
STRUMWASSER & WOOCHER LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Fredric d. woocher 10940 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2000
Michael j. Strumwasser Los Angeles, California 90024
Gregory G. Luke t 
Bryce A. Gee
Beverly Grossman Palmer 
Dale k. Larson 
Jenna L. MiaraLJ

f Also admitted to practice in New York and Massachusetts 
| Also admitted to practice in Illinois

August 17, 2016

Los Angeles City Council 
200 North Spring Street, Room 350 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Via email to holly, wolcott(a),lacitv. org; Sharon, sindpjacity. org; alan. aliettidpjacity. org;
Erika. milst(a),lacitv. org

Re: August 17, 2016 City Council Agenda items #23 & 29 
CF 16-0478-SI; 16-0478, 5901 Sunset Boulevard

Dear Honorable Councilmembers,

I write on behalf of the AIDS Healthcare Foundation (AHF), appellant on the above- 
referenced item. AHF incorporates by reference all other objections on file to the proposed 
Projects.

AHF objects to consideration of this item without further public hearing. At the Planning 
and Land Use Management (“PLUM”) Committee hearing on August 9, 2016, the representative 
from Council District 13 presented modifications to the project’s proposed Development 
Agreement as the last speaker at public hearing. The details of those modifications were not 
conveyed to the public attending the hearing. The modifications were not posted on the Council 
File Management System until the day after the hearing, with a notation indicating that the 
modifications were submitted “in committee.” No member of the public had seen these 
modifications and could not comment on them.

Moreover, the applicant presented its own request for modifications to the proposed 
Development Agreement. In the ensuing PLUM Committee discussion, without the benefit of 
knowing what the CD 13 modifications were, and as a result of what was apparently significant 
confusion among the City Attorney, City Planning staff, and the City Planning Commission 
regarding current policy on transfer of development agreements to different parties, it was 
impossible for the public to follow the conversation and to understand what version of the 
proposed Development Agreement had been adopted.

According to the agenda for today’s hearing, it appears that CD 13’s modifications to the 
Development Agreement were included in the proposed Development Agreement. These 
modifications, among other things, divert funds to expended on an inventory of historic 
resources from Hollywood Heritage to the Council office. The public did not have an 
opportunity to discuss this issue in hearing. Modifications to the funds designated for affordable
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housing funding were also not presented in the public hearing. The public has never had the 
opportunity to review a complete version of the proposed Development Agreement and it is still 
unclear whether the applicant’s revisions were or were not incorporated.

Under Council Rule 7, “the requirement of public comment on individual agenda items 
shall not apply if the opportunity for public comment on the item previously had been provided 
by a Council Committee at which a quorum was present when it considered the item on its 
posted agenda and the item had not changed substantially since the Committee hearing.” The 
5901 Sunset items were substantially modified and thus a public hearing is now required.

For these reasons, a new public hearing must be provided on the project proposed at 5901 
Sunset Avenue. The hearing must include both the Development Agreement item (agenda item 
29) and the underlying entitlements (agenda item 23). This is the case because a Development 
Agreement cannot be approved unless the entitlements for the project are consistent with law, so 
the Council must assure itself that the entitlements are appropriate prior to approving the 
Development Agreement. The Council should conclude that the General Plan amendment is 
inappropriate and unsupported and should on that basis also decline to approve the Development 
Agreement.

Finally, further public hearing is appropriate in light of the developer’s submission of 
hundreds of pages of “responses” to the appeals the morning of the PLUM hearing. These 
included approximately a hundred pages of analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. The developer 
has known that its Final Environmental Impact Report was completed only weeks before the 
California Supreme Court rejected the “business as usual” approach to greenhouse gas emissions 
analysis, yet it waited until the day of the public hearing on the project to address this issue, 
unduly inhibiting the public’s ability to understand and respond to its revisions. This response 
included the assertion that it was the City who commissioned the revised greenhouse gas 
analysis. If this statement is correct, the City never posted the analysis as an EIR addendum on 
its page for 5901 Sunset’s EIR. The public is entitled to a more thorough vetting of this analysis 
than has been provided, so the EIR should be recirculated for additional public comment.

Sincerely,

Beverly Grossman Palmer


