
AGENDA 

BOARD OF LAW LIBRARY TRUSTEES of the 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY LAW LIBRARY 
 

 
REGULAR BOARD MEETING 
Monday, July 14, 2025 
12:15 PM  
MILDRED L. LILLIE BUILDING TRAINING CENTER  
301 WEST FIRST STREET 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3140 
 

 
ACCOMMODATIONS 
A person with a disability may contact the Board Secretary’s office at (213) 785-2511 at 
least 24 hours before the scheduled meeting to request receipt of an agenda in an 
alternative format or to request disability-related accommodations, including aids or 
services, in order to participate in the public meeting.  Later requests will be accommodated 
to the extent feasible. 
 
AGENDA DESCRIPTIONS 
The agenda descriptions are intended to give notice to members of the public of a brief 
general description of items of business to be transacted or discussed.  The posting of the 
recommended actions does not indicate what action will be taken.  The Board may take 
any action that it deems to be appropriate on the agenda item and is not limited in any way 
by the notice of the recommended action.  The President reserves the right to discuss the 
items listed on the agenda in any order.   
 
REQUESTS AND PROCEDURES TO ADDRESS THE BOARD 
Each member of the public has the right to address the Board on agenda items or on items 
of interest which are not on the agenda and which are within the subject matter jurisdiction 
of the Board.  Public comments will be taken at the beginning of the meeting as Agenda 
Item 1.0.  Members of the public will be called upon at that time.  A member of the public 
will be allowed to address the Board for a total of three (3) minutes for a single item or a 
maximum of five (5) minutes for all items unless the President grants more or less time 
based on the number of people requesting to speak and the business of the Board.  When 
members of the public address the Board on agenda items, the President determines the 
order in which speakers will be called.  Persons addressing the Board shall not make 
impertinent, slanderous or profane remarks to the Board, any member of the Board, staff 
or general public, nor utter loud, threatening, personal or abusive language, nor engage in 
any other disorderly conduct that disrupts or disturbs the orderly conduct of any Board 
Meeting.  The President may order the removal (by muting or disconnection of the 
telephone line) of any person who disrupts or disturbs the orderly conduct of the Board 
Meeting.   
 
AGENDA MATERIALS 
Unless otherwise exempt from disclosure, all materials relating to items on the agenda 
distributed to all, or a majority of the members of the Board less than 72 hours prior to the 
meeting shall be made available for public inspection at the time the writing is distributed 
in the Executive Office of the Law Library. 
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LAND ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

 
The Los Angeles County Law Library and its Board of Trustees recognize that we occupy 
land originally and still inhabited and cared for by the Tongva, Tataviam, Serrano, Kizh, 
and Chumash Peoples. We honor and pay respect to their elders and descendants ─ past, 
present, and emerging ─ as they continue their stewardship of these lands and waters. We 
acknowledge that settler colonization resulted in land seizure, disease, subjugation, 
slavery, relocation, broken promises, genocide, and multigenerational trauma.  
 
This acknowledgment demonstrates our responsibility and commitment to truth, healing, 
and reconciliation and to elevating the stories, culture, and community of the original 
inhabitants of Los Angeles County. We are grateful to have the opportunity to live and work 
on these ancestral lands. We are dedicated to growing and sustaining relationships with 
Native peoples and local tribal governments, including (in no particular order) the: 

        Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 

        Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 

        Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

        Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

        San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 

        San Fernando Band of Mission Indians 

To learn more about the First Peoples of Los Angeles County, please visit the Los 
Angeles City/County Native American Indian Commission website at lanaic.lacounty.gov.   
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CALL TO ORDER 

1.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

2.0 PRESIDENT’S REPORT  

3.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 
3.1 Approval of Minutes of the May 28, 2025 Regular Board Meeting 

3.2 Approval of Minutes of the June 25, 2025 Regular Board Meeting 

             3.3        Approval of Revisions to Job Description-Managing Librarian, 

Legal Education; Support Supervisor, Branches; Library Associate, 

Branches; Library Associate, Public Interest; Librarian, Public 

Interest; Administrative Technician, Education; Community 

Resources Specialist; Senior IT Project Manager  

     

4.0 Discussion Items 

4.1  Discussion of Los Angeles Superior Court Request to Delay Nomination 

of National Historic Landmark Designation for Los Angeles County Law 

Library  

4.2       Update:  Superior Court Offer for Gensler Firm to Assess LA Law Library  

 

5.0      CLOSED SESSION 

5.1         Conference with Labor Negotiator (G.C. 54957.6). Library Negotiator: 

Executive Director Katherine H. Chew, with Finance Director Marcelino 

Juarez; Employee Organization:  SEIU Local 721  

6.0         RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION/ CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT  

 (Pursuant to Government Code §54957.1)-Katherine H. Chew 

7. 0    AGENDA BUILDING  
Items not on the posted agenda may be presented by a Trustee and, if      
requested, may be referred to staff or placed on the agenda for consideration at 
a future meeting of the Board.  

 
8.0      EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT 

 
9.0    ADJOURNMENT 

The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Law Library Trustees is scheduled for 
Wednesday, August 27, 2025 at 12:15p.m. 
 
 
POSTED  JULY 11, 2025 @  12:00 P.M.  

POSTED BY DANIEL REINHOLD____      



MINUTES OF THE REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

OF THE BOARD OF LAW LIBRARY TRUSTEES OF 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

 

A California Independent Public Agency Under 

Business & Professions Code Section 6300 et sq. 

 

May 28, 2025 

 

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Law Library Trustees of Los Angeles County was held on 

Wednesday, AMay 28, 2025 at 12:15 p.m., at the Los Angeles County Law Library Mildred L. 

Lillie Main Library Building at 301 West First Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 for the 

purposes of considering reports of the affairs to the Library, and transacting such other business as 

might properly come before the Board of Trustees.   

 

ROLL CALL/ QUORUM 

 

Trustees Present: Judge Laura Seigle 

   Judge Rosa Fregoso  

   Susan Steinhauser, Esquire (Arrived at 12:26pm)  

Judge Susan DeWitt 

Judge Cherol Nellon 

 

Trustees Absent: Judge Mark Juhas      

    

Senior Staff Present: Katherine Chew, Executive Director 

    

Also Present:  Marcelino Juarez, Finance Director   

 

Vice President Seigle determined a quorum to be present, convened the meeting at 12:18 pm and 

thereafter presided. Executive Director, Katherine Chew, recorded the Minutes.   

 

1.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Library employee, Sharon Boone, spoke about the late, ex-Executive Director of LA Law Library, 

Richard Iamele. She spoke about what a kind, honest, fair man he was, and reminisced about their 

time working together.  

 

2.0 PRESIDENT’S REPORT  

3.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 

3.1 Approval of Minutes of the April 23, 2025 Regular Board Meeting 

3.2 Review of March Financials and List of April Checks and Warrants 

3.3 Review of FY2026 Property & Liability Insurance Estimates 

3.4 Approval of Revisions to Job Description, Library Aide, Communications 

 

Vice President Seigle asked the Board if anyone would like an item removed from the Consent 

Calendar. No item was requested. Vice President Seigle requested a motion to approve the 

Consent Calendar. So moved by Trustee DeWitt, seconded by Trustee Nellon. The motion was 

approved unanimously 4 – 0. 

 

4.0 DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 4.1       Approval of Operating Budget, FY26 

 

Library Finance Director, Marclino Juarez, addressed the Board. He stated that Item 4.1 is just a 

discussion of the budget. We will bring the budget back in the June Board Meeting to finalize it. 

Trustee Steinhauser pointed out that the net income loss of the library is around $2 million. She 

inquired how we are filling the net loss. Trustee DeWitt responded that the answer is the library’s 



 

reserves. Trustee Steinhauser then inquired which reserves? One time funding? How much is in 

our reserves. Marcelino responded that we have about $21 million in reserves, and it takes about 

$11 million to fund the library every year. Vice President Seigle then stated that with a $2 million 

deficit in the proposed budget, the library will run out of money in ten years. In five years we will 

need a plan to address this deficit. Marcelino then stated that for the last three or four fiscal years 

we have had to tap into reserves. Trustee DeWitt then stated that the Budget Committee would 

like for the library to develop a plan to try and reduce budgetary dependency on reserves.   

 

 4.2 Presentation:  Proposed Master Facilities Plan 

             Guest Speakers David Slayton, Executive Officer/Clerk of the Court and 

Honorable Sergio C. Tapia II, Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, County of 

Los Angeles 

 

Judge Tapia and Mr. David Slayton addressed the Board. Judge Tapia began by discussing the 

history of the Stanley Mosk Courthouse and the Civic Center at large. He discussed how the court 

had contracted with a private firm to see if it would be more cost effective to refurbish Stanley 

Mosk, or to replace it. They determined that it would be much more cost effective to replace the 

building. He went on to discuss how the court has engaged with the county to come up with a 

master plan for the entire Civic Center. This project will be funded by the state. Judge Tapia and 

Mr. Slayton would like to see how the library can fit into the master plan. 

