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1 JEFFER MANGELS BUTLER & MITCHELL LLP 
MATTHEWD. HINKS (Bar No. 200750) 

2 mhinks@jmbm.com 
SEENA M. SAMIMI (Bar No. 246335) 

3 ssamimi@jmbm.com 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

4 Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
Telephone: (310) 203-8080 

5 Facsimile: (310) 203-0567 

6 Attorneys for Petitioner DISTRICT SQUARE, LLC 

7 

8 

FILED 

"10/2012020 

J. DtJ Lu r'!a 

9 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DISTRICT SQUARE, LLC, a Delaware limited Case No. 20STCP00654 
12 liability company, 

13 

14 

Petitioner, 
[Assigned for all purposes to James C. Chalfant, 
Department 85] 

~ 15 

~ 16 

v. [PROPOSBB] JUDGMENT GRANTING 
PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corporation, and DOES 1through25, inclusive, 

Petition Filed: Feb. 14, 2020 

~ 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Defendants and Respondents Trial Date: September 24, 2020 

rfl~fl9!5Hi9·~ nJDGMENT GRANTING PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE 



1 WHEREAS, on February 14, 2020, Petitioner District Square, LLC ("Petitioner") filed 

2 against Respondent City of Los Angeles ("Respondent") a Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and 

3 Complaint for Declaratory Relief (the "Petition") alleging causes of action arising out the 

4 disapproval by Respondent of Petitioner's proposed housing development project (the "Project") 

5 processed by Respondent under Case Nos. DIR-2018-3204-SPR-SPP-IA and ENV-2018-3205-SE; 

6 WHEREAS, on September 23, 2020, the Court issued a ruling tentatively granting the 

7 Petition; 

8 WHEREAS, the Petition came on for trial on September 24, 2020, in Department 85 of this 

9 Court. Petitioner appeared through its counsel, Matthew D. Hinks and Seena Samimi of Jeffer, 

10 Mangels, Butler & Mitchell LLP; Respondent appeared through its counsel, Ernesto Velazquez of 

11 

~ 15 

~ 16 

' J 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

the Office of the Los Angeles City Attorney; 

WHEREAS, upon the conclusion of the trial, the Court adopted its tentative ruling as the 

final ruling (the "Final Ruling") of the Court; 

WHEREAS, the Court, having read the submissions of the parties to this action, including 

the Petition, briefs, and matters judicially noticed, and having read and considered the administrative 

record, and the arguments of counsel; 

THE COURT DOES HEREBY ORDER, ADJUDGE AND DECREE, as follows: 

1. Judgment is entered in favor of Petitioner on the First and Second Causes of Action alleged in 

the Petition for the reasons set forth in the Final Ruling, attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

2. The Court finds that (1) Respondent acted in bad faith within the meaning of Government Code 

§ 65589.5(k)(l)(A)(ii) in connection with its disapproval of the Project; and (2) in light of the 

finding of bad faith, a writ of mandate shall issue directing Respondent to approve the Project. 

3. A writ of mandate shall issue ordering Respondent to: 

a. Set aside, vacate and annul the determination of the South Los Angeles Area Planning 

Commission at its meeting on November 19, 2019, granting the appeals from the decision 

of the Director of Planning and disapproving the Project; and 

b. Approve the Project within 45 days of the issuance of the writ of mandate 

4. This matter shall be remanded for further proceedings in compliance with the writ of mandate. 

68364637v2 2 
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1 5. Petitioner shall recover its costs of suit from Respondent. 

2 6. Petitioner shall recover its attorney's fees from Respondent pursuant to a motion to determine the 

3 reasonableness of the amount. 

4 7. The Court hereby reserves jurisdiction in this action until there has been full compliance with the 

5 writ. 

6 
10/20/2020 

7 DATED:~~~~~~~ James C. Chalfant/Judge 

8 

9 

10 

11 

~ 15 e 16 

' J 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Honorable James C. Chalfant 
Judge of the Superior Court 

Respectfully submitted this 16th day of October, 2020 by 

JEFFER MANGELS BUTLER & MITCHELL LLP 

Attorneys for Petitioner DISTRICT SQUARE, LLC 
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.. 

Petitioner ("District Square'') a \\Tit mandate directing 
C:ity of ("City1

') to set aside its decision denying Petitioner's proposal. to 
construct a housing developn1ent project ("Projed'), Petitioner separately moves to strike the 
Lener Deterrnination from tJ1e Administrative Record at 628-38 .. 

1.~ourt 

fol lowing tentative ~·~'"··""·' 

a.I 

m:.mner 

and 

The Pi.:tition 

housing units in a mix.ed~use 
Oba1na Boulevard (the 

of both 
~4unicipal Code 

development incentives en· 
l)ensity Bonus Law or Transit Oriented 

The proposed 577 units fol.I considerably be~Iow the allowable 
t.mdet'lvinrr 

11! !:> 

units). Petitioner 
housing at '"''"·'~'-'-• '"'~'" 

approval. ·when a 
plan, 

at the tirne that 
·rhc APC not 

public health and 
housing development·-~and 

the appeal because it fi:iiled to proceed in the 
is not support-.:d by a the 

decision reached, it applied an erroneous standard by 
of thl.' evidence (as required the I·Ii~A) supported its 



Cal.App.4th 5 or evidence 
nature, credible and of sol.id value. 

decisi.on. 

is presumed to have regularly performed its 
therefore 

.:.;;,;;;,,;;, .. :,,·; ,;,,;;;~.:;.;;,;;; ...... ;:,,.;;,;," ""'·''"'""'''''·:;..,;,;c;; ..... ;;; .. ;,;;;,.;.;;; .. ;;.;""-' ... ;;,.,;;..;,;; .. ;;;;;.;:;; ;. ; .. ;;;;:.=;; (l 9 5 8) l 6 (i 
burden 

2 



Section 

.!O\Vl..ff 

approval and 
corn.munities 

governrnents 10 , reduce the 
en1ergency shelters." Gov't 

1, 18, to 
liability for violations. 

that is "partially caused by 
apprnval of housing, increase the 

produc.ers 
in a manner to a1Tord 

inter 

eompfamt~ and i.n confbrmh:y 
pol.icy, ordinance, standard, requirement, or other si.mi.lar 

