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On what grounds is the department basing a SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT ADJUSTMENT?

LAMC SECTION 11.5.7 SPECIFIC PLAN PROCEDURES:
B. Relationship To Provisions of Specific Plans. If any procedure established in a specific pian conflicts 

with any procedure set forth in this section, the provisions of this section shall prevail.

1. Definitions:
Project Permit Adjustment shall mean a decision on a project by the Director granting a minor adjustment 
from certain specific plan regulations, subject to the limitations specified by this section.

• The proposed projects imposes negative environmental impacts that the state of California has been 
ordered to control when making land use decisions.

• The proposed fails to meet the needs of the community as projects are intended to as stated in the 
Specific Plan.

• The proposed project suggests there is no impact on one of the busiest intersections in the San Fernando 
Valley.

• The proposed is also a conflict of interest for the Councilmember and the applicant.
Please see attached where the applicant is listed as one of Councilmember Paul Krekorian's campaign 
contributors.

•Please see the attached Code Of Ethics.
• Please see the attached LA Times article.

No substantial evidence has been provided by the Department on ow exactly this project conform to the 
needs of the community and is a decision that serves their best interest.

It is more reasonable to say how the project lacks compliance in every direction possible, rather than list 
another hundred page document filled with all of the laws the department ignores anyway.

When our elected officials decide to play by the rules, follow their own laws and listen to the 
public, only then will they finally become witness to the unjustifiable actions they have taken in regards to 
our city. The Sportsman's Lodge being yet another perfect example of breaking more laws than you are 
following.

sincerely,

Valley Alliance
ValleyAlliance@groupmail.com

mailto:ValleyAlliance@groupmail.com
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City of Los Angeles
CODE OF ETHICS

STATEMENT OF APPROVED PRINCIPLES FOR PUBLIC SERVICE 
IN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Adopted by Council Resolution, July 21,1959 and Amended August 23, 1979 by Council resolution

I
General Rule with Respect to Conflicts oflnterest

Persons in the public seivice shall not engage in nor shall they have 
any interest, direct or indirect, in any business or transaction, nor 
incur obligation which is in substantial conflict with the proper 
discharge of their official duties in the public interest or which 
impairs their independence of judgment in the discharge of such 
duties

II
Actions and Conduct Designed to Build Public Confidence

Persons in the public service shall not only be ever conscious that 
public service is a public trust but also shall be impartial and 
devoted to the best interests of the City, and shall so act and 
conduct themselves, both inside and outside the City's service, as 
not to give occasion fbi distrust of then impartiality or of then 
devotion to the city's best interests.

III
Acceptance of Favors and Gratuities

Persons in the public service shall not accept money or other 
consideration or favors from anyone other than the City for the 
performance of an act which they would be required or expected to 
perform in the tegular course of their duties, nor shall such persons 
accept any gifts, gratuities or favors of any kind which might 
reasonably he interpreted as an attempt to influence their actions 
with respect to City business.

IV
Use of Confidential Information

Persons in the public service shall not disclose confidential 
information acquired by or available to them in the course of their 
employment with the City, or use such information for speculation 
or personal gain.

V
Use of City Employment and Facilities for Private Gain

Persons in the public service shall not use, for private gain or 
advantage, their City time or the City's facilities, equipment or 
supplies, nor shall they use or attempt to use their position to secure 
unwarranted privileges or exemptions for themselves or others.

VI
Contracts With the City

Persons in the public service shall not exercise any discretionary 
powers for, or make any recommendations on behalf of or to the 
City or any department or officer thereof with respect to any 
contract or sale to which the City or any department thereof is a 
party and in which such persons shall knowingly be directly or 
indirectly financially interested.

VII
Outside Employment Impairing Service to the City

Persons in the public service shall not engage in outside 
employment or business activity which involves such hours of work 
or physical effort that it would or could be reasonably expected to 
substantially reduce the quality or quantity of work or interfere with 
such persons' giving a full day's labor for a full day's pay.

VIII
Outside Employment Incompatible With Official Duties

Persons in the public service shall not engage in any outside 
employment which involves the performance by them of any work 
which will come before them as officers or employees of the City, 
or under their supervision, for approval or inspection; provided that 
nothing in this paragraph shall be taken to limit in any manner the

outside employment of such persons where the interests of the City 
are protected under Section 222 of the Charter and ordinances 
adopted thereunder.

IX
Personal Investments

Persons in the public service shall not make personal investments in 
enterprises which they have reason to believe may be involved in 
decisions or recommendations to be made by the, or under their 
supervision, or which will otherwise create a substantial conflict 
between their private interests and the public interest. If, however, 
persons in the public service have financial interests in matters 
coming before them, or before the department in which they are 
employed, they shall disqualify themselves from any participation 
therein.

