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APPLICATIONS:

APPEAL APPLICATION

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission * )fcity □ Director of PlanningCity Planning Commission Council

CPO-20tto-lOgO-faPA--Z.C--Hb-Mei)p-TA/-SPK
E. 2ND <S.T________________

___ l«4,7.0tn________________

Regarding Case Number:

Project Address:

Final Date to Appeal:

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved

□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

SC-ttUtuVk________
v\Ab(Me& flKregMLblNbi feSSIbSMTV

Mailing Address: \T>C> S VIHMES VT_______________
LA

Appellant’s name (print): 

Company:

C.A Zip:City: State:

.CAIATelephone: 80S CAS7Mlt& E-mail:

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

X □ Other:Self

XNo□ Yes• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

Zip:City: State:

E-mail:Telephone:
J
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL
4 Part

V
Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? Entire

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here:

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

Yes . No

MCUf/VMB, S ITt fcEMHBU

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contaii ■n this application are complete and true:

Tul 14 2-0 nAppellant Signature: Date:

6. 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 Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

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

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

Appeals to the 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 the 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)].

This Section for Cfly Planning Staff Use Only 
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):Base Fee>/ ^

$ e>°i-oo
Date:

7-14-17
Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:

0 / OZ1 (oTTIV'b
^ Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 2 of 2



July 14, 2017

Re: Case No. CPC-2016-1080-GPA-ZC-HD-MCUP-ZV-SPR

Dear Commissioners

On behalf of the residents of 120 S. Vignes Street ("The Vignes Art Building"), located directly 
across the street from the proposed 929 E. 2nd Street project, I urge you to deny approval for 
the Conditional Use Permit, the Zone Variance and Site Plan Review for this project for the 
reasons detailed below:

1. Conditional Use Permit. Opposed due to lack of consideration for residents of 120 S. Vignes 
Street, as evidenced on pages 28 and 29 of The Letter of Determination (mailing date: 6/29/17), 
and detailed below.

2. Zone Variance: Opposed due to fact that project scope and traffic impact is excessive for 
Vignes street. It will create an unnatural intersection and traffic congestion in our alleyway, and 
will result in the removal of at least 9 street parking places that we rely on, with no proposed 
accommodations.

3. Site Plan Review: Opposed because proposed development is inconsistent and incompatible 
with current and future development in neighborhood properties.

Specifically the proposal:

-Misrepresents its own size and scale 
-Asks for unnecessarily broad zone change
-Underestimates traffic and parking congestions during rush hours and after closing

Underscoring all of these points and our collective concern is the fact that during the 
neighborhood and environmental analysis, our building and its residents (many of whom are 
long-standing members of and contributions to the very Arts District creative community the 
developer of this project states their intent to support) were not taken into account, nor 
contacted, until very late in the process after many proposals, calculations, assumptions, and 
decisions were made.

For instance, no notice of the March 22nd hearing was sent to residents of 120 S. Vignes 
Street. This fact (which we believe may be a procedural and/or legal violation) is acknowledged 
in writing on pages 28 and 29 of The Letter of Determination (mailing date: 6/29/17), as follows:

“It was discovered that the notice was not mailed to 17 residential units of the Vignes 
Arts Building when residents of that building submitted letters to staff. An investigation



indicated the reason notices were not mailed to the Vignes Art Building residents is that 
the units in that building do not appear on the Los Angeles County Assessor information 
from which the mailing list for the notices was generated.”

In light of this fact and general lack of consideration for residents of the Vignes Art Building, we 
have reason to believe that many of projections, arguments, assumptions, and subsequent 
approvals regarding multiple aspects of this proposal (including but not limited to the Conditional 
Use Permit, Zone Variance and Site Plan Review) may be based on inaccurate and incomplete 
calculations and considerations that do not appropriately or fairly take our building and its 
residents - who live, work and create directly across the street - into account.

We recognize that future development of the Arts District is important and inevitable, and that it 
can have a positive impact on existing and future members of the neighborhood alike when 
conducted fairly, thoroughly, and thoughtfully.

However, considering the reasons stated above and the underlying (and acknowledged) fact 
that residents of building were not taken into initial consideration and have still yet to be 
engaged by the developer, we are deeply concerned that the true neighborhood and 
environmental impacts of this project have not been properly evaluated.

As such, we believe that if the project proceeds as proposed without a closer review and the 
involvement and input of the Vignes Art Building residents, it will disproportionately disrupt and 
adversely affect the very Arts District creative community that it claims to be serving.

Sincerely,

Travis Schlink


