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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

March 26, 2008 

VIA :FACSIMILE (213) 978-1040 
AND MAIL 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Public Works Hearing Room 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Camerford Lofts Appeals 
Council File 08-0454-Sl 
CPC 2006-6519-ZC ZV 1:ID ZAA SPR-2A 

Honorable Committee Members: 

l1SNon'lli'MA!IBtiOoAvnNUB, Jno FLoon 
PA&ADBNA, c...,uPORNlA 91 101·1504 

PHONih (6l6\449-4WO J1AXi(626)4494205 

ROBBl\~@RoBBnTSILVBRSTB!NL<W.COM 
WWW.RoBBA.TSlLVKRSTBlNlAW,COM 

This firm and the undersigned represent the La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood 
Association of Hollywood ("LMANAH") regarding the Camerford Lofts project appeals. 

Preliminarily, we support the City Planning Commission's rejections of numerous 
discretionary approvals sought by the Developer/Applicant (hereinafter "Applicant"). We ask 
you to uphold those findings and reject the appeal filed by the Applicant. 

ln addition, as to those entitlements that the Planning Commission did grant or 
recommend for approval, we respectfully appeal those. If allowed to stand, those approvals 
would cause serious policy problems. They should be rejected by the PLUM Committee and by 
the City Council. 

We adopt all well-taken arguments lllld comments submitted as part of the administrative 
record in opposition to the Project as planned. 

The Project as presented violates core zoning concepts. Essentially, the Applicant asks 
the City to spot zone, via multiple variances, lllld create a de facto general plan amendment, 
without properly characterized applications, and without the normally required environmental 
impact report ("EIR"), Among other things, such a change in the fundamental zoning plan for a 
community requires analysis of the impacts of moving greater density lllld height into the 
residential zone. The Advisory Agency below was accommodating, but its approval of this 
scheme and the Planning Commission's endorsement of it in part, create terrible public policy. 

Given the number and magnitude of zoning variances and adjustments requested, 
Planning Director Gail Goldberg's often quoted comment about the value ofland in Los Angeles 
is particularly apt. Ms. Goldberg obse!'Ved: 
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"In every city in this country, the zone on the land establishes the 
value of the land. In Los Angeles, that's not true. The value of the 
land is not based on what the zone says ... It's based on what [the] 
developer believes he can change the zone to. This is disastrous for 
the city. Disastrous. Zoning has to meQn something in this city." 
LA Weekly, "Bitter Homes and Gardens," Feb. 27, 2008. 

The Project, as proposed, sadly reconfirms the truth of Ms. Goldberg's observation. 

Applicant's Anneals 

The Applicant claims that it is allowed by right to construct 66 units in the C4-D zone on 
the Melrose lots, and to construct 33 units in the R3-IXL zone on the Camerford lots. The 
Applicant argues it should be allowed to transfer the density and height from the commercial 
district into the residential zone simply because the Applicant bought four commercial lots on 
Melrose that lie across the alley from four residential lots on Camerford. The developer also 
requests that it be given the airspace over the City's alley as additional developable square 
footage. 

In addition, and as discussed below, the Project as proposed is unlawful because the 
proper findings for the requested variances cannot be made on any of the facts. 

The Applicant also argues that it should not have to comply with a 15-foot setback along 
Melrose Avenue because hundreds of yards down the street, a soundstage of Paramount Studios 
does not have a similar t 5-foot setback. This argument is specious. It ignores that the setback 
requirement applies to buildings in the actual vicinity of the Project. This Honorable Committee 
should not be swayed by citation to one building about a quarter of a mile away. 

Finally, the Applicant alleges that the Planning Commission violated its due process 
rights by having supporters and opponents of the Applicant sitting at the hearing room table 
giving pub)jc comment at the same time. This argument verges on the nonsensical. The 
Planning Commission always understood who was talking. The Applicant was at one end of the 
table and the opponents at the other end of the table. There was no violation of due process. 