.• u ... u .... -.. Hut would allow a to eonelt1de that the 
shc~!ter is m in ·~ 

with applieabk, 
criteria, including 

housing developmi.::nt project upon written 
the evidence on record that !l.~~''·~:::~:.:-~ .• ,.\;,lt..!l.!l.~( • .!L!l.!:::~~"'~1~=·''-~.i .• -;:;~..::::::.i~.· 

The development project \.vould have a specific, adverse~ impact 

1 All further statutory 

ilie upoo 

are to the Government 

used in this 
quantifiahle, direct, 

or avoid the 
the disapproval of 

project upon the condition 

unless otherwise stated. 



impacr' as a quantifiable, and 
identified \Vritten public health or safety standards, 

on the date the was deemed complete." 
inti.::nt is that conditions that Vl<rnk! have a specific, 

should infrequently. ). 
;J a proposed housing be inconsistent 

"an applicable plan, policy ordinance, requirement, or (lther sin1ilar 
provision," it must provide applicant \V.ith written docun1entation identifying and explaining 

vv.ithin either or 60 of the submittal of a complete applicatk1n, 
thnely the is 

·1 S£5 ~g1c' ·- ")(1)(13) . aw.~() )( .1.)(J. ,., r ... 
a project in violation of 

the locuI to approve 

~89 -(' 1 ) J ..... .'.:>!,. 

but is not 

vvell as affordable housing. 
Cal.AppAth l 066, 1070. l'he IIAA 

an ability to der1y 
at l 

to th<.~ conditions specified 

2 .. SB 743 CU:QA Ex.emption 
The SB CEQA exemption applies to and mixed-use projects that 

an:: ( 1) prop<)se,d \:\ ithin a priority (2) undertaken irnpkment and is consistent with 
a specific phm which an envirm1mentaI in1pact report has been certified; and (3) consistent v-.1ith 

which the 
determination that the 

D. Statement of Facts: 
1. The Project 
Petitioner District 

is 

2 Both Petitioner and 
LA'.v1.C section J 

, building intensity, and specified for the 
cmmnunities or an fen 

Board has accepted a organiza.tion1s 
communities strategy or the planning \Vould} 

em.issions reduction Pub. Res, Code §211 .4, 

owns the Property, which is currently vacant /\R 229. 'fhe 
and vvithin 500 Exp<.) 

planned new station 

request judicial notice 1, 
.B). Petitioner of City Charter 

'J''J 1' !'' JUC11crn o .i.orma 
Transportation Plan/Sustainabk Cmnmunities Strategy (Ex. 

§452(b), (c). 

4 



()n January 
that the next major 
deterrnined tJ1e 

Pditioner 
of proposed footage 

application to be com.plde, 
environmental review 

Pmj ect. AR 

approxirnately 648, J 57 Project containing units and 
of cmmnercial floor are~a in a 75-foot tall, six-story building \Vith 934 parki.ng 

A .. R 

Compliance~ and a Site Plan 

statutorily exempt pursuant to the SB 
AR ·rhe Project .is in a transit priority 

Specilk Plan, and is consistent the Southern Califbrnia 
16-2040 Regional Transportation Ph:m/Sustainable Cmmmmities 

standards, and 

\Ven: filed challenging 
and Crenshaw 

Plan. 
and practice on behalf of the 
minority residents. AR 

5 

Project substantially cornplies 
the Specific Plan. AR 

appn:wal of the 
Coalition 

AI'l 61 



The Planning l)epartn1i.:nt 
the APC deny the 

reiterated the Director's 

Plan. .,\!\ 
exemption. .AR 61 

4. The APC llearings 
a. Sept<.~mher n~ 2019 
The heard th.,;~ 

Albert Lord 

she had not received any notification of the 
AR 620. The 

counsel responded m a 
approval of 

a court a 
and that the plaintiff wml!d 

596~97. 

froin co.mrntmit,· •. 

November 13, 201 
l.etter noted that 

t tf" w approve a prnJt~ct l.t. 

2rwarded attorney's except 

AR 561, 565, 568, 

a staff report addressin.g appeal issues, recomm.ending 
susiain th1: Director's DeterminatimL 600- 16. The report 
findings that the Project meets Site Plan Reviev./ and Project 

substantial Plan the 
for the SB 

and lliggins appeals on 17, 19. AR 1164-89. 
Council President Fierb \Vesson, spoke on behalf of 

the Project \vas a development of luxury 
to the and resul.t in 

AIZ 1169~ 72. lie neighborhood needs 
u"·~···",.,..,." that will push 1171, 

her concern about 
her baek;ard. AR l l She 

the Project into the 
L;;~i1ncrt Parking Communitv". AR 1181. She advocated for 

~,, ..,,, 

, traffic initigation construction rnitigation. AR 11 
Planning Di,:;'.partn11,:nt staff presented the findings and cm1clusions that the Director relied 

Project. AR 11 Ile noted the eon1plies with 
with the n1.;~ither of v .. •hich 

not cause dire<.;t 
Specific Plan requirt~rncnts; 

noted Project was 

hearing was continued to 19, 2019. AR 
l 187-88. 

b. ~ovcn1bcr J 9, 2019 
On I 9, Planning Department with assistance fi."om the Deputy 

report and recommending Attorn..:y, Project, summarizing the 

6 



The I)cputy City Attorney 1.~:xplained the SB exemption, 
... ,.,.,,,,.,,,, is by th;,; analysis Plan as a matter 

explained that the Project rneets 
planning doeument criteria (RTP/SCS) because it is within the 

developer \:Vas not asking for excepti<ms or variances. AR 

Goodmon argued Project developer was literally on trial bribh1g a public 
oni.cial. AR I . Ile that the Project not meet IrrP/SCS criteria be·cause 
people from. lmv~income communities may race displaceni<:~nt bec~iuse gentrification places rnarket 

to ,\.R 1 This would lead to dependent people t11oving 
that are built for then1. AR 1206~07. 'fhe RTP/SCS 

of and employ to 
impacts and are encouraged to pursue the production of permanent 

AR 1207. Goodnmn that the Project violated 
l 

as an area at a 
reqtfrred to afford 

rnte the Project, household 
in1.~ome in the area is approximately S37,000~S44,000. AR 1209, is a connection betv.,:een 
indirect of this and surrounding area. AR 1238-39. Then: 
are infrastructtir1..'. AR J 21 

City .President that luxury 
apartments are to the and but too inany these 
developments are being built in neighborhoods that have suffered disinvestment for reasons of 

in thi.: , " AR J 21 L Devdopment 
projects should p build an area in of 1.~conomic and not force out kmgtime 

l 2 l I, The urea affordabl.e not this Project AR 121 
Higgins testified that has doubled in size, is in h.er backyard, 

and is a AR 12 3. 
public testified that affbrdab1e housing 

"''11"""~·,c· currently living in the area. 1 . Housing 

promote 

their comnmnities because they can n() 
people in the Project area do not cam 

housing is needed 10 avc>id 
1 

a rail station and n1cets those policies. 

