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June 3, 2008 

Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 
Committee of the Los Aogeles City Council 
City Hall-- 200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles California 90012 

Submitted in PLu 111 Committee 

Council File No: rt?r-o</s:( i- 0 "i'--o'lsy ~ S' j 
Item No.: <;(' 

Deputy: Po..J..ca:L LJ4:, ~ 
Re: Camerford Lofts -- Council File CF 08-0454-51; 

Citv Planning Cases 2006-65 I 9-ZC-HD-ZY -ZAA"SPR-2A and VTT -66997 -I A 

Dear CounciJmembers Reyes, Htizar, and Weiss: 

I write at the request of the board of directors of St. Aodrews Square Neighborhood Association 
(SASNA), which considered this issue at our board meeting of May 241h. Our Association represents 
residents and other stakeholders in the area between Beverly Boulevard and Third Street, Wilton 
Place and Western Avenue. We in St. Andrews Square are deeply invested in the health and well­
being of the Larchmont Boulevard area, wbich is within walking distance of our neighborhood. We 
are therefore greatly concerned by the variances proposed for the Camerford Lofts development at 
the intersection of Melrose Avenue and Larchmont Blvd. We realize that this development lies just 
outside our Council District boundaries; but its major impact will be on Larchmont Village (which 
IS in our local council area, CD4). The nature of that impact threatens to be profound. 

Our association supports responsible and sustainable development. But the variances requested for 
Camerford Lofts would increase height and density while decreasing setback. It is quite clear that 
these variances, if allowed, would bring a number of negative consequences to our beloved 
Larchmont strip. Negative impacts would likely include (but not be limited to) some rather dire 
effects on traffic, as well as other visual and environmental degradations-even a blocked view of the 
Hollywood Hills. More ominously, these variances would create a precedent that future developers 
would cite to justifY yet furcber variances on future developments along the boulevard itself. 
Apparently none of these potential impacts has yet been properly considered. 

We therefore strongly oppose the developer's appeal to the good planning decisions of the City 
Planning Commission. We ask you to consider the surrounding community and to support good 
planning practices. If you give sufficient consideration to the true and full impact of the proposed 
variances, we trust that you, too, will oppose the height, density, and setback changes requested by 
the developers of "Camerford Lofts". 

"'--'. S~nc7rely yours, . . 
WesternAvenue, <;:L ""'i(;f ~ /V_ ~ 

Third Street& j '1 1~ ~ 
Beverly Boulevard/ He(gietta Cosentino, Treasurer and Chair ofSASNA Committee on Planning and Land Use 

t 
CC: Honorable Tom LaBonge, Councilman, Fourth District 

Honorable Eric Garcetti, Councihnan, Thirteenth District 
S. Gail Goldberg, AICP, City Planning Director 
Directors, St. Andrews Square Neighborhood Association 
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June 3, 2008 

Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 
Committee of the Los Angeles City Council 
City Hall - 200 North Spring St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Date: {d~a~o,p-

submitted in f{..o (!1 Committee 

Council File No: C!ft?::f./(:J!1( i'lfl.- o &"'CI<#J'lt'~ 
Item No.: <'i;t S I 

Deputy faha- C-J4::,'vv1~ 

R.e: Camerford Lofts- Council File CF 08-0454-51 
. City Planning Cases 2006-65 1 9-ZC-HD-ZY-ZAA-SPR-2A and VTT-

66997-1A 

Dear Councilmembers Reyes, Htizar and Weiss: 

The Larchmont Boulevard areawill be impacted by the Camerford Loft 
development. We are concerned by the variances proposed for the Camerford 
Lofts development at the intersection of Melrose Avenue and Larchmont Blvd. 
This development will have a great impact on Larchmont. 

The variances requested for Camerford Lofts would increase height and density 
while decreasing setback. These variances, if allowed, would bring a number of 
negative consequences to our beloved Larchmont strip. Negative impacts 
would like include (but not be limited to) some rather dire effects on traffic, as 
well as other visual and environment degradations- even a blocked view of the 
Hollywood Hills. This variance would create a precedent that future developers 
would cite to justify yet further variances on future developments along the 
boulevard itself 

We therefore strongly oppose the developer's appeal to the good planning 
decisions of the City Planning Commission. We ask you to consider the 
surrounding commu;;ity .nnd to support good planning practices. If you give 
sufficient consideration to the true and full impact of the proposed variances, we 
trust that you, too, will oppose the height, density and setback changes 
requested by the developers of "Camerford Lofts." 

Sinceft=~s.~ .. 

Jane~m~~ 
Larchmont Chronicle publisher 

Cc: Honorable Tom LaBonge, Councilman, Fourth District 
Honorable Eric Garcetti, Councilman, Thirteenth District 
S. Gail Goldberg, AICP, City Planning Director 
Directors, St. Andrews Square Neighborhood Association 
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Letters. petitions and other documents from neighbors 
of the proposed Camerford Loft development 

Contents: 

Council File CFOS-0454-Sl 
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Traffic trying to turn 
left from Larchmont 
onto Melrose has 
nnlAihArA t() go, · 

Melrose Ave. at Gower St., 
2:00pm on a weekday. 

Traffic going west is backed 
up all the way from Vine St. 
to Plymoth Ave. 



March 19, 2008 

City Council, PLUM Committee 
200 N. Spring St., Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Shannon Hoppes, Legislative Asst. 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project, 5663 W. Melrose Ave. CF # 08-0454 
ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR; VTT-66997 
together with 5742 Camerford & 704 N. El Centro 

Dear Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Jack Weiss, Eric Garcetti and Tom LaBonge: 

We are homeowners in the neighborhood across Melrose and just south of the 
proposed Camerford Lofts project. We live at 4941 Elmwood Ave., LA 90004. 
We object to the variances that the developers of the Camerford Lofts project are 
requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 1 0'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the 
entire Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of development in terms of increased traffic and population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the 
aesthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow sidewalks. 

Already, delivery trucks parking just west of the proposed Camerford Lofts block 
smooth passage of traffic on Melrose between El Centro and Vine St., during rush 
hour and all day. Traffic crawls on Melrose all the way from Fairfax to the Norrnandie 
Ave. entrance to the Hollywood Freeway All THE TIME! 

Overflow of parking, noise and traffic will affect the quiet neighborhoods of Larchmont 
Village. The proposed height variances requested by Watt-Genion go beyond the 
surrounding Paramount Pictures sound stages' heights. No setbacks would mean 
blocked sight-lines for turning corners! 

Lastly, we would like the City to know that the same developer is currently building the 
Larchmont Lofts directly across Melrose from the Camerford Lofts proposed project. 
City Planning staff Madhu Kumar was apparently unaware of this during her study. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, we object to the applicant's requested variances which 
would set precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of 
our neighborhood. We support the decision of the 12-13-07 City Planning Commission 
hearing. 

Thank you for considering these issues at the March 25, 2008 PLUM Committee 
meeting and the full Council meeting on April 1, 2008. 

Sincerely, .. a . 
~<~ tt.,rA "11tr~ ~"'~ 
Karen and Michael Gilman ~ 
4941 Elmwood Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 
CD 4 residents and Larchmont Village Neighborhood Assn. & GWNC 
Stakeholders 



March 19, 2008 

City Council, PLUM Committee 
200 N. Spring St., Roorn 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Shannon Hoppes, legislative Asst. 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project, 5663 W. Melrose Ave. CF # 08-0454 
ENV -2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV -HD-ZAA-SPR; VTT -66997 
together with 5742 Camerford & 704 N. El Centro 

Dear Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Jack Weiss, Eric Garcetti and Tom laBonge: 

We are homeowners in the neighborhood across Melrose and just south of the 
proposed Camerford lofts project. We live at 4941 Elmwood Ave., LA 90004. 
We object to the variances that the developers of the Camerford Lotts project are 
requesting of the city of los Angeles. 
These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 10'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the 
entire larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of development in terms of increased traffic and population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the 
aesthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow sidewalks. 

Already, delivery trucks parking just west of the proposed Camerford lofts block 
smooth passage of traffic on Melrose between El Centro and Vine St., during rush 
hour and all day. Traffic crawls on Melrose all the way from Fairfax to the Normandie 
Ave. entrance to the Hollywood Freeway All THE TIME! 

Overflow of parking, noise and traffic will affect the quiet neighborhoods of larchmont 
Village. The proposed height variances requested by Watt-Genton go beyond the 
surrounding Paramount Pictures sound stages' heights. No setbacks would mean 
blocked sight-lines for turning corners! 

lastly, we would like the City to know that the same developer is currently building the 
larchmont Lofts directly across Melrose from the Camerford lofts proposed project. 
City Planning staff Madhu Kumar was apparently unaware of this during her study. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, we object to the applicant's requested variances which 
would set precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of 
our neighborhood. We support the decision of the 12-13-07 City Planning Commission 
hearing. 

Thank you for considering these issues at the March 25, 2008 PLUM Committee 
meeting and the full Council meeting on April 1, 2008. 

Sincerely, 

Karen and Michael Qilman 
4941 Elmwood Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 



VIA EMAIL (cpc@lacity.org) 

Commission Executive Assistant 

Vincent Cox 
434 North Arden Boulevard 

Los Angeles, California 90004 
Tel: 323/463-8348 
Fax: 310/277-7444 

Work: 310/277-3333 

December I 0, 2007 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street 
Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 900122 

Re: Appeal ofNovember 19,2007, Decision RE Vesting Tentative Track Map 
No. 66997, Address 5641-5663 West Melrose Ave., 5742-5766 West 
Camerford Ave., and 704-724 North El Centro Ave. 

To tbe Commission: 

I reside in the neighborhood immediately adjacent to the premises that are the subject of 
the approval, and I have been a member of the Larchmont Village Neighborhood Association 
{"L VNA") since its formation in 1988. I am currently Vice President oftbe LVNA. 

Although I believe that the property in question should be developed as a mixed-use 
condominium and commercial space, the scale of the project is out of proportion to other 
buildings in the neighborhood, and would constitute a precedent for over building on Melrose 
Avenue that would ultimately damage the neighborhood. The building in question should be no 
higher than 50 feet. Presumably, whatever is decided in this appeal will become the new 
standard for building height on the north side of Melrose. 

The zoning ordinance reflects the community's preference for structures on Melrose 
Avenue no higher than four stories. 

The community is not clamoring for excessive development. It wants development that 
is done in a human scale that is consistent with adjacent development, such as the building being 
constructed by the developer on the southwest comer of Larchmont Boulevard and Melrose. 
There is no reason why Melrose should be capped off at 40 feet on the south side of the street, 
and 61 on the north. 

Before deciding this issue, please go to the site and walk the area. You will see that the 



The Law Offices of Alexandrea Andrews 

March 20, 2008 

To: PLUM Committee 
Attn: Shannon Hoppes 

Re: Comerford Lofts Project 5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
Case # CF 080454 

Dear Ms. Hoppes: 

Please place on record my objection to the variances the developers of the 
Comerford Lofts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. These 
variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 1 0'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

My concern is focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the 
entire Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. I believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of development in terms of increased traffic and population 
density. Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, I foresee a change in 
the aesthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings 
would come to line narrow sidewalks. I ask that you work to maintain the City 
Planning Commission's decision of Dec. 13, 2007 that: 

• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet. 
• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a variance that allows that alllows a density of 96 units on both parcels 
combined for this project. 

In conclusion, though I would support this project if its design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, I object to requested variances which would set 
precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of my 
neighborhood. 

dvance for your attention to this matter. 

cc: Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Eric Garcetti, Tom LaBonge 

137 North Larchmont Boulevard #648 Los Angeles, California 90004-3704 Tel: 323-449-7814 Fax: 323-463-9856 Email: alexandrewslaw@yahoo.com 



March 20, 2008 

TO: PLUM Committee 
Attn: Shannon Hoppes 

K. HETHERINGTON 

CC: Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Eric Garcetti, Tom LaBonge 

RE: Camerford Lofts Project- 5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
Case #: CF 080454 

Please place on record our objection to the variances the developers of the Camerford 
Lofts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 

These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 1 0'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the entire 
Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain that 
amount of development in terms of increased traffic and population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the aesthetics 
and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to line narrow 
sidewalks. 

We ask that you work to maintain the City Planning Commission's decision of Dec. 13, 
2007that: 

• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet. 
• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a variance that allows that alllows a density of 96 units on both 

parcels combined for this project. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed more closely 
to current zoning, we object to requested variances which would set precedents that 
would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of our neighborhood. 

Regards, 

t:/1 
K. Hetherington 
517 N. Irving Blvd. 
L.A., CA 90004 



Subj: [LVNA90004] Petition for Camerford Lofts Please print and get signatures. 
Date: 3/19/2008 8:43:37 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time 
From: balabanandabrams@aol.com 
To: !.\I.JI!AlilQ_QQA@yahoogroups.com 

March 15, 2008 

To: PLUM Committee 
Attn: Shannon Hoppes 
cc: Councilmemhers Ed Reyes, Eric Garcetti, Tom LaBonge 
Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
Case # CF 080454 
Please place on record our objection to the variances the developers of the 
Camerford Lofts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 
• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 6o'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 10'. 

• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot ofland. 
Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set 
for the entire 
Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of 
development in terms of increased traffic and population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in 
the aesthetics 
and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow 
sidewalks. 
We ask that you work to maintain the City Planning Commission's decision 
ofDec.13, 
2007that: 
• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet. 
• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a varience that allows that alllows a density of 96 units on both 
parcels 
combined for this project. 
In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed 
more closely 
to current zoning, we object to requested variances which would set 
precedents that would 
threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of our neighborhood. 

name address signature 
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To: The City Planning Commission 

Re: Camerford lofts Project 

5663 W. Melrose Ave 

ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR 

To the Commission: 

Melrose Ave. is a busy east/west corridor and increasingly heavily trafficked . I've watched as traffic in 

my area has gotten heavier and heavier. Until the city improves public transportation, I'm afraid an 

increase in population in this area would produce gridlock. 

