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FIX THE CITY 

VIA EMAIL:  

June 14, 2016 

Luci Ibarra 

RE: SECOND ADDENDUM TO FIX THE CITY RE 8150-8118 SUNSET 

BOULEVARD.  

VTT-72370-CN, CPC 2013-2551-CUB-DB-SPR, ENV 2013-2552 EIR 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

PREFACE TO COMMENTS 

Laws matter.  They provide predictability to the developer and to the community.  

The city has a duty to protect public safety and guarantee that city services are not 

threatened.  The General Plan Framework requires ties development with available 

infrastructure.  We’ve warned the City repeatedly (Hollywood Community Plan, Catalina, 

MP 2035) and been ignored.   

The public is outraged by congestion, potholes, and trash, and most of all, the 

doubletalk coming out of City Hall.   The Mayor has asked the public to Save a Drop.  

But now, the City is proposing to approve a project such as 8150 Sunset that will use 

over a trillion drops we do not have:   

 

It is time to take infrastructure seriously, stop spot-zoning, and invest in fixing the 

problems caused by decades of municipal malpractice. Create jobs and improve, rather 

than degrade, the quality of life in Los Angeles.   

Development without adequate infrastructure is a public menace.  If the City Council 

and Mayor do not protect public safety and the quality of life, then the public will need to 

do it for them.   
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8150 SUNSET COMMENTS 

Fix the City is responding to the comments filed by the Applicant’s attorney, as well as 

to the VTT Case File.  Please include these supplemental comments as part of the 

record.  We include by reference all other comments and documents submitted for this 

project.  Because the documents we reviewed contained replication of the same 

material, there is duplication in our comments.  

We commend the Applicant for hiring a superb architect and for providing affordable 

housing.  It is up to the Applicant to determine the highest and best use for this 111,339 

SF property which is zoned C4-1D with an FAR of 1:1.  It is up to the City to enforce the 

law. 

An iconic housing development could be built on this site, with 35% additional FAR and 

affordable units on 150,308 SF, without closing the southbound turn lane or 

expropriating the city’s 8118 Sunset parcel, and paying Quimby Funds to expand or 

refurbish local parks. This would be the environmentally superior alternative and could 

move quickly toward approval.   

Alternative 9 is yet another example of spot zoning that is incompatible with the 

adjacent community.  Only unlike other egregious cases of spot-zoning such as the 

Catalina Tower in Koreatown, this project simply skips the zone change and claims 

extra entitlements are by-right.  They are not by-right and they are not lawful.   

We urge you to finally adhere to the quality of life mitigations promised and guaranteed 

mitigations in the General Plan: 

 The city promised to protect public safety and balance city services with development.  

The City has repeatedly ignored this with MP 2035, with the Hollywood Community 

Plan, with Catalina, etc.  These approvals ignore the General Plan.   

We have warned the city that it is violating its duty under the General Plan Framework 

to balance infrastructure with development.  The city is obligated to obey the General 

Plan Framework.  We have told the City this repeatedly It is up to the City to: 

 Do not approve additional density if city services are threatened (General Plan 

Framework Policy 3.3.2)  

 collect full Quimby Funds to refurbish existing city parks in the area, 

 enforce the Community Plan’s current density for this site (plus by-right 35% 

bonus for affordable housing) as well as maintaining compatibility with the 

existing neighborhood, 

 enforce city and state laws governing closure of a street by notifying all private 

easement owners within the Crescent Heights Tract and providing compensation 

for taking their easement to vehicular use of the roadway to be closed for this 

project, 

 preserve the turn lane to relieve congestion and speed first responders, and 
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 not permit 8118 Sunset to be incorporated into a private project and certainly not 

for free.  

Our comments are directed toward the additional entitlements requested by the 

Applicant that overload the site and the city’s crumbling infrastructure, and put residents 

at risk by further slowing emergency response time.  The City’s duty is to protect public 

safety.   

The General Plan Framework mandates that adequate public services BEFORE 

additional entitlements are granted.  With the worst congestion in the nation, water 

shortages, sinkholes, potholes that make car maintenance costlier than in any other 

city, broken sidewalks, rising crime, this city cannot afford to continue to overbuild.  Fix it 

first, then build.  Rebuilding the infrastructure creates jobs and improves the quality of 

life for all. 

1. It is up to the City to uphold the General Plan and protect public safety and 

provide for adequate basic city services and facilities.  Specifically, the city is 

obligated under the General Plan Framework to assure that development is 

balanced with adequate infrastructure (Policy 3.3.2).  Based on the Annual 

Infrastructure Report, existing infrastructure and public services are not 

adequate. The 2010 Urban Water Management Plan is severely out of date.  All 

assurances that water supply is available for this project are based on outdated 

data. For example, this project will be a water guzzler as shown below (source: 

www.DropWiseGallonFoolish.com).  Water supply is most definitely a threatened 

city utility.  Please update the water supply analysis that lead to a false 

conclusion that there is adequate water supply. 

 

2. It is vital if the earthquake fault is within 50 feet of a fault line.  The Golding study 

was just on the Applicant’s property, not off-site.  The fault could be just outside 

their property.  Further analysis is required in a recirculated EIR. 

 

3. It is disturbing that this project has been presented by the Applicant in his June 7, 

2016 letter as a by-right project and fast-tracked when it does not qualify to be 

http://www.dropwisegallonfoolish.com/
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fast-tracked, excused from Site Plan Review, and it is not eligible for 3:1 FAR.  

