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Appeal by Applicant
Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved
Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department
of Building and Safety
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by
the Department of City Planning.
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING- Please provide on separate sheet.

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it?

0 Part

,PfJ& Entire

Your justification/reason must state:
•

The reasons 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

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS

•

Eight (8} copies of the following documents are required {1 original and 7 duplicates}:
•
•
•

Master Appeal Form
Justification/Reason for Appealing document
Original Determination Letter

•

Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee.

•

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt.

•

Applicants filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7.

•

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TI or VTI} by the City (Area} Planning
Commission must be filed within 10 days of the written determination of the Commission.

•

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... } makes a
determination for a project that is not further appealable.
"If a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report, approves a
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision"making body, if any."
--CA Public Resources Code§ 21151 (c)
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Original Receipt and BTC Receipt (if original applicant}

February 23, 2015
Los Angeles City Council
C/o City of Los Angeles Planning Department
Department's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Vesting Tentative Tract Case # VTT-72898-SL
Project Location: 847-853 North Merwin Street; 850-856 North Coronado Street
I am appealing this decision on behalf of the Coronado Street Citizen's Coalition of Silver Lake,
of which I am a member. The Coronado Street Citizen's Coalition includes residents, business
owners, and property owners who advocate for responsible development in Silver Lake. We are
appealing, in part, because the APC requested we do so. Why would the APC make such an odd
request from an appellant after denying the appeal?
The APC hearing in question was on January 28, 2015 and lasted over 3 hours. The APC very
much believed it should uphold our appeal but they decided against it because the Advisory
Agency Jae Kim, told them they could only use the Map Act to make a decision and that the
Small Lot Ordinance and the small lot guidelines had no bearing on their decision. Since none of
the commissioners had ever heard of the map act, they deferred to Jae Kim on this matter.
Unfortunately for the commissioners, the appellants and now you, the PLUM commission, Mr.
Kim was incorrect in his assertion. In this appeal we will show you exactly where and how he
was incorrect and how he mislead the APC. This is an exceedingly important case because it
clearly exemplifies a systemic issue with the way in which communities and the APC are being
disenfranchised from working to protect the neighborhoods we cherish and participate in the
healthy and sensible growth of our city. We are deeply concerned that a process that should work
to free the city from needless litigation is actually causing more litigation.
We have looked closely at the various ordinances and statutes that govern the process of small lot
conversions. We have read the Map Act and we have read the small lot guidelines. The problem
is not with these statutes, acts, ordinances, guidelines or even the appeal process itself, although
it could be improved. The problem is the Advisory Agency is abusing his power in the approval
process. This abuse is causing community groups all over the city to cry foul and ultimately set a
course for litigation after the appeal process has failed to remediate the problem.
It is very important to note that the Coronado Street Citizen's Coalition are not unreasonable
people. We are not trying to stop all development. We did attempt to persuade the developer to
scale down the project in keeping with the surrounding neighborhood. We simply wanted the
Small Lot Guidelines to be followed. We asked for compatibility in design, height and setbacks.
We expressed hope that if the developer wanted contemporary design that the structure reflect
contemporary design issues such as passive and active solar, permeable surfaces, etc. The
challenges of the Small Lot Ordinance are expressed in the guidelines, namely, that of "infill"

architecture. This means buildings that can fit fluidly between existing structures. It is ideal for
commercial strip areas that could be converted to walkable city areas with the introduction of
residential units. Instead, we have a rush to demolish existing homes and build Small Lot
developments in their place. In the year 2014 the Department of Engineering issued thousands of
demolition permits in Los Angeles, the greatest number in a single year. A significant portion of
these homes were demolished to make way for small lot units. This is a problem. Small lot units
are high-priced new homes. The existing structures house working class people who cannot
afford the price of these new homes. Therefore, the city will need to use tax dollars to build
housing units for people losing their homes. This is unfair to all the people of Los Angeles and
amounts to a subsidy for the small lot developers.
When houses are demolished, we lose a part of our past. We are finally realizing that homes built
in the early part of the last century are valuable and worth preserving. Our great redwoods were
felled to build these homes. Studies show that these buildings have very few termite problems,
They are solidly built and have withstood earthquakes. When we tear these buildings down
unnecessarily, we demolish a part of our city that cannot be regained. Infill architecture works
with existing structures. By protecting existing structures we are protecting history and we are
protecting families who historically were disenfranchised from the housing market due to racism.
People renting on Coronado Street could not get bank loans to buy houses in the 1960's and 70's.
So generations of families rented. Now we are poised to disenfranchise them again by allowing
developers to utilize a loophole in the Small Lots Ordinance that incentivizes demolishing homes
to get around RSO restrictions.
The developer has a right to make a profit. We don't deny that. What we do argue is at what cost
to the tax payers now and to future generations? This must be weighed carefully in the approval
process. The city has the ordinance and the guidelines to do this. The DCP even agrees that the
guidelines must be substantially followed for a small lot development to go through. However,
Jae Kim thinks otherwise. He admits this development does not adhere to the small lot guidelines
but he claims he does not have the authority to require the developer to follow the small lot
guidelines. And that is why you are reading this. And that is why so many small lot
developments are winding up in front of your commission and then going on to litigation and
will continue this route until Jae Kim follows the rules.
Mr. Kim will inevitably bring up the Map Act as his justification. He will bring up underlying
zoning which in the case of this development, would allow a maximum of a 45' tall apartment
building to be built with 18 units. I ask you to look at the Map Act. We will be providing you
with salient points from it. The community would rather have a 45' tall apartment complex built
on the site than 10 small lot units. Why? Because that apartment complex would have a
maximum of 18 units but they may be only 1 bedroom units. The small lots proposed have three
bedrooms each and will be the largest homes in the neighborhood. An apartment complex would
have set backs and open space requirements, while this project has none. And most importantly,
an apartment complex would be rent stabilized because the homes that exist on the site now are
rent stabilized. The residents of the homes set to be demolished would at least have a right to
apartments in the new apartment complex. We don't want the historic architecture to be
demolished, but if it is we don't want the families who have lived in the neighborhood for years
to have to leave. Most importantly, the developer is not asking to build an apartment complex,

