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actions administered by the Department of City Planning.
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FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):

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

A Filing Fee must be paid at foe time of filing foe appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipts) (required to calculate 

their 85% appeal filing foe).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
foe 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 foe 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 foes 
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 foe 
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.

o

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to foe 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 foe 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)].
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ADAMS DOCKWEILER HERITAGE ORGANIZING COMMITTEE / A.D.H.O.C.

MASTER APPEAL FORM CONTINUATION:
ENV-2016-3173-CE / Case No. VTT-7483-SL-1A & related (Case No. ZA-2016-4597-CU) 
1176-1182-1182% W. 37th Place / RD2.1 / South Los Angeles Community Plan / CD-8.

07/10/17

On behalf of the Adams Dockweiler Heritage Organizing Committee, as an aggrieved 
party, we object to, and appeal the South Area Planning Commission’s (SAPC) Letter of 
Determination decision of June 28, 2017 to ADOPT the Categorical Exemption, ENV- 
2016-3173-CE for the construction of a proposed new Small-Lot Subdivision: Case No. 
VTT-7483-SL-1A, (the Project). Located at 1176-1182-1182% W. 37th Place, the proposed 
Project’s approval includes:

The Small Lot Subdivision of 2-lots into 7-lots.
The new construction of seven 3% -story residential structures totaling 42 
habitable rooms plus open roof-decks and with 30-parking spaces at grade.
A Conditional Use (ZA-2016-4597-CU) to permit seven dwelling units each 
containing five or more habitable rooms within the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Overlay (NSO)
The demolition of an existing 3 historic residential structures (1906, 1907,1928). 
Adoption of a Categorical Exemption, ENV-2016-3173-CE.

I find actions at the public hearing of June 20 2017, by the SAPC, in their review of my 
appeal of the Deputy Advisory Agency’s Letter of Determination decision, VTT-2016- 
3173-SL-1A (05/12/17) issued by Henry Chu, the Designee, were capricious and that they 
have abused their discretionary authority.

The SAPC action of simply continuing the rubber-stamping of prior approvals of the 
Planning Department decisions flies in the face of the purpose of a CEQA review. When 
decision makers, through their own acquiescent silence about the issues, render 
decisions without factual clarity they abuse their responsibility. The SAPC chose not to 
examine, review or discuss in any substantive manner how my appeal, with respect to 
failures of CE, was in error, and how the staff reports were correct, and those actions lack 
the transparency required to be sustainable.

THE FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA):

The proposed Categorical Exemption (CE) for the project is not legally sufficient to meet 
the requirements of CEQA in protection of our environment.

Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Guidelines for Implementation of 
CEQA, states a categorical exemption should not be used “where the activity would cause 
a substantial adverse change”. Furthermore, Section 15300.2 (c), explains: “Significant 
Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a 
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment

Furthermore a CE should not be issued when there are unusual circumstances which can 
be factually established by the Project’s inconsistency with the historic pattern of
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development of the Old University District, the noted incompatibility with the 1176-1182 Vz 
block face, the absence of any credible historic survey of the area and the provenance of 
the Old University District neighborhood which the decision makers ignored.

"Significant effect on the environment" is defined as "a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by 
the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to 
a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is 
significant."(Guidelines, s 15382)

The actual facts in the administrative record clearly meet the threshold of reasonable 
argument that there may be environmental impacts and include substantial evidence to 
this argument.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

We offer the following expert opinion of long time area resident Joanne Russell regarding 
the substantial adverse effect this project will have on the community, which is directly 
linked to physical change caused by this and other projects:

I, respectfully request that this petition not be granted because our neighborhood 
community life has become destabilized and it directly relates to being saturated with 
student/individual-type dwellings which contributes to an extreme shortage in family- 
friendly dwellings. In the past 10 years, approximately 55% of the family-oriented housing 
structures West of Vermont Avenue have been either re-habbed to house multiple 
student/individual occupancy units or demolished to erect buildings resembling 
apartments but in actuality is only design to shelter a student/individual occupant. The 
proposed project is a continuation of the same.

For more than 50 years this neighborhood has maintained the collective community 
resiliency needed to shift with changing demographics, economics, City growth, and the 
general cycle of life. Further displacement of families is and will continue to have a 
negative impact. The high level of student occupants is creating a ‘transient’ community 
which has no stability because of the constant turnover of people. There is no vested 
interest in the stability and advancement of their temporary communities. Nor do 
structures such as the one proposed provide future housing opportunities for the now 
college students who may want this to establish themselves in our community. They will 
not want to continue to live in student/individual housing. However, building family- 
oriented housing will help to restore balance living in this community and foster future 
positive growth.

Within walking distance of the project address is one elementary school, 1 junior high 
school, and one high school serving over 3,000 children on any given day. These children 
belong to a family and families constitute approximately 48% of the residence in the 
90007 zip code alone. But in Los Angeles, families are the new face of homelessness. We 
must plan wisely to avoid exacerbating this reality because 90007’s median income is 
about $27,000. Therefore, it is critical that we consider ways to create sustainable cities— 
not sacrificing the well-being of Angelinos with a change of a code and the stroke of a
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pen; but rather ensure housing equity so families not are trapped in generated poiicy-the 
cycle of poverty and find themselves falling in and out of homelessness.