LMANAH's Appeal 

The LMANAH's concurrent appeal should be granted. 

No factual basis exists upon which any City decision maker could make proper findings 
for any of the variances requested. In Stolman v. Citv of Los Angeles (2003) 114 CaLApp.4th 
916, the City granted a non-conforming variance for a gas station in a residential neighborhood 
to add an auto detailing service to its gasoline sales business. The Court of Appeal, reversing a 
trial court denial of a writ of mandate, held that there was no evidence in the record that under 
the current use of the property the gas station owner was unable to earn a profit. The Stolman 
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Court, quoting the California Supreme Court, noted that if the property could be put to some 
effective use that is consistent with the current zoning without the variance, then it is of no 
consequence that the property could be made more valuable with the variance. Steiman, supra, 
114 Cal.App.4th at 928. Thus, the Steiman court held that the City of Los Angeles' grant of the 
variance to add automobile detailing to expand the non-conforming use simply on the ground 
that it would make the property more profitable was unlawful. 

The appeal papers filed by the Applicant demonstrate that the requested variances are 
simply a developer trying to increase the density for increased profitability - not to address a 
unique circumstance or hardship associated with characteristics of the property as required by 
law. 

On page 2 of Attachment A to the Applicant's appeal of the City Planning Commission 
action, the following bold message appears: "[TEAM: WE DON'T NEED THIS TO 
ACHIEVE 42 UNITS ON THE MELROSE PARCELS.]." (Exhibit 1.) This note to "The 
Team" is inserted in response to a purported appeal of the denial of a variance to LAMC 12.27 to 
allow the density of the lots on Melrose to be calculated on the total lot area before the required 
15-foot dedication. This note tells this Honorable Committee (as it will tell a reviewing court) 
that the variances are sought merely to intensify the density to meet some high profit goal. 

There is no evidence demonstrating that the current density along Camerford cannot 
allow any profitable development in conformity with the existing zoning. Instead, the Applicant 
seeks to take the more intense density allowed along the commercial zone of Melrose Avenue 
and inject it into the adjoining residential district under the novel theory that the density on the 
Melrose lots should be "evenly spread" over the Camerford lots and public alley airspace 
separating the residentially zoned community from the commercial district. 

This claim is not a hardship associated with the land that permits a variance. It is merely 
for the convenience of the Applicant seeking to maximize density on the Camerford residential 
lots. Increasing the profitability of a luxury lofts project is not a legitimate basis for 
granting the variances sought. 

The LMANAH's appeal should also be granted because the City has endorsed a 
mitigated negative declaration ("MND") with vast analytical defects that ignore significant 
environmental impacts. A reviewing court will likely overturn the MND, and approvals based 
upon it, because of its inaccurate project description, its failure to acknowledge and discuss 
population and housing impacts, its failure to assess historic resources, the existence of 
significant traffic impacts, and unlawful piecemealing vis-a-vis adjacent projects. The 
environmental impacts of the Project as proposed are not lawfully mitigated due to the 
deficiencies of the MND. 

The LMANAH's appeal should be granted. 
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Thank you for your attention to these comments and objections. Please ensure that we 
are provided with written notice of all actions, decisions and future hearings regarding this 
matter. Should you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

RPS: aa 

cc: LMANAH Officers 
Hon. Ed Reyes (via facsimile) 
Hon. Jose Huizar (via facsimile) 
Hon. Jack Weiss (via facsimile) 

OBERTP. SILVERSTEIN 
FOR 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
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APPb·'. TRANSMITTAL TO CITY C01 1NCIL 

Case No. 

1 
Planning Slaff Neme(u) and Contaet NL. C.D. No.13 

CPC-2006-6619-ZC-ZV•HD-ZAA-
SPR·2A Madhu Kumar, 213-978-116~ 

Related Case No(s). Laat Day to Appeal 
VTT -66997 -2A February ~7, 2008 

Location of Project (Include project titles, if any. 

5663·5647 W. Melrose and 6742·6786 W Gamerford Avanue 

Applicant(&) and Representative(&) Name(s) and Contact Information, If available. 