 

Trustee Steinhauser arrived at 12:26pm. 

 

Mr. Slayton then discussed how the master plan project began in March 2025. The architectural 

firm Gensler was hired to oversee the project. Planning has begun, and the court is trying to gather 

feedback from affected stakeholders, including LA Law Library. Nothing has been finalized, 

including the future configuration of buildings in the Civic Center. Mr. Slayton spoke about how 

the court wants the library near the new courthouse. The court would like for Gensler to check the 

condition of the library to see what kind of work or retrofitting it would require. They have offered 

to pay for Gensler to come in and inspect the library.  

 

Judge Tapia went on to clarify that even if Gensler were to come and inspect the library, the 

library would be under no obligations. Trustee Nellon pointed out that Stanley Mosk was built in 

1958, and inquired if the building was considered historical. If so, how would that affect the 

master plan. 

 

Mr. Slayton responded that the building is not under historical designation. He then stated that 

buildings that do have a historical designation could be limited in their ability to make 

modification, demolitions, etc. Judge Tapia then stated that none of the buildings in the Civic 

Center are historical landmarks.  

 

Vice President Seigle then asked what the timeline was for getting the site plan chosen. She also 

asked for the timeline for confirming there will be money to complete the project. Mr. Slayton 

responded that the county, court, city, and/or library need to come up with a plan. They want to 

have plans finalized by the end of the 2025 calendar year. There will be no money at that point. 

The agreement will be in principle. The state has plans to fund the new Stanley Mosk Courthouse 

in the 2027/2028 fiscal year. Mr. Slayton stated that cost depends on where land parcel is going to 

be, then funding can be triggered. 

 

Judge Tapia stated that this plan will move forward with or without the library. He thinks that it 

could be a good opportunity for the library. Refurbishing the library would be very costly. Gensler 

would work with the library so that we can make our own analysis. Trustee Steinhauser asked if 

the library chose not to go along with the plan, would the library be left alone. Mr. Slayton and 

Judge Tapia said that was correct. Trustee Steinhauser then asked who would pay for the new 



 

library building. Judge Tapia answered that Gensler would need to determine the value of the 

library’s parcel. He stated that our parcel may pay for a new parcel and a new building. 

 

Trustee Steinhauser asked if there was any guarantee that state money will be there by the time the 

project was implemented. Mr. Slayton responded that the hope is to be ready. There is no 

guarantee of timeline. Trustee DeWitt pointed out that free consulting would be beneficial to the 

library. She then raised the concern of possible conflicts of interest using Gensler due to the fact 

that they have been hired by the county. Mr. Slayton responded that this is something we should 

consider. E.D. Chew stated that we have begun some preliminary research on conflicts of interest. 

We are working with special counsel to fully inform our Trustees about responsibilities before 

entering into an agreement with anybody. We are hoping to get a confidential memo to all of our 

Trustees about responsibilities as far as their fiduciary duties, and any conflicts that may come into 

play depending on who the library potentially would contract with, whether the state, county, city, 

etc. There are different machinations we would have to consider based on her discussions with the 

library’s special counsel. E.D. Chew stated that it is great that we are being brought to the table to 

discuss these matters now, however, as the library’s general counsel, she recommends that our 

special counsel inform our Board before any discussions as far as committing to Gensler, or any 

other contract, just so everybody is aware what their responsibilities are.   

 

E.D. Chew then inquired if Gensler have any plans for the Civic Center. She stated that she would 

be willing to look at their options and share them with our Board. Mr. Slayton responded that it 

should be fine for E.D. Chew to engage with Gensler. Trustee Steinhauser then inquired what the 

next steps are. E.D. Chew responded that she wants to fully inform the Board about conflicts of 

interest. After that, it will be up to the Board to make a decision. Vice President Seigle asked if we 

could get a report from our outside counsel by the next board meeting. E.D. Chew responded that 

she spoke with them yesterday, but the process could be timely in that a formal opinion from the 

FPPC is necessary. 

 

E.D. Chew asked for clarification on who was paying Gensler for their services. Mr. Slayton then 

discussed how the court and the county are splitting the cost of the master plan. The court is giving 

the county money, but the actual contract is between the county and Gensler. Vice President 

Seigle then asked if the court could go to Gensler and ask for a study about the library in order to 

bypass conflicts of interest. Mr. Slayton responded that they could probably do that, but do not 

want to overstep the library’s boundaries.  

 

Judge Tapia then reiterated that they would like for us to work with Gensler to determine the 

scope of the work needed on the library. He went on to state that he believes that having the 

library near the court is critical. He then voiced his concern that the library is vulnerable to 

earthquakes.  

 

Trustee Steinhauser asked if E.D. Chew could contact them requesting information. Mr. Slayton 

responded that they are happy to help any way they can.  

 

Trustee Fregoso left the meeting at 1:12pm. 

 

Item 4.2 was discussed before Item 4.1. 

 

5.0 AGENDA BUILDING  

Items not on the posted agenda may be presented by a Trustee and, if      requested, may 

be referred to staff or placed on the agenda for consideration at a future meeting of the 

Board.  

 

 

 

 



 

6.0 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT 

 
 

7.0 ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the Board the meeting was adjourned at 

1:23pm. The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Law Library Trustees is scheduled for 

Wednesday, June 25, 2025 at 12:15pm. 

 

 

 

 

                                                    ______________________________________________ 

    Katherine Chew, Executive Director and Secretary 

    Los Angeles County Law Library Board of Trustees 



MINUTES OF THE REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

OF THE BOARD OF LAW LIBRARY TRUSTEES OF 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

 

A California Independent Public Agency Under 

Business & Professions Code Section 6300 et sq. 

 

June 25, 2025 

 

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Law Library Trustees of Los Angeles County was held on 

Wednesday, June 25, 2025 at 12:15 p.m., at the Los Angeles County Law Library Mildred L. 

Lillie Main Library Building at 301 West First Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 for the 

purposes of considering reports of the affairs to the Library, and transacting such other business as 

might properly come before the Board of Trustees.   

 

ROLL CALL/ QUORUM 

 

Trustees Present: Judge Mark Juhas 

   Judge Laura Seigle 

   Judge Rosa Fregoso   

Judge Susan DeWitt 

Judge Cherol Nellon 

 

Trustees Absent: Susan Steinhauser, Esquire     

    

Senior Staff Present: Katherine Chew, Executive Director 

    

Also Present:  Marcelino Juarez, Finance Director   

 

President Juhas determined a quorum to be present, convened the meeting at 12:16 pm and 

thereafter presided. Executive Director, Katherine Chew, recorded the Minutes.   

 

1.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Library employee, Paul, addressed the Board regarding the retirement of Kathleen 
O’Laughlin. He discussed how much of a privilege it had been for him to work with Katie, 
and gave her his best wishes regarding her retirement. 
 
Library employee, Channa, also spoke about Katie. She wanted to congratulate Katie, 
and to let her know how much the staff love and appreciate her. She stated that the 
staff and patrons will miss Katie, and wished her luck in the next phase of her life. 
 
Library employees, Sharon and Mary, then addressed the Board. Mary stated that they 
were there to show their support of the staff recommendations laid out in Items 4.3 and 
4.4. Mary discussed how the entire mission of the library boils down to the phrase 
access to information equals access to justice. The library is neutral. Mary has worked in 
the library’s branches and witnessed first hand people’s hesitancy to enter a courthouse 
for information. People do not feel safe going through security. She believes that is 
important for the library to remain in its current location. Here patrons do not have to 
be afraid, especially in the current political climate, when it comes to the justice system. 
Patrons have contacted us in various languages reenforcing this idea. Sharon then 
added that we do not want people visiting our main branch to have the same fears they 
have about visiting a courthouse.  
 



 

Joe Edmiston then addressed the Board. Mr. Edmiston began by stating that he first 
came to the library in 1965 when he was a senior in high school. He let the Board know 
that he wants to increase public support for keeping the library where it is. He let the 
Board know that he has created a website at savethelawlibrary.org. The organization is 
not a 501C3. They are an advocacy organization. Accepting donations to help get the 
website going. He stated that the organization will likely be at every Board Meeting 
moving forward to give a report on the organization’s activities. He finished by also 
paying his respects to Katie O’Laughlin. 
 
2.0 PRESIDENT’S REPORT  

3.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 

3.1 Approval of Minutes of the May 28, 2025 Regular Board Meeting 

3.2 Review of May Financials and List of April Checks and Warrants 

3.3         Approval of Revisions to Job Description, Senior Librarian 

3.4 Approval of FY2026 Property & Liability Insurance Estimates 

 

President Juhas asked the Board if anyone would like an item removed from the Consent 

Calendar. Trustee DeWitt requested that Items 3.1 and 3.2 be removed. President Juhas requested 

a motion to approve Items 3.3 and 3.4. So moved by Vice President Seigle, seconded by Trustee 

Fregoso. The motion was approved unanimously 5 – 0.  