I further request that City Planning honor the February 1, 2017, North Area Neighborhood 
Development's recommendation included in their South and Southeast LA Community 
Plan Comments to update the community assessment plan (most recent dated 2001) 
before erecting more permanent structures without a Community Development plan to 
achieve the Mayor’s sustainable City goals.”

Guidelines section 15064, subdivisions (d) and (f), interpreted with Guidelines section 
15382, require the lead-agency to consider economic and social consequences if they are 
related to a physical change in the environment. It is congruent with section 21100 which 
provides that, for purposes of that section, "any significant effect on the environment shall 
be limited to substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse changes in physical conditions 
which exist within the area as defined in Section 21060.5."

AN “URBANIZED AREA” IS NOT AN EXCUSE FOR DESTRUCTION OF CHARACTER 
DEFINING FEATURES

The Categorical Exemption cannot be properly utilized for this project, for the following 
reasons:

This project does not meet Secretary of Interior Standards for compatible infill 
development
The project creates cumulatively considerable impacts; a Categorical 
Exemption is not permitted in cases of cumulative impacts.
Staff has indicated that it uses informal, in-house private checklists to 
determine whether or not to utilize a CE versus utilizing the publicly- 
transparent Initial Study process to determine the level of environmental 
clearance.
Moreover, Staff now also indicates that the Department has an internal 
guideline that a project is exempt if it only has a single entitlement but not 
exempt if it needs two or more entitlements. That threshold does not appear in 
either the California Environmental Quality Act’s Article 19 (Categorical 
Exemptions) nor in the State’s Public Resources Code.
The Project at 1176-1182 W. 37th in fact has two discretionary requests: the 
subdivision of land into seven small lots and the conditional use pursuant to 
the NSO. Therefore by the City’s own expressed criteria, a CE should not 
have been issued.

CEQA sets a very low threshold for not permitting a Categorical Exemption, namely that it 
should not be used where there is a reasonable possibility of the activity having a 
significant effect.

The use of a Categorical Exemption is impermissible when a project cumulatively adds to 
the significant impacts of projects that have preceded it, even if those projects were 
initiated by other owners/developers/applicants.

[Citation: Title 14. California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3. Guidelines for 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act; Article 19. Categorical
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Exemptions, Section 15300.2. Exceptions: (b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for 
these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the 
same type in the same place, over time is significant.J

The City has already acknowledged that the cumulative impact of student housing has 
harmed the residential neighborhoods surrounding USC. That is why it has previously 
adopted the USC Specific Plan and the Neighborhood Stabilization Ordinance with its 
associated overlay zone. However, for purposes of CEQA, it should be evaluated as to 
whether or not this project would add to the significant impacts already identified (e.g., a 
categorical exemption is insufficient, and an Initial Study is required to determine if there 
are impacts and, if so, can they be mitigated?)

The project was given a Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 15300, Class 32 of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. This is in error as there are unusual 
circumstances relevant to this development, the project is not consistent with its 
surrounding development, and not consistent with policies and requirements of the South 
Community plan.

The South Los Angeles Community Plan calls for development to complement any unique 
existing development/uses to reinforce desirable characteristics and uses (I-6, South 
Community Plan). Yet the proposed project undermines both the existing characteristics 
and uses.

EXPERT OPINION

We offer the position taken by the Empowerment Congress North Area Neighborhood 
Development Council in opposition to the project:

The Neighborhood Council voted, at its March 2,2017 meeting, to deny the project for the 
following reasons:

Because of the density and scale, and incompatibility with the community 
character

o

The block face is two story craftsman homes
The area is not properly surveyed and needs to be studied as noted in the 
South Community Plan Comment
The development does not support the community character
Is out of scale with its surrounding
Is too dense and does not enhance the sense of community
In addition, a CE is not an adequate instrument in assessing the
environmental impacts of this case.
Absent an Initial Study and Checklist there is no fact based analysis of 
critical Initial Study Checklist categories which deal with Aesthetics, 
Cultural Resources, Land Use & Planning, Traffic & Circulation, Population 
& Housing, and Cumulative impacts and Mandatory Findings of 
Significance.

o
o

o
o
o
o

o

This particular small lot subdivision application has ramifications for all of the University 
District as it sets a negative precedent for development of South Los Angeles that is in 
conflict with its historic pattern of development and which will erode the sense of place 
and community character. We are seeing a pattern of cumulative impacts that will disrupt 
and change the entire character of the University District.
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CONTEXT OF THE OLD UNIVERSITY DISTRICT