Watt Genion {310)314-2621 
Michael Gonzales, (213) 855-6678 (Representative) 

Appollant(a) and Repreuantallv•(•l Name(o) and Contact Information, lnoludlng phono numbers, If availoblo. 

S•me au applicant 

Final Project Peaorlption 

At its meellng on Decombor 13,2007, the following octlon woe taken by the CRy Planning Commission: 

Approved ond Recommended lhot the City Councliadopt a Zoht and Haight Dl•trlct Chongo from C4-1D (Commorclal Zone with 
dovelopment limitation of a FAR of 1:1) to Cf)(O)RASS-1 with a holght llmll of 45 feet (on tho Malrooe psroels only). 
Donied a Variance, purouonllo Section 12.27 oflho Municipal Coda, to permit 54 resldenllol units on tho R3·1XL zoned portion of tho 
project fronting Camerford Avanueln lieu of the otho!Wioo permlllod 33unlto; Jor one Unit per 500 oquara feel of lotaroo In lieu of the 
othetWieo pormlltod one unit par 800 &quare feet of lotareo) In order to provl o en eq~al dletrlbutlon of all 96 unlle over lhe enUre site. 
Donled e Vorlonca, purouont to Socllon 12.27 of Jhe Municipal Codelo permll the lot area used In calculallng reoldenllol density on tho 
recommended RAS3·1 zoned portfon of the Projoot fronting Melro•e Avonuolo Include lho area required for a 16 foot•lroel dedlcailon 
rosulllng In 33 units In lieu of 29 unlta. 
Approved a Vorlonoo, pur•uont to Seailon 12.27 of the Munlolpal Code to permlla maximum building height of 45 fool In lieu of the 
maximum pormlllod holght of 30 foot for the R3·1XL zoned portion o[ tho project fronting Cl!morford Avonuo. 
Approved en A<IJuatmant, pursuant to Secllon 12.27 of tho Municipal Code to porm~ tho R3-1Xlzoned ponlon of tho project fronUng 
Comerford AVenue lo obaorvea raducod rooryord ofterofeotln lieu Qlthe minimum 1~ feel required. 
Donlod on Ad)u&tment purouanlto Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code lo pormlllhe R3-1XL zoned portion of tho pra]ecl fronting 
Camorford Avenue to observe a reduced fronl yard of 10 foot In lieu of tho minimum 15 feet required, 
"-oproved en Ad)uatment, pureuanl to Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code, (a) to permillho recommended RASS-1 toned portion of 

·ro]oct fronting Melrose AVenue to ob•orvo a reducod front yard of zoro feet In lieu of tho minimum required flvo foot, and (b) a 
•· ,.ouood rear yard ofzera feat in lieu of the required minimum flvofeot. 
• Dtnlad lho requooted S!le Pion Revlow without prajudlce. 

Adoptod MUigsted Negative Doclatllllon No. ENV 20Dfl.6520- MND. 
Adopted Findings. 

ltemo Appealable to Council: Zona Change Conditions, Variance• and Situ Plan Review. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Env. No. 2006-6620-MNO Commisalon Vote: 7..0 
'II cttt.unJntt!onD\nad)'llllllllraU.,..UJt\lalt fiC'OVtN:Cf 
lhrough ftet,lndloll• "Vo., • 

Yes 
In addltlo" to this lransml~l eheel1 CltV Clerk needa; 
(1} Appeal puc:kege. Original & (1) copy plu•; (2) tru• copies of Commlaalon D•t•rmlnauon or Orlg & {1) aopy of Oeterm torlagl&latlve aatlon•; 
{2) Blall RecomrnondaUon I'Cttportl1); 
{3) Envltonment.l dooumant uo&d to epprov• the proJ-ct, lr applicable (1)i 
(4) Public hooting nolle• (1); 
(6) Commlselo" d•tetmlnetlon melllng lab•t• (1} nota: Condo proJecta & App~tsl• only require 11 copy of tha ltal(•), not the labtls, 
{6) Condo p ts onTy: (1) copy of Commlaslon D•r•rmJnPI/on m•lllngllst (lnc/UdM proJect'• t•n•nr.; rmd 500 loot ndTu& m•lllngll•t5) 