 

3.1 Trustee DeWitt requested a correction to the minutes from the May 2025 Board Meeting. The 

minutes stated that Trustee DeWitt said that the Budget Committee was coming up with a plan to 

reduce budgetary dependency on reserves. She wished to clarify that she actually stated that the 

library should come up with a plan so that the Budget Committee could approve it. 

 

Trustee DeWitt then asked that the minutes also clarify a statement regarding Gensler and possible 

conflicts of interest. In the May minutes, Trustee DeWitt raised the concern that the library having 

Gensler inspect the library facilities may possibly be a conflict of interest. She requested that the 

response in the minutes clarify that the discussion of conflicts of interest were only referring to the 

library allowing Gensler to inspect the library facilities, not to other possible conflicts of interest 

relating to the library Board. E.D. Chew responded that we would revise the minutes and have the 

Board review them at the next meeting. 

3.2 Trustee DeWitt then asked for clarification of a check for $1,240 for employee and staff meals 

from page one of the May checks. Finance Director, Marcelino Juarez, informed her that this was 

an expense from and all staff training day, and that this was not a recurring expense. 

  

4.0 Discussion Items 

4.1  Recognition of Kathleen O’Laughlin with thanks for years of service and best 

wishes for her planned retirement on June 30, 2025 from LA Law Library 

Ryan Metheny, Director of Reference & Collections, presented Katie with a trophy 

commemorating her retirement. He then went on to discuss how Katie was the first person he met 

when he began working at the library. He stated how much she had helped him, as well as other 

staff members and patrons. She lead with empathy and warmth. 

 

Katie O’Laughlin then addressed the Board. She began by thanking E.D. Chew and the Board for 

the opportunity to work for LALL. She stated that she thought she would never be happy again 

after leaving the bookstore she used to work at. However, she fell in love with the library. She 

discussed how much she would miss the staff, the building, the patrons, and the opportunity to 

help people. 

 

 

 



 

4.2 Approval of Operating and Capital Expenditures Budget for Fiscal Year 

2025/2026 

 

Finance Director, Marcelino Juarez addressed the Board. He stated that the Board had briefly 

touched on the budget at last month’s meeting, and that some refinements had been highlighted in 

the staff report this month. He then asked if any of the Board Members had any questions. 

 

Vice President Seigle asked why there was a 50% reduction in the Friends of the Los Angeles 

County Law Library contribution. E.D. Chew stated that the previous policy was for the Friends to 

pledge a certain amount. This time around, the Gala was held, the Friends covered the expenses, 

and the library is supposed to receive the remainder of the donations. Trustee DeWitt asked if we 

know the amount of the contribution at this point. E.D. Chew responded that the Friends are 

paying $50,000 from the 2024 Gala, and $50,000 from the 2025 Gala, and will contribute over the 

course of the year. Trustee DeWitt then asked if we know how much money was donated to the 

Friends for the 2025 Gala. E.D. Chew responded that they collected $285,000 in donations. 

Trustee Fregoso then stated that the Friends were still working on collecting promised donations. 

 

Vice President Seigle then stated that the refinements contain pretty big numbers. She asked if we 

hired a grant writer if they would be a consultant or an employee. President Juhas responded that 

they would be a consultant. Vice President Seigle then stated that she did not believe that the idea 

of hiring a consultant grant writer had been discussed in detail previously. E.D. Chew confirmed 

that this had not been raised before, however, while budgeting we decided to put some money 

aside for a consultant. This issue will require further discussion. It seems like additional grants 

will not be a priority for the Friends. We have set aside the market value for a grant writer. 

 

E.D. Chew then discussed the $10,000 increase in supplies for the library’s conservatorship 

classes which are growing quickly. The library has never budgeted for this before. The library is 

planning ahead to set aside money for expected costs of photocopying, tonor, etc. She then moved 

on to the $24,000 for fire life safety. Mark Rangel, Facilities Supervisor, added that the library is 

due for five year and annual testing which has not been completed since 2022. E.D. Chew then 

moved on to the $385,000 for capitol expenditures which include seismic retrofitting. There is an 

ordinance from the city which requires buildings be brought up to code. As an independent 

agency, we have not yet received an official notice of the ordinance like other county and city 

agencies.  However, the library is taking a proactive approach and has already begun the process 

of seeing how much it will cost to retrofit the building to bring it up to code. This will be 

important in determining the most cost-effective approach in regards to demolishing the building 

versus retrofitting it. Trustee DeWitt asked if the $385,000 is just for analysis. Mark responded 

that it would cover both analysis and design. Vice President Seigle asked for a timeline. Mark 

responded that the analysis and design would take 3-6 months. President Juhas requested a motion 

to approve Item 4.2. So moved by Vice President Seigle, seconded by Trustee DeWitt. The motion 

was approved unanimously 5 – 0. 

 

Trustee DeWitt then requested that the library come up with a plan to deal with the library’s 

deficit so that the Budget Committee could look it over. Trustee Nellon then inquired about the 

status of the parking structure. E.D. Chew responded that our consultant is in the second phase of 

testing the concrete. Mark Rangel stated that the process had been impeded due to scheduling 

conflicts. Trustee DeWitt asked to clarify if the repairs would cost roughly $500,000. Mark 

responded that yes, to reinforce the structure would cost roughly $500,000. Trustee DeWitt then 

asked if the parking structure, once completed, was expected to collect about $500,000 per year in 

revenue. E.D. Chew responded that $500,000 per year is what was collected when the parking 

structure was still operational during daytime weekday business hours several years ago. However, 

with expected development of entertainment venues in the civic center area, there is an 

opportunity to possibly keep the parking structure operating in the evenings or weekends to target 

that market and possibly generate even more than $500,000 per year. 

 

 



 

 

 

4.3 Discussion of Los Angeles Superior Court Request to Delay Nomination of 

National Historic Landmark Designation for Los Angeles County Law Library  

 

Ken Bernstein, Principal City Planner and Manager of the Office of Historic Resources, and 

Andrew Salimian, Director of Advocacy at the Los Angeles Conservancy, addressed the Board 

regarding the Library’s pending historical landmark designation. E.D. Chew explained that the 

approval of the library’s designation is on the August 8, 2025 Board agenda of the State Historical 

Resources Commission. This designation would formally recognize and celebrate what was 

determined in 2009-- that the library is eligible for California designation and national historic 

designation because it is part of the Los Angeles Civic Center Historic District. She believes that 

this designation would provide options to increase exposure to the public, outreach, funding, and 

increased media attention. This would also solidify the Board’s bargaining power should it 

become necessary to sell the library’s parcel. The designation adds extra value to the parcel itself. 

The library is already part of a historic district. The designation will not shorten the process, or 

make development plans for Stanley Mosk less complicated because Stanley Mosk courthouse is 

also already part of the historic district. Both the library and the court are already subject to CEQA 

historic preservation laws. The designation will also not prevent us from demolishing the building, 

selling the building, or improving the building. Procedurally, this issue is on the consent calendar 

for August 8, 2025. The State Historical Resources Commission is subject to the to open meeting 

rules of the Bagley-Keene Act. If there is a request from the public or a board member to remove 

this item from the consent calendar, it will get put on the discussion calendar which is open to the 

public to give testimony or offer evidence on the item.  

 

Vice President Seigle stated that her courtroom is at the Spring Street Courthouse which is a 

national historic landmark. They are not allowed to make any alterations at this courthouse. She 

cannot hammer a nail into the wall to hang a picture. Rules are very strict because of historic 

designation. Trustee DeWitt inquired if that designation is different from the one the library is 

pursuing. Ken Bernstein stated that he believes that the federal courthouse is individually listed in 

the national register. The fact that there may be limitations on what can be done internally to that 

building may be operational issues. If it is GSA, or a federal agency that oversees this, it may be 

their regulations. The library already has historic status. It is formally determined eligible for the 

national register of historic places listed in the California register of historic resources. Vice 

President Seigle stated that she has heard that when a building gets designated as historical, it is 

harder to sell it because it is harder to make alterations. She has heard that the LA Times Building 

is sitting empty because they cannot convert it to apartments or something else because of all of 

the landmark status around it. Mr. Bernstein responded that that is inaccurate. His offices work 

closely with the owners of the building. They have approved adaptive reuse plans for the building 

that are in keeping with its historic status. It is more of an issue of financing when it comes to 

altering that particular building.  

 

Mr. Bernstein stated that he saw some references in the minutes from the last Board Meeting that 

appeared to be inaccurate based on what we know about the Civic Center Historic District. Trustee 

DeWitt inquired which statements he believed to be inaccurate. Mr. Bernstein responded that there 

was a statement indicating that none of the county buildings had any kind of historic status. E.D. 

Chew clarified that the statement was made by David Slayton in regards to the Stanley Mosk 

Courthouse. Mr. Salimian clarified that Stanley Mosk is not formally designated, but is part of the 

district. To tear down Stanley Mosk, they will have to do a full EIR. They will have to go through 

the CEQA process, say this is a historic resource listed on the California Register. There is an 

impact in CEQA. This is an impact on a cultural resource that has been determined eligible, and is 

on the California Register. To demolish it is an impact, and there will be an EIR.  

