, on the other hand. 

H. Limits. Except as stated in this Agreement, this Agreement shall not be 

construed as creating any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in 

equity, by any Party against Hollywood Herita'ge, Peak Financial, their successors-in-interest or 

any of their subsidiaries, or CRA/LA or the City or any of its governmental agencies, 

departments, political subdivisions or any other CRA/LA or City-controlled public entities other 

than those created herein. 

I. California Civil Code Section 1542. Upon the "Effective Date," as that term is 

defined above, each of the Parties has read and has otherwise been informed of the meaning of 

Section 1542 of the California Civil Code, and has consulted with its respective counsel, to the 

extent that any was desired, and understands the provisions of Section 1542. Each of the Pmiies 
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hereby expressly waives the rights and benefits conferred upon it by the provisions of Section 
1542 of the California Civil Code, which provides: 

"A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS WHICH THE 
CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT TO EXIST IN HIS OR HER 
FAVOR AT THE TIME OF EXECUTING THE RELEASE, WI--IICH IF 
KNO\VN BY HIM OR HER MUST HAVE MATERIALLY AFFECTED HIS 
OR HER SETTLEMENT WITH THE DEBTOR." 

J. No Third Partv Beneficiaries. It is expressly agreed that this Agreement is not 
for the benefit of any person or entity not a Party hereto or described as a related entity and 
representative herein. No person or entity who or which is not a signatory to this Agreement 
shall be deemed to be benefited or intended to be benefited by any provision hereof, and no such 
person or entity shall acquire any rights or causes of action against either Hollywood Heritage, 
CRA/LA, the City, Whitely or Peak Financial, hereunder as a result of the Pmiies' performance 
or non-performance of their respective obligations under this Agreement. Each of the Parties 
hereby acknowledges and agrees to the provisions of this Paragraph. 

K. Entire Agreement. The Parties acknowledge that this Agreement is signed and 
executed without reliance upon any actual or implied promises, warranties or representations 
made by any of the Parties or by any representative of any of the Parties, other than those which 
are expressly contained within this Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement 
and understanding among and between the Parties and supersedes any and all other agreements 
whether oral or written between the Parties. 

L. Amendments and Modifications. This Agreement may only be amended or 
modified through writing executed by all the Parties, or in the case of Peak Financial only, by 
any successor owner of the Prope1iy. 

M. Settlement, No Admissions by Parties. Each of the Parties acknowledges that 
this Agreement relates to the avoidance of litigation and the preclusion of actions described 
above. The Parties, therefore, agree that this Agreement is not to be treated or construed, at any 
time or in any manner whatsoever, as an admission by either Party that any of the allegations in 
Case No. BS 108249 are true. 

N. Choice of Law and Choice of Forum. This Agreement shall be deemed to have 
been executed and delivered within the State of Califomia; the rights and obligations of the 
Parties hereunder shall be governed, construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the 
State of California. The venue for any dispute arising from or related to this Agreement, its 
performance, and its interpretation shall be the Superior Court of California, County of Los 
Angeles. The Parties hereby stipulate that the Court shall retain jurisdiction to enforce the 
settlement provided for in this Agreement pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 

Section 664.6. 

0. Authorized Signatorv. Each Party represents and warrants to each other Party 
that its signature to this Agreement has the authority to bind the Pmiy, and this Agreement does 

in fact bind the Party. 
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P. Effective Date. This Agreement is effective as of the date first written above 
upon its execution by all Parties. 

Q. Binding Effect. This Agreement is binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of 

the Parties and their respective agents, employees, representatives, administrators, attorneys, 

directors, officers, board members, divisions, affiliates, parents, partnerships, partners, members, 

managers, trustees, joint venturers, assigns, heirs, and successors in interest. 

R. Rule of Construction. Each Party has cooperated in the drafting and preparation 

of this Agreement and, accordingly, the normal rule of construction to the effect that ambiguities 

are to be resolved against the drafting party shall not be employed in the interpretation of this 
Agreement. 

S. Headings. The descriptive headings used in this Agreement are for convenience 
only and shall not affect the meaning of any provision of this Agreement. 

T. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of 

which shall be deemed an original and all of which together shall constitute one Agreement. This 

Agreement may be executed by facsimile. 

U. Authority. Each Party or responsible director, officer, member, manager, 
pm1ner, trustee or attorney thereof has read this Agreement and understands the contents hereof. 

Each officer, member, manager, partner, trustee, or attorney executing this Agreement on behalf 

of each Party is empowered to do so and thereby bind such Party. Notwithstanding anything to 

the contrary, this Agreement shall not have any binding effect unless and until after this 
Agreement is approved by the Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage and approved by final 
action ofthe CRA/LA Board of Commissioners. 

V. Notices. Any and all notices required by this Agreement shall be made in writing 

and delivered to the following by U.S. Mail and by facsimile or email: 

If to Hollywood Heritage: 

Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 
Attn: Andrew Schwartz, Esq. and Christy McAvoy 
1824 N. Curs on Ave. 
P.O. Box 2586 
Hollywood, CA 9007 
Fax: 323-463-6418 
Preservati on@Ho II ywoodH eritage. org 
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With a copy to: 

Robe11 P. Silverstein, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo A venue, 3rd floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
(626) 449-4200 
Fax: (626) 449-4205 
Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com 

If to CRA/LA: 

Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles 
Hollywood & Central Region 
Attn: Christopher Rudd 
6255 Sunset Boulevard 
Suite 2206 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Phone (323) 960-2660 
Fax (323) 461-1487 
crudd@cra.lacity .org 

With a copy to: 

Brant Dveirin, Esq. 
Best, Best & Krieger, LLP 
300 So. Grand Ave., 25th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90071 
Phone (213) 617-7491 
Fax (213) 617-7480 
brant.dveirin@bbklaw.com 

Ifto City of Los Angeles 
and City Council of City of Los Angeles: 

Jeri L. Burge, Esq. 
Assistant City Attorney 
Los Angeles City Attorney's Office 
200 North Main Street #700 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
Phone (213)-978-8233 
Fax (213)-978-8090 
jeri.bum:e@lacity.org 
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If to Bridgelock Capital, Inc. 
And Peak Financial Partners, Inc: 

Attn: Gil Priel 
22837 Ventura Blvd., #300 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364 
Phone (818) 206-0657 
Fax (818) 206-3510 
gil@peakfp.com 

With a copy to: 

Daniel Krishel 
Krishel Law Offices 
22837 Ventura Blvd #304 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364 
Phone (818) 883-8759 
Fax (818) 883-6759 
dlklaw@earthlink.net 

SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE 
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DATED: April '1 , 2009 

DATED: April 21,2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 

DATED: April _, 2009 
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Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

By: 
Its: 

The Community Redevelopment Agency of the 
City of Los Angeles, California 

By:--+-~--~~------~~-----
Its: 

City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles City Council 

By: 
Its: 

Peak Financial Partners, Inc. 

By: 
Its: 

Bridgelock Capital, Inc. 

By: 
Its: 
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DATED: April_, 2009 

DATED: April _, 2009 

DATED: Aprild l, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 
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Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

By: 
Its: 

The Community Redevelopment Agency of the 
City of Los Angeles, California 

By: 
Its: 

City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles City Council 

Peak Financial Partners, Inc. 

By: 
Its: 

Bridgelock Capital, Inc. 

By: 
Its: 
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ll\lf !) Apri ' :2009 

I )/\TI~ April ' :2009 

IJ.:\ II~ D: A pri I . :2009 

Di\T! D: :\pril . :2009 

.2000 

lh: 

!h. 
It:--. 

lh: 

I kritagc. 