X
Discussion of Future Employment

Persons in the public service shall not negotiate for future 
employment outside the City service with any person, firm, or 
organization known by such persons to be dealing with the City 
concerning matters within such persons' areas of responsibility or 
upon which they must act or make a recommendation.

XI
Conduct With Respect to Performance on the Job

Persons in the public service shall perform then duties earnestly, 
economically and efficiently

XII
Activities Incompatible With Official Duties and the 

Reporting of Improper Government Activities
Persons in the public service shall not engage in any improper 
governmental activity or in any actions or practices which should 
interfere with the proper performance of the duties of others. 
Persons in the City service are strongly encouraged to fulfill their 
own moral obligations to the City by disclosing to the extent not 
expressly prohibited by law, improper governmental activities 
within their knowledge. No officer or employee of the City shall 
directly or indirectly use or attempt to use the authority or influence 
of such officer or employee for the purpose of intimidating, 
threatening, coercing, commanding, or influencing any person with 
the intent of interfering with that person's duty to disclose such 
improper activity.

XIII 
Loyalty

Persons in the public service shall uphold the Federal and California 
State Constitutions, laws and legal regulations of the United States, 
the State of California, the City of Los Angeles, and all other 
applicable governmental entities therein,

XIV
Equal Employment Opportunity

Persons in the public service shall not, in the performance of their 
service responsibilities, discriminate against any person on the 
basis of race, color, national origin, ancestry, sex (including sexual 
harassment and gender identity or expression, which includes actual 
or perceived transgender status), sexual orientation, age, religion, 
creed, marital status, disability, medical condition (cancer or 
genetic characteristics), HIV/AIDS (acquitted or perceived) or 
retaliation for having filed a discrimination complaint or 
participating in a protected activity; and they shall cooperate in 
achieving the equal employment opportunity goals and objectives 
of the City.

(Updated 7/05)
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E artier this year, Los Angeles city leaders sold an old fire station to a developer with plans 
to remake a Studio City landmark — the rustic collection of ballrooms and banquet halls 
known as Sportsmen's Lodge.

Once a hangout for Hollywood stars such as John Wayne and Bette Davis, later a go-to spot for 
political events, the woodsy lodge has long hosted bar mitzvahs and weddings, even the reception 
for Ronald and Nancy Reagan.

Now there are plans to turn the storied spot into Sportsmen's Landing, an upscale commercial hub 
with shops, restaurants and a fitness center along a narrow stretch of the Los Angeles River.

But as plans for the 2ist century makeover move forward, some critics who fear the redevelopment 
will worsen parking and noise have begun questioning how and why the fire station sale happened. 
Beyond the debate in Studio City, the deal has focused fresh scrutiny on how Los Angeles decides 
what to do with old buildings and land it no longer uses.

The property w7as first appraised by the city in 2008 at more than $1.7 million, then $1.5 million, 
before a third study was done and the price was negotiated to roughly $1 million. When the 
economy soured and the developer couldn't come up with the money, the station remained unsold 
for years before city officials revived the deal.

"Why wrould they hold a property so long for one person when they're screaming, 'We don't have 
money for policemen’?" said Victoria Shulem, a resident concerned about the project.

City officials say it made sense to sell the small parcel directly to the developer, rather than putting 
it up for auction because it's next to his planned project. Ian Thompson, spokesman for 
Councilman Paid Jvrekoriaji, who represents the Studio City area, said the sale "absolutely allows
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for the best use of this property." The fire station was ultimately sold for slightly more than it was 
valued in another, lower appraisal years later, he said.

The sale "also prevented the property from potentially being converted into a high-density housing 
project that would not fit with the character of the community," Thompson said in a statement. 
Nobody else inquired about the property, but such development is happening throughout the city, 
he said.

Los Angeles city codes outline a process for selling unused property, including obtaining an 
appraisal. State law also requires local governments to first offer to sell or lease such properties to 
other public entities, which L.A. did with the fire station. But the city does not always explain why 
it decides to sell a property through a direct sale, rather than by auction.

The odyssey over the Studio City parcel began years ago, when developer Richard Weintraub 
bought the Sportmen's Lodge. Weintraub, who is also leasing the neighboring Sportsmen's Lodge 
hotel, also sought to buy the abandoned fire station. Seven years ago, city officials decided to sell 
him the adjacent property instead of conducting a public auction.

Officials with the Department of General Services did not respond to questions about how the price 
of roughly $1 million was reached, other than to say it had been negotiated. City appraisals, 
obtained by Studio City writer and former City Council candidate Eric Preven through a public 
records request, show big changes in the estimated value: Los Angeles officials first got the 
property appraised at more than $1.7 million in 2008. Later that year, the same appraiser reduced 
his appraisal to $1.5 million.