 

Vice President Seigle stated that she is concerned about if we decide we have to retrofit the 

building for earthquake safety, and if it is determined that it makes more sense to demolish the 

building and rebuild for various reasons. Trustee Fregoso stated that cost is one of the factors. 



 

Vice President Seigle agreed, and stated that efficiency is another factor. We could build a 

building that is more energy efficient, and has all kinds of advantages that did not exist when the 

current building was built. She wants to make sure that by having this designation we are not 

adding to the timeline, and we are not adding costs if the designation did not exist. Mr. Salimian 

responded that it would not because those requirements are already in place due to the building’s 

historic status today. President Juhas asked  if we decide to tear down the building, he knows that 

we will have to go through CEQA, will this designation prevent a wrecking ball? Mr. Salimian 

responded no. It is the same designation we currently have in terms of CEQA.  

 

Vice President Seigle then asked what benefits the proposed designation would grant the library 

on top of our current designation. E.D. Chew responded that the proposed designation is honorific. 

It could help us as far as promoting the library, getting grants, getting the media’s attention. It will 

not be a negative. Mr. Salimian stated that to be listed on the national register is much simpler 

than being listed on the California Register through the Section 106 process. A national register 

site has cache. He works in advocacy. Some people say that designations hurt property value, but 

when a nationally registered house is listed on Zillow, it is the first thing on the listing. Vice 

President Seigle asked if a house is designated as a national historic landmark, can someone just 

buy it and tear it down? Mr. Salimian responded yes, but you will still have to go through CEQA 

because it is listed in the national register.  

 

Trustee Nellon asked why this historic designation was initiated last year. E.D. Chew responded 

that she felt like it would be a good opportunity to get grants, the cache that comes with the 

designation, and understanding that there are a lot of redevelopments being planned in the 

corridor. She believes that it would be important to protect the historical cache of the library. It has 

not been made public where the courts are planning to move buildings. Because we are an 

independent agency, we cannot depend on bond money or state money. We are an independent 

agency that has to deal with trying not to draw on reserves. We hope that our elected officials will 

come up with more money, but if that does not happen, we have to come up with a plan. Everyone 

else has other funding. We have to think about our parking lot, salary raises, safety requirements. 

In addition, with a national historic landmark designation,  you can get consultation on how to 

retrofit the building which could potentially save us a lot of money. She has been told that the 

designation adds value, and it is often cheaper to retrofit a historic building than demolishing and 

rebuilding it.  

 

Trustee Nellon stated that what gives her pause is that Mr. Bernstein and Salimian are advocates. 

She would like another opinion from a neutral party. Mr. Salimian responded that Mr. Bernstein is 

a neutral party. He is from a city agency, he is here to tell us what the law is. Mr. Bernstein 

clarified that he is not there to advocate, but to explain that the building already has historic status. 

The added step of national register designation will not change the city’s review process. Trustee 

Fregoso asked if E.D. Chew, Mr. Bernstein, or Mr. Salimian are aware of another entity who is 

similarly situated like the library, who has this designation, has been able to capitalize on using the 

designation to raise money that we could talk to in order to confirm that this is financially 

advantageous. Mr. Salimian responded that he does not know of any other structure as convoluted 

as the library. He worked for a non-profit in New York where they designated sites. They received 

grant money to work on those sites through FEMA, and the National Trust. The National Trust has 

grants available to things listed on the national register. Trustee Fregoso asked if the National 

Trust is federally funded. Mr. Salimian responded that no, the National Trust is independent. Mr. 

Bernstein stated that he thinks it is important to be realistic that the funding sources for historic 

preservation and historic rehabilitation are generally not robust. Many of those organizations have 

received cuts in the last few years. Designated historic status generally helps to receive funding. 

He does not want to overpromise positives, and believes there may be overblown fears about 

potential negatives. He believes that it is true that having a building listed in the national register 

opens up some of those avenues. There are also historic preservation incentives specific to 

designated historic properties. Since the building has been determined eligible for national 

register, there is the federal historic rehabilitation tax credit that is a 20% tax credit for qualified 

expenditures in rehabilitating a historic property. E.D. Chew stated that that would not be an 

advantage to us because we do not pay taxes. Mr. Bernstein responded that those tax credits can 



 

actually be syndicated or sold to investors that can offset income. There are ways that 

organizations akin to this one have used the historic tax credit at the federal level. There is also a 

state historical building code which provides code relief and greater flexibility for designated 

historic properties. The state historic building code provides greater flexibility to stewards of 

historic property.  

 

E.D. Chew stated that we would like to look into this. We are currently looking for a grant to 

replace current fluorescent lights with LED’s. Our bill needs to be 25% higher to qualify, but with 

a historic designation maybe they would make an exception for us.  

 

President Juhas believes we need to think about how we fit physically in the world, as well as how 

we intellectually fit in the world. Trustee DeWitt asked if there are any other buildings in the civic 

center historic district that is also historically designated. Mr. Salimian responded that City Hall 

got its designation. The GWP building is a city historical monument.  

 

Trustee DeWitt inquired about who asked us to delay the historic designation. President Juhas 

stated that the court has never asked us, but then said that that is not entirely true. Trustee Fregoso 

stated that the court made a presentation, but she believes the request is coming from us to discuss 

a possible delay. Trustee DeWitt stated that the Agenda item is entitled “ Discussion of the Los 

Angeles Superior Court request to delay the nomination.” Trustee Nellon stated that that is not 

what happened. Trustee Fregoso stated that they gave us the information to consider. President 

Juhas stated that through discussions the court has expressed concern about a designation. They 

did not call up and say to put this on the agenda. This was an internal discussion. Trustee DeWitt 

stated that that was news to her, because she was not involved in those internal discussions. 

President Juhas stated that this item got on the agenda because he received a request from a couple 

of Board Members requesting to put this on the agenda.  

 

President Juhas stated that we must decide whether to delay the historic designation, or to let it go 

on the August 8th meeting. Vice President Seigle asked when the next meeting would be if we did 

decide to delay it. E.D. Chew reiterated that this is already on the consent calendar on the agenda. 

According to the Bagley Keene Act you can request that it be removed from the consent calendar, 

but it would be moved to the discussion calendar. Vice President Seigle asked why can’t we just 

say we do not want this right now, we want to put a hold on it and we will get back to you in “x” 

number of months. E.D. Chew responded because it is already a noticed public meeting. It would 

go off of the consent calendar, onto the discussion calendar. The same discussion would happen 

then and they would decide to vote about it. Trustee Fregoso replied so you’re saying that it could 

potentially be put on the September agenda. E.D. Chew responded that it would just go on the 

discussion calendar.  

 

Trustee DeWitt stated that it has been suggested in the memo that was prepared that it would be 

perceived as weakening the library’s position in future negotiations, and a possible conflict of 

interest, and a breach of fiduciary duty to essentially ask for a delay in the designation by the 

Board Members. That is how she interpreted the memo. Delaying designation at the request of the 

potential buyer of the court could be perceived as weakening the library’s position in any future 

negotiations, and a possible conflict of interest, and breach of fiduciary duty. Trustee Fregoso 

inquired which page Trustee DeWitt was looking at. Trustee DeWitt responded page 4. She went 

on to say that she personally is not concerned about her fiduciary duty, or her conflict of interest, 

because she has faith in herself to act as a fiduciary in the best interest and in compliance with her 

fiduciary duty. She stated that she does not pretend to know what the FPPC conflict of interest 

rules are, she is not an expert on that, but she would find it difficult to believe that there could be a 

conflict of interest because that basically means the Board could never do anything. The Trustees 

could never do anything that affects the courts, maybe because it’s a very specific entanglement 

with the court could be contrary that makes it different, but that’s basically true of any vote we 

take. She commented, “But maybe there is something I don’t understand, and I confess I don’t 

know how the FPPC rules would work out. But separate from that, I’m not concerned about a 

conflict of interest because I believe that I can act as a fiduciary, consistent with my fiduciary 



 

duties.” E.D. Chew stated that the conflicts issues were addressed in an attorney/client 

memorandum prepared by the Library’s Special Counsel in response to an inquiry from the 

Library’s former ED and forward to the Board. Trustee DeWitt responded those did not address 

the Fair Political Practices Commission opinion on the topics. ED Chew agreed that the 

memorandum did not address the FPPC opinion concerning immunity for the Trustees. She stated 

that while it was certain the Board intended to abide by their fiduciary duty, conflicts issues are 

raised depending on who the Board decides to contract with –the state, county, or city--in future 

negotiations concerning the building. She recommended that time be allowed to seek a formal 

opinion from the FPPC before the Board decided to enter into any contract.  Trustee DeWitt stated 

that she believes that we are conflating some things again. She has a question about if E.D. Chew 

is saying that she believes there is a possible conflict of interest under the FPPC for even voting on 

whether or not to delay the historic designation. And then there is a separate issue about whether 

or not there is a fiduciary duty and or a FPPC issue for Gensler. That is a different issue. She 

wants to keep them separate because she believes the analysis is different. She has some different 

issues with the Gensler analysis because she does not believe that we are contracting with that 

consulting firm, so to her that does not rise to the level of being a problem. Again, she is not an 

expert on the FPPC. President Juhas then stated that we should be able to stop this without a 

conflict. He is with Trustee DeWitt in his belief that there is not an ethical problem. Vice President 