Communit~ R...:deH::lopment i\genc:r ofthe 
C of Los .\ngdes. California 

. ....................................................... -~-------------·-

of Los Angeles. Lns Angeles City Council 

Peak Financial Partners. Inc . 

lh: 

Bridgelock Capital. [n~' 

., 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DATED: April_, 2009 

DATED: April _, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 
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BEST, BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

e1rin 
Attorney for The Community 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los 
Angeles 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC 

By: -----------------------Robert Silverstein 
Attorney for Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

By: ____________ _ 
Jeri L. Burge 
Attorney for City of Los Angeles, Los 
Angeles City Council 

KRESHEL LAW OFFICES 

By: ____________________ _ 
Daniel Kreshel 
Attorney for Bridgelock and Peak 
Financial Partners, Inc. 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DATED: April _, 2009 

DATED: April 9, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 
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BEST, BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

By: ---------------------------
Brant H. Dveirin 
Attorney for The Community 
Redevelopment Agency ofthe City of Los 
Angeles 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC 

Robert Silverstem 
Attorney for Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

By: ______________________ _ 

Jeri L. Burge 
Attorney for City of Los Angeles, Los 
Angeles City Council 

KRESHEL LAW OFFICES 

By: ____________________ _ 
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Daniel Kreshel 
Attorney for Bridgelock and Peak 
Financial Partners, Inc. 

lawad
Typewritten Text
B-17



APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DATED: April _, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 

DATED: ApriiJ I, 2009 

DATED: April_, 2009 
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BEST, BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

By: -------------------------Brant H. Dveirin 
Attorney for The Community 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los 
Angeles 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC 

By: __________________ _ 
Robert Silverstein 
Attorney for Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

B . · D 1/ (.,--, /----/ · ~./,; 
. Jerii:BU;ge Z2 

Attorney for City of Los Angeles, Los 
Angeles City Council 

KRESHEL LAW OFFICES 

By: 

14 

------------------------
Daniel Kreshel 
Attorney for Bridgelock and Peak 
Financial Partners, Inc. 
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·\PPR( LJ) AS J HJRM: 

'D: April 

:April -2009 

DATED April -~-_ 

: /\pril 

B!- & KRIHIFR 

8\·: 
··-··-··-··~··-------·--·---

-, ; 
i'""'t 

Bmn1 H. Dvcirin 
The Communitv 

Rcdevdopment Agcnc; ofthe City of Los 

Angeles 

IF Sl!,VERSTF A\\' FIRM. APC 

Rt1hert Silverstein 
A ttorncy for y\\ ood Heritage. Inc. 

CTTY 

BY: 
-~-· --··"·-·~~~·--···---···-·~··-·

--~~~·-~--·-·--

Burge 
!\nome; Cit; l.os Angeles. Los 
_\ Cit1. 

OFfiCES 

and 
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Exhibit A 
to 

Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release 

Legal Description 

[Please see attached] 
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Parcel 1: 

The West 154 feet of Lot 10. in Block 25 of Hollywood Tract, in the City of Los Angeles, 
County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per map recorded in Book 28 Page(s} 59 and 
50 of Miscellaneous Records, in the office of the County Recorder of said county. 

Except the West 4 feet thereof conveyed i:o the City of Hollywood for street purposes in 
Book 2737, Page 1 53, of Deeds. 

Parcel 2: 

The Westerly 1 54 feet of Lot 9 in Block 28 of Hollywood Tract, in the Cii:y of los Angeles, 
County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per map recorded in Book 28 Page{s} 59 of 
maps, in the office ot the County Recorder of said county. 

Except the West 4 feet of said Lot 9 conveyed to the City of Hollywood for street 
purposes' by deed recorded in Book 2737, Page 153 of Deeds. 

Assessor's Parcel No: 5547-005-00Sand 5547-005-007 
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Exhibit B 
to 

Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release 

Request for Dismissal 

[Please see attached] 
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CIV-110 I 
I ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name and Address) TELEPHONE NO · FOR COURT USE ONLY 

i Robert P. Silverstein (SBN 185105) (626) 449-4200 
I r-J. Miguel Flores (SBN 240535) 
I 

The Silverstein Law Firm, APC I 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor I 

! Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
ATTORNEY FOR (Name; Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

Insert ~ame of court and :1ame of judicial district and branch cou:t, it any· 

I Los Angeles County Superior Court- Central District 
I 
i 

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: Hollywood Heritage, Inc. j 

DEFENDANT/ RESPONDENT: Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los I 
Angeles 

' 
' REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL 
I CASE NUMBER D Personal Injury, Property Damage, or Wrongful Death BC 108249 

D Motor Vehicle D Other 
D Family Law 
D Eminent Domain 
~ Other (specify) : Petition for Writ of Mandate 

