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Channel Law Group, LLP

8383 Wilshire Blvd.
Suite 750
Beverly Hills, CA 90211

Phone: (310) 347-0050
www.channellawgroup.com

JULIAN K. QUATTLEBAUM, III Writer’s Direct Line: (310) 982-1760
JAMIE T. HALL * jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com
CHARLES J. McLURKIN

*ALSO Admitted in Texas

October 30, 2019
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Michelle Carter

Los Angeles City Planning Department
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
michelle.carter@lacity.org

Re: Comments on La Brea Bliss Project (623-671 South La Brea Avenue)
DCP Case Nos. ZA-2019-1744, VTT-82618, ENV-2019-1736
Zoning Administrator Hearing 10/23/19 at 9:30 a.m

Dear Ms. Carter:

This Office respectfully writes on behalf of UNITE HERE Local 11 and its members
(collectively “Local 11”°) to provide the City of Los Angeles (“City”) the following comments'
regarding the proposed eight-story, 201,123 square foot (“SF”’) mixed-use project including 121
residential units and 125 guest rooms (“Project”) on a 12-lot site at 623-671 South La Brea
Avenue (“Site”) proposed by La Brea Bliss, LLC on behalf of CGI Strategies (“Applicant”). In
short, Local 11 is concerned with the Project’s compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code
(“LAMC” or “Code”) and the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”™),2 and requests
the City disapproves the Project’s requested subdivision, land use entitlements, and
environmental review under a Sustainable Communities Project CEQA Exemption (“SCPE”)
(collectively “Project Approvals™).

Of great concern is this Project’s unprecedented misuse of the City’s Transit Oriented
Communities (“TOC”) incentives to provide hotel uses. Specifically, the Applicant improperly
shuffles floor area ratios and densities between the residential and hotel uses at the Site, misusing
the City’s TOC density incentives to produce inadequate housing plans — while using the extra
density to give itself a free hotel. This is a gross abuse of the TOC incentives and means that the
Project apportions more than one-third of its total allowed floor area to non-residential uses—at

! Please note that pages cited herein are either to the page’s stated pagination (referenced herein as “p. ##”) or the
page’s location in the referenced PDF document (referenced herein as “PDF p. ##”).
2 Inclusive of State CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 1500 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines™).







































E. HOTEL TOC PROJECTS ARE UNCHARTERED TERRITORY THAT MUST UNDERGO THE
STRICTEST SCRUTINY

Upon the review of more than 300 TOC projects, we were able to identify only two TOC projects
pending City approval that include hotel uses, this Project and a ten-story, 108,625-SF mixed-
use TOC project including 110-guest room, 45-residential units, and 6,212-SF ground floor
commercial/restaurant uses located at 6075 W. Pico Boulevard (DCP Case No. ZA-2018-3409)
(“Pico Hotel”). Based on their respective DCP applications, both of these projects are linked to
the same expediter (i.e., Three6ity), play the same three-card-monte shuffling of lot area to
calculate hotel/residential density, and max-out (or nearly max-out) the project site’s by-right
floor area on non-residential uses like the hotel (see Tbl. 5 on following page). Please stop this

practice now in its tracks.
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However, in violation of CEQA and the Brown Act, the agenda does not reference CEQA and
the City has not published any SCPE documentation showing the Project’s consistency with
various criteria and policies under the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS and implementation of all feasible
mitigation measures. The Zoning Administrator, of course, cannot hear or approve the Project’s
discretionary subdivision and land use entitlements without first publishing the Project’s
proposed SCPE and staff report concerning the Project’s land use entitlements, adopting that
CEQA compliance for the Project, and agendizing this all under CEQA. Azusa Land
Reclamation v. Main San Gabriel Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal.App.4™ 1165, 1190 (land use
approvals are discretionary action that must include CEQA compliance); San Joaquin Raptor
Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 1167 (Brown Act requires that
agenda must identify CEQA). Yet, none of that happened here. This is a blatant CEQA and
Brown Act violation.

IX. CITY CANNOT MAKE CODE-REQUIRED LAND USE FINDINGS

The Project requests approval of various land use entitlements and the environmental clearances
which the City must make numerous discretionary land use and CEQA findings, including but
not limited to those listed below:

o That the project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions
of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan;

e That the project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including
height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting,
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will
be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and
neighboring properties; and

o That any residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve
habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties.

e That the project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the
community, city, or region;

e That the project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety;
and

e That the proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent
community. See LAMC §§ 12.24.E, 12.24.W.1(a), 16.05.F.

Because the City fails to provide a staff report regarding the Project’s entitlements (much less a
staff report that addresses the issues raised herein), or any documentation showing the Project is
properly exempt from CEQA, the City cannot make to above-listed, Code-required land use
findings. Absent substantial evidence addressing the substantial issues with this Project,
particularly its inconsistency with the City’s TOC program, Local 11 respectfully requests that
the City decline any action on the Project Approvals.
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X. CONCLUSION

In summary, Local 11 appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Project’s Approvals.
However, as proposed, the Project is inconsistent with the City’s TOC incentive program and
must include more affordable housing units—such as applying the on-site restricted affordable
housing unit percentage to the Project’s entire hotel and residential components. Otherwise, the
City should reject the discretionary land use approvals requested by the Applicant.

The City’s TOC incentives are to be used to incentivize housing, not boutique hotels! Quite
simply, the tail (i.e., hotel) is wagging the dog (i.e., Project) here, which comes at the expense of

housing (market-rate and affordable). Non-residential uses are supposed to be a minor
complement to TOC housing projects. Here, the hotel component is the main feature of the
Project and the root cause of Applicant’s reverse engineering of the FAR numbers, which comes

at the expense of producing housing. This Project. if approved as requested, will set an awful
precedent for misuse of the TOC incentives.

The issues raised herein constitute substantial evidence that the Project is not consistent with
applicable land use plans, policies, and other zoning regulations. Again, this is not a by-right
project; you have the discretion to reject the Project and demand more for the residents of
Council District 4. You have the discretion, so please use it.

Sincerely,

%

Jamie T. Hall
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On behalf of the Hollywood United Neighborhood Council, we write to express our opposition
to the proposed Sustainable Communities Project Exemption (SCPE) and associated
entitlements for the proposed hotel/condo project at 639 S. La Brea Ave.

We are concerned that this project will set a negative precedent for both environmental review
that utilizes SB 375 and SCPEs and for misuse of the Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC)
incentives, intended to create housing with an affordable component, for a project that creates
more hotel rooms than housing.

Among other requirements, SB 375 requires that projects utilizing a SCPE are consistent with
the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy set by the local
metropolitan planning organization. The proposed SCPE does not include any analysis of how
the project will help meet the greenhouse gas reduction goals set by SCAG in 2016 RTP/SCS.
Additionally, the SCPE does not adequately justify the required water efficiency and energy
efficiency required to qualify for an SCPE. We need real data and documentation to ensure it is
consistent with the requirements set by SB 375.

Secondly, regarding the use of the TOC incentives, the Code makes clear that hotel rooms and
dwelling units must be tied to its lot area (see LAMC § 12.21.C.1(j)). The project is using the TOC
incentives to build more hotel rooms at the expense of housing, double counts lot area already
designated for housing, and allocates lot area entirely untethered to the project’s site plans. It
is important to get this right. This is the first TOC case to include a hotel or more than minor
amounts of non-residential space.

Thank you very much for your attention to this issue.