Furthermore, he city cannot waive state requirements, which is what is being 

done in this VTT Case File and city certification of the project under AB 900 and 

SB 743.   

The VTT Case File includes instructions for the VTT application that clearly 

require a request for a HD change from 1D to 1.  The requirements, quoted 

below, have not been followed, and a notation of “NA” (not applicable) on form.  It 

is most certainly applicable.  On page 2 of 9 (document page number 159), 

states:   

“8.  For a zone change to a less restricted zone incident to a subdivision, a 

completed form CP-6116, will be required.  This application is required 

if the proposed project is of a higher density or otherwise less 

restrictive land use than that permitted by the current zone.  However, 

only applications for a zone change that is consistent with the 

adopted community plan or specific plan will be accepted for filing.  

This application should be submitted concurrently with the tentative tract 

map” (emphasis added). 

No such application has been submitted or noticed to the public.  The requested 

Density Bonus (for which it is only entitled to 1.35:1 FAR, not 3:1 FAR) and 

Environmental Leadership Development concessions are based on 

misinformation by the applicant:  

a. It is not in HD1, 

b. it is not within 1500 feet from a major transit stop, and  

c. it is not going to increase commercial space from the current 80,000 

SF (it will reduce it to 65,000 SF). 

d. It is not in conformance with the adopted community plan.as evidenced 

by the zoning on all the neighboring properties and testimony from 

community leaders. 

 

4. On page 181 of the VTT Case File, the applicant claims that there is no transit 

stop abutting the project site.  Yes, there is:  8118 Sunset is proposed to be 

merged with the project site via vacation action. Please correct this statement. 

 

5. Page 181 of the VTT Case File states re. Objective 1, “the project site does not 

adjoin any alleys and does not propose vacating any streets.”  This is not true.  

The project is vacating the southbound turn lane, a public street, through a tract 

map merger as opposed to a street vacation ordinance.  It is most certainly 

vacating a public street.  Please correct this false statement. 
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6. Page 183 of the VTT Case File shows the tract map with no vacation and closure 

of the southbound lane and no incorporation of 8118 Sunset Boulevard.  But the 

next page shows the merger.  This is very confusing.  This is not what the 

hearing notice references, creating a public plaza, etc.   

 

7. The project is entitled to a 35% increase in FAR (from 1:1 to 1:1.35) for a 

residential project with 11% affordable units.  The total FAR would be 150,308 

SF, NOT the 333, 893 SF claimed in Hearing Notice (and not the 287, 564 SF 

recommended in the VTT Case File, which reduced commercial square footage 

from 111,339 to 65,000 SF).   Or the Applicant could build a 111,339 SF 

commercial project.   But the Applicant cannot lawfully build the requested 

project, or even the reduced commercial project. 

 

8. The VTT Case File Conditions of Approval 17 (page 12) does not state a specific 

period to covenant the 28 units as affordable.  Please specify 55 years, and give 

priority to Veterans and accept VASH vouchers as rental payment.  The greatest 

need right now is for housing homeless female veterans with children. 

 

9. The applicant misstated that the project qualified for 3:1 FAR.  It does not 

because it is not in HD 1, HD 1-VL, HD 1-XL or HD 1-L (1.5:1 FAR), it is in HD 

1D (1:1 FAR).  In addition, the site is not within 1500 feet from a major transit 

stop, as required by both state and city law.   

 

10. The Errata dated June 2016 does not address the added traffic congestion from 

MP 2035 in this study area.  It was adopted after the traffic analysis was 

conducted, and will be implemented afterward.  In addition to updating the 

analysis given the proposed road diets, etc., please show on all roadway 

diagrams where bike lanes would be placed.  Road diets have substantial 

impacts documented in the certified EIR for MP  2035. 

 

11. There is a certificate of publication, but not a copy of the actual environmental 

notice that was published.  Please provide this notice.  We would like to know if it 

revealed to the public that the public street would be closed and built-over. 

 

12. Referring to 8118 Sunset as a mere “traffic island” ignores the fact that it is a 

commercially-zoned property (C4-1).  It is valuable land.  We know of no median 

that has its own address and zoning.  The Applicant is incorporating the turn lane 

and 8118 into his project.  He is “borrowing” city property to enhance his project.  

Instead, the Applicant can offer to landscape 8118 Sunset “parklet.”  This would 

be a community benefit with the property rights of the public respected, and safe 

emergency vehicle access preserved.  By incorporating the turn lane through 

vacation/merger, the Applicant is forcing fire vehicles potentially into oncoming 

traffic.  Has an analysis of this impact been made? 
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13. A recent development at 8100 Sunset illustrates how a second turn lane was 

created, and a portion of the island eliminated to facilitate traffic flow.  It is clear 

from the easements shown on the ZIMAS map that a similar plan exists to make 

a double turn lane onto Crescent Heights.  Was there analysis of this proposal 

and how would it improve emergency access?    

 

14. As the photo on the next page shows, the traffic flow presently makes it easy for 

emergency vehicles to turn south.  If the road is closed, the fire trucks must turn 

a difficult corner and turn into the oncoming northbound turn lane.  Where is this 

analysis?    

