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1. The L.A. City Planning Commission Did Not Properly Find That The
Project Is Compatible With The Surrounding Neighborhood, Or Public
Health, Welfare And Safety.

Los Angeles Municipal Code Sections 12.24 E. states:

A decision-maker shall not grant a conditional use or other
approval specified in Subsections U., V., W., or X. of this Section
without finding:

2. 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….

Here, it is undisputed that the Project will destroy the secondary egress from the Belson
Building that has existed for approximately one hundred years. However, the Planning
Department carried out no inspection of the Belson Building or otherwise did anything to
investigate the impact the project would have on the adjacent Belson Building or develop any
kind of record regarding the impact the loss of the secondary egress would have on the health,
welfare and safety of the Belson Building’s commercial tenants and the public who conduct
commerce on the premises.

The Letter of Determination does contain conclusory statements that 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.” Finding 4 (Page F-8). However, the information contained in
the project record is woefully inadequate to create any basis for such findings. Nonetheless, the
City Planning Commission approved the Conditional Use Permits and other approvals described
in the Letter of Determination. Therefore, such approvals violated the requirements of Section
12.24 E. 2. and amounted to an abuse of discretion as the findings are unsupported by the facts
established by the record.

Further, the City Planning Commission approved the Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment
to permit a zero-foot southerly yard setback (above the ground floor) in lieu of the otherwise
required 10-feet side yard setback” as outlined in item #5 of the City Planning Commission’s
decision. Despite that fact that the setback waiver only affects above the first story, the approval
is particularly disturbing as it nonetheless contributes to the Belson Building’s loss of secondary
egress. There is nothing in the record to suggest that the Zoning Administrator investigated or
actually considered the impact of this waiver on the health, welfare and safety of the Belson
Building’s occupants and visitors. Such approval was therefore an abuse of discretion.
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2. The L.A. City Planning Commission Did Not Properly Find That The Project Is

Compatible With The Scale And Character Of The Adjacent Belson Building.

Subsection 12.24 U. 14. (b) requires that with respect to Major development projects, in

addition to the findings set forth in Section 12.24 E., the City Planning Commission shall find:

(1) that the project provides for an arrangement of uses,
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are
compatible with the scale and character of the adjacent properties
and surrounding neighborhood;

Commissioner Samantha Millman directly raised these concerns during the June 8, 2017
City Planning Commission hearing; however, there is no indication of any part of the record
before the Commission that adequately address her concerns. Indeed, the record contains
virtually no reference to the adjacent Belson Building, nor does the record contain any drawings
that accurately show the proposed Project in relation to the Belson Building.

Moreover, there is nothing in the record to create any basis for the City Planning
Commission to conclude the Project would be compatible with the scale and character of the
adjacent Belson Building, especially in light of the concerns described above. Hence, the
conclusory statements described in the Letter of Determination are inadequate to satisfy the
requirements of the Municipal Code and the approvals described in the decision were an abuse of
discretion.

3. Specific Findings Described In The Letter Of Determination Demonstrate
Inadequate Consideration With Respect To The Belson Building.

It is apparent from record and from the conclusory statements found in the Letter of
Determination that the secondary egress from the Belson Building was not properly taken into
consideration, despite the Commission having heard the testimony of the people who would be
impacted. As part of Finding 11, the “Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment and Findings”, the
rationale for the decision to approve a zero-foot side yard was that the design would allow “for
redevelopment of a large underutilized parcel of land within Hollywood Center with residential
and commercial uses while at the same time maintaining adjacent properties access to light and
air.” First the impact of the Belson Building’s access to light and air is a concern not adequately
addressed in the record; therefore, this finding is without basis and the approval upon which it
relies was an abuse of discretion. Second, the statement omits any mention of the testimony
regarding the Belson Building’s emergency egress and rubbish disposal needs that the Zoning
Administrator, the Planning Commission, and the Director heard about at the June 8 meeting and
omits any consideration of the health, welfare and safety of the members of the public who
conduct commerce within the Building.

In addition, Finding 13, the “Site Plan Review”, specifically states that “The applicant, in
response to community input, eliminated a request for a zero-foot side yard along the northerly
property line. Thus, with the exception of the request for a zero-foot side yard along the
southerly property line, the project complies with all applicable provisions of the Municipal
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Code.” It is difficult to comprehend that the intention of the Commission is to make a specific
exception with respect to the setback on the northerly property line while ignoring the public
interest with respect to a setback for the southerly property line despite the health, welfare and
safety needs of the Belson Building. However, the design of this project as approved would
create this exact scenario.

III. Conclusion

This project will impact the public health, welfare, and safety as it relates to the loss of
the adjacent Belson Building’s secondary egress. There is nothing in the record to indicate any
investigation or bona fide consideration of the problem, nor any facts established in the record to
justify the City Planning Commission’s conclusory findings. Therefore, findings were either
inadequate, an abuse of discretion or both.

As described in the Letter of Determination, the City Planning Commission and Director
of City Planning have the right (and in the context of this project, an obligation) “to impose
additional corrective Conditions, if in the Commission’s or Director’s opinion such Conditions
are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of adjacent
property.” The occupants of the Belson Building and the public who conduct commerce there
will be negatively impacted by this project as approved, as losing the critical secondary egress
will create an unsafe condition. We ask that after a further review of the facts as outlined above,
the Planning Commission and the Director perform their duty to the community by conducting
an adequate investigation into the negative impact to the public health, safety and welfare caused
by the project as proposed and by preserving the Belson Building’s secondary egress.
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