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Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd 
Homeowner’s Association 

Incorporated November 8, 1971 
P. O. Box 64213 

Los Angeles, CA  90064-0213 
June 28, 2013 

 
 
City Council President Wesson and 
Honorable Members of the City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
City Hall, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
                  Re: Casden/Sepulveda Project, Council File 13-0523 
 
Dear Council Members: 
 
The project before you today has arrived at your desks via a tortured path.  When first 
proposed, it was a project that defied any planning sense by seeking to place 
outrageously sized buildings of great height and density in a community where there are 
no precedents for such projects.  No matter.  The outrageous starting point for this 
project became a fencepost from which future versions originated thus skewing the 
entire process from the start.   
 
We have been attempting to negotiate with a property owner/developer well known for 
his  lack of interest in listening to the input of the community.   Our pleas to remove the 
proposed Target retail outlet proposed for this location fell on deaf ears for years.  Then, 
suddenly at the very very last moment when it appeared that the project could face 
difficulties with Council approvals, there was at last a willingness to negotiate. The only 
problem is that the clock was ticking away and the desire to have this project heard by 
the current Council under the current MAYOR was clear.   
 
So, despite the fact that the community has not seen the site plan for this project, 
despite the fact that the housing is now situated within 350 feet of the freeway (as 
opposed to the 500 feet specified by the CPC), despite the fact that there has been no 
time to negotiate mitigations or conditions with the community, despite the fact that we 
do not know what the traffic impacts on this new project configuration might bring , the 
project will be considered and voted upon today. 
 
So, today is a sad day for Los Angeles.   We do not have sufficient details nor sufficient 
time to evaluate the proposed changes and  consult with our Board of Directors as to 
whether to alter our appeal of this project already on file with the City. 
   
One of the primary grounds for appeal is that the Planning Commission made changes 
to the site plan and  various items that the city attorney advised (orally at the hearing and 
subsequently in writing) required circulation of an addendum or  Supplemental EIR to the 
public for comment and then review by the Commission. That advice  remains even 
more pressing now that when first raised by the City Attorney and the appellants before 
the PLUM hearing.  Aside from the requirements of CEQA, we reiterate our demand 
under the most basic principles of constitutional due process for adequate notice and 
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opportunity to be heard after  a circulation of the environmental analysis of the new 
project details, with sufficient time to comment thereon.   
 
As Appellants, we cannot be expected to go forward to a vote on less than 2 days 
notice, with no information or details on the changes and impacts. Merely reciting in a 
memo that the project has been reduced in certain aspects does not comply with CEQA 
or due process. We reiterate and incorporate by this reference all of our comments and 
submissions made in connection with the EIR and the appeal, in particular the evidence 
of failure to properly mitigate or address the traffic and air quality impacts. Moving the 
buildings yet again (this is the third time) does nothing to solve the failure to comply with 
the Municipal Code requirements to provide specific minimum square footage of usable 
open space, as we have detailed previously.  
 
We incorporate by reference our submittals to the CPC and PLUM as well as our 
comments on the DEIR and FEIR. We also incorporate for the record all of the 
objections and grounds stated by the other appellants and their representatives, without 
repeating them here.  
 
We have a number of specific concerns related to the Director’s memo of June 26th 
which we have just read.  Some of these concerns include: 
 
 -No discussion of project conditions or mitigations.  The project FEIR ignored the 
potential for cut-through neighborhood traffic if/when Sepulveda Blvd, Pico Blvd. and/or 
the Pico / Seplulveda intersection experience project-related congestion.   
 -No required plan to incentize residents and employees to use transit. It is ironic 
that the project conditions make mention of having a concierge organize carpooling and 
RIDESHARING while there is no mention of discount or free transit passes to encourage 
residents/employees to actually USE the transit adjacent to their homes or jobs.   Does 
anyone see the irony in this?  How is it possible to allow such an opportunity to be 
missesd?  Can we really call a project “transit oriented” and forget to adopt some 
sensible conditions that might actually result in increased transit usage and reduced 
traffic?     
 -No review of site plan drawings.  So far as I know the community has not seen 
any site plan drawings.  I can't speak for all the community reps, but I know we have 
not.  That is troubling.  We don't know if driveways have moved, we don't know what 
changes have been made in relation to sidewalks, building placement, etc.  It is not 
comforting to know that the Director will consult with the Urban Design Studio on the 
details of the project.  First of all, he is under  no requirement to adopt their 
recommendations.  Second of all, they are not necessarily familiar with our community 
and the area and as such, may be unaware of issues, concerns, opportunities, etc. 
associated with this location.  We, the community, must have an opportunity to view the 
site plan and have our comments considered as part of the final project before final 
project approval.  What other projects of this size, scale and magnitude are considered 
for approval with so little public input?  Since when is the viewing of site plans an 
optional step in the review of a pending development?   
 -No data presented to show the impacts on the traffic / traffic study as to which 
intersections of the 22 originally negatively impacted will remain negatively impacted.  
Where are funds set aside for neighborhood traffic mitigations should cut- through traffic 
become an issue?  With the project changes being presented, which of the originally 
negatively impacted 22 intersections remain negatively impacted?  What are the plans 
for addressing these intersections?  Without a city NTMP program, we rely solely on 
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developer implemented mitigations to address negative impacts that their projects 
create. 
 Where are NTMP provisions should the Tennessee Avenue opening across to 
Sepulveda be implemented?  The suggestion to open Tennessee was made by those 
NOT living adjacent to Tennessee Avenue.  The project is already projected to have 
possible negative impacts on our community from cut-through traffic should congestion 
and delays at Pico and Sepulveda increase.  Instead of addressing that, in addition, 
there is now the possibility that a proposed mitigation will generate new traffic that could 
enter our community via Tennessee Avenue.  No language has been included to provide 
any protections or funding for protections for our residents east of Sepulveda. This is 
unacceptable.  Item 41 B should be removed if it does not contain explicitly stated 
protections for our community.  Period. 
 