 

The yellow arrow shows the present circulation system.  The red arrow shows 

the sharp turn required to turn south if the road is closed and 8118 merges with 

the project site.  In addition, the figure above shows how out of scale the project 

is with adjacent development, which is generally limited in height below 75 feet. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15. The Fire Marshall has clearly stated (in every land-use approval) that no portion 

of a building can be more than 150 feet from a fire lane or curb.  Alternative 9, by 

merging with the turn lane and 8118 Sunset, would be more than 150 feet from 

the northeast portion of the project. 
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16. The mailing list included in the VTT Case File for the 500 radius requirement is 

insufficient to inform all private easement owners for vehicular use of the 

southbound turn lane within the Crescent Heights Tract of 1905.   

 

17. Pedestrian safety can be improved at the crossing of the southbound turn lane by 

installing a pedestrian-activated signal.  This is a feasible safety mitigation that 

would maintain the turn-lane, particularly for southbound fire trucks. 

 

18. Greenhouse Gas Emission thresholds and guidelines under CEQA are still being 

revised by OPR.  All of the original modeling needs to be revised in light of Aliso 

Canyon natural gas leaks.  Thus the original determination by the Governor’s 

office and the ARB needs to be withdrawn until a determination can be made that 

this project, which triples the FAR and intensifies the traffic in the area, plus the 

city’s Mobility Plan 2035, which doubles congestion, when combined with 

declining mass transit ridership, cannot support the conclusion that this project 

will not create a net increase in greenhouse gases. 

 

19. Address:  the project includes two properties with two different zones and 

addresses:  

a. 8150 Sunset which the applicant holds title and is zoned C4-1D; and 

b. 8118 Sunset is the property of the City of Los Angeles and is zoned C4-1.   

The project’s address is part of the project description and must accurately reflect 

the entire project and all of the approvals sought.  In this case, 8118 Sunset is a 

city-owned property that the Applicant seeks to incorporate into his project 

without any city finding that this “borrowing” of the property to enhance a private 

project is lawful.  It amounts to the Applicant being a squatter on public land.  The 

City does not have authority to make a gift in ownership or use of public land.    

 The applicant is attempting to include 8118 Sunset as part of his project, without 

purchasing this property.  The city must have an appraisal of this property and 

determine if it is in the public interest, safety and convenience to sell it, and then 

it must take the highest bid. 

20. The applicant is NOT entitled to the CEQA fast-track process per AB 900 or SB 
743 because: 

a. it is not within 1500 feet of a major transit stop as required by both city and 
state law to qualify for 3:1 FAR, a tripling of FAR from current entitlements.  
The City lacks the authority to waive the state requirement. 

b. is not zoned C4-1 but C4-1D (thus the Applicant’s representative has 
misrepresented current zoning, claiming that the project is zoned in HD 1 
when it is in HD 1D, with fifty percent less FAR than HD-1 (E. Michael 
Siegel, June 7, 2016, p. 2). 

c. it will not increase commercial square footage from 80,000 SF present 
commercial use to 111,000 SF per the VTT Case File.  This increase is 
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cited as a condition of approval in the Legislative Analyst’s letter 
(attached).   

d. There is no evidence that it will exceed by at least 10 percent the 
transportation efficiency for comparable infill projects.  

e. The project is NOT entitled to CEQA streamlining because it cannot 

mitigate all of its significant adverse impacts, in particular, the traffic signal 

at Havenhurst and Fountain, which is located within West Hollywood and 

will not be permitted by West Hollywood.   

 

21. The EIR must be updated to include the latest Earthquake map (December 

2015).   Independent geological assessments are required to assure that the 

project complies with the mandatory 50-foot distance from an active fault.  Our 

earlier comments constitute new substantial evidence of seismic hazard that 

require additional environmental analysis and recirculation. 

 

22. There is no substantial evidence in the record regarding how LAFD will mitigate 

the sub-standard response time in the area, no less the increased delay due to 

this and other related projects.  Current response time is inadequate as 

explained below, and this project plus cumulative impacts will only worsen the 

response time for LAFD.  Therefore, inadequate response time is an unmitigated 

environmental impact that must be included in the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations. 

 

a. The current LAFD staffing situation has not improved: about 80 new 

firefighters are now being hired, but about 300 will retired.  This is 

evidence that response time will worsen, not improve. 

 

b. Please provide quantitative measurements of response time now, and 

projected into the future, and what mitigation measures can increase 

response time to the established minimum of reaching a patient within five 

minutes 90% of the time.   Provide the current baseline and the projected 

response time with and without the project.  

 

c. Contrary to the EIR claim that current response time is adequate, it is 

woefully inadequate due to staffing shortages and traffic congestion in the 

area.   The EIR falsely states: “Further, project-by-project traffic mitigation, 

multiple fire station response, and system wide upgrades to improve 

response times, and other requirements imposed by the LAFD and 

LACFD are expected to continue to support adequate response 

times.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on fire protection and emergency 

medical services would be less than significant” (emphasis added).    This 

is not possible given the current inadequate response times and 

inadequate staffing.   
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d. Based on LAFD testimony presented to the City Council, the City 

Controller, and public record requests made by Fix the City, this is a false 

statement.  Current response time is inadequate for the three stations that 

serve the project site (41, 27, 61).   

 

e. there is the issue of inadequate water pressure to serve the site. 

 

f. If city property were included, portions of the project would be more than 

150 feet from the curb and thus prevent mandatory fire apparatus access.  

If the turn lane is maintained, that adverse significant impact would be fully 

mitigated. 

 

g. There is no explanation for how the Emergency Medical Services Bureau 

will speed response time and inadequate staffing for the three stations. 