Sincerely, 

Winifred Mosa 



Susan Einstein Photography 

March 20, 2008 

City Councii,PLUM Committee 
200 N. Spring St., Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

636 North Gower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

(323) 467 -9i i 3 

Attn: Shannon Hoppes, Legislative Asst. 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project, 5663 W. Melrose Ave. CF # 08-0454 
ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR; VTT-66997 together with 
57 42 Camertord & 704 N. El Centro 

Appeal of-: Deputy Advisory Agency's Certification of the project's Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and Approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map# 66997. 

Dear Sir or Madame, 

In writing this letter I am speaking for myself and many of my 600 block N. Gower neighbors. 
Awhile back we submitted a petition asking the city to dehy variances to the developers 
for the ·"camerfbrd Lofts" for several reasons , as stated below. I was one of the appellants to the 
LA Planning Commssion about the Advisory Agency's appmval of the projeces requests. I 
attended the Planning Commission· hearing on Dec. 13 and was pleased with their decisions, 
Now, in light of the C!'merford Lofts developers' appeal, I want to again state my hope that the 
variances, particularly the height variance, be denied. . 

Most important among our objections is that if permitted, the project with all its variances would 
set a predecent for the Melrose/Larchmont area that would allow growth Iarin excess of what 
the area could stand, particularly in terms of traffic. I've lived at 636 N. Gower St. since 1986 
and watched the traffic steadily get worse on Melrose. The traffic now backs up from Larchmont 
to Vine St. at almost any time of day, not just during rush hours. Melrose, as you know, is a 
narrow street and that leads to many traffic problems. If I may cite a personal onf>, the corner 
where Gower jogs across Melrose is a particularly awk}Viird spot. It is almost impossible to turn 
left onto Gower while going west on Melrose-and that ilitersection is the site of many vehicular 

. ac:cidel)ts.as • .JJJ_QjOri§!§JEY to move around anyone trying to do so. The increase in traffic over at 

. ieii'§rth'e pasf feW years has exacerBated lfie pr651eii'l"-'cats have·nowhere to go,- ···-· - ...... --~ ... -
' . . 

Furthermore, the completion Of numerous multi-residence projects in theblo.cks north of 
Melrose a~dbetwe~n ){ip<;J ~nd Go~er, in our view, have been a prir11ary cause of the increase 
in traffic. There is simply much more density in the neighborhood. Again, ill may cite a personal 
observation: I travel in and out -of my house several or more times a day. (I am a still 
pnof6grapher and I use a_lab on Highland to process my film.) The extra time Lneed to make 
those trips and the traffic I encounter marks an unpleasant change. Also, another 21-unit 
housing project is already underway across Melrose from the Camerford Loft site. The tWo 
projects combined would total about 114 units. Supposing most units would have one or two cars, 
there could soon be as many as 228 more cars living at the Melrose/EICentro/Larchmont 
intersections. 



Marsha Goodman 
216 North Norton Avenue 

Los Angeles, California 90004 

December 10, 2007 

Commission Executive Asst. 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 N. Spring St., Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I want to express my opposition to the scale of the 
proposed condo project for Melrose Ave near Larchmont Blvd. 
known as the Camerford Lofts. 

As a resident of the Larchmont Village neighborhood 
for over 25 years, my husband and I have watched as more 
and more multi-unit buildings have been built north of 
Melrose, adjacent to where we live. This has caused a 
terrific increase in traffic around Melrose and Larchmont. 
Now we have read that the Camerford project will be almost 
100 new units. And there are several other condo projects 
presently being completed near that intersection. We have 
heard the developers are asking for a variance which will 
double current height restrictions and which then could 
apply to any further construction along Melrose. I don't 
see how our neighborhood could absorb the traffic which 
buildings of that size are sure to bring. Please consider 
rejecting the request and scale the size of all future 
development to conform to our neighborhood. 

Thank You, 

Sincerely, 
Marsha Goodman 
(323) 461-7656 



To: City Planning Commission 

Re: Camertord lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
ENV-2006-6520-~AF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR 
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William Patrick Terrill 
Homeowner 
642 N. Gower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90004-1304 

May20, 2008 

To: PLUM Committee 
Attn: Shannon Hoppes 
cc: Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Eric Garcetti, and Tom LaBonge 
Re: Camerford Lofts Project 5663 W. Melrose Ave. 

Case # CF 080454 

Please place on record our objection to the variances the developers of the 
Camerford Lofts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 
• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from :30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 10'. 

• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 
Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set 
for the entire Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area 
cannot sustain that amount of development in terms of increased traffic 
and population density. Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, 
we foresee a change in the aesthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 
5 or 6 story buildings would come to line narrow sidewalks. We ask that 
you work to maintain the City Planning Commission's decision of Dec. 13, 
2007that: 
• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet. 
• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a variance that allows that allows a density of 96 units on both 
parcels combined for this project. In conclusion, though we would support 
this project if its design conformed more closely to current zoning, we 
object to requested variances which would set precedents that 
would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of our 
neighborhood. 
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To: Tom LaBonge 

From: Judy Horning/Amsler 
428 N Arden Blvd. 
Los Angeles Ca. 90004 

Subject: Camerford Lofts Watt/Jensen Project. 

Mr. LaBonge, 

During our recent L VNA Board meeting, where I am Secretary, it was brought to our 
attention that the principals at Watt/Jensen are appealing the City Planning Department 
decision of 12/13/2007 regarding their project at Melrose & Camerford. 

As a home owner in the area, I am opposed to any changes to that decision. I am opposed 
to any zoning variances for this project. 

" It is imperative that height restrictions are maintained in order to avoid setting a 
precedent for future projects. 

" It is important that the street dedication is up held. 
• The unit count should be restricted to 60 units. 

Please help maintain the quality of our neighborhood by voicing the opinion at the March 
18 Planning Commission hearing that the decisions form the 12/18/2007 meeting are 
upheld. 

Thanks for your help. 

Judy Horning/Amsler 
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Subj: [LVNA90004] Petition for Camerford Lofts Please print and get signatures. 
Date: 311912008 8:43:27 AM Pacific Daylight Time 
From: i:J9laJ?g!Ji\Q<:J?Prilffi~@?oLcq_m 
To: L\LI'i69QOQ'l@y!l!JQQ9LOJ.Jf1§ .. 99JD 

March 15, 2008 

To: PLUM Committee 
Attn: Shannon Hoppes 
cc: Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Eric Garcetti, Tom 
LaBonge 
Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
Case # CF 080454 
Please place on record our objection to the variances 
the developers of the 
Camerford Lofts project are requesting of the city of 
Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 
• Doubling of current zoned building height 
allowances from 30' to 6o'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose 
from 15' to 10'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per 
square foot ofland. 
Our concerns are focused on the precedents these 
zoning changes will set for the entire 
Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe 
the area cannot sustain that amount of 
development in terms of increased traffic and 
population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we 
foresee a change in the aesthetics 
and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story 
buildings would come to line narrow 
sidewalks. 
We ask that you work to maintain the City Planning 
Commission's decision of Dec. 13, 
2007that: 
• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet 
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• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a varience that allows that alllows a density 
of 96 units on both parcels 
combined for this project. 
In conclusion, though we would support this project if 
its design conformed more closely 
to current zoning, we object to requested variances 
which would set precedents that would 
threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of 
our neighborhood. 
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Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
CF # 08-0454 
ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR 



• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a varience that allows that all1ows a density 
of 96 units on both parcels 
combined for this project. 
In conclusion, though we would support this project if 
its design conformed more closely 
to current zoning, we object to requested variances 
which would set precedents that would 
threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of 
our neighborhood. 

name address signature 
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To: City Council PLUM Committee 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
CF # 08-0454 
ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR 



19 Marzo 2008 \ 

Petici6n al Comite "PLUM" Manejamiento y Planificaci6n del Utilizo de las Tierras y 
Propiedad 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project Case # CF 08-0454 OPPOSE APPLICANT'S APPEAL 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90038 

Favor de meter en record nuestra oposici6n a Ia ape/aci6n metido pore/ sucursa/ 
que esta tratando de desarrollar estas propiedades con muchas "varianzas" 
para construir los "Camerford Lofts" condominios en Ia Melrose Avenida, El 
Centro y Camerford Avenida. 
No deseamos aumentaci6n de Ia estatura legal de 30' hasta 60'. 
No deseamos aceras mas estrechas, 10' en vez de 15' bajo Ia ley. 
No deseamos subir Ia densidad de cantidad de unidades porIa cantidad de tierra. 

Estos cambios, si serf an aprobados, van a poner en efecto un precedente peligroso a 
nvestro vecindario y toda Ia area acerca de Melrose, Santa Monica Blvd., El Centro y 
Vine. Creemos qve Ia area no pvede sostener esa cantidad de desarrollo para inc/vir 
aun mas trafico y densidad de Ia poblaci6n. Melrose Avenida no es suficiente ancha y 
entonces va a cambiar c6mo parece nuestro vecindario y su ambiente. No deseamos 
edificios de 5 o 6 pisos at/ado de cada acera. 

Pedimos que trabajen para mantener Ia decisi6n de Ia Comisi6n de Planificaci6n 
de Ia Cilflll.d de/13 de Diciembre, 2007, para: 

Limitaclt estatura de edificios en Ia Melrose Avenida a 45 pies. 

Manfener espacio de 15 pies entre Ia calle y el edificio. 

Neqar un cambia a/ codigo de zonas que vaya a permitir densidad de 96 
unidades en Ia combinaci6n de propiedades para este proyecto. 

Nombre y Ape/lido Domicilio v Zip Code Firma a 



March 15, 2008 

To: PLUM Commlltee 

Attn: Shannon Hoppes 
cc: Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Eric Garcetti, Tom LaBonge 

Re: Camertord Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 

Case # CF 080454 

Please place on record our objection to the variances the developers of the 
Camertord Lotts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 1 0'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the 
entire Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of development in terms of increased traffic and population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the 
aesthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow sidewalks. 

We ask that you work to maintain the City Planning Commission's decision of Dec. 13, 
2007 that: 

• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet. 
• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a varience that allows that alllows a density of 96 units on both parcels 

combined for this project. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, we object to requested variances which would set 
precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of our 
neighborhood. 

address signature 
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19 de Marzo 2008 

Peticion al Comite de Mejorarnineto y Planificacion del uso de las Tierras y Propiedad 
"PLUM". 

Re: Carnerford Lofts Project Case# CF 08-0454 OPPOSE APPLICANT'S APPEAL 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90038 

Por este medio estamos manifestando nuestra oposicion a Ia apelacion presentada por Ia 
Compafl.ia que tiene a su cargo Ia construccion de Condominios en una area que va de 
Camerford Avenida a Melrose Avenida y sobre Ia Calle El Centro. 

Sabemos que los edificios tendran una altura de 60' cuando Ia ley dice que Ia altura 
maxima es de 30' 
Tarnbien, que piensan reducir el ancho de las aceras a 10' cuando Ia ley dice 15' y 
Ia cantidad de apartamentos sera de 96 unidades. 

De ser permitidos estos carnbios, van a ocasionar un gran dafio a! vecindario que se 
encuentra en el area de Melrose Avenida a Santa Monica Boulevard y de Ia Calle EJ 
Centro a Ia Vine. Estamos seguros que este tipo de proyectos vienen a ocasionar serios 
problemas en cuanto a densidad de poblacion, de espacio, de trafico, etc. etc. 

Por lo anterior pedimos que se trabaie pan(sost~n~r Ia decision de Ia Comision de 
Planificacion de Ia Ciudad de feeha 13 de Diciembre del 2007 en Ia que se establece 
lo siguiente: 

Limitar Ia altura de los edificios a 45' 
Mantener el espacio de las aceras a 15' 
Niega un cambio al Codigo de Zonas que vaya a permitir densidad de 96 
Unidades en Ia combinacion de propiedades para este proyecto 

Nombre y Apellido Domicilio y Zip Code Firma 



• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a varience that allows that alllows a density 
of 96 units on both parcels 
combined for this project. 
In conclusion, though we would support this project if 
its design conformed more closely 
to current zoning, we object to requested variances 
which would set precedents that would 
threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of 
our neighborhood. 

To: City Council PLUM Committee 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
CF # 08-0454 
ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR 
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• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a varience that allows that alllows a density 
of 96 units on both parcels 
combined for this project. 

' In conclusion, though we would support this project if 
its design conformed more closely 
to current zoning, we object t() r~qyg§~~<i variance§ 
which would set precedents that would . 
threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of 
our neighborhood. 

To: City Council PLUM Committee 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
CF # 08-0454 
ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR 
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19 de Marzo 2008 

Peticion al Comite de Mejoramineto y Planificacion del uso de las Tierras y Propiedad 
"PLUM". 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project Case# CF 08-0454 OPPOSE APPLICANT'S APPEAL 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90038 

Por este medio estamos manifestando nuestra oposicion a Ia apelacion presentada por Ia 
Compafiia que tiene a su cargo !a construccion de Condominios en una area que va de 
Camerford Avenida a Melrose Avenida y sobre Ia Calle El Centro. 

Sabemos que los edificios tendran una altura de 60' cuando Ia ley dice que Ia altura 
maxima es de 30' 
Tam bien, que piensan reducir el ancho de las aceras a 1 0' cuando Ia ley dice 15' y 
Ia cantidad de apartamentos sera de 96 unidades. 

De ser permitidos estos cambios, van a ocasionar un gran dafio a! vecindario que se 
encuentra en el area de Melrose Avenida a Santa Monica Boulevard y de !a Calle El 
Centro a Ia Vine. Estamos seguros que este tipo de proyectos vienen a ocasionar serios 
problemas en cuanto a densidad de poblacion, de espacio, de trafico, etc. etc. 

