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APPLICATIONS:

APPEAL APPLICATION

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1.

APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION
Appellant Bod
n

□ Area Planning Commission

JS( City Planning Commission

X

City Council

□ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: VTT 73966-CN and ENV-2015-4558-EIR
Project Address: 813-815 W. Olympic Blvd.; 947-951 S. Figueroa St.
Final Date to Appeal:

10/31/2019_____________________________

Type of Appeal:

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
0 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

2.

APPELLANT INFORMATION
Appellant’s name (print): Yelena Zeltser
Company: UNITE HERE Local11________
Mailing Address: 464 S. Lucas Ave., # 201
City: Los Angeles_____________________
Telephone: (213) 481-8530____________
•

3.

E-mail: yzeltser@unitehere11 .org

Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?
□ Self

•

Zip: 90017

State: C

0 Other:

UNITE HERE Local 11

Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position?

□ Yes

0 No

REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION
Representative/Agent name (if applicable):
Company:
Mailing Address:
State:

City:
Telephone:

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016)

Zip:

E-mail:

Page 1 of 2

4.

JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL
Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

El Entire

□ Part

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

□ Yes

El No

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: _______
Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

5.

• The reason for the appeal

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Specifically the points at issue

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
I certify that the statements cdfitained in this application are.

:e and true:
Date: 09/16/2019

Appellant Signature:

6.

FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):
o
o
o

Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
Justification/Reason for Appeal
Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
o

Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate
their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.
Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.
A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only
file as an individual on behalf of self.
Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).
Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said
Commission.
A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].
This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only

Base Fee:

Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):

Date:

Receipt No:

Deemed Complete by (Project Planner):

Date:

lo]ii /II

OloHtubfy
^determination authority notified

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016)

□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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Re:

Appeal justification Olympic Tower Project (813-815 w. Olympic Blvd. and 947-951S. Figueroa
St.); DCP CASE NOS. CPC-2015-4557, VTT-73966, EWV-2015-4558; CPC APPROVAL MADE EFFECTIVE BY
October 21,2019 Letter of determination

UNITE HERE Local 11 ("Local 11") hereby respectfully appeals (the "Appeal") the October 21, 2019 Letter
of Determination ("LOD") regarding the City of Los Angeles ("City") City Planning Commission's ("CPC")
approval of the above-referenced hotel and residential development ("Project") proposed by 0lymfig26,
LLC ("Applicant"), located at 813-815 W. Olympic Blvd. ("Site"). Under the Los Angeles Municipal Code
("LAMC" or "Code") and the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et
seq., Local 11 appeals: (1) CPC's approval of the Project's CEQA Environmental Impact Report ("EIR")
(State Clearinghouse No. 2016061048) under the Department of City Planning ("DCP") Case No. ENV2015-4558; and (2) CPC's denial of Local ll's appeal and sustaining of the Advisory Agency's approval of
the Project's Vesting Tentative Tract Map ("VTT") under DCP Case No. VTT 73966. The October 21, 2019
LOD is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

Reason for the Appeal: The Project's EIR fails to comply with CEQA. In particular, the EIR fails to
adequately analyze and implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project's
environmental impacts, particularly as they relate to air quality, greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions, land
use consistency, and transportation impacts. So too, the Project fails to comply with the Code
requirements concerning the Project's Transfer of Floor Area Rights ("TFAR") and its Public Benefit
payments, resulting in the loss of millions of dollars to fund important projects such as providing
affordable housing. Additionally, the discretionary entitlements are not by right, and the required land
use findings cannot be made without an adequate CEQA review and compliance with the City's TFAR
regulations. Thus, the findings made by CPC are not supported by substantial evidence.
Specific Points in Issue: The specific points at issue were fully outlined in the comment letters attached

hereto, and incorporated by this referenced all previous comments submitted by any commenting party
or agency, including but not limited to: Local ll's original appeal. Local ll's supplemental CPC
comments, and air quality/GHG comments submitted by environmental expert Autumn Wind Associates
(attached hereto as Exhibit B, C, and D [respectively]).
How Are You Aggrieved by The Decision: Local 11 represents more than 30,000 workers employed In
hotels, restaurants, airports, sports arenas, and convention centers throughout Southern California and
Arizona. Members of Local 11, including hundreds who live or work in the City of Los Angeles at or near
the Project Site, breathe the air, suffer traffic congestions, and will suffer other environmental impacts
of the Project unless it is properly analyzed and mitigated. So too, Local 11 members have a direct
interest in seeing that the State's environmental laws and the City's land-use laws are being followed,
and that the City satisfies its affordable housing obligations. Additionally, Local 11 is committed to the
assurance of responsible development in Los Angeles and informed decision-making by public officials
regarding projects that may cause significant impacts to the environment in the City of Los Angeles.
Hence, the granting this Appeal will confer substantial benefit not only to appellants Local 11 but also
the public, including citizens, residents, businesses and taxpayers affected by the Project, and will result
in the enforcement of important public rights.

Ill

How did the Decision-Maker Erred or Abused Their Discretion: The CPC approved the Project's EIR even
though there is substantial evidence demonstrating that the EIR fails to comply with CEQA. So too,
substantial evidence demonstrates the Applicant has failed to satisfy its TFAR obligations in accordance
with the Code. Without curing these defects, the various Code-required land use findings cannot be
made with substantial evidence, such as the findings required under LAMC §§ 17.03,17.15 and Gov.
Code §§ 66473.1 and 66474 subds. .60, .61, .63.
Local 11 reserves the right to supplement these comments at future hearings and proceedings for this
Project. See Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist, (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th
1109,1120 (CEQA litigation not limited only to claims made during the EIR comment period). Finally, on
behalf of appellant Local 11, this Office requests, to the extent not already on the notice list, for all
notices of CEQA actions, Appeal hearing and any approvals, Project CEQA determinations, or public
hearings to be held on the Project under state or local law requiring local agencies to mail such notices
to any person who has filed a written request for them. See Pub. Res. Code §§ 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092,
21092.2, 21108, 21167(f) and Gov. Code § 65092. Please send notice by electronic and regular mail to:
Jamie T. Hall, Esq., 8383 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 750, Beverly Hills, CA 90211,

i amie.hullgpchannellawgroupcom.
Sincerely;

V
Jamie T^Ha^
Attorney for Local 11
Attachments:
Exhibit A:
Exhibit B:
Exhibit C:
Exhibit D:

CPC Letter of Determination (10/21/19)
Local 11 Appeal (9/16/19)
Local 11 CPC Comments (10/7/19)
Autumn Wind Associates Air Quality & GHG Comments (10/8/19)