 

23. TDM is not used as a traffic mitigation measure for a residential project because 

the residents are not regulated by the property owner as an employer might 

provide incentives for employees.  We are not familiar with any literature showing 

the efficacy of TDM for residential projects.  Even co-location with a major transit 

stop for residential projects assumes that mass transit ridership will increase.  

Data available from the EXPO Line and other studies indicate the reverse:  mass 

transit ridership has declined, not increased.   

 

24. All GHG modeling must be revised in light of the massive emissions at the Aliso 

Canyon natural gas leak.  New CEQA Guidelines have not yet been issued by 

OPR for evaluating GHG impacts.  Therefore, a supplemental analysis of the 

GHG emissions from this project is required once a new model is developed and 

the escaped gas incorporated into the model.  To reach the original goals, 

greater reductions from projects is required based on an updated model. 

 

25. There is substantial evidence in the record from neighboring property owners and 

their representatives that the project is not compatible in scale and massing with 

the adjacent community.  The apartment building immediately south is three 

stories.  The project proposes 16 stories.  This is not compatible.  It could be 

made compatible by not overbuilding the site and providing for stepping back 

adjacent to the low-rise neighbors.  For the same reasons the Catalina project 

was deemed by the Planning Department and Planning Commission to be 

incompatible, this project is also incompatible. 

 

26. The project claims to provide “under a single ownership” a Corner Plaza open 

space area (Siegel, p. 10).  That corner plaza is owned by the people of Los 

Angeles, not the applicant.  It is not under single ownership, as the city has not 
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declared the property surplus or offered it for sale.  Instead, the applicant is 

appropriating public property unlawfully. 

 

27. By the applicant’s own admission, the project site is not within a transit priority 

area as stated on page 10 (Siegel, p. 10); close only counts in horseshoes. Thus 

the statement that its aesthetic impacts are exempt is based on a false 

representation that it is within a transit priority area.  Those impacts are 

significant and are not exempt from CEQA. 

 

28.  By tripling the FAR for this project the city’s crumbling infrastructure will be 

further overburdened.  Clearly, this site was downzoned and limited in FAR 

because the local streets cannot carry development beyond FAR 1:1. The city 

has a crumbling water supply delivery system, a drought in which current 

residents are asked to conserve water (so that the residents of the new project 

may use more water), fire response time is below standard, crime is rising, traffic 

congestion is the worst in the nation, the roads are in such bad condition that 

drivers pay more to repair their cars than in most cities, sidewalks are broken, 

trees are not trimmed, parks are not well-maintained, etc.  The Infrastructure 

Report Card published under the General Plan Framework shows a city with 

substandard public services and facilities.  The individual additional burden of 

this project and the cumulative impacts are significant.  A feasible alternative 

would be to build by right plus the 35% density bonus for affordable units with an 

FAR of about 150,308 SF (minus any city property or right of way to the midline 

of adjacent streets) 

 

29. It is not clear where moving vans will load and unload, as well as commercial 

delivery trucks.  If the loading dock on Havenhurst (see Siegel, p. 16) is for 

commercial deliveries, they are likely to be early and disturb adjacent residents.  

Please address these impacts and the arrangements for deliveries and moving 

vans. 

 

30. The Siegel letter (p. 19) misstates the FAR calculation by omitting the inclusion of 

the area beyond the midline of the turn lane (as requested as an off-menu 

incentive). 

 

31. Has West Hollywood consented to issue a sewer permit? Is there sufficient 

capacity (Siegel, p. 20). 

 

32.  The analysis of fire service did not address response time (Siegel, p. 21).  It is 

not adequate now, and this project plus cumulative impacts, will further exceed 

an inadequate fire response time. 
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33.  All the neighboring properties are subject to Development Conditions involving 

FAR limitations and in many instances, building height limitations (p. 3 VTT Case 

File).  This project would be incompatible with the scale and massing of adjacent 

properties and the character of the adjacent community.   

 

34. Dedications for roadway widening shown on the ZIMAS map (already submitted) 

match the dedications required for 8100 Sunset.  Why is the city not requiring the 

same dedications to make the intersection function more efficiently and safely? 

 

35. The VTT Case File (p. 4) fails to address the impacts of closure of turn lane on 

circulation.  This is also not analyzed in the EIR.  In particular, the impacts on 

large fire trucks making the awkward/dangerous turn south if the turn lane is 

vacated.   

 

36. The VTT Case File (p. 4) fails to address the property rights of private easement 

owners within the original Crescent Heights Tract who own property within both 

the City of Los Angeles and the City of West Hollywood.   

 

37. The VTT Case File (p. 4) mentions the Metro Rapid Line 780, but does not 

provide the distance from the site, a requirement of city and state laws conferring 

additional entitlements to the Applicant.  In this case, it is more than the 

mandatory 1500 feet.  Staff must provide these distances so that the decision-

maker is aware of the law and the facts of this application. 

 

38. The VTT Case File (p. 4) incorrectly states the distance from the earthquake 

hazard according to the most recent earthquake map, the site is much closer to 

an active fault (50 feet?), not a quarter of a mile. 

 

39. The VTT Case File (p. 4) references a Bureau of Engineering memo of 

November 17, 2014, which totally ignored the closure of the southbound turn 

lane and did not address whether the additional 20-foot dedication was required 

for this project, to match the dedications directly across the street at 8100 

Sunset. 

 

40. Combining a commercial and residential driveway creates concerns about 

queuing capacity.  In addition, will commercial visitors have access to residential 

parking facilities? 