Until the latter part of the 19th century, the District was a mixture of marshland, farmland 
and orchards. The establishment of the university in turn became a catalyst for the 
development of the neighborhood. West Los Angeles’ name was changed to "University" 
in 1883. The University District has not had adequate attention in the assessment of its 
historic resources. Today it is comprised of primarily one and two story buildings.
The South Los Angeles Community Plan provides an official guide to the future 
development of the District for use by the City Council, the Mayor, and the City Planning 
Commission; other concerned governmental agencies; residents, property owners and 
business people of the Plan Area, along with private organizations concerned with 
Planning and civic improvement. One of the objectives for housing in the South Los 
Angeles Community Plan is to conserve and improve the varied and distinctive residential 
character of the Plan area.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The impacts of this project need to be viewed in the context of cumulative impacts. At 
this moment in time, there are various projects in stages of development that create a new 
pattern of development, cutting up traditionally sized lots into smaller undersized lots, and 
over building, creating massive lot coverage and significant parking demands. This 
pattern has the potential to create severe and irreparable damage to historic buildings and 
neighborhoods. Cutting up a parcel in its historic configuration is detrimental to the 
neighborhood character. Some of the current proposals to do so are: 1155-1157 W. 36 
Place, 1227 W. 27th Street, 1182 37 Place, 1284-1288 W 37th Place.)

As the North Area Neighborhood Development Council wrote in their comment letter of 
April 12, 2017:

Cumulative impacts need to be evaluated in the context of the many current small lot 
proposals this year that we and the developer are aware of:
• 1182 37th Place
• 3431 Catalina
• 1284 1288 37th Street
• 1155 1157 36th Place
And there may be many others for which we have no notifications but are in the pipeline. 
These addresses above include demolition of what was previously affordable housing, not 
luxury rental townhomes. And each of the above are within blocks of each other. Such a 
proliferation must surely be considered cumulative. A CE will not be adequate. Findings 
must be fact based and without an initial study and checklist, you do not have the facts.

FAILURE OF THE HISTORIC ASSESSMENT

The Assessment of the historic property at 1182 37th Place by Kaplan Chen Kaplan was 
very professional, supplied appropriate data but arrived at the wrong conclusion. How on 
earth with all the information did this happen? Because the criteria for significance and 
the standard the consultant used as its bar was whether this property was individually 
eligible for the National register and ignored the criteria of "contributor altered.” It provided 
no context statement to judge the Old University District. These vernacular homes would 
contribute to such a district and is an intact block face that ought not to be destroyed. It
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also did not evaluate the property in the context of a potential CPIO which the proposed 
draft South Community Plan has created as a planning overlay.

The entire Old University District has lacked any comprehensive evaluation as a historic 
resource worthy of consideration as a historic planning overlay, a fact that NANDC 
recognized as part of the South Community Plan process:

“One critical flaw in the current CPIO process is that Planning failed to utilize CRA surveys 
and relied too heavily on SurveyLA. In some instances SurveyLA missed wide swaths of 
neighborhoods. The following areas should be included as CPIOs...

The area between Vermont and Normandie and Jefferson to Exposition (i.e. the Old 
University District) needs to be studied for a potential CPIO." (January 31, 2017 NANDC 
comment letter regarding the draft South Community Plan.)

The limitations of the historic assessment are apparent. While skillfully done, it fails to 
understand the context of a neighborhood where there are many intact blocks with 
character defining features and consistent historic patterns of development which reflect a 
historic neighborhood that has not had the proper surveying. The assessment took a 
narrow view of defining significance in the architectural context of the American 
Foursquare. SurveyLA missed this neighborhood: indeed the only two resources noted 
were the Warner Farmhouse and the Bojangles Residence, both of which were supplied 
to SurveyLA by the West Adams Heritage Association.

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE STANDARD

Substantial evidence supports a fair argument that this project would have a significant 
effect on the environment and that the Categorical Exemption fails to mitigate the adverse 
effects. The DAA should not have certified the Categorical Exemption without an initial 
study and checklist and adequate mitigations. With cumulative impacts and substantial 
adverse change this Project entails, a Mitigated Negative Declaration should be prepared 
in the context of significant impacts including those of cumulative impacts, aesthetics, 
historic resources, land use and planning, etc.) Such action would ‘‘demonstrate to an 
apprehensive citizenry that the public agency has in fact analyzed and considered the 
ecological implications of its’ actions.” (Laurel Heights, supra 47 Cal 3d at392.)

Therefore the Adams Dockweiler Heritage Organizing Committee is asking that the 
Planning and Land Use Committee find on behalf of our ADHOC appeal, and reject the 
approval of the Project’s issued Categorical Exemption as the correct CEQA evaluation 
because of its’ non-recognized negative impacts to the existing historic setting and the 
cumulative impacts to the character defining features of the historical context. ADHOC 
asks that you rescind the Project's CE and find that a full Mitigated Negative Declaration 
be undertaken.

Respectfully yours,

Jim Childs, on behalf of the Adams Dockweiler Heritage Organizing Committee 
2326 Scarff Street University Park, Los Angeles Calif.90007 
213-747-2526 / jeanjim@earthlink.net
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