Por lo anterior pedimos gue se trabaie par~tsost~n~r Ia decision de Ia Comision de 
Planificacion de Ia Ciudad de fecba 13 de Diciembre del2007 en Ia que se establece 
lo siguiente: 

Limitar Ia altura de los edificios a 45' 
Mantener el espacio de las aceras a 15' 
Niega un cambio al Codigo de Zonas que vaya a permitir densidad de 96 
Unidades en Ia combinacion de propiedades para este proyecto 

Dornicilio y Zip Code 
.s 



To: City Planning Commission 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
ENV-2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV-HD-ZAA-SPR 

Please place on record our objection to the variances the developers of the Camerford 
Lofts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 10'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused the precedent these zoning changes will set for the entire 
Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain that 
amount of development in terms of increased traffic and poplulation density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the 
asthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow sidewalks. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if it's design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, we object to requested variances which would set 
precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of out 
neighborhood. 

address 
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To: City Planning Commission 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
ENV -2006-6520-EAF, APCC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV -HD-ZAA-SPR 

Please place on record our objection to the variances the developers of the 
Camerford Lofts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 1 0'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the 
entire Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of development in terms of increased traffic and poplulation density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the 
asthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow sidewalks. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, we object to requested variances which would set 
precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of our 
neighborhood. 

address 



March 15, 2008 

To: PLUM Committee 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project Case# CF 080454 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 
los Angeles, CA 90038 

Please place on record our opposition to the appeal filed by the applicant & 
objection to the variances that they, the developers of the Camerford Lofts project, are 
requesting of the City of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 1 0'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the 
entire Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of development in terms of increased traffic and population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the 
aesthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow sidewalks, 

We ask that you work to maintain the City Planning Commission's decision of Dec. 13, 
2007 that: 

• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet. 
• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a variance that allows a density of 96 units on both parcels 
combined for this project. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, we object to requested variances which would set 
precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of our 
neighborhood. 

address signature 



March 15, 2008 

To: PLUM Committee 

Attn: Shannon Hoppes 
cc: Councilmembers Ed Reyes, Eric Garcetti, Tom LaBonge 

Re: Camerford Lofts Project 
5663 W. Melrose Ave. 

Case# CF 080454 

Please place on record our objection to the variances the developers of the 
Camerford Lofts project are requesting of the city of Los Angeles. 
These variances include: 

• Doubling of current zoned building height allowances from 30' to 60'. 
• Narrowing of sidewalks for such projects on Melrose from 15' to 1 0'. 
• Increased density in terms of housing units per square foot of land. 

Our concerns are focused on the precedents these zoning changes will set for the 
entire Larchmont Blvd. and Melrose Ave. area. We believe the area cannot sustain 
that amount of development in terms of increased traffic and population density. 
Furthermore, as Melrose is only a two-lane street, we foresee a change in the 
aesthetics and ambiance of the neighborhood, as 5 or 6 story buildings would come to 
line narrow sidewalks. 

We ask that you work to maintain the City Planning Commission's decision of Dec. 13, 
2007 that: 

• Limits height on Melrose to 45 feet. 
• Maintains a street dedication on Melrose of 15 feet. 
• Denies a varience that allows that alllows a density of 96 units on both parcels 

combined for this project. 

In conclusion, though we would support this project if its design conformed more 
closely to current zoning, we object to requested variances which would set 
precedents that would threaten to reduce the attractiveness and comfort of our 
neighborhood. 

address 
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To: Los Angeles City Council Planning & Land Use Committee 

From: Cerrell Associates, Inc. 

Date: June 3, 2008 

Subjed: Item No. 8 (CF:08-0454); (VTI66997 & CPC 2006-6519 ZC HD ZAA SPR) 

CC: Barbara Greaves 

Enclosed are letters of support for the Camerford Lofts project proposed for 
5647 W. Melrose Ave. and 5742-5766 W. Camerford Ave. We have received 
letters from the following: 

• Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council 
• Hollywood Community Housing Corporation 
• Jim Bloomfield, Larchmont Traditional Medicine (neighbor) 
• Jay Fagano, Larchmont Grill (neighbor) 
• Grant Loucks, Alan Gordon Enterprises (neighbor) 
• Lynda Keeler, neighbor 
• Robert Merlis, neighbor 
• Jonathan Goldstein, neighbor 
• Mac Dunlop, neighbor 
• Maria Diaz, neighbor 
• John Holloway, neighbor 
• Carole Koneff; neighbor 
• Barbara Jefferies, neighbor 
• Charles Williams, neighbor 
• Jay & Renee Cronenwalt, neighbor 
• Jennifer Dorn, neighbor 
• Dr. Kevin Landa, neighbor 
• Ted Ripp, neighbor 



CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES 

CALIFORNlA 

Mayor 
Antonio Villaraigosa 

OLLYWOOD 
STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

5500 Hollywood Blvd, 4th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Phone: 323-461~0773- E·Mail: HSONC@yahoo.com 

Members of the Board: 
Robert "Bob" Blue. Chairperson - Samir Srivastava, Vice Chairperson 

Glenda Kelley, Treasurer - Harry Plapinger, Parliamentarian 
Ziggy Kruse, Corresponding Secretary 

Vacant - Recording Secretary 
Chris Shabel - Cathy Donovan - Maripat Donovan -

Juri Ripinski - Ed Hunt - Aracely Ortiz - George Abou-Daoud 
Brogan Lane - Cheryl Thomas 

HOLLYWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

May 19, 2008 

City of Los Angeles City Council 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Room 350 - City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: Camerford Lofts Project 
Case Nos.: CPC-2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR-2A 

VTT-66997 

Honorable Councilmembers, 

On May 12, 2008, the Board of Governors of the Hollywood Studio 
District Neighborhood Council (HSDNC) heard a presentation by the 
applicant for the above referenced project. The project has been 
revised since the last action taken by our Board. 

At the Regulnr Board meeting of May 12, 2008, the Board voted 
6 to 3 to conditionally support this project as presented to the 
Board. These conditions were: 

1. Dedication and construction to the required secondary 
highway standards for the Melrose Avenue side. 

2. The required 15-foot wide (10-foot plus the required 5-
foot additional front setback for RAS zone) sidewalks on Melrose 
Avenue. 

3. Fifteen-foot front yard setback on Camerford Avenue. 

4. The planting of 66 trees. 

5. Submittal 
PLUM committee and 

of a final set of Landscape Plans to 
HSDNC Board for review and approval. 

the HSDNC 

Department of Neighborhood Empowerment, 340 E 2nd St 4th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 485·1360 • Fax: (213) 485-1836 • Toll Free: 311 

The PROCESS FOR RECONSIDERATION and The PROCESS FOR fiLING A GRIEVANCE can be found in the bylaws of the Hollywood 
Studio District Neighborhood CounciL A copy of the bylaws will be made available upon request by e~mailing the HSDNC at I-ISDNC@vahoo.com 
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HSDNC Regular Board meeting of May 12, 2008 
Agenda Item 12.1 

May 19,2008 

Boardmembers in Favor 
Samir Srivastava, Vice Chair 
Glenda Kelly, Treasurer 
Cathy Donovan, Boardmember 
Maripat Donovan, Boardmember 
Juri Ripinski, Boardmember 
Chris Shabel, Boardmember 

Boar,dmembers Against 
Robert Blue, Chair 
Edward Hunt, PLUM Committee Chair 
Ziggy Kruse, Correspondence Sec. 

Please provide us notification of any future hearing on this 
matter. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Blue, 
Chair, HSDNC Board 

c: Honorable Council President Eric Garcetti 
CD-13 Planning Deputy Keli Bernard 
Cesar Diaz, Cerrell Associates 

Department of Neighborhood Empowerment, 340 E 2nd St 4th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 485-1360 • Fax: (213) 485·1836 • Toll Free: 311 

The PROCESS FOR RECONSIDERATION and The PROCESS FOR FILING A GRIEVANCE can be found in the bylaws of the Hollywood 
Studio District Neighborhood CounciL A copy of the bylaws will be made available upon request bye-mailing the BSONC@ HSDNC@yahoo.com 



Kyle Arndt 
President 

Karen Diehl 
Vice President 

Mark Brown 
Secretary 

Dr. James M.Andre 

f·1ichele Hessman 

.Jerold B. Neuman 

Michael G. Okamura 

Dennis Sipte 

Charles Taylor 

f-!eidi Zatikyan 

Wil!iam F. Harris 

Hollyvvood Community Housing Corporation 

December 12, 2007 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear City Planning Commissioners: 

The Hollywood Community Housing Corporation supports Watt Genton 
Associates' proposed Camerford Lofts project located at the northeast corner of El Centro 
Avenue and Melrose Avenue. The project comprised of 96 residential units and 
approximately 3.350 square feet of retail, will help revitalize tvlelrose Avenue. The 
project will also add badly needed housing to the area's aging housing stock. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

s;;LI~ 
William F. Harris 
Executive Director 



May 17,2007 

C/0 Ms. Madhu Kumar 

Jim Bloomfield L.Ac. 
Larchmont Traditional Medicine 

435 N. Larchmont Blvd. Los Angeles California 90004 
323-462-4710 (ph.) 323-462-4702 (fax) 

L.A. City Planning Commission, Community Planning Bureau 
City Hall, Rm. 667 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: CPC 2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR 

City Planning Commissioners: 

My name is Jim Bloomfield and I have been a Larchmont Boulevard business owner for over 3 years. I 
am writing to you in strong support of the retail and residential project proposed for the intersection of Melrose 
and El Centro Avenues. I currently live and work within short walking distance of the site in question, and feel 
strongly that the proposed development will be an improvement upon the land's current condition. 

While Larchmont has been a well cared for and walkable part of our city, this area at the north end of 
our boulevard is, and has been in bad shape. The nightclub at the intersection of El Centro and Melrose has 
been a source of debate because of the social element that a run-down bar attracts. I would certainly feel better 
about my neighborhood if that block were cleaned up and used for better purposes. 

A residential building north of Larchmont better meets the demeanor of this community and offers an 
increase in safety, peace and credible infrastructure. We all know we need housing in this area, and the 96 
proposed units will be a step in the right direction. I also appreciate that the project is replacing the small retail 
aspect with space along Melrose that could house restaurants or storefronts. It is a definite benefit to the 
community that this entire project will be adequately parked within its boundaries. 

I think this project is a great plan for this area and this intersection. I hope it receives your full support. 

Thank you, 

/1 6-~"' ~ Bloomfiold 
j/ 435 N. Larchmont Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA 90004 



April, 19, 2007 

C/O Madhu Kumar 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
Community Planning Bureau 
City Hall - Room 667 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: CPC 2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZM-SPR 

Dear Mr. Kumar: 

My name is Jay Fagnano and I own and operate Larchmont Grill at 5750 Melrose Avenue. I am 
writing to express my support for the Camerford Lofts project proposed for the corner of El 
Centro and Melrose. I believe this project shows intelligent planning for the City and will be a 
tremendous improvement for both businesses and residents in this area. 

The team working on the Camerford Lofts has created a project that makes sense for this 
community. Replacing the current buildings and nightclub with family-oriented housing and 
retail space is an ideal improvement for this neighborhood. The Camerford Lofts will be a 
dramatic and necessary improvement that will be good for me and the other business owners 
along Melrose Avenue. The retail space on Melrose will allow visitors to walk and shop along 
this corridor as they do further west. Both new and current residents will be able to patronize 
local busineSses like mine without ever getting into their cars, improving traffic and the local 
economy. 

With 96 units and 237 parking spaces, this project is sensibly sized and provides enough 
parking so that I won't have to worry about losing street parking for my guests. In fact, the 
parking situation for the entire Melrose/EI Centro/Larchmont community should improve as this 
project will eliminate the troublesome nightclub and other buildings that have no parking of 
their own. I feel I can speak for myself and my neighbors about the excitement we feel at the 
thought of seeing the removal of the Larchmont Nightclub. It has posed a continual nuisance 
by attracting evening and morning partiers that occupy all local parking, create excessive noise 
and have attracted police on numerous occasions. 

I believe this is the perfect project for this community and am excited that it will be built across 
the street from my restaurant. I hope you will support it and grant its approval in a timely 
manner. 

~
nk u,/~ 

,(' ~ . ;iirfJ!du 
Jayug:t ~ 
Owner, Larchmont Grill 



.Sent: 111912007 

ED HUNT: 

I HOPE YOUR ORGANIZATION IS SUPPORTIVE OF THE IMPROVEMENTS PLANED FOR 
THE AREA REFERRED TO AS THE CAMERFORD LOFTS. 

I'M A BUSINESS OWNER ON MELROSE AND PURCHASED OUR BUILDING 8 YEARS AGO. I 
HAVE PERSONALLY WITNESSED THE DECLINE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD TO THE POINT 
OF IT BECOMING AN ATTRACTIVE NUISANCE. 

THERE MAY HAVE BEEN SOME VERY NICE PEOPLE LIVING IN THOSE BUNGALOWS BUT 
THE CRIME, BUMS, DRUG DEALERS AND USERS, DRUNKS, HOMELESS AND AN 
ENDLESS STREAM OF LOW LIFE TRANSIENTS HAVE CLOGGED THE AREA AND HAVE 
MADE QUALITY LIVING IMPOSSIBLE. 

THIS DECLINE STARTED LONG BEFORE THE CAMERFORD LOFTS WERE PLANNED. 
THIS AREA NEEDS A MAJOR OVERHAUL AND THE CAMERFORD LOFTS IS A GOOD 
START IF YOUR GROUP IS SO CONCERNED ABOUT PRESERVATION OF PROPERTY, DO 
SOMETHING ABOUT IT BEFORE IT BECOMES IRREVERSIBLE AS HAS HAPPENED WITH 
THE CAMERFORD BUNGALOWS. THIS MAY HAVE BEEN A VILLAGE AT ONE TIME BUT NO 
MORE. IT'S THE CAMERFORD BLIGHT, HOPEFULLY TO BECOME THE CAMERFORD 
LOFTS. 

GRANT LOUCKS 
PRESIDENT 

ALAN GORDON ENTERPRISES 
5625 MELROSE AVE. 
HOLLYWOOD CA, 90038 



April 17, 2007 

LA City Planning Commission, Community Planning Bureau 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: CPC 2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR 

Dear City Planning Commissioners: 

I am a long-time resident of the Larchmont community and am writing to express 
my support for the Camerford Lofts that are proposed for the end of Larchmont 
Village at the corner of Melrose and El Centro Avenue. This project will 
significantly improve the quality of life for me and my neighbors, and I hope that it 
receives your full support. 