 

41.  The revised application dated April 26, 2016 (Jeffrey Haber, p. 2) claims that the 

project is not subject to Site Plan Review because it is discretionary (Footnote 1).  

However, in the very same letter, the applicant seeks a CUB, which is most 

certainly a discretionary approval and would trigger environmental review and 
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site plan review.  Furthermore, closure of a city street is a discretionary approval 

that makes the project subject to Site Plan Review.   

 

42. It is not clear from the BTC proof of posting that the street closure was shown. 

 

43. There is no publication of the notice to vacate the turn lane through a 

merger/map. 

 

44. There is no evidence that all private easement holders were notified of the 

closure of the turn lane.   

 

45. The VTT Case File (p. 6) recommends 65,000 SF commercial, which would not 

qualify for fast-tracking under AB 900 or SB 743, and specifically analyzed by the 

Legislative Analyst as requiring additional square footage, not less than the 

present commercial square footage. 

 

46.  The VTT Case File (p. 6) states that 8118 Sunset would be converted to a public 

space.  It is already a public space.  The applicant is free to volunteer 

landscaping and maintenance of 8118 as a community benefit without adversely 

impacting the turn lane and incorporating 8118 Sunset into the project site. 

 

47.  The project cannot use city land (8118 Sunset) to count toward its Quimby Fee 

obligations (Mitigation Measure PRK-1, Staff Report p. 31).  This would be a gift 

of public funds (over a million dollars in Quimby Funds and over $2 Million for the 

value of 8118 Sunset) to the applicant.   

 

48. It is not clear whether or not 8118 Sunset is counted as open space for the 

project.  In some documents it implies that it is (e.g., application to the state for 

Environmental Leadership Development Project).  The drawings included with 

the VTT Case File labeled “Open Space” shows 8118 as project open space.  It 

is city property and must not be included as part of the project.  The Applicant’s 

recent response dated June 7, 2016, insisted that 8118 Sunset would not count 

toward the open space of the project.  

 

49. Is there parking below public property (8118 Sunset and the southbound turn 

lane?  We ask because there is no request for a subsurface vacation in any 

document. 

 

50. There is no discussion or analysis of compliance with the City’s Corner 

Commercial Ordinance.  The project is not exempt from this ordinance. 

 

51. The VTT Case File is not for Alternative 9.  This is very confusing.  Where is the 

VTT case file for Alternative 9? 
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52. The application stated (Case File p. 181) that the project did not include or abut a 

bus stop.  This is not true, per page 217 of the Case File.  Please correct. 

 

53. The use of 8118 Sunset for “outdoor dining” is a commercial use on public land 

(Case File p. 20).  Pubic land is being used rent-free for a commercial activity. 

 

54. Limitation of Special Events:  beyond the traffic and parking plan required for 

special events (Staff Report p. 32), the number of special events and the hours 

for special events need to be limited in order to assure the peace and quiet of 

adjacent residents.  This is not addressed as a condition of approval.  Special 

Events should be limited to no more than one per month. 

 

55. Did the traffic analysis include Special Event traffic impacts?  If not, it needs to be 

updated, along with the added congestion from MP 2035. 

 

56. Did the parking demand study include Special Event parking needs?  Have 

offsite lots been identified for overflow parking?  Are there binding agreements to 

lease those sites? 

 

57. Is there a plan to handle wastewater if the City of West Hollywood refuses to 

issue a sewer permit?  (Staff Report pp. 37-38).  Why is LA collecting a sewage 

fee if the City of West Hollywood is going to handle sewage? (Staff Report p. 38, 

S-1(a)). 

 

58. The Staff Report does not address Bureau of Engineering conditions due to the 

location of the project within a known flood plain.  Why not? 

 

59. The Staff Report p. 39, S-2(d): addresses improvements within public streets.  

This is a street vacation that eliminates vehicular access.  It requires state-

mandated findings that cannot be made on the basis of the heavy traffic 

documented in the EIR. 

 

60. The Public Hearing Notice did not include a Variance to permit outdoor dining 

above the ground floor (Staff Report, p. 41).   

 

61. If there is any live entertainment within the project, a variance is required for the 

C4 zone.  The Special Events referenced above would suggest that live 

entertainment would occur, but no variance has been requested.  This is 

piecemeal approval, in violation of CEQA. 

 

62. Staff Report p.49:  Contrary to the Staff Report, Alternative 9 is materially 

different from the original project approved by Governor Brown.  As the attached 
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letter from the Legislative Analyst makes clear, the project would be required to 

increase commercial space for high paying jobs, from 80K SF to 111K SF.  

Instead, Alternative 9 as recommended, reduces commercial space to 65K SF.  It 

therefore does not meet the high-wage job criterion, nor does it comply with the 

transit efficiency requirement defined as 1500 feet from a major transit stop. 

 

63. If there is a grocery store (Staff Report p. 50), where is the loading dock, and 

how would these impact residents in the project and nearby? 

 

64. Mitigation is needed for the circulation impacts of closing the turn lane, forcing 

fire equipment to make a dangerous turn to go south, and adding to congestion 

at the intersection.  (See Staff Report p. 52, which fails to address vacation 

impacts).  It also impacts property rights that were entirely ignored, for all private 

easement owners. 

 

65. The VTT Case File had mentioned a condition of approval to be air filtration 

systems for the residences.  So why has the conclusion been reached that air 

quality impacts do not include odors as significant? (Staff Report, p. 56). 