7 



fbr the Projc.ct under the the LA\,1.C, or 
applicant is' oluntarily to restrict 1 l the units (63) 

which \Vould ensure that rents fr1r be fbr an extended 
A.R 1219. He warned that prevented i.t from 

it 111.ade wr.ltten findings of a direct and unavoi.dablc irnpact on 
APC had no to 1 I. 

explained to the cormnissioners 
upon a prepondc~rance record, that the 

Project would. entail significan1 health or safoty frnpacts that could not be mitigated othc~.r than by 
ck~nyi A.R I lle indicated the not support a claim 
\hat and or ml 

henhh or it is too a continuance ifit \Vanted 
to obtain inlbrmation on that subject. AR 1 IIe explained tbe IIAA limtis the ability of 
local develop.ments without making written and \Vat:m!d 

what 
at all. 
what 

AR l 
an opportunity t<) ckwelop more infbrmation~ but the applicant 

10 The applicant declined a continuance. AR I 
Planning stafTreiterntc~d that the Project is consiste.nt with all applicable and (Jenernl 

(emphasis added). 

Director's I 1. Project 

WH1is: 

housing. A.R 1250-
this Project is 

''agn:e[d] vvithn matter 
have to be about people. 1 see no in the applicant 

that arc written. A.nd so we to back and look at and see 
1 

that Project vvas not 
hannonious n.~laticmship 

f()r the s and 
attempted to int<::~rvene and 
could 

() 
() 

Specific Plan's 
and commercial 



The /\PC did not do so. Instead, Comi:nissi.oner Anderstm then made a motion to 
Planning Director's it providi..~ 

therefore is no growth in our com.m1mity," 
Comm.issioner \Villis unanirnously approved. AR l 

by the commissioners on or about November 19, 20 l 9, reflect 
and the Director's the Project Permit 
A.R l 194. 

15, 2020, the APC issued the LOD: denial of 
tht: at the included tbr the Project's 

Gent.:ral Plan, the Specific Plan, and the RTP/SCS, AR l-36. The 
Project did not sufficiently account for concerns gentrification 

not cmnply wi.th the goals and policies the Specific Plan und did not 
S l'.l c·,1·····c) A • , t .. ) . ••~ "r'" exemption. .i 1), 

mo·ve:-> to strikt.:: LOI) the Administrative 
decision and 

of CCP 1094.6(c). Petitioner 
APC cv1:.~r adopted LOD, vvhich does not reflect the APC's 
also asserts that the APC lost jurisdiction over the appeal by the 

at 6, 
in a rmmdamus case ineiude transcript of the 

proceedings, all pleadings, all notices and orders, any proposed decision by a hearing officer, the 

CC'P '" 1094 .. ( ··') , .• ::i ..• 6 e .. 
court 

pleading; and 
la\vs of this 

all in the local agency or 
officer, or agent, all written evidence, papers in the ease. 

or in1propcr matter inserted in any 
not drawn t}r .in conformity \·vith 
CCP §436. 

l. The l,Ol) ls \'ot tlu~ APC's Findings 
Petitioner contends that the APC \Vas the decision-maker for the appeal and the LOI) must 

is no evidence that the APC it. Mot. at Reply at 4-5 . 
. Reply at ) that the L(}[) is rmt any of the APC 

signature of an AR 630. A single planner 
the APC decision the1\.~ is no indication that it \:vas ever 

Dc·.eL, 
asserts that the LClD does not actually reffoet findings made by the APC 

at the Sovernber 19 and it also includes findings that the did not .... ~n'h,,.,.,...,, 

post, Pc~titioner's motion to strike the LO.D from the Administrative Record 
is,m!y 

9 



that the Project is not 
but thi.! APC never even mention.ed or issues. AR 

While the APC overtumed the Project's 
concerns about gentrification, the transcript the reflects that 

d ' 1·· ·1· · C'·1···:Q)' · · . · ' 1'> 1 1°6 1?58 ····1 a opnon er t 1<.~ •.. •~ r\ exemptmn. .t\.1., .•. . 1 )~ -· • l 1e 
the specific of the General Specific Plans 

hmd use decision Js subject to n1k, 
~::.:c~.,:.:;J:~,,,t •• ~:i::.~.::,:t, •.• :~.::::::;: •. ~t.:;::.,::. ...•. ~ .... >"::1:.~.J-~,~~.~~i.;.:!.:::,1.;!, (1 59 Cul.App.3d 885. 'T'he APC's decision must 

between the raw and ultimate decision or 
.fi:.mna.lity is required for the findings in land use 

inform court the de<.~ision is on 
A transcript of taped om.I renrndrn by the· decisim1~maker a 

can be c<msidered. 
required in 

infbnns parties and 
at its ulti.mate finding and 

upheld if the i.n truth found 

the findings. City contends 
that the conm1issioners' eomments at the November l 9, 2019 hearing sufficiently bridge the 

the appellants commenters and findings. 
vv\.~re not required to orally narne th<.: specific implicated by their 

statements that the Project did not comply due concerns about 
to support the .more detailed Opp, at 1 

at the l\ove.mber 

the Petitioner's 
contention that the APC ne~ver saw or adopted the LOD. ·rhe 

the LOD finnl decision but it no 
contra,,;Iicting that the APC never saw or apprnved the LOI). Opp. 