First and foremost, this project will replace the Larchmont Club, a nuisance and 
hazard in my neighborhood. The club is out of place in a neighborhood that is 
largely made up of homes, small stores and restaurants. The patrons of the 
Larchmont Club are late night and early morning party-goers who park on our 
residential streets and make a lot of noise. Illegal activity and police sirens are 
not uncommon at this club. As a nearby neighbor, the quality of life for me and 
my family suffers because of this club. Whereas on other parts of Melrose, 
Larchmont and Lucerne (all immediately adjacent street) I feel safe walking, I do 
not feel safe walking next to the Larchmont Club with its long lines of rowdy 
customers. With inadequate parking, the club also poses a hazard with many 
customers and valets speeding up and down our residential streets to find 
parking. I am excited that this club will be replaced by the homes and small 
restaurants that Watt Genton Associates has proposed. 

The Camerford Lofts project is well-planned will do much more to improve our 
quality of life than merely eliminate the club. By providing over 230 parking 
spaces, it will pull many cars off the street that currently park there. In addition to 
having ample parking, the Camerford Lofts is a mixed-use development and will 
allow current residents like myself, as well as the new home-owners, to walk to 
small retail establishments within the project and the surrounding area. 

I hope you understand how important this project will be for our community. 

\. . d:·~ '-_/----<-.----' '-----------~ 
Lynda eler 
Home: 507 North Gower Street Office: 606 North Larchmont Suite 102 



April18, 2007 

C/0 Mr. Madhu Kumar 
Community Planning Bureau 
City Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall -Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: CPC 2006·6519-ZC·HD·ZV·ZAA·SPR 

To whom it may concern: 

I am writing to communicate my support for the Camerford Lofts project that is proposed for 5663-
5647 West Melrose and 5742-5766 West Camerford Avenue. I am a longtime resident of the local 
community and am very glad to finally see a project like this for our neighborhood. 

Los Angeles is clearly experiencing a housing crisis, and it is projects like this that will allow local 
residents to finally purchase a home of their own. Homeownership makes people personally 
invested in a community, and I'm excited that this project will bring home-owners into the area. 
However, projects like these need to be done smartly, and I'm glad to see that the developers have 
proposed a mixed-use project that will really improve the surrounding area. Well lit sidewalks with 
street trees and small stores increase safety and generally make people feel better about living 
here. Right now, the outdated buildings and troublesome nightclub are a blight to an otherwise 
wonderful neighborhood. I think this beautifully designed project will go a long way toward 
improving this part of the Melrose corridor. 

After seeing the developers presentation materials, I realize how much effort that have put into 
designing a project for this piece of land. I especially appreciate the attention paid to Camerford 
Avenue. Townhomes with front doors and yards are great additions to this street, allowing small 
families with children to have some outdoor space on a quiet residential street. Even the height on 
this side of the project has been reduced to maintain the feel of the existing area. 

This is a great project and one that I am happy to support, especially at a site that has long been 
deteriorating. I urge you to support this project and hope that you allow it to be built as soon as 
possible. 

Jhank you for your time. 

~~ 
Robert Merlis 
Home: 507 North Gower St Office: 606 North Larchmont Suite 102 

CC: Office of Councilman Eric Garcetti 



Michael LoGrande 

Acting Chief Zoning Administrator 

Office of Zoning Administration 

200 North Spring Street, 71h Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande, 

As a resident of the Larchmont Village area, I am writing to express my support 
for the Comerford Lofts project located on the corner of Melrose and El Centro 
Avenues. 

I support this project because it serves as an example of responsible 
development fnat will directly benefit the community by replacing the 
Larchmont Nightclub, an ongoing nuisance to the neighborhood Not only do 
patrons of the club park on residential streets, but they also engage '1n illegal 
activities such as burglary, battery, drug use and property damage. In addition, 
Comerford Lofts is offering solutions to parking and public safety concerns. 

This project will alleviate these issues as well as revitalize the area in a manner 
that is consistent with the unique character of my neighborhood. 

I am excited to welcome Comerford Lofts to our neighborhood. I_ am confident 
the developer will contribute to the success of the local community and help to 
alleviate public safety and parking problems. If you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at any time. 

Thank you. 

Regards, 

Jonathan Goldstein 

588 N. Lucerne Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA 90004 

323-461-4040 

Email: gogobag@yahoo.com 

CC: Alison Becker 



October 16, 2006 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Acting Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
200 North Spring Street, yth Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande, 

As a resident of the Larchmont area, I am writing to express my support for the 
Camerford Lofts project located in my community, on the corner of Melrose and 
El Centro Avenues. 

i support this project because it serves as an exampie of responsible 
development and thoughtful design. By replacing the Larchmont Nightclub, a 
nuisance to the community, Camerford Lofts is offering answers to parking and 
public safety concerns. Not only do patrons of the club park on residential 
streets, but they also engage in illegal activities such as burglary, battery, drug 
use and property damage. 
This project will alleviate these issues as well as, revitalize the area in a manner 
that is consistent with the unique character of my neighborhood. 

I am excited to welcome Camerford Lofts to our neighborhood. I am confident 
the developer will contribute to the success of the local community and help to 
alleviate public safety and parking problems. If you have any questions for me, 
please feel free to call or email at any time. 

Thank you. 

Regards, 

CC: Alison Becker 
Planning Deputy 
Council District 13 
200 North Spring Street, Room 470 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



November 16, 2006 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Acting Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office .of Zoning Administration 
200 North Spring Street, 7'h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande, 

I wanted to add a personal note to include with the other letter I signed. I fully agree with 
everything stated in said letter and would like mention my personal experience, as a 
resident ofCamerford Ave. I've been living on Camerford Ave. (l block north of 
Melrose & El Centro) for the last I 0 years. The bungalows behind the Larclunont 
Nightclub (which stretch north to Carnerford) have been a continuous site of illegal 
activity. This activity has only increased in the last couple of years. Many of these 
dealings serves the customers of the Larchmont Nightclub, which is open through the 
night and into the late afternoon, on the weekends. I have not only become more & more 
concerned about my safety, but for the safety of the many families who live in this 
neighborhood. Kids shouldn't have to grow up in an environment in which hoodlums 
control the streets. I welcome the Camerford Lofts and hope that the structure and 
residents will increase the peace and harmony in the neighborhood that I love dearly. 

Sincerely, 

Roderick (Mac) Dunlop II 
5745 Carnerford Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90038 



April 26, 2007 

Madhu Kumar 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
Community Planning Bureau 
City Hall - Room 667 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles , CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Kumar: 

My name is Maria Diaz and I am writing to you to ask you to approve a housing project that has been 
planned for my community- case number CPC 2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZM-SPR. I live at 814 North Van 
Ness Avenue, half a mile away from the project that is proposed for the northeast corner of Melrose 
Avenue and El Centro Avenue. This site has been in desperate need of new development for many 
years. The area is run down and the nightclub that is currently there is an eyesore both in the day and in 
the evening. 

I take the bus west on Melrose almost every day or when I go to church. In the daytime, the b"rg purple 
club stands out and makes the area look cheap. At night, there are long lines of young people waiting to 
get in. 

I like the project that is being proposed. There is no doubt that this area needs more housing. This 
location is next to schools, shops and restaurants, making it a good place to bring up families. Plus, as I 
said before, it is right next to a major bus line, so people might be able to take the bus to work instead of 
driving. 

I hope you will allow this project to be built in my community. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~~J:t~~ 
Maria Diaz 
814 North Van Ness Ave. 



Camerford Lofts 
Project Summary 
Watt Genton is proposing to build an attractive, mixed-use project on two adjacent properties 
located at the northeast corner of Melrose and El Centro Avenues. The project will significantly 
enhance the area by replacing current uses on the site, including The Larchmont nightclub, 
which has been viewed as a nuisance in the community. In addition to spurring revitalization 
efforts along a neglected section of Melrose Avenue, the project will provide an attractive entry 

-to the Larchmont Boulevard intersection. The proposed project includes the following elements: 

• 96 for-sale units will provide access to homeownership tor a wide variety of buyers. 
• Townhome style units along Comerford Avenue will provide landscaped front yards and are 

designed to be consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood. 
• Over 3,000 square teet of community-serving restaurant and retail space along Melrose 

Avenue will serve the project's residents and its neighbors. 
• Parking is pulled off local streets by creating 237 on-site parking spaces for residents, guests 

& patrons. Residents will enter and exit the property from El Centro Avenue. 

~ I Support the Project! (see comments below) 1\ o I am willing to write a letter in support of this project. 
o I am willing to attend a public hearing in support of this project. 
o I am willing to speak at a public hearing in support of this project. 

o I have questions about the project. Please contact me. 

Name (Print) __ ...,:l)t>o£Lkl-"-I)-'--~Ho-'=-'/...,fo"-""UJ'-"t(co.'-f-+-----------
Business Name (if applicable)--------------------.,----,--­

Address (Street Address, City State , Zip Code) _ __,5:..:Z"--"'{p'-----'N'-=L_ • .:::/AA:..::..:.::.(.-'--{!/;..:.fl..:.{..=--.:6/=-:_lh:..::I/J_:__. __ 

tA t4 <1 cw 4--
Home Phone (if applicable)--------------------------­

Work Phone Qf applicable)--------------------------

If you have question 
them bock to us, or 

concerns about the project, please note them below and mail or fax 
el free to contact us by phone or e-mail. 

Contact Information: 
Re: Comerford Lofts 

320 North Larchmont Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90004' 

Phone (323) 466-3445 - Fax (323) 466-8653 



Carole Koneff 
613 N. Lucerne Boulevard 

November 30, 2006 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 

Los Angeles, CA 90004 
E:mail- carolekonefflalcomcast.net 

Acting Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
200 North Spring Street, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande: 

I am a resident living adjacent to the proposed Camerford Lofts project on the comer of Melrose 
and El Centro A venues. This letter is to advise you that my husband and I are in complete 
support ofthis development. 

It will be replacing run-down businesses and property, which is proving to be not only an 
eyesore, but a nuisance as well. It has been depressing to drive along this section of Melrose for 
some time because of graffiti on the windows and trash on the street. One of the businesses is a 
particular concern. Patrons of The Larchmont Nightclub continually cause a nuisance late at 
night when returning to cars after spending many hours imbibing alcohol. We recently acquired 
permit parking on the street, which only serves to deter some of the patrons. If you go anywhere 
near the club the morning after, you would be completely shocked at the amount of garbage 
littering the immediate area which just serves to spill over if there is the slightest breeze! 

I can only believe that this project north of Melrose will greatly benefit the residential and 
commercial aspects of this neighborhood. There are several restaurants bordering this area that I 
can imagine will be only too happy to welcome this type of development. I walk my dog in and 
around the neighborhood on a regular basis but do not venture into this area after it gets dark, as 
it is most unsightly and uninviting. This "poor relation", so close to the up-market Larchmont 
area is in serious need of renovation and innovation. We welcome what Camerford Lofts will 
bring to this highly depressed area and offer every support we are able to give. The developer 
has clearly given serious thought to improving public safety, parking and curb appeal. This 
project can only improve the surrounding neighborhood and help to increase property value and 
confidence in the area. 

Please feel free to contact me if you need any further information or comments. 

~~-"(\() ~· 
Carole Kone~ 
Neighborhood Resident 

Cc: Alison Becker, Planning Deputy, Council District 13 
200 North Spring Street, Room 470 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



December 1, 2006 

Mr. Michael LeGrande 
Acting Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
200 N01th Spring Street, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 900 12 

Dear Mr. LoGrande, 

!live in the Larchmont Village area and am writing to let you know of my support for the 
Camerford Lofts project on the comer of Melrose and El Centro Avenues. 

As a newer resident of this neighborhood I find myself supporting this project because of an 
interest in seeing responsible development and design to replace the Larchmont Nightclub-it has 
been such a nuisance to the area. Camerford Lofts offers answers to parking and public safety 
concerns as well as a greatly needed visual improvement to the area. The patrons of the club park 
on residential streets and also engage in illegal activities such as burglary, battery, drunk driving, 
drug use and property damage-not to mention their loud ramblings upon returning to their cars 
at all hours. I see this project addressing these issues as well as bringing new life the area in a 
way consistent with the unique character and energy of this neighborhood. The problem on my 
street has been an ongoing ordeal for me and my neighbors-seemingly getting worse as time 
passes, and I welcome the positive changes that this development offers to my community and 
quality of life. 

People know this area to be pedestrian friendly and safe but the Melrose community located 
directly north of Larchmont has often been ignored as part of the Larchmont Community. 
Construction of the Camerford Lofts offers great hope to this area by providing retail shops, for­
sale units, and parking for shoppers, tenants and guests. These additions plan to help revitalize the 
area and give solutions to the persistent issues we deal with-parking and criminal activity. 

I hope to welcome Camerford Lofts to the neighborhood and believe the developer will contribute 
to the success of the local community by creating new, positive use for a long-ignored space. 

Th:?; 
Gary Grove~ 
Neighborhood Resident 
585 North Lucerne Blvd. 
glgrove @charter.net 
3 23-460-644 5 

CC: Alison Becker 
Planning Deputy 
Council District 13 
200 North Spring Street, Room 470 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



December I, 2006 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Acting Chief Zoning Administi·ator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
200 North Spring Street, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande, 

I live in Larchmont Village and am writing to let you know of my support for the Camerford 
Lofts project on the comer of Melrose and El Centro Avenues. 

As a ten-year resident of this neighborhood I am supporting this project because I am interested in 
seeing responsible development and thoughtful design to replace the Larchmont Nightclub which 
has been a nuisance to my community. Camerford Lofts is offering answers to parking and public 
safety concerns as well as a much-needed face lift to the area. Patrons of the club park on 
residential streets and also engage in illegal activities such as burglary, battery, drunk driving, 
drug use and property damage. I see this project addressing these issues as well as revitalizing the 
area in a way consistent with the unique character of this neighborhood. The problem on my 
street has been an ongoing ordeal for me and my neighbors for years now, and I welcome the 
positive changes that this development offers to my community and quality of life. 