-A conformed copy will not be returned by the clerk unless a method of return is provided with the document. -

1. TO THE CLERK: Please dismiss this action as follows: 
a. (1) ~ With prejudice (2) D Without prejudice 

b. (1) D 
(3) D 

Complaint (2) D Petition 
Cross-complaint filed by (name): 

(4) 0 Cross-complaint filed by (name): 

(5) ~ Entire action of all parties and all causes of action 

(6) 0 Other (specify):* 

Date: April _, 2009 

13?.~.~-~---·J=l.: ..... ~.ily~~~!~i~. ~~9: .... 

on {date): 

on (date): 

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF D ATTORNEY D PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY) 
*If dismissal requested is of specified parties only of specified causes of 
action only, or of specified cross-complaints only, so state and identify 
the parties, causes of action, or cross-complaints to be dismissed. 

(SIGNATURE) 

Attorney or party without attorney for: 

D Plaintiff/Petitioner D Defendant/Respondent 
D Cross - complainant 

2. TO THE CLERK: Consent to the above dismissal is hereby given.** 
Date: 

(SIGNATURE) (TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF D ATTORNEY D PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY) 

** If a cross-complaint-or Response (Family Law) seeking affirmative Attorney or party without attorney for: 
relief -is on file, the attorney for cross-complainant (respondent) must 
sign this consent if required by Code of Civil Procedure section 581 (i) 
or 0). 

D Plaintiff/Petitioner D Defendant/Respondent 
D Cross - complainant 

(To be completed by clerk) 

3. D Dismissal entered as requested on (date): 

4. D Dismissal entered on (date): as to only (name): 
5. D Dismissal not entered as requested for the following reasons (specify): 

6. D a. Attorney or party without attorney notified on (date): 
b. Attorney or party without attorney not notified. Filing party failed to provide 

D a copy to conformed D means to return conformed copy 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

Date: Clerk, by ____________________ , Deputy 

~or Mandatory :_;se 
Council of California 

CIV-110 [Rev Jar.uary 1 2007] 

REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL 
Page 1 of 1 

Code of C. vii Proceaure, § 581 et seq .. 
Ca 1 Ruies of Court. rL.!e 3.1390 
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I 
I 

EXHIBIT C 

Preparation of Plans and Guidelines 

a. Timing/Legislative Process 

Completion Public CRA/LA Board - Planning I CRAIL A 
of draft Review public hearing to Commission - Board-

take public review considerati 
comments -on 

Franklin Ave May2009 May-June July 2009 September November 
Design Plan/ 2009 2009 2009 
Hollywood Blvd 
District Urban 
Design Plan 

Hollywood Core May2009 May-July July2009 September November 
Transition District 2009 2009 2009 
Development 
Guidelines 

Transportation and July 2009 July-Sept. September 2009 October 2009 December 
Parking Ordinance 2009 2009 

Cultural Resources March 2009 March-July N/A NIA N/A 
Survey (raw data- 2009 

see fn. c, 
below) 

Density Transfer December Dec. 2010- February 2011 March 2011 May 2011 
Procedures 2010 Feb. 2011 

b. The Parties agree to cooperate in good faith to extend the above dates, including the 
outside date in Section II B 2 of the Agreement, to the extent necessary in order to 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

c. For the Cultural Resources Survey, CRA/LA shall provide to Hollywood Heritage 
raw data from the Survey field work by March 31, 2009, the revised Context 
Statement by April 30, 2009, discuss and try to resolve any issues from the raw data 
by May 31, 2009, provide a draft of the Survey by June 30, 2009, and the Board 
shall consider adoption of an updated list of historic resources subject to the 
provisions of Section 511 ofthe 2003 HRP by September 2009. 

d. Hollywood Heritage acknowledges receipt of the scope of work for the Historical 
Survey update consultant contracts, and receipt of the raw data from the Survey 
field Work, emailed to Hollywood Heritage on March 27, 2009. Hollywood 
Heritage also acknowledges receipt on March 27, 2009 of the scopes of work for 
the Franklin Ave. Design Plan/ Hollywood Blvd. District Urban Design Plan. 
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