'fhis means that the .LOD is a staffer's opinion the findings that would support 
is insufficient to muke it the 

10 



'fhe APC Lost .Jurisdiction 
that APC's jurisdiction over the appeal had long been terminated by 

\.fay 1 the~ LOD \vas rnailed. Mot at Replv at . . . 
The APC shall act on an appeal frorn the I)irector's Permit Com.pliance R.eview decision 
a project requirements of a specific plan \vi thin of the expiration 

pl.an. 

writing ·within 1 S 
thin tirne 

based upon the 

The court 

or additlcmal period mutually by the applicant and the 
Thi.: failure~ to act v\ithin this be deerned a denial 
:\PC Revievv 

If the .APC fails to aet 

fotme neighboring 
to improve hab.itability fbr its 

·1 \'1c·' · ··· 16 <>··1·· 1 1·1· 4· . ,j ;'!/ • s § ' '.) ', . . ..' ' 

section 1 11.4 is days 
City notes that all parties 
r1P1•••m,,.,··1 to have failed to 

the delay in issuing 
are dir.ectory 

and 16.0S lI.4 clearly require 
the hearing Jbr LAMC 

extension for 1 l.5.7C,6(c)), 
io deadline, the 

Director's decisions should 
it that 

the LOD issued after the 

months after 

LOD states that the decision is final upon the mailing date 
This is a tacit adn'1ission that the l~PC failed to act withit1 the 

1 i 



the hearing and LOD cannot constitute final decision.5 

3. Conclusion 
'Ihe unrefuted is that the APC did not review or approve the LOD. While the 

City a.rgues that the LOD rnemorializes the APC's decision, it is merely a staffer's opinion ofvvhat 
the APC did and therefore is .irrelevant. Petitioner also has de:~monstrated that the L,OD eann<rt 
constitute the ::\PC's final because the APC had no jurisdiction to act by the thne the LOD 
was issued, 

The motion to strike is granted. The LPD is an irrelevant post-approval document that 
should not of the Administrative Record. 
"~, .... -.e-,, .. ,, (2006) 145 Cal.App.41

b 765, 778 (map and enlargement aerial photograph created after 
agency decision did not proceedings and not part of CEQA record of proceedings); 
'":<.:!-"=-~;::=~"-~!::.:,:;;:;,,J~=:::t::r::k!~.W-~=::.-,:=~::.i::J;!,!~~~.!..=~~~==~,, (2004) 122 

letter and release shovving posHlccision to project and list 
site were not before agency excluded from CEQA record). 

Petitioner District 
of the Project, vvas 

l. Tbe Project Is tl "Housing Development Project" 
The IlAA applies "housing development projects," defined, inter alia, as "[m]ixed-use 

devcioprnents consisting and nonresidential uses at least two~thirds of the square 
designated ,for residential use.'' §65589.5(h)(2)(B). The Project consists of 577 residential 

units and 93,016 sf of nmM·esid<ential uses in a 648,l square fbot building e,, less than 15% 
non·residential A.R , 418, 600. 'I'he Project is a "housing d,ev<.~lopment project" 
under the IIA,,\, and the not dispute this fact 

2. The Project Cmuplies with AU Am>licable General Plan and Zonb1g Standards 
Absent public health or safety findings and if a projecr complies vvith CEQA, section 

65589,S(j) requires approval of a housing dc~velopment pn~jects \Vhich "cmnplies with applicable, 
plan, and subdivision standards and .. ", §65589.S(j)(l}, 

The Project is deemed cornpliant v\ith the City's applicable objective standards and criteria 
knv (l) Project application was deemed complete on January 2019 and 

of non~compliance explaining the inconsistencies within 60 
thest..• circumstances, the HAA provides that the Project "shall be 

and in confbrinity" with all applicable plans, pol.ides, 
and other sii::nilar provisions. §65589.5(j)(2)(B),6 

5 The APC presumably could have adopted additional six months after rnnking a 
final written decision, but it did not purport to do so. 

6 Linder HAA, a is deemed consistent with applicable standards and policies "if 
there is substm1t1aI evidence would allow a reasonable to conclude that the housing 
development project or emergency shelter is consistent, compliant, or in conformity." 

12 



3. The City Cannot Establish b,1 a Preuondenmcc of tlu~ Evidence that the Proj<.!Ct bas 
a Spccifk Adverse hn12act on Public .Health or Safety 

Under the HAA. exception to a local agency's emnpdled approval of a housing 
developrnent that is compliant with all re.levant objective zoning standards takes place 
where a local govermnent makes written findings, based on a preponderance of the evidence, that 
tl11:.~ project \\mild have an unavoidable adverse irnpact on public health or that cannot be 

bly rnitigated in any way other than rejecting the project or reducing its size. §65589.5(i)(1 ). 
As District the City abused its discretion it denied the Project because 
findings not support ck~ci.sion and there is no evidence of a potential health or 
impact a Pet. Op. Br. at 15. 

a. The APC's Findings Arc Inadcguatc 
The APC's to deny the Project was based on u single point: Hit doesn't provide 

affordable housing for therefore, there's no economic growth in our community." AR. 
1 In their comments :it .;\Jovember 19, 2019 hearing, the cornmissioners focused upon a 
desire for affordable housing and concerns over gentrification, residential a1nenities, the nature of 
tbc proposed commercial and their perceptions of compatibility and harrnony between the 
residt~ntial and commercial development and quality of life. AR 

.District Square that the APC failed to make finding in as required 
by section 65589 . ..S(j)(l). Op. Ik at 17. 

Theri: is a the three APC commissioners the APC minutes. At least 
the minutes qualU)r as a writing under ). Howevet\ the rninutes, even 
when coupled vvitb the transcript, are inadequate under LAMC section 1 l.5.7C.6(c), \Vhich 
requires the APC to make the same findings for Project Compliance as the Director is 
required to they must be supported the record, and they must indicate why the Director 
erred in deterrnining the compliance \:vith the specific They also are inadequate 
under L,\l\11C section 16.0511.4, which requires the Site Plan Revie\v to in vvdting, based on the 
record, and supported by findings frorn .LA1v1C section 16.05F (concerning (a) con.formance with 
the General Plan, (b) height, bulk, and setback requirements, and parking, and (c) recreational and 

amenities). collectively, the transcript and did not purport to make the 
required While an "Executive Assistant" signed the LOI) long after the APC's deadline 
to act (AR 630), this document was never approved by APC and is not part of the 
Administrative Rt~eord. 7 

In fact, the A PC's issue finding addresses a subjective socioeconomic issue and does 

§65589.S(f)(l )(4), There is substantial evicknee in the record that the Project complies <>vith the 
all use, density, height, story, floor area ratio, parking, open and other requirements of the 
LA1VlC and governing land use plans. AR 418, 423, 424-37, 216. The Director confirmed as 
much in the Director's Determination (AR 418-39), as did Planning Department staff and the 
Deputy City Attorney at the :'.\ovember 19, 2019 ht~aring. AR 1196~1205. 