he is asking to build luxury priced small lot homes. He has presented with designs that do not
meet the spirit of the Small Lot Ordinance in that they do not act as infill between existing
structures, and they do not meet the requirements of the Small Lot Ordinance as they are
expressed using the small lot guidelines. They don't even meet the Map Act because the
application was not complete and contained clear fraud.
The problem is that the Advisory Agency must uphold the Small Lot Ordinance and projects
must substantially adhere to the small lot guidelines in order to be approved. Jae Kim has refused
to do this even though the DCP has clearly spelled this out. Mr. Kim is acting out of
conformance with the DCP. He is approving projects SOLEY based on whether they conform to
the Map Act and with utter disregard for the Small Lot Ordinance or the small lot ordinance
guidelines. But even the Map Act was not adhered to in this case.
We will show you, step by step how this development should never have been approved in the
first place. We will show (2) instances of fraud on the part of the developer- both brought to the
attention of Mr. Kim and ignored. We will show you glaring omissions in the required
application- ignored by Mr. Kim, and we will show you why the APC wanted to uphold our
appeal and ultimately was misled in to believing they could not- again by Mr. Kim. We will then
ask you to uphold our appeal. Developers must be held to the required standards the city has
worked hard to forge. We hope the city will further take action to examine the track record of Mr.
Kim in creating litigations through his irresponsible approvals. We are confident this action will
significantly cut down on the work load of the PLUM commission.

In this appeal, we intend to show the following:
1. That the Department of City Planning approved a project with significant errors in the
application including, but not limited to, notarized rent fraud, a fraudulent solar report
actually for an entirely different property, and an erroneous Environmental Assessment
Report. The Department of City Planning did nothing when citizens brought this to the
attention of the DCP prior to the initial hearing on the development.
2. That the conclusions of the Project's Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") and Advisory
Agency's CEQA Findings of no impact/less-than-significant impacts resulting from the
Project are unsubstantiated by the evidence, resulted from less than thorough application of
the thresholds and therefore preclude informed decision making and proper public
participation.
3. That omissions from the public file and errors in noticing, including, but not limited to,
incorrect addresses and a determination letter that directed neighbors to appeal the Central
Area Planning Commission instead of the East Los Angeles Planning commission combined
to thwart the public's ability to properly vet the project
4. That Deputy Advisory Agency Jae Kim erred and/or abused his discretion by issuing an
approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72898-SL without applying the proper statutes,
including provisions of the General Plan, the Small Lot Ordinance and Small Lot Design

Guidelines, which the Advisory Agency was specifically directed to apply in this case by
City Planning Director Michael LoGrande in a January 29,2014 directive. Mr. Kim further
abused his discretion by claiming at the initial hearing and then again at the APC hearing that
he could only approve the project based on the Map Act and neither the Small Lot Ordinance
nor its guidelines could be argued. The city attorney knowingly mislead the APC on this
point. Mr. Kim further abused his discretion by claiming that the proposed project adhered to
the Map Act when in fact it does not. The entire APC hearing was taped by KCET and we
have the audio from the hearing to substantiate these claims.
5. The City Attorney and Deputy Advisory Agency Jae Kim knowingly mislead the APC as to
its rights to uphold the appeal. And that the East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
erred and/or abused their discretion at the January 28,2015 appeal hearing of case
VTT-72898-SL by failure to research and address key evidence brought forth by the
appellant and the Public, thereby denying the appellant a fair and proper hearing. They also
erred by adopting the findings, when such action was not actually agendized.
In the weeks before the hearing we will give you irrefutable evidence of all of these claims. We
look forward to presenting them to you at our hearing.
Thank you,

Anne Hars
Coronado Street Citizen's Coalition