While the Larchmont area is known as pedestrian friendly and safe, the Melrose community 
located directly north of Larchmont has often been ignored as an integral part of the Larchmont 
Community. The Camerford Lofts project offers hope to this area by providing for-sale units, 
retail shops and parking for tenants, guests and retail patrons. These additions plan to help 
revitalize the area and offer solutions to persistent issues such as parking and criminal activity. 

I look forward to welcoming Camerford Lofts to the neighborhood and believe the developer will 
contribute to the success of the local community by increasing public safety and decreasing 
parking problems. It has been a long time coming. 

Barbara Jefferies 
Neighborhood Resident 
585 Nmth Lucerne Blvd. 
b.jefferies @ca.rr.com 
323-460-6445 

CC: Alison Becker 
Planning Deputy 
Council DistJict 13 
200 North Spring Street, Room 470 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



Camerford Lofts 
Project Summary 

Watt Genton is proposing to build an attractive, mixed-use project on two adjacent properties 
located at the northeast corner of Melrose and El Centro Avenues. The project will significantly 
enhance the area by replacing current uses on the site. including The Larchmont nightclub, 
which has been viewed as a nuisance in the community. In addition to spurring revitalization 
efforts along a neglected section of Melrose Avenue, the project will provide an attractive entry 
to the Larchmont Boulevard intersection. The proposed project includes the following elements: 

• 96 for-sale units will provide access to homeownership for a wide variety of buyers. 
• Townhome style units along Comerford Avenue will provide landscaped front yards and are 

designed to be consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood. 
• Over 3.000 square feet of community-serving restaurant and retail space along Melrose 

Avenue will serve the project's residents and its neighbors. 
• Parking is pulled off local streets by creating 237 on-site parking spaces for residents, guests 

& patrons. Residents will enter and exit the property from El Centro Avenue. 

o I SupJ)ort the Project! (see comments below) 7: 6 CIPP&I27 "'Tfn5 PJI?oJ:) 
~ I am willing to write a letter in support of this project. ( ~ 
o 1 am willing to attend a public hearing in support of this project. 
o I am willing to speak at a public hearing in support of this project. 

o I have questions about the project. Please contact me. 

Name (Print) t!; .. ;p£Les £ M~/9'm S ~ 
Business Name (if applicable)-------------,---------;:-----­

Address (Street Address, City State, Zip Code) s-,f?J9 ame7<..Fb£o Hue• 
Lo5 AI~ <1'.4--- 9cJcJ32?-3Pol 

If you have questions or concerns about the project, please note them below and mail or fax 
them back to us, or feel free to contact us by phone or e-mail. 