Because the APC to comply \Vith the di::~adlines under LAMC sections 11.5.7C.6(c) 
and 16.05114, provisions require that the appeals from the D.irector's Project Cmnplim1ce 
Review and Plan Review be deemed denied. 
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not even purport to address "public health or safety" concerns that are "significant, quantifiable) 
and unavoidab.le:' 1)(:\). the Court of Appeal explained, section 65589.SU) 

prevents local from using a subjective deve.lopment policy as a basis to deny a qualifying 
development supra, 200 Cal. App. 4th at 1076~77, 1079 (finding that 

project site \vas not "physically suited fhr development" does not armmnt to health or safety impact 
under section S(i)). Tbc simple fact is that rnarket rate developments are entitled 
to the sainc section 65589.S(i) prott~ctions as affordable housing devtdopments. Id. at 1074~ 75.8 

PeL Op. Br. at 16. 

b. There ls \lo Evide11ct\ of [fo~llth or S~•fcty Imuucts 
The City hns the burden of proof t<) sho\\ public health or .impacts. §65589.6. 

District Square argues, th1.~ City must show by a preponderance of evidence (l) an impact to 
or , (2) that is quantifiable, direct, unavoidable"; (3) "based cm 

objective, identified written public health or safety standards, or conditions''; (4) that 
cannot be mitigated or denial of the Project. 1 )(A.)-(B). Pct Op. Br. 
at 17. 

'T'he Administrative Record conta.ins no evidence that the AJ>C's socioeconomic concerns 
about gentritication and have any bearing on public health and safety, let alone a 
significant, quantifiable direct and unavoidable impact based on objective and written health and 

standards. )(A), 

4. The Citv's .Attempt to Support the APC Decision 
Based on the llA.A., APC vvas required under section 65589.S(j)(l) to approve the 

Project as a development that complies \Vi th all applicable General Plan and zoning 
standards and criteria because there is no evidence or finding of public health and safety irnpact 

the Project is non-compliant with CEQA. 
The City's opposition notes that .it need only make one the three necessary findings ··
environmental clearance1 Project Permit Compliance., and Site Plan Rt~view in the 

to deny approval. (2015) 241 
CaLA . .pp.4th l 130. Opp. at 9. The City seizes upon CEQA. as a lite raft in an attempt to save 
the s decision. 

a. 'I'he Timing of CEQA Amllvsis Docs Not Reguire Denial of the .Entitlements 
'T'he City notes HAA not relieve a }()cal govemrnent from complying with 
(§65589.S(c)) and eornpletion of envit·<mmental under CEQA. is required befbre 

a project can be approved. Guidelines.,, §15004(a). Opp. at 12 .. The City argues that !LAA 

x Since the made no unavoidable public health or hnpact finding, it necessarily 
rnade no finding that "then.:: is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse 
impact ... other the disapproval of the housing development project." 589.S(j)(l)(B). 

9 As an aid to carrying out the CEQA statute, the Resources Agency has issued 
regulations calkd "(]uidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act" ('1Guidelines"), 
contained in Code of R.egulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter beginning at section l 5000. 
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find.ings can be m.ade only aftc.~r the City is satisfied vvith the "adequacy of its environmental 
docrnnl!nts.~' Guidelines 15020. the public health or il11pact 
findings required section 65589.5(j) cammt be made until adequate environmental review under 
CEQA is complete. The relies on .::Z.'r..:~~i!JJ. .. ~ ... LL~~!i~~~L.2...Y.: •. ~.;:.UJ.~~:...::L~~i;:;'ill~U:Ll:!:l' 

(2009) 179 Cal.App.4th 1245 nnd argues that it was unab.le to find the Pr~ject exernpt 
from pursuant to the SB 743 statuto1} exemption. AR 1 The City concludes that, 
\\

1ithout completion the CEQA review, it could not Yiolate lIAA by \1.,Tongly 
disapproving Petitioner's deve~loptnent project. Opp. at 1 l 3. 

The depends c.~ntirely upon u premise that the APC rejected the Director's 
determination that the Project is exernpt fr()m CEQA under SB 743 Pub. Res. Code 

2115 premise is fl:1lse. APC made no CEQA all in the transcript 
of the proceedings (AR 1196~258) or the APC minutes. AR 1194. The premise of the 
City's opposition 

District Square also points out (Reply at 3~4) that the City misapprehends the CI:QA 
An of project entitlernents is designed to n.n1 ccmcurrently with its CEQA 

review, not consecutively: 

"The L.egislature further finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that ... 
~ . 

fl]ocal integrate the n::~quirements of this division with planning and 
environmental procedures otherwise required by hnv or }()cal practice fill 

Guidelines § 1 ("The environmental document preparation and review should be 
coordinated in a timely fashion with the existing planning, revie-vv, and project approval processes 
bei by each public These procedures, to the maximum extent feasible, are to nm 
cone urrently not consecutively."); ~.!:::~~.::i:.~,.,~.::i:.~~-"'::::.;~:.:nt~"'-..z.i'".! • ..:.~~::::.: •• =:.!.U:~...i.:._::::::..:..~:::.~=,===' 
(2004) 124 Cal. 4th 11841 1200 (He1wimnmental review is not supposed t() be segregated 
from prqject apprnvaln); (20 l 220 Cal. 
App, 4th 1325, 1341 an agency t() "segregat(eJ environmental review ... from the project 

would the purpose of CEQA"). Indeed} considerati()n ()f project entitlements must 
initially occur concurrently \\·ith the CEQA process because the must determine whether 
the project is even subject to CEQA, which require.$ consideration of whether the entitlements 
confer the agency with discretionary authority over the project. Pub. Res Code I 080(a), (b)(l); 
Guidelines § 15002(1), at 