Seigle stated that she does not see anything happening in the next three to six months where we 

are waiting for a grant to come in, but we have to have this designation in order for the grant to 

come in. She does not see how a delay would make us lose money because of the delay. Trustee 

DeWitt inquired that a delay is not a conflict, but voting on going forward is? Vice President 

Seigle responded that she does not see how. President Juhas called the question. The staff 

recommendation is the nomination of the library to the national register of historic places 

scheduled on August 8 move forward. Trustee Fregoso then asked what exactly we can do if we 

cannot delay it. If they take it off of the consent calendar there is a discussion. Can that result in a 

delay? Do we even have the ability to do that? Vice President Seigle responded that it seems like if 

we showed up at the discussion and said we would like to postpone this for three months that they 

would say okay. Trustee DeWitt asked if we need to or should do anything at this point. President 

Juhas responded that if we do nothing then it will proceed. He inquired who would oppose or 

delay this going forward. Trustee Fregoso then suggested tabling this until the next Board Meeting 

so that the Trustees can think it over.  

 

The Board decided to carry over Items 4.3, 4.4, and 5.1 to the July Board Meeting. 

 

4.4       Update:  Superior Court Offer for Gensler Firm to Assess LA Law Library  

 

5.0      CLOSED SESSION 

5.1         Conference with Labor Negotiator (G.C. 54957.6). Library Negotiator: 

Executive Director Katherine H. Chew, with Finance Director Marcelino Juarez; 

Employee Organization:  SEIU Local 721  

6.0         RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION/ CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT  

 (Pursuant to Government Code §54957.1)-Katherine H. Chew 

7. 0    AGENDA BUILDING  

Items not on the posted agenda may be presented by a Trustee and, if      requested, may 

be referred to staff or placed on the agenda for consideration at a future meeting of the 

Board.  

 

8.0      EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

9.0      ADJOURNMENT 

 

There being no further business to come before the Board the meeting was adjourned at 

1:38pm. The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Law Library Trustees is scheduled for 

Monday, July 14, 2025 at 12:15pm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                    ______________________________________________ 

    Katherine Chew, Executive Director and Secretary 

    Los Angeles County Law Library Board of Trustees 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: July 14, 2025 
 
TO: Board of Law Library Trustees 
 
FROM: Katherine H. Chew, Executive Director 
 
RE: Approval of Revisions to Job Description-Managing Librarian, 

Legal Education; Support Supervisor, Branches; Library Associate, 
Branches; Library Associate, Public Interest; Librarian, Public 
Interest; Administrative Technician, Education; Community 
Resources Specialist; Senior IT Project Manager  

  
 

SUMMARY 
INTERIM SUPERVISORY POSITIONS TO BE MADE PERMANENT-PUBLIC AND LEGAL EDUCATION 
 
Upon the retirement of Janine Liebert, Director, Public and Legal Education on 
December 20, 2024, it became necessary to implement a temporary plan for managing 
the department’s staff until the Director position was filled.  During the recruitment 
period, the Interim Senior Librarian managed the daily operations of the Public and 
Legal Education team, and all job descriptions were changed to reflect this interim 
senior management role.  In addition, two interim supervisory roles were created to 
assure seamless delivery of services to patrons while the search continued for a new 
Director. 
 
The Librarian, Legal Education was revised to Interim Managing Librarian, Legal 
Education, and this position took over management of the Administrative Technician, 
Education. The Library Associate, Branches position was revised to Interim Support 
Supervisor, Branches, and this position assumed supervision of all part time Library 
Associates, Branches.  Both interim supervisory positions have positively streamlined 
the operations of the Public and Legal Education team and staff have determined 
changing these positions from interim to permanent will have a positive impact on 
organization and implementation of programs moving forward.  In addition, keeping 
these supervisory roles in place now will allow the new Director to focus more on 
overall management tasks and strategic planning. The word “Interim” will therefore 
need to be removed from the job descriptions to reflect the positions are now 
permanent. 
 
The Administrative Technician job description will also need to remove “Interim” to 
reflect this position is under the direct supervision of the Managing Librarian, Legal 
Education.  Likewise, the Library Associate, Branches, job description will need to 
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remove “Interim” to reflect this position is under the direct supervision of the Support 
Supervisor. 
 
Chelsea Leigh Flucus has now filled the Director of Public and Legal Education.  As she is 
now taking overall management of the department instead of the Interim Senior 
Librarian, all job descriptions with the department must now be revised to reflect this 
change in management. This includes the above-mentioned positions as well as the 
Community Resources Specialist.   
 

TERMINATION OF GOOGLE DIGITIZATION SCAN PROJECT REQUIRING UPDATE TO JOB 

DESCRIPTION 
 
The Senior IT Project Manager job description included management of one Library 
Technician and two Library Aides who worked on a scanning briefs for the Google 
Digitization Scan Project.  In March 2025 the Library determined it would be necessary 
to end the Google Digitization Scan Project. 
 
When staff were advised of the required lay-offs resulting from the ending of the 
Project, the Library Technician resigned from their position. The two Library Aides chose 
to seek other positions.  One has since been re-assigned to the Facilities Department, 
and the other has been assigned to a position in the Executive Office.   Given this, the 
Senior IT Project Manager job description must be updated to reflect there is no longer 
a supervisory role with the Google Digitization Scan Project. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Attached to this Staff Report are the redlined versions of the job descriptions reflecting 
the changes.  Staff recommends that the Board approve the attached updated job 
descriptions for the positions described above to accurately reflect the supervisory roles 
and direct reports as they exist currently. 
 



































































AGENDA ITEM 4.0/DISCUSSION ITEM 4.1 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: July 14, 2025 
 
TO: Board of Law Library Trustees 
  
FROM: Katherine H. Chew, Executive Director  
  
RE: Discussion of Los Angeles Superior Court Request to Delay Nomination of  

         National Historic Landmark Designation for Los Angeles County Law  

       Library 

 

I. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SINCE JUNE 25, 2025 MEETING 
 
This Discussion Item is continued from the June 25, 2025 meeting for further 
deliberation.  This section addresses questions that were raised at that last meeting 
as set forth below: 
 

A. What are the final steps in the process for the Library’s nomination? 
 
On August 8, 2025 the State Historical Resources Commission is scheduled to 
consider and act upon the nomination of LA Law Library as a National Historic 
Landmark.  Back in November 2024, the Board approved the hiring of Teresa 
Grimes, Historic Preservationist, to review historical documentation, prepare an 
application for the individual listing of the Library on the National Register, and work 
with the Commission on subsequent drafts for final consideration.  Consideration of 
the Library’s designation for individual listing is on the Consent Calendar for the 
August 8, 2025 hearing.  
 
Should the Commission certify the recommendation for nomination on August 8, 
2025, it will be submitted to the National Park Service in Washington, D.C. for final 
review and listing by the Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places. The 
National Park Service makes a listing decision within 45 days. 
 

B. What advantages are there to obtaining a Historical Landmark 
Designation? 

 
In 2009 the Library was deemed eligible for an individual listing as a California and 
National historic property, having been declared one of the many historical 
buildings that make up the Los Angeles Civic Center Historic District in the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Regional Connector Transit 
Corridor project.  The hearing on August 8, 2025 simply formalizes the Library’s 
standing as a landmark with an individual listing rather than the project’s general 
recognition that the Library is one of many other buildings identified as part of the 
Los Angeles Civic Center Historic District. 
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As discussed at last month’s Board meeting, an individual listing would not only 
publicly recognize the Library has historical significance statewide and nationwide 
but also provide the opportunity for the following: media publicity of our services 
and increased community outreach; an increase in the value of the property itself; 
and eligibility for grants that support the maintenance and preservation of the 
building.  
 
Staff have included in the Attachment A to this staff report a list, while not 
exhaustive, of possible grant programs available to the Library upon being 
designated as a National Historic Landmark.   
 
 

C. What options are available to delay the landmark designation given the 
matter is already on the consent calendar for the State Historical 
Resources Commission August 8, 2025 hearing? 

 
Option 1: The Board of Trustees, as the “property owners,” have the right to 
formerly object to its own application for landmark designation.  However, this 
option is not likely to temporarily delay the nomination given the process is in its 
final stages. 
  
The State Historical Resources Commission is governed by the open meeting laws 
set forth in the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. Under this Act, if an interested 
party, a board member, or staff member objects to an item on the consent 
calendar, the item will be removed from the consent calendar and considered 
separately. If an item is removed from the consent calendar, the public is also 
allowed to present testimony and evidence regarding that specific matter. 
 
