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Susan Hunter 
LATU-YATA Appeal  
CPC-2014-4705-ZC-HD-DB-MCUP-CU-SPR 
 
The following documents demonstrate the actions of the applicant’s representative to 
intentionally create a confusing situation so that they can ultimately displace tenants. There are 
two documents attached, both are regarding the hybrid-TORS use that was requested for 5825 
Sunset in 2017. 
 
Jerry Neuman was with Liner LLP at the time of the request to create this new use of a dual 
residential and hotel usage. All 52 units at 5825 Sunset are allowed to be both hotel and 
residential at the same time. The discretion for the use is completely up to the operator. The use 
was granted with the condition that no tenants be evicted. According to a letter sent in by Jerry 
Neuman, no current tenants would be displaced. However, he also conditions this that it would 
only apply to tenants whose leases were going to be renewed. Denying a lease renewal is also the 
same thing as terminating the tenancy. It is also interesting to note that the signature on the letter 
guaranteeing that no tenants would be evicted matches the signature on the eviction notice sent 
to the tenants informing them that their tenancies were terminated, as they wouldn’t be given an 
option to renew.  
 
In email exchanges with a staff person at Liner with planning staff for the city, Jeremy Chan 
repeatedly told staff there would be no evictions. Until March 22nd when Mr. Chan tells Ms. Cho 
“Per the hearing, we were asked (to) propose a more surefooted guarantee for tenants staying in 
the apartments to ensure there is no forceful eviction. As such, aside from the tenant’s voluntary 
termination or non-payment of rent resulting in eviction, we would provide a 60-day notice 
period to tenants in the event of non-renewal. This would, in effect, allow for a tenant to remain 
longer if need be but not to stay beyond the notice period”. 
 
This exchange demonstrates two things. The applicant took advantage of the planning staff not 
knowing tenant law, and that they had already come up with a pathway to evict the tenants by 
not allowing them to continue in their leases with a 60-day notice to terminate. The difference 
being a court order to vacate, or a notice to terminate. This past March prior to COVID, two 
tenants received yet another 60-day notice of intent to terminate. These actions should end the 
TORS usage at the property since the applicant is in violation of a condition of approval. 
Planning staff have asked the city attorney to intervene on the usage termination. It is unclear 
what the current status is of the case.  
 
Due to these additional documents, I respectfully ask that Council strengthen the language 
already attached as a condition of approval for the proposed Yucca Argyle project, as well as a 
stronger enforcement method should the applicant or their representative decide to violate the 
intent of the spirit of the condition. 
 
Susan Hunter 














	SusanHunter_LATUYATA_Appeal Addendum_11242020
	JerryNuemanLetter_NoEvictions
	LinerLaw_IntendtoEvict_NonRenewal