J)istrict Square is cmi·ect that, even if arugendo the APC had rejected the SB 743 statutory 
exemption, i.t was not cmnpelled to the Project c~ntitlements and cease processing the Project 
application. Instead, the would be required to determine whether the Project was statutorily 
or exempt CEQA ()!1 other bases (Guidelines§§ I and, if not, prepare 

10 District correctly notes that, while Pub. lles. section 21003 does not compel 
concurrent project entitlement rt~vlew, it suffices to rebut the argument that 
CEQA. review must be conducted prior to C()nsiderati<m of the Project's entitlements. Reply at 4, 
n. l. 
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an initial study, or mitigated negative declaration, <.)!' EUR Cluideiines § 15002(k). The 
APC could not Project outright. Reply at 6. 

The City's reliance on supra, 179 Cal.App.4th at 1245, is misplaced. 
Thert~, a developer that a city violated the IIAA in failing to approve its housing 
developrnent project and sought mandamus to compel the city to certify a long~delayed EIR after 
the city council decided that the draft .EI.R required recirculation to address new issues. Id. at 1250, 
1 . ·rbe appellm.e court held that it could not order the local agency to certify the EIR, noting 
that the HAA :.specifically its applicability to the approval, denial or conditional approval, of 
a 'housing development"' project which is something that can only occur until after the EIR is 
certified," Is.:l. at 1 

.:.:,.:::.~::: .. : .• ~:t . .:;;:,,.::::;~.~::~:~: .. :.:::,t;;;! did not hold that a city deny project enti.tk:ments that are 
consisti.:nt with the FIAA declining to certify an environinental document. It only held that the 
HA.A not cmnpel omeome for environn1ental review. kt at 1 ("the [BAA] has no 
provision autornatical approving EIRs if local action is not completed within a specified 
period"). Reply at the timing of the City's of entitlements is not 
dependent upon an earlier determination of envirnnmental review, The City must defor project 
approval, but it .may not deny entitlernents, when the environmental review is not complete. 

h. The Record Does ~ot Contain Substantial Kvidencc to Sup12ort a Finding That the 
Project is ~ot Statutorily Exempt 

.Apart from the lack of CEQA findings, the~ Administrative Record lacks substantial 
to support a detJ::~rmination that the Project not qualify for a SB statutory 

exemption. 
The City notes that it discretion to select the mode analysis and to detem1ine 

\Vhe1her an exemption applies. Guidelines§ 15061. Opp. at 14. The SB 743 exemption is intended 
to exernpt frnn1 mixed·use development that meet certain criteria. Public 
Resources Code section 21155.4 ex.ernpts a housing development project .frmn GEQA if "[t]he 
prc~ject is consistent vvith general use designation, density, building intensity, and appl.ieable 
policies specified project areu in [] a sustainable communities strategy." The relevant 
sustainable communities strategy f<:n· the Project area is the RTP/SCS. The SB 743 statutory 
exernption requires a finding of consistency vvith the RTPiSCS's applicable polic.ies specified for 
the proje.ct area. Pub. Res. Code § 21155.4. Opp. at 1.3. 

The City notes that intent .RTP/SCS am.ong other things, to meet the of 
redueing greenhouse as set forth by Senate Bill (SB) and by Assembly Bill (AB) 

RJ:\ Exh. 15., 1 40, !. 184, 185, 194. According to the City, the H:rP/SCS sets 
forth how gentri and displaeement can undermine The RTP/SCS "Land Use 

section titled "Combating Gentrification and J)isplacement" directs jurisdictions in the 
"to to be to the possibility of gentrification and vvork to employ 

potential negative community impacts." The rrrP/SCS further states: 
a significant in many communities, particularly in urban areas 

after the implementation of a new line, transit station, or other major public investment. 
Housing rmaffordabilitv can undermine the overall of the RTP/SCS because it can contribute 
to subu;ban sprawl, • job commutes, and higher greenhouse gas emissions.'' Opp, at 13-14. 

'The City that the record contains substantial evidence that the Project is not 
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consistent \vith the .RTP/SCS policies regarding gentrification displacement, and cites AR 
1206~09, 1 l 1 1 1 Opp. at 13~14. 

The purported gemritication and displacement policies of the RTP/SCS cited by the City 
are irrelevant because the Project must be deemed consistent with .RTP/SCS policies as a matter 
of law pursuant to section 65589.5(i)(2)(B). If the City felt the Project was inconsistent \V'ith an 
''applicable plan~ ordinance, standard, requirernent, or other similar provision," it 
was !\.:quired to provide timely vvritten notice explaining its reas<.ming. §65589.5(j)(2)(A). Absent 
timely the Project must be deem<:'d consistent the RTP/SCS's policies. §65589.5(i)(2)(B). 
The City provided no such notice for the cited ·r.RP/SCS policies. Reply at 7-8. :Vforeover, the 
R:I'P/SCS the are subjective, not objective, and cannot not pmvide grounds 
to deny the Project under section 65589.5(])( I). 

:\ddi.tionally, the record docs not contain substantial evidence that the Project is 
inconsistent with the cited RTP/SCS subjective policies. T'hc City admits that purpose of the 
RTP/SCS is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and argues that the Project is inconsistent with 
this goal it combat gentrifi.cat.ion and In support of this 
conclusion, City cites only to statements inade by local residents and a political operative who 
\Vere with the lack of afibrdable housing and who contended that the Project 
\:vill lead to displacement gentrification because local residents would be "priced out" of the 
neighborhood. AR I l 1 1 1 1~~~ .. , ... 

'The subjective policies of RTP/SCS cannot be presented by local residents and political 
subordinates. Plainly, it is impossibie for t.he developrnem of new housing units on vacant 
lots, including 11 deed restricted and devoted to workforce to have a direct impact of 
displacement Xo one would directly displaced from their ho.me by the Project. 