 

66. The Staff Report states on p. 57 that emergency access would be provided on 

Sunset, Crescent Heights and Havenhurst Drive.  However, the Fire Marshall 

requires that no part of the building frontage be more than 150 feet from a curb.  

The vacation of the turn lane and merger with 8118 Sunset does not conform 

with this safety condition of approval.  Please leave the turn lane open so that 

residents will be provided public safety mandated by LAFD. 

 

67. This project is not compatible with the adopted Hollywood Community Plan, thus 

its impacts are significant, contrary to the statement on p. 67 of the Staff Report.  

The impacts are the tripling of permitted FAR in comparison with neighboring 

properties (spot zoning). 

 

68. The removal/closure/merger/vacation of a public street from the adopted 

community plan circulation element requires a General Plan Amendment of the 

Circulation Element of the General Plan and the Community Plan, in addition to 

the vacation findings and report by the City Engineer and the compensation to all 

private easement holders within the original Crescent Heights Tract.  

 

69. There is an inconsistency between MP 2035 and the propose 

closure/merger/vacation of the southbound turn lane that requires that the two 

maps be internally consistent.  This is a significant adverse impact on an adopted 

land use plan (p. 67 Staff Report).    
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70. As admitted in the EIR, emergency response time will be slowed.  This is a 

significant adverse impact given the fact that current response time is already 

below the established standard of reaching accidents within five minutes 90% of 

the time.  In addition, the annexation of 8118 Sunset creates an unsafe 

separation from fire lanes beyond 150 feet. 

 

71. As addressed in earlier comments, GHG analysis must be revised to account for 

the Aliso Canyon natural gas leak, and the model’s incorrect assumption that 

mass transit ridership would increase, not decrease. 

 

72. Without the traffic signal at Fountain and Havenhurst, the traffic impacts will be 

severe and unmitigated.  West Hollywood is on record stating it will NOT put in 

that signal. (see p. 67 Staff Report).  Furthermore, the traffic study did not 

address the significant added congestion due to MP 2035’s road diets in the 

area. 

 

73. Demolition of buildings eligible as Cultural Resources has a significant adverse 

impact on the visual quality of the community, contrary to the statement made on 

page 69 of the Staff Report, but acknowledged on p. 139 of the Staff Report.  

The analysis must be internally consistent. 

 

74. The closure of the southbound turn lane to vehicular access violates state 

regulatory framework (Staff Report p. 69) and constitutes a significant impact on 

circulation, public safety and property rights, all protected by state and local 

regulations that were ignored in the EIR and in the staff report.  It is inconsistent 

with MP 2035, inconsistent with requirements to use city property (8118 Sunset), 

the General Plan land use policies and protections, etc. 

 

75. At a minimum, any features of the Lytton Bank building should be incorporated 

into Alternative 9, such as photos of the building, any unique features, etc. 

 

76. Several City Design Guidelines appear to be violated due to incorrect responses 

to the questionnaire, as discussed earlier in these comments.   

 

77. Has the project increased electric charging spaces significantly to facilitate more 

electric vehicle use? 

 

78. We strongly disagree with the conclusion on (Staff Report p. 86) that the project 

is consistent with the adopted Community Plan as well as the General Plan 

Framework, which mandates in Policy 3.3.2 that development must be balanced 

with available city services and infrastructure, and that if any city service or utility 

is threatened, development may be halted until the city corrects the problem.  

With traffic congestion the worst in the nation, and MP 2035’s doubling of that 
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congestion, there is no substantial evidence to support the finding that the project 

is consistent with reducing air pollution or GHG.. 

 

79. If commercial square footage is reduced from the current 80,000 SF commercial 

use, and square footage for commercial space was used by the Legislative 

Analyst’s evaluation for AB 900 (see letter attached), then the conclusion that the 

smaller commercial space will increase employment is not supported by 

substantial evidence – it is contradicted by the Legislative Analyst.   (see p. 87 

Staff Report). 

 

80. The statement (Staff Report p. 87) that the project would improve the residential 

character of the surrounding community is contradicted by substantial evidence 

in the record from representatives of adjacent property owners that it will instead 

diminish the value of their homes by towering over them and increasing traffic on 

already crowded streets. Also, development is not limited to the project site, as 

claimed; it includes 8118 Sunset, a city owned parcel. 

 

81. The project is not providing all necessary infrastructure improvements to meet 

project demands (Staff Report p. 87) because the traffic signal at Fountain and 

Havenhurst will not be installed by the City of West Hollywood. 

 

82. Contrary to the Staff Report (p. 88), the project would NOT be consistent with the 

existing pattern of development in the area.  This is demonstrated by the photo 

earlier in these comments that shows how the project dwarfs all of its neighbors.  

 

83. The project will not enhance patterns of movement, as claimed on p. 89 of the 

Staff Report.  It will do the reverse and add to congestion by removing the 

southbound turn lane. 

 

84. Contrary to the Staff Report (p. 89), it would adversely change the relationships 

between existing land uses and properties by expropriating city property and 

closing the turn lane. 

 

85. Contrary to the claim on p. 89 of the Staff Report, the project is not consistent 

with the area or the General Plan Framework (Policy 3.3.2).  Basic city services 

are in a threatened state.  Under Policy 3.3.2, the requested increase in FAR and 

closure of a city street must not be approved. It is just as out of scale for its 

location and incompatible in Hollywood as the Catalina Tower is in Koreatown.  