a~ .. eJ~~~~..eA,/ ~ 
~~~-----'_c ____________ __ 

Contact Information: 
Re: Comerford Lofts 

320 North Larchmont Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

Phone (323) 466-3445 - Fax (323) 466-8653 



Jay & Renee Cronenwalt 
2845 Royston Place - Beverly Hills, California 9021 0-1 0 17 

Home Phone (310) 278-9409- Fax (310) 278-0182 
--------·- ---

April 23, 2007 

C/0 Mr. Madhu Kwnar 
City Planning Commission, Community Planning Bureau 
Los Angeles City HaD 
200 North Spring Stteet, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

City Planning Commissioners: 

Re: CPC 2006-6519-ZC·HD-ZV -ZAA..SPR 

Our names are Renee and Jay Cronenwalt and we have owned the properties on the .south side of 
the Melrose/Lucerne intersection for many years. Our properties are across the street from the 
proposed Comerford Lofts (iroject P!'OPOSed by Justin Barth and Watt Genton Associates. We 
have met with Mr. Barth on sevcmd occasions and have had an opportunity to review his project 
plans. We are so glad that he is proposing such a worth-while project for this neglected part of 
our neighborhood. 

While this area is generally safe and suitable for shopperl! and visitors, the unsightly and 
di&tuibing Martini Lounge has been a figurative thorn in our side for many yean;. Locals have 
long been exposed to the unruly behavior of late-night club goers and their disruptive presence 
within the community. This club is not a good neighbor, and its presence contributes noise, trash 
and lraffic hazards to the area right outside our properties' front doors. 

Wart Oenton's residential and retail building on the comer of Melrose and EJ Centro would 
much better meet the needs of both the business and residential communities in the area. Not 
only will this new project increa&e the peace and safety of life here, but it will provide a much 
needed boost in available housing in the area. We fully support this project foJ" this 
ncigl:tborllood. 

We appreciate you taking the time to hear us on this· issue. 

Sincerely, 

~-··~ p~ 
~::::~ 



April 24, 2007 

City Planning Commission, Community Planning Bureau 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: CPC 2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR 

Dear City Planners: 

My name is Jennifer Dorn and I live at 607 N. Lucerne Blvd. I arn writing you to ask for 
your support for the Camerford Lofts project (CPC 2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR). I believe this 
project will go a long way toward improving my neighborhood and making this portion of Melrose 
Avenue a better place to live, shop and drive. 

My neighbors and I have seen the project plans and are excited by its clean design and 
attention to detail. The architects have created a modern project that fits, and actually dramatically 
improves, the northern end of Larchmont Boulevard and the neighborhood on Camerford Avenue. 

When people think of Melrose Avenue, they think of a place to walk from shops to 
restaurants in a safe and comfortable environment. This is true further west on Melrose and in 
West Hollywood, yet we have not quite reached that point at the intersection of Melrose and 
Larchmont. Our neighborhood is slowly building such a streetscape, but the current parcel sticks 
out like a sore thumb. 

The Larchmont Club that is currently on this site is not appropriate for the residential 
ne·lghborhoods that surround it. The no·1se and trash around this club makes it unpleasant to walk 
around the area. As property owners, we strive to keep our neighborhood clean and safe; the 
Larchmont Club attracts outsiders that have little regard for our efforts to keep our neighborhood 
clean, safe and quiet. 

The Camerford Lofts project is the right plan for this neighborhood. The project includes 
ample parking, unusual for such projects, and allows cars to enter and exit on El Centro instead of 
on Melrose and Camerford. It integrates shops and housing, and is located nearby other retail 
establishments. The project fills the gap in this retail corridor making it a better place to walk with 
friends and family. I look forward to a time when I no longer have to walk out of my way to avoid 
the Larchmont Club, and can rnake this new mixed use retail space my destination. 

My neighbors and I live in a relat'1vely quiet residential neighborhood - I am excited that 
something as fitting as the Camerford Lofts is coming to replace the existing uses on this site. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

'l'bd~ 
NA~ Jennifer Dorn 
ADDRESS 607 N. Lucerne Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90004 
323-464-5419 



November 30, 2007 

City Planning Commission 
c/o Gabriele Williams 
200 North Spring Street, Room 3 52 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Case No: CPC-2006-6519-ZC-ZV -HD-ZAA-SPR, Camerford Lofts Project 

Dear Commissioners: 

Unfortunately, due to schedule conflicts, I am not able to attend in person. I truly feel 
this is a critical project to further improve the area. I believe this project will improve the 
quality of life for the new residents as well as the current neighbors. I have spoken with 
many of my neighbors; so far there is a consensus of strong support for this neighborhood 
improvement opportunity. 

I am once again writing to express my support to bring the Camerford Lofts project to the 
corner of Melrose and El Centro. After speaking with Mr. Justin Barth on several 
occasions about Camerford Lofts, I am confident that his project will greatly improve the 
area and alleviate some of public safety and parking concerns. 

Last year I wrote a letter to the Zoning Administrator, urging his approval of the 
Camerford Lofts project. This project will eliminate a nuisance use and replace it with 
much needed new housing as well as new retail. It will create a pedestrian element that 
has long been absent at the no11hern entry point to Larchmont Village. 

Some areas have complex public safety concerns. Our area has a simple solution and that 
is the Camerford Lofts project. Approval of this project will not only eliminate the safety 
issues of the club, but will move this corridor in the right direction and more in line with 
the neighborhood feel of the community. I urge you to listen to those residents that live in 
this area. 

zY·~ 
Dr. Kevin Landa, 
Neighborhood Resident 
622 North Lucerne Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

Cc: Honorable Eric Garcetti 
Kelli Bernard, Director of Planning and Economic Development 



Council District 13 
200 North Spring Street, Room 4 70 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



camerford Lofts 
ProjGct summary 
Watt GQnton Is proposing to build an attractive, mixed-use project on two odjaco;mt propsrtiQs 
located at the northeast corner of Melrose and El Centro Avenues. The proJect will slonificantly 
enhance the area by replacing current uses on the site, including The Larchmont nightclub, 
which has been viewed as a nuisance in the communiiy. In addition to spurring revitalization 
efforts along a neglected section of Melrose Avenue, the project will provide an aitractlve entry 
to the Larchmont Boulevard intersection. The proposed project includes the following elements: 

• 96 for-sale units will provide access to homeownership for a wide variety of buyers. 
• Townhome style units along Comerford Avenue will provide landscaped front yards and ars 

designed to be consistent with the suflounding residential neighborhood. 
• Over 3,000 square feet of community-serving restaurant and retail space along Melrose 

Avenue will serve the project's residents and its neighbors. 
• Parking is pulled off local streets by creating 237 on-site parking spaces for residents. guests 

& patrons. Residents will enter and exit the property from El Centro Avenue. 

a I Support the Project! (see comments below) 
o I am willing to write a letter in support of this project. 
o 1 am willing to attenct a public hearing in support of this project. 
c I am willing to speak at a public hearing In support ot this project. 

o 1 have questions about the project. Please contact me. 

Name (Print) __ ._,_l..::.e::_~:;._'"R.:_1 ~l:...jpt?~=--------------------
Business Name (If applicable)------------------------­

Address (Street Address, City State, Zip Code) 58 0 7 C.AV\ER.R::lQ...b AvE:. 
Los A"'!S';\ee., c.c. croo~ ~ 

Home Phone Of applicable) 3 2. 3 Z 5 I 5 2..5 2. 

Work Phone (If applicable) 3 I 0 'S lla g 21 J 
E-mail Addr~p=a~~\ PP@ CA. t2.JC!, COW\ 

Slgnarure ~ 
If you have questions or concerns about the project, please note them below and mall or fax 
th.;;om back to us, or feel fre.;;. to contact us by phonQ or e-mc::lil. 

Contact Information: 
Re: Comerford Lotts 

320 North Larchmont Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

Pnone (323) 466-3445 - Fax (323) 466·8653 
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Edward Hunt 

From: Edward Hunt (edvhunt@earthlink.net] 

Sent: Sunday, May 25, 2008 9:09AM "----l_p ~3 -o J--
To: Hollywood Community (CommunityHollywood@yahoogroups.com)-rnitted in_ {}..om. -

~"-""~'.:.!:... • '- Com ·u 
Cc: (hsdncplum@yahoogroups.com) :.uncil File No:_ o;g--_

0 
- ffil ee 

Subject: Camerford Lofts Letter (7).doc .,, 1~0 . v- YfY J.. {j;T -cU.,-, , 
.. ---.IL.. -,..., ..., -d) 7 

City Planning by "Cash Contribution?" ·------··'~·==:?~---·-··-·-· 
TO: The City Council PLUM Conunittee 
RE: VTT-66997-lA, $800K SPOT ZONING SALE in return for support of the Camerford Lofts appeal 

Dear PLUM Chairman Reyes and Conunittee Members Huizar and Weiss, 

Regarding the proposed Camerford Lofts 85 condo mixed use project spot zoning sale at 5663 W. Melrose 
Av. on the south edge ofHollywood and the north edge of Mid Wilshire, VTT-66997-lA, the following are 
the issues we support along with our concerns and reconunendations: 
• We support the dedication and construction to the required sec.ondary highway standards for this 200' of 
Melrose Avenue vital to moving traffic and busses, providing merchant parking and providing out-of-traffic 
bus bays and free right turn lanes. 
• We support the required 15' wide (10' +the required 5' additional RAS front setback) sidewalks on 
Melrose A venue. 
• We support the required 12.'_green front yards on residential Camerford Avenue. 
• We support the required replacement planting of 66 trees and the developer's promise to return to the 

HSDNC PLUM/Housing/Parks Committee for approval of their landscape plans once they are 
completed. We understand the developer has agreed to now comply with each of these above 
requirements. 

Our concerns are as follows: 
• Our main concern is the height precedent the developer is asking for on the north side of Melrose 

Avenue. We believe that 50' is excessive for properties backing up to a residential neighborhood. As 
you know this means the homes, duplexes and apartments inunediately north (in our case on the south 
side of Marathon) will be in complete shade all winter, and our rear yards will be in shade almost all 
year. Our views to the south will be of a 4-story apartment or condo building. 

• We are concerned about the developer's request to eliminate their rear yard requirement. This 
precedent would allow construction of 4 story condo and apartment buildings less than an inch from our 
rear property lines. Again this will even further eliminate our views to the south is addition to eliminating 
our winter solar access. 

• We are concerned about the 200% variance precedent the developer is requesting for the FAR. 
• We are concerned about the subway stop density precedent the project would set for Melrose Avenue of 

85 units in 200' of frontage along Melrose Avenue. We are concerned about the traffic this subway stop 
density precedent will generate. There are 212 parking spaces in 200' on just one side of the street. 
Assuming both sides of the street, that is one unit for every 15 inches and one vehicle for every 6" of 
Melrose Avenue. This equates to over 14,000 vehicles for Melrose development, just from Vine to the 
l 01. Was this cumulative traffic impact studied? 

• We are concerned that the project results in a loss of 48 very low income housing units, mostly in a 
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delightful village of 1916-1919 Craftsman Bungalows constructed to house workers in the then fledgling 
silent film industry. 

• We are concerned at the 100% variance precedent the developer is requesting on the number of stories (4 
stories where zoned for 2 stories on Camerford). 

• We are concerned about the developer's request for RAS4 subwror __ stop ZO!ling by variance, 1 unit per 
about 700 sf on the Melrose side, 1 unit per about 650 sf on the residential side. 

• We are especially concerned about the council office's Zoning Sale of23 additional market rate units in 
return for a cash payment of$800,000 (less than the published cost of2 of the subsidized units) to bail 
out 2 languishing stalled ("but not for") Garcetti pet projects almost 2 miles away in remote 
neighborhood council areas that will now kick another 100 people out of their homes. That is now about 
250 people, many poor long time residents, out on the street. How many of these families do we really 
believe will end up in the $500K subsidized units or can afford the $7 50K - $1.2Million (the published 
price in the same developer's project across the street) for the proposed 85 new luxury units? 

• We are concerned about the precedent that as long as the developer meets the height on the "front and 
rear edges" of the development that we do not care about the height on the sides and middle of the 
development regardless of zoning, effect on traffic or density precedent. 

• The developer's lobbyists claim that the reason that the developer needed the extra 23 units was to make 
the project "financially viable," but we understand the California appeals court has specifically rejected 
financial considerations as grounds for a variance or exception. The developer's lobbyists also stated 
several times that if they did not get the 23 extra units, they would abandon the project and sell the land. 
They also stated tb§_y shut down the obnoxious club, without any assistance from the Police or City 
Attorney, and that it still had its liquor license and CUP and it would just reopen the club if they did not 
get their extra 23 units. While it is true that the club had paid for their licenses through the end of the 
year when they were shut down in February, it is shocking to us that the lobbyists would suggest that 
anyone would advocate their reopening. 

• According to the_basics governing variances and specific plan exceptions including the City Charter, the 
published State Appeals Court decision, and the Municipal Code, it's not the neighborhood or City's 
problem if the project doesn't pencil. The existing zoning and dedications were well known. Do we 
really believe the sophisticated developer and his expensive lobbyists and consultants all missed this? 
We believe there is not a legal permitted finding for a spot Zoning Sale of this magnitude and that there 
are no valid findings for this kind of subway stop super density spot zoning precedent. 

• Worst of all this precedent would support the concept of any developer purchasing the adjoining 
generally attractive stable historic residentially zoned lots (many containing primarily poor and minority 
families) that abut Melrose Commercial zoning and then allowing the developer's team to "average," 
"blend," "mix," "scramble" and "rearrange" (all terms from the developer's team) the zoning and units 
between the commercial and residential. According to Phillip Anaya vs. the City of Los Angeles this 
"averaging" is illegal and in any case will be a very difficult and destructive precedent for the Melrose 
corridor neighborhoods to overcome. 

• The 3:1 FAR is a spot zoning tripling of the current 1:1 FAR. 3: l FAR is the high~<s1 zoning in the 
City outside of downtown and the Hollywood Central Business District. We believe this subway stop 
zoning is inappropriate on Melrose Avenue, currently mostly one and 2 story structures and 2lanes most 
of the day. 

• Primary zoning limitations consist of units/sf of property, height limitations, and FAR. We hope you and 
your staff are too sophisticated to fall for the lobbyist's repeated claims that their project is "by right" or 
"complies" because it meets one or two of these 3 limitations. 

• The requested 3: 1 FAR is really automatically over 4:1 FAR with the passage of SB 1818 with its 
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''ministerial" 35% density bonus for as little as 11% very low income affordable units. Obviously this 
developer is ineligible for this bonus, but there is nothing to keep future developers up and down Melrose 
from taking advantage of this density bonus and the up to 3 automatic variances that accompany it. 

• The proposed 20 story tall Hanover tower, at the SW corner of Hollywood and Gower, practically next 
door to the subway stop, is only requesting 4.5:1 FAR! 

• As an example, this requested 3:1 FAR is 6 (six) times the current zoning of the Melrose commercial lots 
backing up to the only HPOZ in our entire NC. If we factor in SB1818, that is over 8 times the existing 
Melrose zoning backing up to the primarily single story HPOZ~ Can you imagine those mostly 1 story 
bungalows backing up to 50' buildings (or 60' tall with SB1818) less that 1" away from their rear yard 
fences? 

• The proposed Hollywood Columbia Square with its several towers up to 40 stories tall between Sunset 
and Hollywood Boulevards near a subway stop is only requesting an FARof5.4:1. As far as we know, 
there is no subway stop at Melrose and Larchmont and we understand there is not even a Melrose 
subway. 

• The developer is requesting 85 units and 212 vehicles in 200' of one side of Melrose frontage. Double 
that for both sides of the street and we have 170 units and 424 vehicles every 200' of Melrose Avenue or 
85 units and 212 vehicles in 100' assuming both sides of the street. It is 8400' from Vine St. to the 101 
minus a generous 20% for cross streets = 6, 720' actual linear block frontage on Melrose just from Vine to 
the 101. That equates to a density of85 units/100' x 6,720' = 5,712 units. At 2.5 residents/unit, that is 
14,280 residents on this one little street just from Vine to the 101, minus, of course those removed from 
their mostly low income housing to accommodate this super dense luxury development. Another way to 
look at this is that it equals a unit for every 15" (fifteen inches) along this section ofMelrose Av. And 
this is if none of the developers take advantage of the SB1818 up to 35% density bonus now available for 
any property along these 2 corridors. 

• Similarly at 212 vehicles/100 linear feet x 6,720 of block frontage= 14,246 vehicles to accommodate 
this super density. Please correct us if any of our figures are incorrect. Is creating this sort of subway 
stop density and traffic precedent on this important street really worth a tiny $800,000 cash payment 
covering the published cost ofless than 2 affordable housing units in remote neighborhood council areas 