,, 
.• -1 

UR1111 ioOB 
D•lo 

MAR 0 4 2005 

'·, N:\ADMINIEXECICommlaalon\CPC\2008\CASE PROOEBSINGICPC\CPC-2008-351 B·ZC.HD·ZV-2AA·B~~lN'*'-&bAND 
USE MANAGEMENT 
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zone. Therefore, 1he Applicant's J'equested 96 residential dwelling units' is consistent with the 
Property's cunently pennissi\Jle residential density. Rather than develop the Melros" Parcels and 
the Clli!lerford Parcels independently, the Applicant's project would develop the Property in a 
unified fashion, with approximately equal distributions of density spread over the Property. The 
Applicant's proposal would create e. balanced and aesthetically pleasing unified project on a site 
which is currently desil!11ated to support that type of residential density. The project would 
nevertheless respect the more residential Camerford Avenue by reducing heig)lt to approximately 
35 feet along Camerford and ccncentrating height closer to the more commercial Melrose 
Avenue. TI1e Applicallt's requested entitlements as proposed by the Applicant would create a 
unifled project which would reinvigorate a portion of the City desperate for redevelopment, The 
Commission's deoisions and recommendations relative to 1his case would force the Applicant to 
develop a disjointed and unsightly project, which does not captore a smart growth opportunity. 
Accordingly, the Commission's punitive decision is not good planning practice 

A.)'l'EAL OF THE COMMISSION'S DECISION 

The Applicant appeals the following Commission decisions and requests that this 
Honorable Committee approve the project as Set forth in the Project application, which is 
attached hereto as Bllhibit ''A!': 

1) Denial ofa variance pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") Section 
12.27 to pennit 54 residential units on the R3-1XL zoned Camerford Parcels in lieu of the 
allowed 33 in ordm to provide an equal distribution of density ovo.r the Property. This request 
only mo~es permitted density from the Melrose Parcels to the Camerford Parcels. As 11oted 
above, the Property's gross lot area supports a residential density of99 units, with 66 of those 
units within the Melrose Parcels. In order to create a unified project that captures the Property's 
smart growth potential, moving density from the Melrose Parcels to the Camerford Parcels !a 
necessary. As proposed, the project would develop appr~ximately 42 units on the Melrose 
Parcels, appro~imately 12 units straddling tl1e alley, and approximatoly42 units on the 
Camerford Parcels. If each portion were developed independent ofthe other, resultant 
development would be disjointed and unbalai1Ced. Acccrdingly, denial of this variance would 
result in an aesthetically unpleasing project and would waste a smart transit oriented growth 
opportunity. 

2) Denial of a variance pursuant to LAMC Section 12.27 to allow the Melrose Portion's J ..!::; 
density to be calculated on that portions lot area before the required 15 foot dedication. (TE.AM: 
WE DON'T NEED THIS TO ACHIEVE 42 UNITS ON THE MELROSE PARCELS.] 

3) Approval of a variance pllrBUant to LAMC Section 12.27 to permit a heigbt of 45 feet 
on the Clli!lerford Parcels, The Appl!cant requests approximately 60' ofheight to permit the 
development of a unified project aCross the Property. Such height would be concentrated closer 
to Melrose A venue, thus respecting Comerford Avenue's residential character. Furthermore, the 
project's proposed townhouses along Camerford Avenue would not exceed approximately 35 feet 
in height. 

4) Denial of an adjustment pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28 to permit a 10 foot rear yard 
within the R3·1 XL zoned Cemerford Parcels i~ lieu of1he minimum 15 foot requirement. 

7&706J.D,l.A 
H)2lV-004'2·lHIIm;lllnfl) -2· 
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