There remains the new social enginec~ring concept of indirect displacement. 
TheoreticaLly, a market rent project - \Vrongly described by the local residents as "luxury housing'1 

could an incrernental impact on the neighborhood's property values. That incremental 
impact could have a cunrnlative impact with other market rate htnising projects to raise property 
values in the neighborhood. In turn, those increased property vnlues could result in increased 
overall rents and price out existing local residents from the neighborhood. 

District that logic dictates that the Project will resu.lt in an increase in the 
neighborhood housi which will k:ad to lower rents. Reply at 8. \:Vhile the court does 

nm that conclusion necessarily follows from the development of market rent housing, 
the concept indirect displacement a component of market rate lmusing. A market rent 
housing project will tenants who can afford to pay that market rent. Presumably, those 
tenants \1.,1iH have more money to spend than neighborhood tenants residing in affordable housing. 
Those market rent tenants will spend some of that money at local businesses in the neighborhood, 
including stnall owned by local residents. Thus, the economics adding market rent 
housing to a poor neighborhood well may b<:~ good economically for a11 residents. These economic 

are not must be presented by experts, of \Vhich there werG none at the APC 
hearing. 

l\11oreover, social is relevant to RI'P/SCS policies if it would lead to 
increased grecmhouse ermssmns. The City ctpparently assumes that the persons indirectly 
displaced by the Project's rate housing \:\1ill be replaced by wealthier persons \\'ho do not 
use public transportation or who would comnmte longer distances. District Square notes, there 
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is no such evid1.:~nce in the record. Reply at 8. 11 

5. The Declaratory Relief Claim 
Petitioner's declaratory relief cause of action seeks a declaration that (a) the City failed to 

issue written ti.ndings consistent \Vlth the dictates the IIAA, (b) deadlines for the City to act 
under the 1..A:\1C have all expired, (c) the APC appeals are deemed denied under LAMC 
sections 11 7 and 16JJ5.H.4, and City Charter section and (d) the City acted in bad 
fhith in denying the Project such that Petitioner is entitled to a judgment and order under section 
65589.S(k). Op. Br. at J 

'Hie Citv correctlv 
it' '""' 

that Petitioner is not entitled to declaratorv relief because an 
# 

action for a declaratory judgment is not appropriate to revievv· the validity of an administrative 
sion. (1973) 10 Cal 110, 127, 

Adrninistrative mandarnus is the exclusive 1nenns of challenging an adrninistrative determination 
involving application of a hnv to a specific property. 
~~:::'-=~"'·':;;.;,,' (1991) Cal.AppJd 713, 718. The HAA alsQ states that any action brought to 
enforce its provisions sha.ll pursuant to CCP section 1 §65589.S(m). The APC's 
decision may not be challenged through declaratory relie1~ and the declaratory relief cause of action 
is subsumed vdthin the mandamus claim and is ordered to be Opp. at 18. 

District Square notes no case stands fhr the rule that an action for declaratory relief 
can never be joined in a mandainus case. District Square contends that its declaratory relief Claim 
does not the APC's actions, but rather seeks an ndjudicution of its rights in light. of the 
A PC's actions, including declarations that (1) the deadlines fbr the City to net under the LAMC 
have the APC are deemed denied under LA?vlC sections 11.5.7.C.6.c~d and 
l 6. 05.H.4, and c:harter section · and (2) the City acted in bad faith in denying the Project. 

11 The contends that its denial of the Site Plan Review was justified because the APC 
fbund that the Project (1) with General Pkm policies to "provide cultural facilities or other 
cornmunity~ork~nted focilitiesn and did not "propose pmfossicm.al offices or other high-quality job

' (2) is inconsistent with the Specific Plan's ''neighborhood character" policies 
and is not "contextually , and (3) does not "create a compatible and harmonious 

and commercial development.H Opp. at 16. 
Project Permit Compliance findings include a finding that ·~the 

measures, monitoring m.easures when necessary, or alternatives 
rewiew v.hich would mitigate the negative environmental 

feasible." LAMC § 11.5. 7C.2(b). 'l'he City argues that the 
~,...,_..,,.analysis to the Project Permit Compliance 

•·'"'"'·'······was not statutorily exempt and the Director m.ade no 111itigation 
findings for the to Opp. at 14~15. 

As discussed ante, the APC did not deny the SB 743 statutory exemption and did not 
address the required LAMC sections 11 7C.2(b) and 16.0SH.4. Even if arguendo 
the APC made findings the Site Plan Review and Project Permit Compliance, those findings 
would violate the !LAA the Project is deemed consistent with all or these policies as a 
matter of law. Reply at 8~9. 

18 



or this is the administrative mandamus post. 

6. The Citv's Bad Fuith Adions C<nnuet. a Decision That the City Must A.ppron~ the 
Project 

The IL\A provides that, if a local agency acts in bad .foith in disapproving a housing 
developrnent pm visions, in violation lIAA, the court is en1pcnvert~d 

the local to e the development 
"Bad faith" is d,:fim.~d as including, but not limited to, "an a<.~tkm 

entirdy \V'ithout merit" § 
noti.:s ''frivolous'' means 

or n1erit in either lav,· m 
Cal. 1\pp. 4th (Cnder CCP section 1 "[a] cla1.m is factually frivQlous if it is 
'not well grounded in fact' and it is legally frivolous if it is 'not warranted existing lavv or a 
good frdth argurnent the modification, or reversal ()f existing law.")). Pet. Op. Br. 
at 18. 

establishes n:iore than one 
C"'' l' · 4·1·"8""4C1 .. a .. h,pp." t.1 J I, · J . 

term "frivol()us." 
is 140bjectivdy 

·'·'····'""'··'=:.:;::.: ~-"·'""'-·'·"'''""''-'-''"'""'·'"'''":.::..·"''"'"'"",.;::..::_.,.1"·"·'"'"~·'"'"·~·,''·"'··"'"''~~:;.:;.i=.o.;;;:o..:,::, (2 00 5) 1 CaLA pp.4th 
has no n-1cdt"). ()pp. at 

'''"'··"u''" it was not "objectively 
" not "for an hnpmper n10tiv1::," and not ir1disputabl)· lack merit The 

APC' s decision ·was based on CEQA, on the objectives and polick~s in thi;.~ Plan Framework 
and Plan, on concern the welfiire of the comnmnity. Opp. at l 7. 