almost 2 miles away? 

• The Developer's team repeatedly stated they needed the RAS4 (RAS3 +variances) zoning and need 85 
units for the project to be "financially viable," but have you seen any figures that prove that? These site 
limitations of the 1:1 FAR the 2-story 30' height limit on the residential side of the property, the 1 unit 
for every 800 sf of property were all well known and easily verified in a few minutes on line or at the 
zoning counter. Do we really believe the project's "economic viability" and $800,000 "cash payment" is 
sufficient reason for setting all these onerous legal precedents for the future development of the Melrose 
corridor? 

• Regarding the developer's team's claim that they are only requesting RAS3 zoning, this is indeed clever. 
But the way we read the code, by the most generous interpretation, anything above 33 units on the 
Melrose side and 33 units on the residential side is clearly RAS4 subway stop zoning !2y vari!IDse. Are 
we mistaken about this? 

• We are concerned that all of these "variances" are so in violation of the adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan, approved by the City Council, signed by the Mayor and properly published. We 
recommend you hold developers to the adopted plan until the now 13 year effort Hollywood 
Community Plan is completed, shared with the community and properly adopted. Otherwise the planners 
have no incentive to ever actually finish it. 

Summary Recommendation: 
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In summary, although we believe it is overly generous, we can support the unanimous decision of the City 
Planning Commission of 62 units with the exception that the full secondary highway dedication and 
construction+ the 15' sidewalk will be provided on Melrose, If you carefully study a detailed map, drive 
Melrose and tour these beautiful historic neighborhoods and the Melrose-fronting studios from Vine to 
the 101, we believe you will agree with us that this important pedestrian shopping street has the near and 
long term potential to become a planned jewel of our City. 

We believe this case is a productive opportunity for vision and to craft guiding precedents for the future 
development of this important shopping street rather than illegal knee jerk subway stop density spot 
zoning precedent that sells out the whole multi-billion dollar commercial/residential Melrose corridor for 
an opportunistic one time $800K "contribution" to bail out 2 stalled remote pet projects that are not even 
in either of the 3 affected neighborhood council areas. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please notifY us of your decision. 

Sincerely, 

THE MELROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

dfc~S 
Chip Carter, President 
4920 Marathon Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90029 
818-679-6573 (c) 
chip@chipc(llj:~I,C:Ql!l 

Additional residents in support of the denial of this appeal: 
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June 3, 2008 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
of the Los Angeles City Council 

City Hall-- 200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles California 90012 

Re: Camerford Lofts -- Council File CF 08-0454-S 1; 
City Planning Cases 2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR-2A and VTT-66997-lA 

Dear Councihnembers Reyes, Huizar, and Weiss: 

The Windsor Square Association, founded in 1925, represents the Fourth Council District 
residents of approximately 1100 homes between Van Ness Avenue and Arden B.oulevard, from Wilshire 
Boulevard to Beverly Boulevard. Our Association surrounds the main commercial portion of 
LARCHMONT B.OULEVARD (south of Heverly), and our residents are directly impacted by . 
development on the northern part of Larchmont B.oulevard, specifically development around the 
intersection of MELROSE A VENUE and LARCHMONT BOULEVARD. 

Although the property that is the subject ofthese requests for variances and zone changes is not in 
our Council District, the property is just across the boundary separating the Fourth and Thirteenth 
Districts. The project is MERE FEET north of the centerline of Melrose. The impacts of the development, 
and the Melrose Avenue precedents that will be set by it, affect our District as well as the Thirteenth. 

Our Association and our neighbors do NOT oppose development. We SUPPORT development 
that is 'in accordance with adopted plans and consistent with good planning practices. In the cases at hand, 
that leads us to oppose the developer's appeal and to SUPPORT THE ACTIONS OF THE PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION. 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Association, I am writing to affirm our Association's 
position, transmitted to you briefly in a note from our representative, June Bilgore, on May 20, 2008. WE 
ASK THAT YOU PLEASE AFFIRM THE GOOD PLANNING DECISIONS OF THE CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION. Please support the surrounding community and good planning practices. 
The height, density, and setback changes requested for "Carnerford Lofts" will set a BAD PRECEDENT. 

Very truly yours, 

)at.~~ 
JOHN H. WELBORNE 
Vice President for Planning and Land Use 

cc: Honorable Tom LaBonge, Councilmember, Fourth District 
Honorable Eric Garcetti, Councilmember, Thirteenth District 
S. Gail Goldberg, AICP, City Planning Director 
Directors, Windsor Square Association 

15 7 North Larchmont Boulevard • Los Angeles, California 90004 
www.windsorsquare.org 
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A Professional Corporation 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
A Professional Cort>orati.on 

June 2, 2008 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-8090 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Los Angeles City Attorney's Office 
Room 700, City Hall East 
200 Nort11 Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Objections re: Can1erford Lofts 

Z15NonntMAIIBNGOAVllNUE, 3nn l'Loon 
l'..sAllf>NA, CI\LlFOI\NIA P110l·l504 

PHONl!o {626) 449-4200 l't\Xo {626) 44g4205 

ROBEII1'@ltOlll>~¥fS!~Vf:I\STI>INL<\W.COM 
WWW.ROBBRTSILVItliS!"KINL<\W,COM 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-1029 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Barbara Greaves 
Executive Assistant 
Planning and Land Use Management 
Comm. 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

VTT -66997-lA, CPC-2006-6519-ZC-HD-ZV -ZAA-SPR, ENV -2005-6520-MND 
Council Files 08-0454 and 08-0454-Sl 

Dear Honorable Committee Members: 

This firm and the undersigned represent ilie La Mirada A venue Neighborhood 
Association of Hollywood ("LMANAH"). 

Our March 26, 2008 letter was previously submitted to ilie record in this case. A copy of 
that letter is attached for your reference. We supplement the record wiili further objections set 
forth herein. 

The record shows iliat this project was piecemealed by the City in violation ofthe case of 
Orinda Association v. Contra Costa County (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1170-1171. ln that 
case, the court of appeal held that ilie county building department had no authority to issue a 
demolition permit prior to the completion of the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") process including the project approval. The court observed that: 

"If demolition could be segregated from other development 
activities and made non-reviewable, the requirements ofCEQA 
would be avoided altogether, and the statute would have no effect 
on the one development activity most 1l1reatening to au arguably 
impottant historic resource." 

In this case, ilie City staff received an administrative draft of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration ("MND") on July 17,2006 from t11e developer. Demolition of the 1910-era 
bungalows began February 15, 2007. The City did not hwite any public conm1ent on the 
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Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
June 2, 2008 
Page2 

proposed MND until notice was issued on Febtuary 22, 2007. The :fit•st planning decision was 
made by the Advisory Agency on November 19, 2007. The MND was not adopted until that 
time. 

The City therefore allowed the demolition of the bungalows before the public received 
any notice or an opportunity to comment on the historic status of the bungalows. In a similar 
manner, there was no analysis of the potential negative impacts on population and housing. By 
the time the MND was adopted, the failure of the City to analyze potential cultural resource 
impacts and population/housing impacts was dismissed with a claim that "no one lived on site." 

The Orinda case requires the completion of the CEQA process and discretionary project 
approval before demolition is allowed. The City has a duty to analyze and mitigate the 
significant impacts from the loss of low income housing and potential historic resources before 
project approval. We demand that you require a new or revised environmental review as to the 
losses and impacts that have not been analyzed in the current documents: historic resources and 
population/housing. At the moment, the City has no adequate CEQA analysis to support 
approval of this project. 

In addition to the deficient CEQA review, the project's proposed variances will result in 
spreading the density fTom the cmmnercially zoned Melrose parcels onto the residentially zoned 
Camerford parcels. A proposal nearly identical to this project, approved by the City of Los 
Angeles, was invalidated by the Los Angeles Superior Court on September 6, 2006. In the case 
of Philip Anaya v. City of Los Angeles (BS 099892) the Hon. David Yaffe granted a writ of 
mandate and invalidated City project approvals that would have allowed a developer to construct 
more than the 11 units allowed under the zoning on fhe eastem parcel of property by spreading 
the total of34 units evenly over two adjoining parcels treated as one for the project. Crunerford 
Lofts is essentially the same scheme and apparently the City is prepared to issue the same type of 
approval that resulted in a successf11l writ of mandate just two years ago. A copy of Judge 
Yaffe's decision is attached hereto. 

Additionally, the Carner ford Loft variance findings required under Stolman v. Citv of Los 
Angeles (2004) 114 Cal.App.4'h 916 cannot be made. 

The appeal doc~1ments filed by the Applicant include a note to themselves that they did 
not really need to malce one argument in their appeal papers in order to achieve their goal of 42 
units on the Melrose parcels. Increased profits are not a legitimate basis to grant a variance. 
TI1erefore, the City cannot make the required findings to grant the requested vruiances. 

For these reasons, the LMANAH's appeal mt\st be granted and the appeal of the 
Applicant must be denied. 
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Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
June2, 2008 
Page 3 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. As always, please contact me with any 
questions or comments. 

RPS:aa 
Encls. 
cc: LMANAH Officers (via facsimile) 

OBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 
FOR 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

~· 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

March 26, 2008 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-1040 
AND MAlL 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City ofLos 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 HD ZAA SPR-2A 

Honorable Committee Members: 

Z15 NORTil MARENGO AVI!NU~, 31\D Fl.OOR 
PMAOUNA, CIILIFOl\NIA 91101-1504 

l?!IONfu (626) 449-4200 FIIX> (6Z6) 4494205 

ROBEIIT@ROlllm'ISILVERSTlllNlA\U.COM 
WWW.ROBl!ll'tSil.VIlRSTiliNlAW.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 ofmunerous 
discretionary approvals sought by the Developer/Applicant (hereinafter "Applicant"). We ask 
you to uphold those findings and reject the appeal filed by the Applicant. 

In 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 and comments submitted as part ofthe administrative 
record in opposition to the Project as plrumed. 

The Project as presented violates core zoning concepts. Essentially, the Applicant asks 
the City to spot zone, via multiple variances, and create a de facto general plan amendment, 
without properly cha1·acterized applications, and without the normally required environmental 
impact report ("EIR"). Among other things, such a change in the fundamental :r.oning plan for a 
community requires analysis of the impacts of moving greater density and 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 of land in Los Angeles 
is particularly apt. Ms. Goldberg observed: 
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Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
March 26, 2008 
Page2 

"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 mean something in this city." 
LA Weekly, "Bitter Homes and Gardens," Feb. 27, 2008. 

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

Applicant's Appeals 

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 R3-1XL 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-fooi setback along 
Melrose Avenue because hundreds of yards down the street, a soundstage of Paramotmt Studios 
does not have a similar 15-foot setback. This argument is specious. It ignores that the setback 
requirement applies to buildings in the actual vicinity ofihe Project. This Honorable Committee 
should not be swayed by citation to one building about a quaiter of a mile away. 

Finally, the Applicant alleges that the Planning Commission violated its due process 
rights by having Hlpporters and opponents of the Applicant sitting at the hearing room table 
giving public cmnment at the same time. 11Iis 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 fue table. There was no violation of due process. 

LMANAB's Appeal 

The LMANAI-I's concun-ent 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. City of Los Angeles (2003) 114 Cal.App.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 o:f 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 Cou1t, noted that if the property could be put to some 
effective use that is consistent with the C\lirent zoning without the variance, then it is of no 
consequence that the property could be made more valuable with the varimce. Stolman. sugra, 
114 Cai.App.4th at 928. Thus, the Stolman court held that the City of Los Angeles' grant of the 
varimce to add automobile detailing to expand the non·conforming use sin1ply 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 TillS TO 
ACHIEVE 42 UNITS ON THE MELROSE PARCELS.]." (Exhibit 1.) This note to "The 
Tean1" is inserted in response to a purported appeal oftlle 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 Can1e1ford lots md 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 fo•· 
granting the variances sought. 

The LMANAH's appeal should also be granted because the City has endorsed a 
mitigated negative declaration ("IY!ND") with vast ma!ytical defects that ignore significant 
environmental impacts. A reviewing cou1t will likely overturn the MND, and approvals based 
upon it, because ofits 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, md 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) 

OBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 
FOR 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
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APPf::J:·' TRANSMITI ALTO CITY CO' INCIL 
~-=--------~~~ ~~~~~~----~ Case No. 

1 
Planning Staff Name(s) and Contact Nt.. C.D. No. 13 

CPC·l'-006-6519-ZC-ZVo.liD·ZAA· 
Sl'R·2A Madhu Kumar, 213-978-1162 
Related Case No(s). Last Day to Appeal 
VTT·66997·2A February 27, aoos 

Location of Project (Include project titles, If any. 

5663·5647 W. Melrose and 5742-0766 W. Camerford Avenue 

Appllcant(s) and Repres~Jntatlve(s) Name(s) and Contact Information, if available. 

Watt Genton (310)314-2521 
Michael Gonzales, (213) 955-5678 (Representallve) 

, ..... 
Appellant(G) end Repre$ontat1Vc(s) N••ne(s) and Contact Information, inoluding phone numbers, if avuUable. 

Same as appllcent 

Flnal Project 04Nlicrlplion 

At its meeting on December 13, 2007, the following acilon was taken by the Cfty Planning Commission: 

Approved and Recommended that lhe City Council adopt 11 Zone and Height District Change from C4·1D (Commercial Zone with 
developmentllmooilon of a FAR of 1:1) to (T)(Q)RAS3-1 with a height limit of 45 feei (on lhe Melrcae parcels only). 
Dsnied a Varlsnco, pursuant \o Section 12.27 of the Munlcip~l Code, lo permit 54.residentiBI units on the R3-1XL ;mned portion ofthe 
project fronting camorford Avenue In lieu of the othBIWIGe permUted 33units; (or one unit per 500 square feet of lot area In lieu of the 
o!l1arwlse psrmltled one unit per 600 square feet of lot area) in order to provide an eqtlal distribution of all 96 units over the enUre site. 
Denied a Variance, pureuant to Socllon 12.27 of the Municipal Code to permll the lot area used in calcula"ng resldenliel denslly on the 
recommended RAS3·1 zoned porifon of lhe project fronllng Melroee Avenue to include the area required for a 15 foot street dedlcallon 
resul!ing In 33 unhs in lieu of 29 units. 
Approved e Varlo"co, pureuani lo ssntlon 12.27 of the Municipal Code to parmi\ e maximum building halpht of 4~ feel In nau of the 
maximum permttled height of30 feet for the R3·1XL zoned portion of til• project fronting Comerford Avenue. 
Approved an Adjustment, pursuant to Section 12.27 of ihe Municipal Code to peiTilli the R3-1XL zoned porilon of!l1a project fronting 
Camerford Avenue to observe a reduced rear yard of zero feet in lieu qf the minimum 16 feet required. 
Denied an Adjustment pursuant to Seellon 12.27 of the Municipal Code to permit the R3·1XL zoned portion of the project fronting 
Camarford Avenue to observe a reduced front yard of 10 feei In lieu of tha minimum 1S feet required. 
'<\~proved an Adjustment, pursuani to Section 12.27 of!he Municipal Code, {e) to permit the recommended RAS3·1 zoned portion of 

roject fronting Melrose Avenue to observe a reduced front yard of zero fe~t In lieu of the minimum required five feet, and (b) a 
..,. ,.,uliced rear yard of zero feet In lieu of ihe required minimum five feet. 
• Denied the requested Site Plan Review without prejudice. 

Adopted MHigeted Negative Declaration No. ENV 2006-652().. MND. 
Adopted Flndlngs. 

Items Appealable to CounCil! Zone Change Conditions, Variances and Site Plan Review. 

Fiscal Impact Statement 
•n detBIMfnl!llantM!ftli afmlnlSI!llllue COB\51118 r'~aysrsd 
lhrough fG9i,lndllaiii"'VVr.." 

Yes 

Env. No. 2006·6520·MNO 

In addition to thl~ tronemlttal shoot, Ctty Ctark needo. 

Commission Vote: 7·0 

(1) Appool package, Original & (1) eopy plus; (2) true copies of Commission ootormlnaUon or Orlg & (1) copy of botaron for legi&latlve actions; 
(2) Stoff ReoommondaUon ~port (1); 
(3) Envitonmentallfocum•nt used to approve the pro)eot, If applicable (1); 
(4) Public hoarlng notice (1)i 
(G) Commloston determination mailing labels (1) note: Condo pro]oct> & Appoats only roqulro a copy ol the llst(o), not tho labels. 