Since "transit oriented development"  is a relatively new land use category in Los 
Angeles, it would seem wise for the City to wish to gather data related to actual trip 
generation counts for the residential units.  Where is the condition that will establish a 
traffic counting process to help the City establish a meaningful data base for use in 
allocating parking in future projects?  The city needs access and funding for the counts 
which should begin after this project reaches 80 percent occupancy.  (And, if the trips 
exceed levels reported in the environmental documents, there should be a condition that 
requires the project to provide additional discount and free transit passes to encourage 
increased transit usage and to make the project a more attractive place for transit 
patrons to live/work.   
 
In short, we believe this project should be publicly reviewed by the appropriate planning 
body before approval consideration so that informed decisions can be made by all 
concerned.   This project is being considered not only with over-riding considerations.  It 
is being considered with significant overwhelming considerations that are of grave 
concern. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Barbara Broide 
President 
 
 
cc: Hon Paul Koretz, CD5 
       Hon  Bill Rosendahl, CD11 
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John B. Murdock 
Attorney at Law 
1209 Pine Street 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 
Tel 310-450-1859 
Fax 310-450-9818 

June 28, 2013 
 

 
City Council  
City of Los Angeles 
City Hall, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
 
Re: Casden/Sepulveda Project, Council File 13-0523 
 
Dear Council Members: 
 
     This office represents two of the appellants in this matter which 
comes to you on appeal from the City Planning Commission and after a 
public hearing at the PUM committee wherein the committee sent it 
forward with no recommendation. 
     We understand from a brief communication received from CD5 in the 
last 48 hours and from a news article in the L.A. Times, that the project 
has been altered from that originally proposed and reviewed at the 
Planning Commission and PLUM hearings. We do not have sufficient 
details nor sufficient time to evaluate these changes and  consult with 
the Board of Directors of our clients on whether to alter in any way the 
appeal already on file.   
    One of the primary grounds for appeal is that the Planning 
Commission made changes to the site plan and  various items that the 
city attorney advised (orally at the hearing and subsequently in writing) 
required circulation of an addendum or  Supplemental EIR to the public 
for comment and then review by the Commission. That advice  remains 
even more pressing now that when first raised by the City Attorney and 
the appellants before the PLUM hearing.  Aside from the requirements 
of CEQA, we reiterate our demand under the most basic principles of 
constitutional due process for adequate notice and opportunity to be 
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heard after  a circulation of the environmental analysis of the new 
project details, with sufficient time to comment thereon.  As Appellants, 
we cannot be expected to go forward to a vote on less than 2 days 
notice, with no information or details on the changes and impacts. 
Merely reciting in a memo that the project has been reduced in certain 
aspects does not comply with CEQA or due process. We reiterate and 
incorporate by this reference all of our comments and submissions 
made in connection with the EIR and the appeal, in particular the 
evidence of failure to properly mitigate or address the traffic and air 
quality impacts. Moving the buildings yet again (this is the third time) 
does nothing to solve the failure to comply with the Municipal Code 
requirements to provide specific minimum square footage of usable 
open space, as we have detailed previously.  
       We incorporate by reference our submittals to the CPC and PLUM as 
well as our comments on the DEIR and FEIR. We also incorporate for the 
record all of the objections and grounds stated by the other appellants 
and their representatives, without repeating them here.  
       Please continue the hearing and the vote on this matter to a date 
which allows the revised project to be sent back to the Planning 
Commission with sufficient documentation and time to analyze the 
project as now proposed, so that informed decisions can be made by all 
concerned.  
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
John B. Murdock 
 
 
Cc: Barbara Broide, Pres., WSSM 
       Hon Paul Koretz, CD5 
       Hon  Bill Rosendahl, CD11 