In this case, the \\HS virtually a "by right" project in vvhlch District Square \Vas 
or variance. onh for the APC not to • 
categorical exen1ption and the public health or 

explained in detail to the APC. 
Departn:1ent the that the Project 

Plan and substantially corn plies Plan Review process, the 
Project did not developrncnt incentives and therefore no affordable units were required, 
a.nd the Project was exempt under SB 743. A .. R l 177. ·rhe Deputy City Attorney explained the SB 

exe1nption, including a qualifying project is covered by the ElR analysis of the Specific 
. AR 1204, He further that Project meets the .RTP/SCS 

it is \Vithin the and Special Pian and the was not 
1204~05. 

Departrnent staff 
that the Pl'qject is 
'The Project 

recommended denial 
all 

arbitrarily and aff()rdable h()uslng. AR. 1 at gentrification and 
displacement for a particular project and this Project is vacant and involves no direct displacement. 
A.R 1 
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criteria it is 
and \Vas not exceptions or 

Deputy City Attorney added that the Project could only be denied if 
a preponderance of evidence in the record, that it would entail 

impacts that could not be m.itigated other than by denying the Project. 
the record \Vm.lld not support a claim that hon:ielessness, 

displacement rnet the HAA requirement of an adverse health or safety impact 
1 Ile explained that the limits the ability local 

developments without making written findings and \\amed the .APC 
result in and A.R l 
the thee of these the appeals and 

"'"''·''"''"· "it doesn't provide affordable for 
growth our conm:runity." A.R 1 The individual 

Project's "by right" l~tek of affordable housing and the HAA's 
the must be tkem1;;~d to comply with local ( 1) the 

that allbrdable housing ls not n prerequisite or a requirement. I think that it 
...... •-·u'"' in our " l 

''[N]o matt<:~r what the laws that are 
and at and see \Yhut 

the Project is not compatible with the 
create "a hannonious rdationship between 
developrnent" "quality of for the existing and 
(Commissioner Sten1). 

The .APC O\\Tl and detour, egged on by a 
residents to hnpose its o\\Tl view appropriate public policy 

It matters not that the it was acting in the 
community's APC does not set policy and it does not create law; its obligation 
is 10 to of a The in the HAA that 
local are irnpeding housing development by imposing subjective policies that lilnit 
the the eost of land fbr housing~ and require that high and 
exactions by producers of housing. ~65589.S(a)(l )(13). That is \\hat the APC did 
by imposing its O\Vn gentrification is bnd, displacement (even indirect displacement) 
.must be accounted need af:lordable housing trm11ps That not the la\v., and 

can be no dispute that the .APC acted knowingly and deliberately to violate the 

deliberate violation, .District Square notes that -- after it filed in 
the had violated the Iav,i -- arternpted to mask 

the LOD which made false 

an or judgm.ent the 
District entitletnent to an 

mandamus 

to approve 
of reasonable 



attorney's fees and costs of suit §65589.5(k)(l )(A)(ii). Pet. Op. Br. at 18. 

G. Conclusion 
The Petition is granted. The City is directed to approve the Project within 45 days of the 

writ's issuance. §65589.S(k)(l)(A)(ii). District Square is entitled to an award of attorney's fees 
pursuant to a motion to determine the reasonableness of the amount See id. The court will retain 
jurisdiction to ensure that the judgn1ent is carried out. rn. 

Petitioner District Square's counsel is ordered to prepare a proposed judgment and vvrit of 
mandate, serve them on counsel for the opposing parties for approval as to form, wait ten days 
after service for any objections, meet and confer if there are objections, and then submit the 
proposed judgment and writ along with a declaration stating the existence/non-existence of any 
unresolved objections. An OSC re: judgment is set for October 20, 2020 at 1 :30 p.m. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

DISTRICT SQUARE LLC vs. CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. I am 
employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 1900 Avenue 
of the Stars, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067-4308. 

On October 16, 2020, I served true copies of the following document(s) described as 
[PROPOSED] JUDGMENT GRANTING PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE as 
follows: 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

BY MAIL: I enclosed the document(s) in a sealed envelope or package addressed to the 
persons at the addresses listed in the Service List and placed the envelope for collection and 
mailing, following our ordinary business practices. I am readily familiar with the practice of 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP for collecting and processing correspondence for mailing. 
On the same day that correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the 
ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service, in a sealed envelope with 
postage fully prepaid. I am a resident or employed in the county where the mailing occurred. The 
envelope was placed in the mail at Los Angeles, California. 

BY E-MAIL: I caused a copy of the document(s) to be sent from e-mail address 
sjimenez@jmbm.com to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed in the Service List. I did not 
receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication 
that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed October 16, 2020, at Los Angeles, California. 
··' 

) 

t"i' 

k~~~a .. <2~,. . .,~,1::··· 
Sheila Jimenez ,,, c::./ 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

DISTRICT SQUARE LLC vs. CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action.  I am 
employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California.  My business address is 1900 Avenue 
of the Stars, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067-4308. 

On November 6, 2020, I served true copies of the following document(s) described as 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT OR ORDER as follows: 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

BY MAIL:  I enclosed the document(s) in a sealed envelope or package addressed to the 
persons at the addresses listed in the Service List and placed the envelope for collection and 
mailing, following our ordinary business practices.  I am readily familiar with the practice of  
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP for collecting and processing correspondence for mailing.  
On the same day that correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the 
ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service, in a sealed envelope with 
postage fully prepaid.  I am a resident or employed in the county where the mailing occurred.  The 
envelope was placed in the mail at Los Angeles, California. 

BY E-MAIL:  I caused a copy of the document(s) to be sent from e-mail address 
sjimenez@jmbm.com to the persons at the e-mail addresses listed in the Service List.  I did not 
receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication 
that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed November 6, 2020, at Los Angeles, California. 

  

 Sheila Jimenez 
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SERVICE LIST 
 
 

 
Michael N. Feuer 
Terry Kaufman-Macias  
Ernesto Velazquez  
Office of the Los Angeles City Attorney 
200 North Main Street, 701 City Hall East 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Telephone: (213) 978-8248 
Fax: (213) 978-8214 
ernesto.velazquez@lacity.org 
 

Attorneys for Respondent City of Los Angeles  
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