Though somewhat unusual, as “owners” of the property, the Board of Trustees 
could formerly object to its own application for the nomination. This would have the 
effect of moving the matter off the consent calendar onto the discussion agenda.   
The objection must, however, focus on the merits of the nomination itself. In other 
words, does the Library meet the criteria and hold the historical significance as 
asserted in the application? Members of the public may also present testimony and 
evidence regarding the nomination.  
 
At the June Board meeting, members of the public and representatives of SEIU 721 
provided public comment in support of preserving the Library, and it is likely the 
same or other individuals would provide testimony or evidence at the August 8, 
2025 hearing if the matter was moved to the Discussion agenda.  “The Commission 
would only deliberate on the question whether the Library meets the criteria to 
have an individual listing on the National Register as a National Historic Landmark. 
  
The Library cannot be formally listed on either the California Register or the 
National Register over the objection of the property owners (Board of Trustees).  
However, the State Historical Resources Commission can still deliberate to 
determine if the Library is eligible for the National Register.  The nomination would 
still be submitted to the Keeper of the National Register as a determination of 
eligibility for the National Register, rather than a nomination for actual listing in the 
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National Register. Eligibility still triggers federal undertaking reviews under Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
Since the Library has already been deemed eligible for designation as a contributor 
to the Los Angeles Civic Center Historical District in the 2009 the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Regional Connector Transit Corridor project, 
and Ms. Grimes’ application further supports that finding, it is anticipated that the 
Commission will determine the Library is eligible for the National Register though 
the Library could not actually be listed due to the Board’s objections to their  
application. 
 
Option 2:  The Board of Trustees could request the nomination be completely 
removed from the August 8, 2025 Agenda. This option, however, may preclude the 
Library from a nomination for individual listing in the future. 
 
At the June 25, 2025 meeting there was an inquiry as to whether it was possible to 
withdraw the application from the August 8, 2025 agenda altogether to accomplish 
a delay in the matter. Staff have been advised that it is possible to withdraw the 
nomination from consideration by submitting such a request in writing, preferably 
10 days in advance, but such an action will likely have the practical result of 
precluding an individual listing for the Library for the foreseeable future rather than 
simply delaying the process.  This is because there are other pending projects in line 
for consideration.  
 
Specifically, the State Historic Preservation Office explicitly cautioned staff that if 
the Board of Trustees chose to withdraw its request for nomination, there would be 
no guarantee it would re-schedule the Library’s nomination on a subsequent agenda 
in the future.  This is because their staff has already expended considerable time 
and effort in preparing the Library’s nomination to place it on the August 8, 2025 
agenda ahead of other projects. Since numerous other worthy properties seeking 
the same honor are in line behind the Library to be considered for approval, in 
fairness to others, the Commission advised it is not inclined to entertain a second 
review of the Library’s application in a subsequent meeting. The State Historic 
Preservation Office emphasized that their staff must devote their time and effort to 
other pending applications from parties who are committed to the review process 
and desire approval.  
 
Given this cautionary message from the State Historic Preservation Office, as a 
practical matter, the August 8, 2025 hearing may be the only viable opportunity to 
seek a formal individual listing on the National Register for the foreseeable future. 
 

D. If the Library has a National Historic Landmark Designation,  what are the 
procedures to demolish the building if the Board determines it is 
necessary?  

 
It is important to note that the LA Law Library, together with the Stanley Mosk 
Courthouse, are currently deemed eligible for listing in the National Register 
through Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and are automatically 
listed in the California Register of Historic Properties.  This is because in 2009 they 
were determined to be part of the Los Angeles Civic Center Historic District. This 
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eligibility means any demolition project of either building is subject to California 
Environmental Quality Act review which would involve an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). In other words, by virtue of their current eligibility from the 2009 
study, CEQA applies to any demolition project, with or without the Library’s 
individual listing as a designated National Historic Landmark. (See Attached B, July 
9, 2025 Letter to the Trustees and copy of 2009 Civic Center Historic District Survey 
identifying Stanley Mosk Courthouse {page 14 of 39} and the Library {page 22 of 39} 
as protected historic resources.) 
 
The formal designation of the Library as a National Historic Landmark at the August 
8 hearing will recognize it as being of national significance and “possesses 
exceptional value or quality in illustrating and interpreting the heritage of the 
United States.”  This recognition does not, however prevent changes being made to 
the property that can completely alter its character.  When a designated property is 
altered so that it has lost its ability to convey its national significance, the 
withdrawal of its designation must be considered.  The Trustees, as owners, or the 
Secretary of the Interior, may request withdrawal of the designation.   
 
There are four criteria to justify withdrawal of a designation: 

1) The property has ceased to meet criteria for designation, the qualities for 
which it was originally designated have been lost or destroyed 

2) Additional information forthcoming after the designation demonstrates that 
the property does not possess sufficient significance to be a National 
Historic Landmark 

3) A professional error was made in the designation of the property 
4) There was a prejudicial error in the designation process 

 
Loss of integrity (through alteration, addition, or demolition) is the most common 
reason for the withdrawal of Landmark designation.  Should the Board later decide 
to demolish the building, the first step would be to apply for a permit to demolish.  
As stated above, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review 
requirements would first have to be met to get approval of a permit to demolish.    
 
CEQA is triggered by discretionary actions (not ministerial actions). The demolition 
of the Library would be a discretionary action by LAMC Section 91.106.4.5. There 
are various CEQA documents that would need to be prepared, but the demolition 
would require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The demolition, however, 
would not be analyzed separate and apart from a replacement project—such as 
construction of a new courthouse -- which would require an EIR because the Los 
Angeles Civic Center Historic District is listed in the California Register.  
 

The demolition would be considered a significant impact that could not be 

mitigated to a less than significant level. The EIR would need to include an 

analysis as to whether alternatives can achieve the objectives of the new 

project but do not require the demolition of the Library. If the Lead Agency 

(either the County or City) decided that it still prefers the new project 

involving the demolition of the Library, it would adopt a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations.   
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If it was determined that there are no measures that would mitigate the 

demolition of the Library, a Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) report 

would likely be recommended. A HABS report includes large format black and 

white photographs and other documentation. The report would become part 

of the HABS Collection at the Library of Congress.   
 

II. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION WAS PROVIDED TO THE BOARD AT THE 

JUNE 25, 2025 BOARD MEETING AND IS REPEATED HERE FOR 

CONTINUED DISCUSSION AT THE JULY 14, 2025 BOARD MEETING. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
On April 24, 2024, the LA Conservancy gave a presentation to the Board of Trustees 
about the benefits of applying for a historic landmark designation for the Los 
Angeles County Law Library.  Staff suggested that such a designation could play a 
vital role in ensuring the protection and preservation of the Library, possibly open 
avenues for grant funding, and allow for technical assistance in preservation for 
aging infrastructure. In light of the Library’s critical outreach on a local, state, 
national and global level, staff determined that a listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places would be most appropriate.  
 
At the board meeting on November 20, 2024, the Trustees approved staff’s 
recommendation to retain the services of Historic Preservationist Teresa Grimes to 
apply for a National Historic Landmark Designation. The cost to the Library for this 
endeavor included the following: $12,000 for the first and second drafts, $2,500 for 
the final, and $500 for expenses such as parking, printing, and postage. This list of 
expenditures incurred does not include attendance at the State Historical Resource 
Commission meeting, which is typically held in Sacramento, and is currently 
scheduled.  
 
On May 28, 2025, Executive Director Katherine Chew and Ms. Grimes received 
notice that the State Historical Resources Commission intends to consider and act 
on the nomination of the Library to the National Register of Historic Places (National 
Register).  The hearing is set for Friday, August 8, 2025, at 9:00 am at the Secretary 
of State Building Auditorium, 1500 11th Street, Sacramento, CA  95814. Ms. Grimes 
advised staff that she would virtually appear for the meeting and therefore the 
expected cost for her services to attend the Sacramento meeting via Zoom is 
minimal. 
 
In accordance with Federal Regulations 36 CFR Part 60.6 ( c ) and Certified Local 
Government Agreement between the Office of Historic Preservation and the Office 
of Historic Resources, Los Angeles Planning Department, official notices of the 
hearing were also sent to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors and Principal 
City Planner and Manager Ken Bernstein.  In addition, the Office of Historic 
Preservation sent official notice to Mayor Karen Bass.  (Attached to this Staff Report 
are the Official Notices sent to all parties, Attachment C.) 
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REQUEST OF LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT: 
 
At the board meeting on May 28, 2025, Executive Officer/Clerk of the Court David 
Slayton, and the Honorable Sergio C. Tapia II, Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, 
County of Los Angeles, gave a presentation of the proposed Master Facilities Plan to 
re-develop the civic center corridor.   It was suggested that one option would be for 
the Library to sell its current parcel and move to another location so that the 
Superior Court could demolish the Library building and use the parcel for a new 
courthouse.  It is staff’s understanding that the court has requested the Trustees 
delay the Nomination of National Historic Landmark Designation for the Los Angeles 
County Law Library.    
 