Tripling the FAR is a significant departure for this area, which was downzoned in 

1989 as a result of the Hillside Federation’s lawsuit.  The need to maintain 

existing density is imperative given increasing congestion.  The project does not 

conform with regulatory policies regarding the closure/vacation of a public street 
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and the compensation due to private easement owners under California Streets 

and Highway Code Section 8325(b). 

 

86. It is true that no new roadways would be created as a Project component (Staff 

Report p. 95).  Rather, existing roadways would be closed and lost to the public 

and to private easement owners, who are not being offered compensation. 

 

87. The project is indeed incorporating park facilities into the Project – using public 

land without compensation (see Staff Report p. 97).  This amounts to privatizing 

public land and privatizing a public street into the project…all for free. 

 

88. The Staff Report (p. 98) fails to address the failure of the project to pay its 

Quimby Fees for its impacts on local parks, and its failure to compensate the city 

for the use of its property at 8118 Sunset as well as the southbound turn lane.  It 

also fails to acknowledge that over 500 new residents will indeed impact park 

use.  That is why there is a Quimby Fee required for multi-family housing 

developments.   

 

89. Will the mini-library on-site be staffed and equipped by the Applicant? (Staff 

Report p. 99). 

 

90. The transportation analysis did not address the added congestion and traffic 

hazard of closing the southbound turn lane, and the impacts on Havenhurst 

without a signal at Fountain. (Staff Report p. 99).  In addition, the impact of 

Special Events on local traffic has not been addressed in the EIR. 

 

91. Contrary to the Staff Report, the project is in conflict with the adopted MP 2035 

which shows a southbound turn lane on its map.  (See Staff Report p. 99).  

Required mitigation proposed in EIR is a signal at Fountain and Havenhurst.  But 

the Staff Report claims that no mitigation measures are necessary.  This is not 

supported by the EIR and Mitigation Measure TR-1. 

 

92. Will driveway queuing capacity be adequate for Special Events? (Staff Report p. 

101). 

 

93. The free right-turn lane is exactly what the city required for 8100 Sunset across 

the street.  There is no substantial evidence to support why it was required for 

8100 Sunset but not for 8150 Sunset.  Removing it from the westbound traffic is 

not an improvement.  Also, heavy driveway traffic turning left to Sunset should be 

prohibited because it is dangerous to cross the double-yellow lines without clear 

vision.  Or a traffic signal is required to make it safe.  It is not an efficient or safe 

change to traffic. 
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94. Commercial loading docks on Havenhurst is a commercial intrusion on a 

residential street, particularly with a grocery store with constant deliveries.  

 

95. Spillover parking for Special Events IS anticipated (as discussed above) and is 

not addressed here (Staff Report p. 103). 

 

96. Does project-related traffic include Special Events?  (Staff Report p. 105). 

 

97. Did the CMP analysis include the additional congestion from MP 2035?  (Staff 

Report p. 105). 

 

98. Water supply is not adequate, as claimed in Staff Report p. 107.  See comments 

on p. 2 above. 

 

99. Will the project have a gray-water system to further conserve water?  If not, why 

not?  It appears that there are no water mitigation measures (Staff Report p. 109) 

This project should be a model for water conservation beyond LEED standards.  

 

100. The concern is not the capacity of the mains, but their condition (will it 

collapse in a sinkhole) and the water supply (Staff Report p. 107). Has a sewer 

study been conducted to determine the condition and age of the sewer and water 

mains? 

 

101. The 2010 Urban Water Management Plan cited on p.108 of the Staff 

Report is out of date.  There is substantial evidence in the Governor’s Executive 

Orders and the State Water Board orders for mandatory water conservation by 

all cities in California to conclude that the water supply is not adequate or 

guaranteed.  In fact, the water supply is THREATENED, and under General Plan 

Framework Policy 3.3.2, development must be balanced with infrastructure, 

which means by-right projects can be approved, but discretionary increases in 

density cannot be approved until the city or state declares the water 

emergency is over. 

 

102. Staff Report p. 116 claims that aesthetic impacts are not considered 

significant because the project is located 1500 feet from a Major Transit stop as 

required by SB 743.  However, it is NOT 1500 feet from a major transit stop.  It is 

1560 feet and therefore aesthetic impacts are significant.  The state law does not 

provide for exceptions.  The applicant did not inform the Governor or the 

Legislature at the time it applied for the Environmental Leadership Development 

certification that it was not within 1500 feet.  That’s like going five miles over the 

speed limit and claiming you were close to the speed limit.  If the statute did not 

give a specific number and just said close, there would be wiggle room, but it is 

very precise, and the project does not qualify. 
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103. The omission of analysis of cultural resources that include historic 

buildings is improper.  While there is discussion of paleo and archeological 

resources, this section (Staff Report pp. 121-125) lacks findings regarding the 

Lytton Bank Building which is deemed to be eligible for listing by the City as a 

Cultural Resource.  Mitigation measures must be provided for this building.  It is a 

jewel.  Was adaptive reuse considered?  If not, why not? 

 

104. Seismic hazard analysis is not complete (Staff Report p. 126).  The project 

is within the Hollywood Fault.  Only the Project site was studied by Golder.  What 

is the substantial evidence for the claim that the fault line is 100 feet away?   