(6) Condo pr IS only! (1) copy or commission /JetermlnDtlon moiling list (Includes pro} oct'• tononls; am1500 foot radius malf/n91/stt) 

' ,. :, .1 • 

IARillll lll08 
Date 

MAR 0 4 2008 

N:IADMtNIEXEC\ComrnlssloniCPC\2006\CASE PROCESSING\CPC\CPD-2008-651 B-ZD-HD-ZV·ZM·Sf;l~Jt..~1NQ-l.1,81\!D 
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zone. Therefore, the Applicant's requested 96 residential dwelling units' is consistent with the 
Property's CU)Tenlly permissf\)Je reside~Ual density. Riltl1er than develop 'the Meh'Ose Parcels and 
the Camerford Parcels independently, the Applicant's pmjecl would develop the Property in a 
unifiea fashion, with approximately equal distributions of density spread over t11e Property. The 
Applica11t's proposal would create a balanced and aesihetically pleasing unified project on a site 
which is currently designated to suppmt that type of residential density. The project would 
nevertheless respeci the more residential Camerford Avenue by reducing heig)lt io approximately 
35 feet along Camerford and concentrating height closer to the more commercial Melrose 
Avenue. The Applicant's requested entitlements as proposed by the Applicant would create a 
unifiea project which would reinvigorate a portion of the Ciiy desperate for redevelopment, The 
Commission's decisions and recommendations relative to this case would force the Applicant to 
develop n disjointed and unsightly project, which does not capture a smart growth opportunity, 
Accordingly, the Commission's punitive decision is not good planning practice 

APPEAL OF THE COMMlSSlON'S DECISION 

The Applicant appeals the following Commission decisions and requests that this 
Honorable Committee appmve the project as set forth in the l'roj ect application, which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit "A!': 

1) Denial of a variance pursuent to Los Angeles Municipal Code (''LAMC") Section 
12.27 to permit 54 residential units on the R3-1XL zoned Camerford Parcels in lieu of the 
allowed 33 in order to provide an equal distrib\ltion of density over the Property. This request 
only moves permitted density from the Melrose Parcels to the Cam~ford Parcels. As noted 
above, the Properiy's gross lot area supports a residential density of 99 units, with 66 of those 
units within the Melrose Parcels, ln order to create a unified project that captures the Property's 
smart growth potential, moving density from the Melrose Parcels io the Camerford Parcels is 
necessary. As proposed, the project would develop apprgximately 42 units on the Melrose 
Parcels, approximately 12 units straddling the alley, and approxhnately42 units on the 
Camerford Parcels. If each portion were developed independent of the other, resoltant 
development would be disjointed and unbalm1ced, Accordingly, denial ofthis variance would 
resuli 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 .t:::" 
density to be calculated on that portions lot area before t)1e required 15 foot dedication. (TEAM: 
WE DON'T NEED Tl'US TO ACHIEVE 42 UNITS ON THE MELROSE PARCELS.] 

3) Approval of a variance pursuant to LAMC Section 12.27 to permit a height of 45 feet 
on the Carnerford :Parcels. The Applicant requests approxilllntely 60' ofheight to permit the 
development of a unified projeci across the Property. Such height would be concentrated closer 
to Melrose Avenue, thus respecting Camerford Avenue's residential character. Furthermore, the 
project's proposed townhouses along Camerford Avenue would noi exceed approximately 35 feet 
in height. 

4) Denial of an adjustment pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28 to pennit a 1 0 foot rear yard 
wiillin the R3· 1 XL zoned Camerford Parcels in lieu of the minimum 15 foot requirement. 

1i1V~I.OSILA 
H)2'Z9·0UII/l•?-6·0illmeJitnlll -2· 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DA'l'l!: 09/06/06 

/fONORADLB DAVID P. YAFFE 

DEPT. 86 

JUOOB S • BARRETT DEPUTY CLERK 
H. KWON, COURTROOM ASST. 

12/20 

ll.ONOMl!LE 
#2 

JUDG!! PRO TBM BLuCI'RONIC RBCORDJNG MONITOR 

NONE OepoeySiloriff DARYL CASE, CSR #9739 

9:30 am BS099B92 

l?HILII? ANAYA 
vs 
CITY OF LOS ANGELmS ET AL 

NATfmE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

Plainllff 
Counsol 

P. HESS {X) 

Defendant ClTY ATTORNEY 
Cl>u,.el BY J. RARKLES S (X) 

R. MCCONNELL (X) 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE; 

Matter is called for trial. 

Matter is argued and taken under submission. 

LATER: The Court makes the following ruling: 

Petition for Writ of Mandate is granted. 

Petitioner, the owner of an adjacent property improved 
with a single family residence, challenges a zoning 
variance granted by the North Valley Area Planning 
Commission that permits a 34 unit condominium project 
to be constructed on 2 adjoining lots with a combined 
area of slightly more than 70,000 square feet. 

The general plan for the area, the Northridge 
Community Plan, includes a provision to, 11 protect 
existing single family residential neighborhoods from 
encroachment by higher density residential and othe~ 
incompatible usee. 11 The means by which such li'ro-

. taction is afforded is set forth' in the plan ~teelf 

Rcponer 

___ j.1 as follows' "The plan map identifies areas where only 
I· single-famJ.ly residential development J.s permitted-=-.="----·--.. ·~·-·· · ··­
;.It protects these areas from encroachment by designat-

:1 ing, where appropriate, transitional re~>idential 
;IJ 
~~ 

l?age l of 6 DEPT. 86 
MINUTES EN'rll)ll.ED 
09/06/06 
COUN'l'Y CLERK 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DA'l'E; 09/06/06 DEI'T. B6 

l·IONDRAllLE DAVID P . YAFFE JUOGB S • EIARRE'l:'T DllPtrt'f CLlll\K 
H. KWON, COURTROOM ASST. 

HONO!WIL!! 
#2 

JUDGB FRO 'fl!M BLECtl\ONIC li.ECORDING MONITOR 

NONE Depuey Sheriff DARYL CASE 1 CSR #B 7 3 9 

9:30 am BS099S92 

PHILIP ANAYA 
vs 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

NATVlm OF :PROCEEDINGS: 

~l•lntiff 

Coumr:I 
P. HESS (X) 

Dofomlant CITY AT'tOIDIEY 
counsel EY J. HARKLESS (X) 

R. MCCONNELL (X) 

densities which serve as buffers.• (2A.R.0146). 

The two lots to be developed were acquired by Real 
Party in Interest, IMT Developruent Fund IX 1 and the 
approvals that it requested in order to develop the 
condominium project included a zone change and a 
zoning variance. The zoning change was to change the 
zoning of both lots from RA-1, suburban residential, 
that permits only single-family residences, to 2 
"restricted density multiple dwelling" zones, RD3 and 
RDl.S, that permit multiple dwellings to be con­
structed in the buffer zone required by the general 
plan. The zone change requested and approved, and not 
challenged by the present petition, was approved 
by respondent on the basis of its finding that the 
RD3 designation for the lot that comprises the 
eastern half of the property, ''provides the buffer 
between the RDl.S zoning and protects the single­
family from the more intensive multiple family zoning· 
to the west. 11 (2A.R.0146). One of the conditions 
to the approval of the zoning change was that the 
RD3 portion of the lot could be improved with only 11 
condominium units, whereas the western half of the 
property, the RD1.5 portion, could be improved with 

" 23 condominium units. (2A • .ll.. 0139) . 
t 

R•pcltl:r 

-1. "Tile zon:Lng" vari'"""a"'n"'c"'e:-;;:r:::e;"'gu=e"'s"'t"'e"'d'"'E""y,....,.I""M""Tc-:::a""n"'d-::a:::p:::p:::r:::ov=e""d-b"y;;-;---·-"·------- -- - ... 
;~ respondent 1 however, provides that the 2 lots may be 
;fij considered as l parcel, and that IMT may construct 34 

-~~ . 

Page 2 of IS. !)EPT. 96 
MINU'l'ES EN'l'ERED 
09/06/015 
COUNTY CLERK 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF lOS ANGELES 

DATE: 09/06/06 DEPI'. B6 

HONORAllLP. DAVID P, YAFFE JUDGJl S • BARRETT DBPUTY CLERK 
H. KWON, COURTROOM ASST. 

HONORAllLll 
#2 

JUDGE PRO T!M ELI!CTRON!C RllCQR.I)JNG MON!TOll 

NONE DepntyS!tcrifl DARYL CASE, CSR #8739 1\eponer 

9:30 am BS099892 Plaintiff P. HESS (Xl 
Cou""ol 

PH!LIP ANAYA 
vs Defehdant CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES E'l' AL Coun=cl EY J. HARKLESS (X) 

R. MCCONNELL (X) 

NA'l'URE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

condominium units on the pa~cel without complying with 
the requirement that only 11 units be built on the 
eastern half of the property, which abuts the single 
family residential area that lies to the east and the 
south of the project. It is this variance that is 
challenged by the petition for writ of mandate in this 
case. 

The petition must be granted bec~use it appears from 
the administrative record that the zoning variance 
destroys the buffer area that was created by the 
zoning change. 

The real issue in the case is whether the IMT develop­
ment taken as a whole, complies with tne general plan 
by creating a transitional residential density that ia 
less than tne density of the multi-family developments 
west of the project. The findings of the North Valley 
Area Planning Commission do not state whether or not 
it does so. There is no finding in tne administrative 
decision that informs the Court what density is per­
mitted in the area west of the project. The Court 
assumes that if the Commission were requiring a 
density for the project less than the permitted 

,density west of the project, it would say ao. Xt 
11 appears from the Administrative Record that it is 

--.. - · ·-·--~·- onlytl:Ie east'ern h:a:'lr-u:E-t'h'e-proj-e-ct';-ciesi-gnated-R'EIS, 
:1: that provides the buffer zone. . 

•!J 
I~ 

Page 3 of DEPT. B6 
Ml:NUTES EN'l'ER.lilP 
09/06/06 
COUNTY CL:ERK 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PA'rE: 09/06/06 D:El'T. 86 

HONORABLE DAVl:D P. YAFFE JUDGB S . BARRETT DEPUTY Cl.Jlru< 
H. KWON1 COURTROOM ASST. 

HONORIIllLll 
#2 

IUDGll Pl\0 TI!M BLBCTRONlC lU!COIWING MONitOR 

NONE 

9:30 am BS099B92 

PHILIP ANAYA 
vs 

DeputySilerlrr DARYL CASE, CSR #8739 

Plaln~rf 

Couns•l 
P. HESS(X) 

Dtf•odant CITY ATTORNEY 

Rtpotter 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL Co•n~el BY J. BJ\.RKLESS (X) 
R. MCCONNELL (X) 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

Counsel for IMT has called the court's attention to 
a tentative tract map (lA.R,0055} that shows that the 
property immediately to the west of the proposed 
development is a lot that is the eame size as each of. 
the 2 lots in the proposed development, and that it 
is improved with 22 ~ondominium unite. ~his map ,makes 
it clear that the intent of the zoning change was to 
permit lMT to develop the west half of the project 
at about the same density as the property to the west 
(23 units), and to require the east half of the pro­
ject to be developed at half that density (11 unite) 
to provide the buffer for the single-family 
residences to the east of the project. If that is so, 
then the Commission has simply required the buffer 
zone in the zoning change and then erased it in the 
zoning variance. The general plan requires a real 
decrease in density in the buffer zone, not just the 
appearance of a decrease in density, By failing to 
clarify whether it has or has not provided the buffer 
zone required by the general plan, respondent has 
failed to bridge the analytic gap between the raw 
evidence that it considered and its ultimate decision 
or order, in violation of the decision of the 
California Supreme Court in TOPANGA ASSOCIATION 
V. COUNTY OF LOS ANGgLES 1 11 CAL 3d 506,515(1974) 

•I 
-·-··""--!;·counsel for petitioner is to submit a proposed 

;, judgment and proposed writ to th~s department within 
.f lO days, together with a proof of service showing 
n 
·b 

Page 4 of 6 DE!?'l'. 66 
MIN'tl"rES ENTERED 
09/06/06 
COUNTY CLEP.X 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATE: 09/06/06 DEP'l'. 86 

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE IUDGI! S , BARRETT DEPUTY CLERK 
H. KWON, COURTROOM ASST. 

UONO!\ABLE 
#2 

lUOGl! PM TBM llLI!CTRONIC RllCORI>INtJ MONITOR 

NONE 

9:30 am BS099B92 

PHILIP ANAYA 
vs 

lJeplllySilerllf DARYL CASE, CSR #8739 

Plalnnff 
CtmrueJ 

P. HESS (X) 

oerendant CITY ATTORNEY 

Rcponer 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL Coob.!el BY J. HARKLESS (X) 
R. MCCONNELL (X) 

NATURE OF PROCEEDlNGS: 

~hat copies have been served upon all other counsel 
by hand delivery or F.AX. The Court will hold the 
documents for lO days before signing and filing the 
judgment ·and causing the clerk to issue the writ. 

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING/ 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

I, the below named Executive Officer/Clerk of the 
above-entitled court, do hereby certify that I am not 
a party to the cause herein, and that this date l 
served Notice of Entry of the above minute order of 
9~6-06 upon each party or counsel named below by 
depositing in tlie United States mail at the courthouse 
in Los Angeles, California, one copy of the 
original entered herein in a separate sealed envelope 
for each, addressed as shown below with the postage 
thereon fully prepaid. 

Dace: September 6, 2006 

John A. Clarke, Officer/Clerk 

Page 5 of 6 DEPT, 86 
MINUTES ENTERED 
09/06/06 
COtJNTY CI.ERK 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATl!\ 09/05/06 DEPT. 96 

IiONOIW!LE DAVID P. YAFli'E JUP\lB S • BARRETT Dnl'UTY CLERK 
H. KWON, COURTROOM ASST. 

HONORABLE 
#2 

IUOGE PRO 'l'llM llLI!CTRONIC RllCO)ll)INO MONITOR 

NONE DcputyShetift D1\RYJJ CASE, CSR #6739 Rcpottcr 

9:30 am BS099894 

PHILIP ANAYA 
VS 

l{) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

NA'I'IlltE OF PROCEEDIJIIGS: 

Philip Hess 
155 So. Hudson Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

Jolaine Harkless 
Assistant City Attorney 
200 No. Main Street, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Robin McConnell 
Stone Rosenblatt Cha 
21550 oxnard Street #200 
woodland Hille, CA 91367 

Pll\inUff 
Counse:1 

P. HESS {X) 

oerendonl CI"rY A'l"l'ORNEY 
CDUIISel BY J. I!ARKLESS (X) 

R. MCCONNELL (X) 

. ·- .... ---!~--··-·-· ... -··---·-.··· ....... -----···· --·- ..... -·---···-----·-------------
'~ 1::.. 
~j 
•I) 
·I~ 

Page 5 of 5 DEPT. 96 
MINUTES EN'l'ERED 
09/06/06 
COUN'J:Y CLERK 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

B 

9 

10 

11 

12 PHILIP ANAYA, 

13 Petitioner, 

14 vs. 

• 
f RECEIVED 

st.P· 2 () 'l.nns 

OE.PT. 86 

• 
. Original 
FILED 

LOS ANOJiLJ;!S SIJpliRlOR COURT · 

OCT 0 9 ZOD6 
' ' 

J~;§K 
l!i' CONN I~ L. UDSON, EPU'TY 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

CASE NO. BS 099892 

Assigned to Hon. David P. Yaffe 
Department B6 

15 CITY OF LOS ANGELES, et al., 
~RElP8S!Dit'UDGMENT GRANTING 

EREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDAMUS 

16 

17 

Respondent. 

18 IMT DEVELOPEMENT FUND IX, L.P., 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Real Party In Interest. 

This matter cams on regularly before this Court on September 6, 2006 for hearing in 
23 

Q.epartment 86 of the Superior Court, the Honorable David P. Yaffe, presiding. Philip J. Hess 
. -:24· -·~~---··---- . . ...... . 

ipeared as attorney for petitioner Philip Anaya. Jolaine Harkless appeared as attorney for 
25 . . 

spondent City of Los Angeles. Robin M. McConnell of Stone I Rosenblatt 1 Cha appeared as 
26 

'ltorneyfor real party in interest IMT Development Fund IX, L.P. 
27 

:~ll, The Court having considered the administrative record, the pleadings, briefs, and related 
28 ~fl. 

~~ 

~1 EPR6PS8&DTJUDGMENT 
Dooumeni Prepared on Recycled Papor 

1 

.I 
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1 interest, and having rendered its decision granting the relief sought in the petition for the reasons 

2 stated in the Court's Minute Order, dated September 6, 2006, 

3 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUbGED AND DECREED THAT: 

4 1. A peremptory writ of mandamus shall issue from the Court, remanding the 

5 proceedings to respondent and commanding respondent City of Los Angeles to set aside that 

6 portion of its decision of September 21, 2005 in the administrative proceedings entitled APCNV 

7 2004-1242-(ZC)(ZV) that granted a variance permitting real party in interest IMT Development Fund 

8 IX, L.P. to average project density over the (T)(Q)RD3-1 and (T)(Q)RD1.5-1 zones. 

9 2. The writ shall further command that respondent City of Los Angeles may reconsider 

10 its action in light of the Court's opinion and take any further action specially enjoined on it by law· 
Tlf~J·T. t...r <::.,JJY)/} 7tlt'P/ w·l'fU- (/rift: .,..,,ec,-,S"uv ,.,.,.. -rMt& c...tJ;J:!..7, """? 

11 oil! nothing in this judgment or in that writ shall limit or control in any way the discretion legally 

12 vested In respondent. 
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Dated: 

#124292 

3. Petitioner Philip Anaya shall recover his costs In this proceeding In the amount of 

OCT 0 3 2fOO 

[PROPOSED) JUDGMENT 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES: 

20/20 

3 I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 
1 e and not a partY. to the within action. My business address ls 200 North Main Street, 7th Floor, 

4 Los Angeles, California 90012. 

5 On September 20 2006, I served the foregoing documents described a [PROPOSED] 
JUDGMENT GRANTING PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDAMUS on all interested parties in this 

6 action by placing coples thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed as follows: 

7 Philip J. Hess, Esq. 
155 south Hudson Avenue 

8 Los An!ileles, CA 90004-1033 
Facsimile: (323) 954-1208 

9 
Robin M. McConnell, Esq. 

10 Stone, Rosenblatt, Cha 
21550 Oxnard St., Main Plaza, Ste. 200 

11 Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

12 
Facsimile: (818) 999-2269 

[XI BY MAIL: I placed the document(s) in a sealed envelope and caused such envelope 
13 to be deposited in the mail at 200 North Main Street, Los Angeles, California. The envelope was 

mailed with postage thereon fully prepaid. I am "readily familiar" with this office's practice of 
14 collection and processing corraspondenoa for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 

the United States Postal Setv~c:e on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Los 
15 Angeles, California, in the ordlnar_y course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 

served, service is presumed invalid if the postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more 
16 than one day after date of deposit for mallmg in the affidavit, 

17 [X l BY FAX: by transmitting a true copy via facsimile transmission from fax number (213) 
978-8090 to the fax number(s) set forth on the attached Service List on this date before 5:00 p.m. 

18 
[ ] BY PERSONAL DELIVERY: by personally delivering the documents to the persons set 

19 forth on the attached Service List. 

20 
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28 

I declare under f.em~lty of pe~ury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true ahd correc . 

1 ,, 
,"l .,., 
,;,~ 
/E. 
;ufL 

EXECUTED this 2.Q..th day of September, 2006, at Los Angeles, California. 

/~~C-0 /) - -·----..... ··-- ···--· ~ .. ._.-····-·-··· h ·-_____ , ___ --~:u~7 +~ 
FR NCES PULOiiiE 

[PROPOSED} JUDGMENT 
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