At the Board’s June 25, 2025 meeting, Staff invited Andrew Salimian from the LA 
Conservancy, as well as Ken Bernstein, Principal City Planner and Manager of the Los 
Angeles Office of Historic Resources, to answer questions and assist the Board of 
Trustees as they deliberate whether to delay the scheduled nomination on August 8, 
2025.  The Board did not complete deliberations at that meeting and therefore 
continue its discussion at the July 14, 2025 meeting.  
 
Staff also provides the below general information to assist the Trustees in its 
deliberations. 

GENERAL INFORMATION PERTINENT TO THE DISCUSSION:  
 

A. STATUTORY AND COMMON LAW GUIDELINES TO FOLLOW:   What statutory or other law 
provides guidance to the Board of Trustees in considering the Court’s request while 
remaining transparent in their public role?     

 
The Los Angeles County Law Library (LA Law Library) operates under the California 
Business and Professions Code Section 6300 et seq. as an independent public agency. 
(Board of Law Library Trustees of Los Angeles County v. Lowery (1945) 67 Cal.App.2d 
480, 482) It’s seven-member Board of Trustees set policy and appoint the Executive 
Director.  The Board consists of five Superior Court judges appointed by the Presiding 
Judge of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County and two members are appointed 
by the County Board of Supervisors. 
 

BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE §6343:   The Board of Trustees “may make and enforce 
all rules, regulations, and by-laws necessary for the administration, government, and 
protection of the law library.” 
 
Though not defined in statutes creating county law libraries, a “Trustee” serving on a 
Board under common law is understood to mean one occupying a position of trust and 
having the same fiduciary duty a trustee owes to a trust.  Trustees’ duty of loyalty is to 
the Library when acting in their capacity as Library Trustees; not to their employer or the 
individual or entity that appointed them. Under this standard, a Trustee may not favor 
the agency or the person who appointed them to Library’s Board over the Library’s 
interests. To do so would run afoul of the fiduciary obligations owed to the Library. 
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B. COMMON QUESTIONS HOW THE HISTORIC LANDMARK DESIGNATION OF LA LAW LIBRARY 

WILL AFFECT FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
(BASED ON INFORMATION PROVIDED BY  The Top Ten Myths About Historic Preservation, 

Bernstein, Ken, Top Ten Myths_0.pdf; and The (Economic) Value of National 
Register Listing, Rypkema, Donovan D., CRW, No,1-2002; The Economic Effect of 
National Register Listing, Rypkema, Donovan D.) See Attachment D to this Staff 
Report) 

 

1.  LOS ANGELES CIVIC CENTER HISTORICAL DISTRICT:  Are the Stanley Mosk 
Courthouse and Library subject to California historic preservation laws and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in the event of future 
construction?   
Yes.  In 2009 both were determined to be contributors to the Los Angeles Civic 
Center Historical District as part of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority Regional Connector Transit Corridor project.  Both the 
Stanley Mosk Courthouse and Los Angeles County Law Library were deemed 
eligible for California and National designation. 
 
Hence, a CEQA review applies to projects involving either building, in that 
proposed construction may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of historical resources.  The City of Los Angeles must evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts associated with planning approvals.  

 
2. DEED OF DEDICATION:   Does the Deed of Dedication for the Library parcel 

provide insight to the intended use of the property? 
Yes.  In the Deed of Dedication, dated March 3, 1950 provides as follows: “The 
purpose for which said property is set aside and dedicated is to enable the 
Grantee to erect and maintain thereon, permanently, a Law Library Building, 
and to provide access from the surrounding public streets and public places to 
such building...Grantee agrees not to disturb, move, or demolish any existing 
building or improvement on said property until it becomes necessary to do so 
in order to carry out such purposes economically.” 
 

3. ABILITY TO DEMOLISH THE PROPERTY IF DESIGNATED:  If the Library is designated as 
a historical landmark, is it protected forever and can never be demolished? 
No.  Landmark designation ensures a more thorough review of demolition 
proposals, but it does not prohibit demolition outright.  In Los Angeles, 
designation as a landmark allows the City’s Cultural Heritage Commission to 
object to the issuance of a demolition permit, but only for 180 days.  The City 
Council may then extend the objection to demolition for an additional 180 days. 

 
 4. ABILITY TO CHANGE THE PROPERTY IF DESIGNATED:  If the Library is designated as a   
historical landmark, will this prevent any changes or updates to the property? 

 
No.  Owners of Landmark designation structures may make very significant 
changes to their structures.  Historic preservation laws are not meant to prevent 
change but rather to manage change.  Only the most significant or “character 
defining” historic elements of a property should be retained.  New additions are 
allowed so long as they are compatible with the site’s historic architecture.  

https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/e315c7f3-e066-470d-be31-bb05a01b0f42/Top%20Ten%20Myths_0.pdf
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Repair of deteriorated historic features are preferred, but do allow for 
replacement where the severity of deterioration leaves no other option. 

 
5. EFFECT OF LANDMARK DESIGNATION ON PROPERTY VALUE:  If the Library is 

designated as a historical landmark, what is the effect of the property value? 
 
Studies across the nation conclusively demonstrate that historic designation and the 
creation of historic districts actually increase property values.  It has been found in 
studies using a variety of methodologies by independent researchers that property 
values in local historic districts appreciate significantly faster than the market as a 
whole in the vast majority of cases, and appreciate at rates equivalent to the market 
in the worst case.  In other words, local historic districts enhance property values. 

 
Given the above, a landmark designation would likely enhance the value of the 
Library’s parcel.  In the future, should the Trustees later wish to entertain offers 
from the State on behalf of the Court as potential buyers, a landmark designation 
would add value to any purchase price in negotiations. Conversely, delaying 
designation at the request of a potential buyer (the Court) could be perceived as 
weakening the Library’s position in any future negotiations and a possible conflict of 
interest and breach of fiduciary duty. 

 
6. PRESERVATION IS MORE EXPENSIVE THAN NEW CONSTRUCTION:   If the Library is 

designated as a historical landmark, will the costs to preserve the property be 
more expensive than new construction? 
Not necessarily. Historic preservation is typically more cost effective than new 
construction.  This is because upgrades are usually less expensive than the costs 
of building all-new foundations, structural systems, roofs and building finishes.  

 
 
 
 
 
The Los Angeles Superior Court has expressed safety concerns during an 
earthquake in its current building.  The Court determined the cost to renovate or 
retrofit the Stanley Mosk Courthouse is so cost prohibitive that it is necessary to 
effectuate a complete teardown and build a new structure.  This conclusion has 
led the Court to believe the Library faces the same challenges and therefore 
suggests that the Library participate in its master plan to tear down both buildings 
and build new structures. 

 
However, the Library building’s design differs substantially from the Stanley Mosk 
Courthouse although they were both constructed near in time. Given the 
differences in shape, design, and purpose, consultants have advised they cannot 
be compared as equal in assessing vulnerabilities in the event of an earthquake.  
Currently the Library is awaiting an assessment from an earthquake retrofit 
assessment consultant.  Preliminary visual inspection reports suggest that the 
Library’s structure, construction, and design may require only retrofitting of a few 
floors as opposed to an entire tear down.  More information from the consultant 
is pending. 



07/14/2025 
Page 9 

 

 
 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Staff recommends that the nomination of the Library to the National Register of 
Historic Places (National Register), scheduled for August 8, 2025, move forward 
without delay. This designation, largely honorific, recognizes the Library’s 
outstanding historical significance locally, nationally, and globally.  It illustrates the 
Library’s 134-year significance in the commitment to the rule of law and would 
serve as a symbol of commitment to access to justice for not just the citizens of Los 
Angeles but for the world.  In addition, it’s architectural significance is one of pride 
for the city as it is considered a prominent example of a civic building with 
Modernist geometric details, a contributor to the Los Angeles Civic Center Historic 
District, and one of the foremost remaining architectural designs of the renowned 
firm of Austin, Fields and Fry.     
 
In addressing the Los Angeles Superior Court’s request for delay, staff recommends 
that there are reasons-both practical and socially impactful-- to move forward 
without delaying the designation:  
 

1. The Library is an independent government agency established under the 
California Business and Professions Code §6300 et al. and owns both the 
property and the building by virtue of the Deed of Dedication. By statute 
and common law, its Board of Trustees owe a fiduciary duty to protect the 
Library assets.  This position of trust dictates that they avoid actual or 
perceived conflicts of interest, and their duty of loyalty is to the Library and 
not to the entity that appointed them.  The Board has sought designation in 
the interest of the Library, and any decision to delay must be based on the 
Library’s best interests and not out of loyalty to the Court or County Board 
of Supervisors who appointed them. 