 

105. Clearly, traffic congestion impacts emergency response time (Staff Report 

p. 128) and thus Mitigation Measure TR-1, WHICH WILL NOT BE 

IMPLEMENTED BY WEST HOLLYWOOD.  Therefore, there is a significant 

adverse impact on fire emergency response time, already inadequate when 

compared with the city standard response time of five minutes 90% of the time.  

Staff already knows from the letter from West Hollywood that it does not agree to 

this mitigation.  Therefore, there is an unmitigated significant impact on 

emergency response services that must be stated in the FEIR and Staff Report.  

 

106. This same discussion of LAFD response time fails to address the impacts 

on response time due to closure of the southbound turn lane, which allows 

vehicles to turn south without entering the intersection and risk collision with 

vehicles at the signalized intersection.   

 

107. Cumulative impacts (Staff Report p. 128) analysis admits that there will be 

an increase in demand for emergency services, but elsewhere in the EIR it is 

stated that there are no plans to provide additional fire stations, equipment or 

personnel in the impacted area.  Why not charge a fire service expansion fee for 

the project’s impact on local stations? Or include and staff a fire station as part of 

this project? 

 

108. Fire agencies do not support adequate response times NOW.  It is 

misleading to state that they will continue to do so in the future when they are not 

presently doing this (Staff Report p. 129).  Again, General Plan Framework Policy 

3.3.2 applies:  fire response time is threatened and inadequate.  A plan to bring 

response time back up to standard must be a mitigation measure. 

 

109. What are the multiple steps being taken by LAFD to improve response 

times? (Staff Report p. 130).  The city is losing more firefighters than hiring, and 

no new stations are planned.  MP 2035 will add congestion and further slow first 

responders.  There is no substantial evidence in the record that supports the 
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conclusion that response time will improve.  There is a new LAFD plan, but it 

really is not responsive to response time, but really a new ORT chart, with the 

exception of motorcycle paramedics.  While that is a great idea, it does not 

transport patients to hospitals.   

 

110. Police response time would be adversely impacted by the failure to 

implement TR-1 but p. 130 of the Staff Report assumes (incorrectly) that it will be 

implemented.  What is the impact on police service from non-implementation of 

TR-1 and from the closure of the southbound turn lane? 

 

111. What are the impacts on police service for Special Events?  This has not 

been analyzed. 

 

112. How is it possible for the project to prevent loitering or unauthorized 

access to the project site (Staff Report p. 132) when part of it (8118 Sunset) is 

public property, and from the drawings and descriptions, there is an open central 

plaza? 

 

113. How does the public know about the public roof deck area? (Staff Report 

p. 134).  Is this the restaurant area?  Open space requirements under LAMC are 

not the same as park space.  The Corner Plaza is a public property that is being 

used by the project without Fair Market Value.  The legality of incorporating 8118 

Sunset into the project is not analyzed in the EIR and must be.  A mitigation 

measure could be for the developer to landscape and maintain 8118 Sunset as it 

is now, unconnected with its site.  8118 Sunset is about the size of two R-1 lots 

and would be a public pocket-park, if properly designed.   

 

114. Full Quimby Fees must be collected (Staff Report p. 135) because city-

owned property may not be lawfully incorporated into a private project and count 

as park space.  The Quimby Fee is a state-mandated mitigation measure. 

 

115. There is no substantial evidence to support that the Crescent Heights 

driveways, which are proposed to permit left-turns, would not create congestion 

and contribute to accidents. (Staff Report p. 136). Havenhurst is a smaller, less 

congested street, and yet left turns are (wisely) prohibited and structural 

elements designed to prevent left turns are mandated.  Why is this not being 

required for a far busier street, Crescent Heights? 

 

116. The cumulative traffic impact analysis does not include MP 2035 which 

would create significant, unmitigated additional congestion throughout the project 

area (Staff Report p. 136).  This is significant new information that requires 

updating the traffic analysis and recirculating the EIR. 
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117. Traffic impacts from Special Events have not been analyzed, and 

mitigation is being postponed, rather than presented as part of the EIR.  This 

amounts to post-hoc unknown mitigation and analysis and violates CEQA. (Staff 

Report p. 138).  There is no information provided to indicate the frequency and 

number of attendees.  This needs to be disclosed to the public and the decision-

maker.  Are these special events in the grocery store, restaurants?  It is very 

unclear. There was no mention of entertainment facilities, such as a cinema that 

might host a premier.  Please clarify the special events anticipated for this 

project.  We request that special events be limited to once -a-month and that off-

site parking be identified and leases provided to show availability for special 

event guests (e.g., Academy Museum event parking). 

 

118. Alternative 2 with existing zoning could also be developed as residential 

and receive a 35% density bonus.  Why is this not studied and considered? (Staff 

Report p. 156).  Residential uses would generate far less traffic than Alternative 2 

and require less parking. Also, 8118 Sunset would not be colonized by the 

Applicant and used as a part of the project. 

 

119. Is a health club part of Alternative 9?  Is there a variance request for this 

use in the C4 zone?  (See page 160, Staff Report). 

 

120. The Statement of Overriding Considerations failed to include unmitigated 

significant impacts on police and fire response times (Staff Report 195-196).   

 

121. The Statement of Overriding Considerations eliminates the project’s 

eligibility as an Environmental Leadership Development Project. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Laura Lake 

Laura Lake, Ph.D. 

FIX THE CITY 

 

 

Attachments: 

LAMC 12,22 Affordable Housing Ordinance 

Letter from Senator Leno re. qualifications for ELDEP 