Meanwhile, the developer had gotten an appraisal of less than $900,000 for the property, 
according to Aaron Green, a consultant working for Weintraub. Before the price was settled, city 
officials obtained yet another appraisal, this time from a different firm that pegged the value at 
about $1 million.

But at the time, Weintraub was "unable to secure financing" because of "the dire economic times," 
wrote then-Councilwoman Vendy Greuel, who was succeeded by Krekorian. The city gave him 
extra time to come up with the money, asking him to put 10% down to maintain the chance to 
purchase the property for a year.

Weintraub didn't put the money down, but the property remained unsold. Last year, Krekorian 
revived plans to sell the fire station to Weintraub at the same price. City officials said it was a good 
deal because a new appraisal pegged the value of the station lower than before. The city again 
obtained two estimates from the same appraiser: the first at $830,000, the second about $1 million 
— $5,000 less than the sale price.
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Selling the property "is in the best interest of the city because it will eliminate costly maintenance 
of the city parcel," a report from City Administrative Officer Miguel Santana said.

Preven, who ran unsuccessfully against Krekorian this year, argued that the property had been 
"greatly discounted" from the original appraised value. Steven Quat, a Studio City Neighborhood 
Council member who is against the project, said the fire station should have been up for a 
competitive bid.

"It was a sweetheart deal," Quat said.

Jay Handal, co-chairman of the Neighborhood Council Budget Advocates, argued that the larger 
problem is that the city has not done enough to ensure that it gets the maximum possible value out 
of all of its excess properties.

"I just think there's no plan," Handal said.

Green, who is serving as a spokesman for the Sportsmen's project, said the sale "guaranteed the 
city would get full-market value, something that would not be guaranteed if this otherwise not veiy 
useful property had gone out to auction." He said it was widely agreed that "the best use for this 
very small piece of surplus property would be incorporation into the project."

Greuel, who first asked city officials to begin the negotiations over the firehouse, said the roughly 
9,ooo-square-foot lot would not have been as valuable for someone who didn't own the adjacent 
land.

"It's surrounded by the Sportsmen's Lodge," she said.

Thompson said that Krekorian had considered turning the station into a district office or giving it 
to a nonprofit to use as a homeless shelter but found it would require costly renovations to make it 
usable.

A city commission allowed the project to move forward this year. Although the redevelopment 
project is backed by many area groups — including the Studio City Neighborhood Council, the 
Studio City Chamber of Commerce and the Studio City Business Improvement District — 
neighbors concerned about a parking crunch and other possible effects have filed appeals along 
with Ventura Boulevard Associates, which owns the hotel on the same site.

Green contended that the opposition had been drummed up by the hotel owners, who have been 
locked in a legal battle with Weintraub over the hotel lease. A council committee is expected to 
hear the appeals later this year.
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Jottill I
That lire station was paid for by taxpayers like you and I. If the city wanted to sell it they should have put it 
up for bid. Stashing it away for a developer is disgusting - and someone should convene an ethics panel on 
this whole matter. Thanks Los Angeles Times.
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CUD3la

Land Use in Studio City is zeitgeisty...(like parking) I was surprised to see a SI .73 million appraisal for this 
firehouse back in 2008, that today would be more than $2 million adjusted to the market. Instead the same 
appraiser from back then, appraised in 2014 for $830,000. The appraiser has a list of bonafides longer than 
Coldwater canyon, but let's ask Controller Galperin to have a look-see for RED FLAGs. Studio City may be 
short on gyms (not really) but this on the LA River... (Down, Mr. ...

IKV1NIRVINF.
1 grew up in Sherman Oaks and went to Sportsman's Lodge on occasion. Family events, wedding showers, 

^ ^ bar mitzvahs. Was a lovely spot. Last there about 10 years ago for a 90th birthday party of a family friend.
Place was older but still had fish in the ponds and was nice to reminisce. I read this article and not sure if 
it's open or closed, hopefully still open but article not veiy well written from that angle. I think if we can 
take care of restoring this part of Valley history why not? L.A....

1 hcT ruth Hurtsl 000
There is no building there only a moble home. Nothing to restore

moonptickey
Where are these new parks and green spaces that Garcetti promised? Sold to the developers who make the 
largest campaign contributions....

\ - * * •
v **

.<4 :rik

IRV IN IRVINE
@moonpuckey Forget what was promised by Garcetti, where the heck is Garcetti? No where 
to be found.

Bnughton
Homeless shelter in heart of Studio City??? Someone is clearly not paying attention to the neighborhood.

brad humilion
Can anyone name a real estate asset in LA - house,, an office building, a piece of property....anything that is 
valued at 30% LESS now than in 2008?
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I don't mind so much selling it to the developer since he has an adjacent lot, but my God, selling it for 500k 
LESS than the appraisal 7 years ago?