2. Moving forward with the August 8, 2025 hearing will have no effect on 
slowing or expediting the Court’s ability to execute its plans for its vision of 
its Facilities Master Plan for a new courthouse; 

3. Both the Stanley Mosk Courthouse and the Library will be subject to CEQA 
and California Historical Preservation laws in any construction project 
moving forward: they are both contributors of the Los Angeles Civic Center 
Historic District and an integral part of the planning, design, development, 
and operations of the mid-20th century city and county governmental 
complex part of the Civic Center Historical District.  Hence, a historical 
landmark designation for the Library will be of no consequence for the 
Court’s expected development schedule:  the Court will still need to comply 
with CEQA historic preservation review regardless of the Library’s 
designation. 

4. The intent expressed in the Deed of Dedication provides that the Library 
building was to be erected and maintained permanently for the purposes of 
public access rather than demolished upon request of a stakeholder in the 
civic center corridor. 

5. The designation does not prevent the Trustees from later determining, if 
necessary and in the best interests of the Library, that the property should 
be demolished, upgraded, improved, or otherwise changed in any way. 
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6. The designation will add value to the property, placing the Library in a 
stronger bargaining position in the event the Trustees choose to engage in 
negotiations for the sale or improvement of the property; 

7. The August 8, 2025 hearing will allow for public comment either supporting 
or in opposition of the designation, so delay is not necessary. 

 















































































































































 AGENDA ITEM 4.0/CONSENT ITEM 4.2 

 

 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: July 14, 2025 
 
TO: Board of Law Library Trustees 
 
FROM: Katherine H. Chew, Executive Director 
 
RE:   Update:  Superior Court Offer for Gensler Firm to Assess LA Law Library  

 
INTRODUCTION: (THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION WAS PROVIDED TO THE BOARD AT THE JUNE 

25, 2025 BOARD MEETING AND IS REPEATED HERE FOR CONTINUED DISCUSSION AT THE JULY 14, 
2025 BOARD MEETING.) 
 
GENSLER CONTRACT WITH COUNTY ASSET MANAGEMENT BRANCH 

 
At the May 28, 2025 Board of Trustees meeting, Executive Officer/Clerk of the Court of 
the Los Angeles Superior Court, David Slayton, advised the Board that the County has 
entered into a contract with Gensler, a global architecture, design, and planning firm to 
assist with the implementation of its Facilities Master Plan for the upper end of Grand 
Park in the Civic Center District.  Mr. Slayton did not provide details concerning the 
scope of work that is covered under this contract.  However, Allen Leslein, Director of 
the Court’s Facilities Services and Capital Projects, has since represented that the 
County’s Asset Management Branch hired the Gensler firm in 2019 and amended its 
scope of work to include the “Civic Center Masterplan.”  According to Mr. Leslein, the 
Court is “not contractually linked” to the Gensler contract, but is partnering with the 
County in overseeing and paying for this work. 
  
As far as staff is aware, official design plans for the Court’s vision of its new planned 
courthouse and proposed relocation of other buildings in the District are not finalized 
and dates are still to be scheduled for public comment.  Given this, appraisals of parcels 
and existing structures, expected costs of construction, zoning and permitting 
considerations for new structures, and formal negotiations concerning the sale of any 
parcel have yet to occur. The Board was informed at the May meeting that State funds 
for the planned redevelopment are not expected to be available until two to three years 
into the future.   
 
Despite these unknown factors, the Court intends to develop a site selection design plan 
by the end of this year. One of the Court’s expressed preferences is to assume control 
over the Library’s parcel and demolish it’s building, clearing the way for construction of 
the new courthouse.  Mr. Slayton has surmised that selling the Library parcel would be 
so profitable that the Trustees could use the proceeds to build a new multi-story 
building at another unspecified location as part of the overall Masterplan.  To this end, 
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the Court is offering the Library the services of Gensler to complete an “assessment” of 
the Library, free of charge.  This offer for free services, however, is apparently 
conditioned upon keeping the Court’s urgent timeline and allowing Gensler immediate 
access to the Library to perform its work. 
 
 

INFORMATION AND CLARIFICATION NEEDED 

Currently there is limited information available concerning the scope of work assigned 
to Gensler under the contract.  Staff has not been informed as to purpose of an 
assessment of the Library building, and why there is an immediate need to have the 
assessment done.  Staff suggests it would be helpful to obtain further clarification to 
address the below before the Board can reasonably respond to Mr. Slayton’s offer: 
 

1. Signatories to the Gensler contract:  The Court has stated it is “not contractually 
linked” to the Gensler contract.  Rather, the signatories to the contract are the 
County’s Asset Management Branch and Gensler firm.  Given this, there is a 
question how the Court can offer Gensler services free of charge to the Library.  
Neither the Court nor the Library are signatories to the Contract, so presumably 
neither would have any contractual obligations to abide by its terms of 
performance, liabilities, insurance coverage, prevailing wages, and other basic 
contractual elements.  A copy of the Gensler contract might clear up whether it 
is possible for the Court to offer, and the Library to accept, free services. 

2. The Library’s independence:    The Library is an independent public agency, not 
a County “asset.” The County’s Asset Management Branch is the actual 
signatory with Gensler. It would appear that only County assets would fall 
within the scope of work, not an independent public agency like the Library. The 
Library has no guarantee that Gensler would perform its services on a gratuitous 
basis for the Library on the basis of the Court’s promise to cover the costs.  If 
Gensler performs the assessment as suggested by a non-signatory party (the 
Court), will Gensler later expect payment from the Library since the assessment 
would be work outside of the Contract terms? Clarification of this is necessary. 

3. What would the proposed assessment entail?  
The contract describing the scope of work contemplated has not been provided 
to staff to date. It is unclear what would be assessed as a result.  Is the proposed 
assessment to determine design or retrofitting?  Is the proposed assessment to 
focus on earthquake vulnerabilities?  Is the intent to ascertain preservation of 
aging infrastructure or to support the need for complete demolition?  At this 
point the Library is unclear of the proposed scope of work and the access 
needed in terms of time and space of its facility.  

4. How will a Gensler assessment now benefit the Library in the future?  
As a practical matter, it is difficult to know how an assessment from Gensler 
performed now will have any value or usefulness two to three years into the 
future.  The Court does not expect funding until two to three years and 
construction would not begin until then. Whether free of charge or at a cost, the 
Gensler services are not particularly needed by the Library presently.  The 
Library parcel and property are currently not for sale.  No construction of a new 
building is contemplated at this time.  An assessment based on today’s 
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construction costs could be useless in two to three years given the volatility in 
the markets and global economy.  While it is understood the Court is committed 
to meeting a time sensitive deadline for its purposes, the Library does not have 
an immediate deadline to meet. Finally, if there is a need for an assessment in 
the Library’s future,  it would be in the Library’s best interests to consult with an 
architectural and design firm of its choice, particularly one with expertise in the 
design of libraries and possibly historical buildings. 
 
 

5. The Library has already commenced consultations with experts concerning 
safety of its facility:   
The Library has been engaging in efforts to assure the safety of its patrons and 
staff on an ongoing basis for the past year and a half.  For instance, as part of its 
due diligence, it has contracted with structural civil engineer experts for an 
assessment of what would be needed to retrofit the building to address any 
vulnerabilities in the event of an earthquake.  The project is ongoing.  If the 
intent of the Gensler assessment offer is to address the building’s safety, such 
an assessment is not necessary and duplicative.  While the proposal is that the 
Library would not be charged for a Gensler assessment, there is a concern it 
would nonetheless be an unnecessary expenditure of public funds on the 
County and Court’s part with the Library being a beneficiary at the public’s 
expense.  It is clear all parties would want to avoid such a public perception. 

6. Conflict of interests issues:   
The Board of Trustees are a governing body of an independent public agency, 
and as such must consider any conflict of interest issues that arise when 
contracting with the State or County given the statutory framework for 
appointments.    Special Counsel have advised the Library that it would be best 
to first seek an opinion from the Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC) on 
certain conflict of interest issues that could arise before entering into any 
contractual relationships.  This is particularly important here because if the 
Trustees become the signatories to any contract with the State and County, 
certain scenarios would trigger various requirements for disclosure of potential 
conflicts, the need for recusal, and procedures to follow for decision-making if 
the number of recusals prevents the lack of a quorum for the governing body.   
 
It is important to note that advice from private attorneys cannot immunize the 
Trustees from subsequent civil or criminal consequences regarding conflicts of 
interest; however, a formal opinion on these issues from the Fair Political 
Practices Commission (“FPPC”) can provide certain immunities from 
enforcement actions by the FPPC in the event the Trustees enter into a contract 

with the State, County, or third party hired by the State or County.  Seeking a 

formal opinion may take some time as staff anticipate there may be a need for 
follow up information than what has already been provided for a complete 
analysis.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
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Staff recommends that the Trustees delay any plan for the Gensler firm to assess the 
Library until the above matters have been clarified.  Furthermore, obtaining a formal 
opinion from the FPPC first before proceeding will assure the Board of immunity 
protections that would not otherwise be available should the Trustees agree to contract 
with the State, Court, County, or Gensler firm. 