Krekorian must mean "corrupt" in Armenian.

I>t»> ingknec
Expect a LOT more of these "redevelopment" schemes going on- part of a huge public-private partnerships 
that use your tax money to line the pockets of private entities. They also gain "green initiative" trophies, and 
make ludicrous United Nation buzzwords like "urban development" "diversity" (but making all of these 
projects completely homogenous to any other new developments) "21st century" "high density" (since 
WHEN is 'high density" desirable??) "walkability"- the only persons in LA that walk...

Christopher I A
Thanks for the great article on the continuing saga of Sportsman's Lodge, "Critics question private sale of 
L.A. fire station to developer".

It's interesting that the City decided that "the best use for this very small piece of surplus property would be 
incorporation into the project", instead of putting it on the market and letting the competitive market decide.

Also, "the redevelopment project is backed by many area groups — including the Studio City 
Neighborhood Council" is puzzling; the...

bowiugkiiee
@Christopher_LA All of these "21st century" Agenda 21 have cutesy names and sound oh 
so official, but they are trojan horses which do the diametrical opposite of what they all 
claim. Also, "Selling the property "is in the best interest of the city because it will eliminate 
costly maintenance of the city parcel" if funding was a concern, why hasn’t the opportunity 
of offering the property up to concerned citizens made instead of the corrupt-feeling deal to 
Weintraub?

Snm.Spuct
I am not surprised to see Wendy Greuel machinating to win Weintraub a sweet heart deal. She is the 
epitome of corrupt politician.

Show More
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Donna Gooley

12234 Chandler Blvd #7

Valley Village, CA 91607

CASE NO: DIR-2014-886-SPP-SPPA-2A.

COUNCIL FILE: 15-0634 

Plum Committee

Please consider my comments on the proposed development for the property 
known as Sportsman’s Lodge.

#1. Traffic and parking studies were inaccurately done, and valet counts were 
done without proper consent.

Additionally, the proposed development fails to provide a sufficient plan. The 
applicant has submitted parking data from five - seven years ago making them 
inadmissable.

The size area of the project has been misrepresented.

A shared parking study was submitted, but this project does not fit those 
requirements, nor was a specific plan exemption requested or granted. Even so, 
on what grounds should these exemptions be granted?

#2. Noise study. The study was done inaccurately which makes the results 
flawed.

#3. Project description. The description is not consistent with the traffic study 
or the noise study.

There are also inconsistencies in the floor space.

#4. Impacts on hotel property parking and guests.

As stated earlier, there are traffic problems and noise impacts. There is also no

substantial evidence proving the new project would fit into the Specific Plan’s 
guidelines regarding noise.



#5. My final concern is the cultural resource issue.

No substantial evidence has been submitted indicating a proper historical 
analysis was done, & there is great question as to why this building is not 
designated as having Historical Status. The Sportsmen’s Lodge is a landmark of 
the San Fernando Valley & should be at the very least investigated as such.

Additionally, archaeological and paleontological issues were not addressed.

Finally, I request that an EIR be done.

Thank you and please accept this appeal.

Sincerely,

Donna Gooley
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Once again we are faced with another project in Council District 2. Paul Krekorian - who 
continues to turn a blind eye to the non-complying projects that continue to cause the demise
and damage to our neighborhoods.....Making decisions based on personal interest, for his
personal gain.

1. How many Councilmembers have driven the comer of Coldwater Canyon and Ventura 
Blvd? How many have been on foot at this comer?

2. How many Councilmembers are up to speed on where this city is on environmental 
damage, green and open space and natural resources?

3. How many Councilmembers are making decisions in the best interest of the citizens of this 
city. Did you forget who specifically voted you in the chair you are sitting in?

CD2 has created a well stocked portfolio of projects against the evidence submitted into the 
record., where document after document has proven to either cause significant impact and 
harm to our environment and community, or proving a complete lack of compliance.

The Sportsmans Lodge has Historical Monument Status potential. Its demolition would be 
one more landmark Councilmember Krekorian rips out of the heart of the neighborhood.

The MND is flawed, the traffic report is seven years old and there are more reasons approving 
another shopping center by means of demolishing a landmark like the Sportsman's Lodge, is 
completely unreasonable.

The Common Sense Committee respectfully requests the Council members to consider all of 
the evidence brought before you, and to vote in THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 
COMMUNITY.
Not for personal gain, not because of a voting pact - but because you have reviewed all of the 
evidence and have come to a reasonable conclusion.

Have the Council members not noticed a pattern?

Sincerely,

The Common Sense Committee,
SC
NH
W
SO


