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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 □ City Planning Commission □ Director of Planning13 City Council

Regarding Case Number: ENV-2017-4073-CE: •BID 3017 >1072 COA DRB SPP WDH

Project Address: 1276 West 29th Street. Los Angeles CA 90007__________________

Final Date to Appeal: 09/25/2018___________________________________________

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
0 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

Appellant’s name (print): Jim Childs and Laura Meyers_________

Company: North University Park Community Association (NUPCA)

Mailing Address: NUPCA: P.O. Box 15881 LA 90015___________

City: Los Angeles________

Telephone: (323) 868-0854

Zip: 90007State: CA

E-mail: lauramink@aol.com

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

□ Self 0 Other: NUPCA

0 No□ 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:

City: State: Zip:

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

13 Entire □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? 

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

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

□ Yes □ No

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

• The reason for the appeal 

® Specifically the points at issue
• 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 contained in this application are complete and true:

Appellant Signature: Date: 09/25/2018

FILING REQUIREfi^ENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ^6.

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 
Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
Justification/Reason for Appeal 
Copies of Original Determination Letter

o
o
o

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

o

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 City Planning Staff Use Only

IEBase Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):

*£7". <LcA(j
Date

Receipt No: -

01 OX W? lb()
Determination authority notified

Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:

□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
&
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North University Park Community Association

September 24, 2018 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

MASTER APPEAL FORM CONTINUATION SHEET;
Case No. ENV-2017-4073-CE
Case No. Case No. DIR-2017-4072-COA-SPP-WDI

1276 West 29th Street, Los Angeles CA 90007

PROJECT DESCRIPTION — Director’s approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness and a Project 
Compliance Permit; a Waiver of Dedications and Improvement; and a Categorical Exemption from 
CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act), for:

“the adaptive reuse of an existing church structure as an 9,256-square-foot, seven-unit 
apartment building, with parking for six cars, seven long-term bike parking spaces, two short-term 
bike parking spaces, and front and side yard landscaping and hardscaping. ”

This is an appeal to the Los Angeles City Council of the certification of ENV-2017-4073-CE. The South 
Area Planning Commission failed to reach a three-person consensus in this case, and therefore by 
default the previous Planning Staff action constitutes a “certification” of Staffs own proposed 
Categorical Exemption. City Council should reject this action and should NOT certify a Categorical 
Exemption for this project. A Categorical Exemption for this project is insufficient and not legally 
defensible, for reasons outlined in detail below. And therefore, we are appealing the Determination on 
behalf of the North University Park Community Association (N.U.P.C.A.), the original Appellants.

After working for nearly 40 years to conserve and protect the designated and identified historic 
resources in University Park and the West Adams District - including quite specifically the subject site - 
N.U.P.C.A., and the undersigned Appellants personally, are aggrieved parties in this case, which if not 
appealed would permit the permanent alteration and demolition of a cultural and historic resource. This 
justification letter will describe the points at issue and why we believe the decision-maker(s) erred or 
abused discretion in this matter.

The use of a Categorical Exemption is essentially “unreasonable,” because staff in its original 
Determination and again in its Report to the Area Planning Commission dismissed evidence that the 
Subject Property, the former Korean Methodist Church, is associated with Korean American history in 
Los Angeles - evidence provided by the City’s own Survey LA “Korean-American in Los Angeles” 
Context Statement, which features this church on its cover.

1



Because 1276 West 29th Street was identified by Qualified Historians who are experts in Korean 
American history (who had been hired, by the way, by the City Planning Department and who are 
acknowledged as experts in the Context Statement), and because other expert Qualified Historians 
(including the undersigned) also have identified this property as a historic resource, the City is required 
to, at minimum, prepare an MND. Under CEQA, it is not sufficient to rely solely on an opinion in an 
assessment by an outside vendor - even one who is also a Qualified Historian - who has been paid by 
the Applicant to make a finding that not coincidentally that supports the project goal of removing the 
character defining features of the interior church sanctuary.

Rather, CEQA requires that where there is a split in expert opinion - as there is in this case - that the 
Decision Maker (The City through its City Council) err on the side of conservatism and engage in a 
more complete environmental assessment.

Moreover, the use of the Categorical Exemption was predicated on Staffs assumption that this project 
meets Secretary of Interior Guidelines. It does not.

If the CEQA clearance is defective, then the entire Determination is as well. As a result, we hereby also 
appeal the case in whole, and request that this appeal be heard by the Los Angeles City Council.

Even though they failed to “act” because the three Commissioners present could not reach a consensus, 
the South Area Planning Commission unfortunately abused its discretion in one important way. While 
discussing whether or not the former Korean Methodist Church should be considered “historic,” that 
discussion devolved into an exchange about the fact there were no Korean Americans in the room (at the 
SAPC hearing) to weigh in on whether or not they felt it was an important building. Noting, of course, 
that

1) . Korean Americans themselves were who identified the building in the first place for SurveyLA, and
2) . It seemed inappropriate that decisions relative to CEQA were being based on the race and/or 
ethnicity of the Appellant or others who testified that this is a historic resource subject to CEQA review.

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

This project does not meet Secretary of Interior Standards, in that the project will demolish 
the interior of the historic resource, namely the church sanctuary/nave 
Staff’s jurisdiction over the exterior only does not excuse Staff from a proper CEQA 

evaluation-, if Staff is using Class 31 of CEQA Exemptions as its basis, conformance with the 
Standards requires evaluation of interior changes as well as exterior changes.
The project creates cumulatively considerable impacts; a Categorical Exemption is not 
permitted in cases of cumulative impacts.
Moreover, Staff has for the past few years indicated 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. Although 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, if in fact this is now the City’s stated procedure it applies in this case, since 
along the COA case there is a “WDI” case, Waiver of Dedications and Improvements (e.g., 
TWO entitlements.
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• CEQA establishes a low threshold for the preparation of an EIR, and in particular sets a bar 
that when experts (Qualified Historians) disagree, then the fullest possible evaluation shall 
take place. Several Qualified Historians stated that the project does not meet Secretary of 
Interior Guidelines.

The proposed Categorical Exemption (CE) for the project at 1276 West 29th Street 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 usedfor an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment.

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 appeal by 
N.U.P.C.A. has met this bar for the following reasons:

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 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.]

The City has recently approved multiple other adaptive reuses of former churches into unrelated new 
uses, and this trend is likely to continue as traditional church congregations are dwindling. For example, 
the nearby Roger Williams Baptist Church has been reconceived as a Charter School. St. Vibiana’s 
Cathedral is now an event center. The former Welsh Presbyterian Church/former synagogue is also a 
cultural/events center. A former church and synagogue in Jefferson Park is being converted into an 
artist’s studio. And the former St. James Armenian Apostolic Church is also a charter school.

The latter case, unfortunately, is most analogous to this proposal: The new owners of St. James decided 
to gut the sanctuary - which had evoked a traditional Armenian Church - to make a basketball court, 
thereby demolishing forever its character-defining features. The Subject Property’s owners similarly 
propose to gut their sanctuary to build a second floor of housing, thus forever damaging the historic 
nave. Although we do not yet know how many other adaptive reuse projects of historical churches have 
occurred or are being proposed within Los Angeles currently, the pattern of development we are 
witnessing argues strongly for a more complete environmental assessment that would also consider the 
cumulative impact of the loss of the City’s historic churches.

Staff incorrectly made Findings that the project as presented meets Secretary of Interior 
Standards for Rehabilitation, and therefore Staff recommended and due to the SAPC’s failure to 
act de facto certified an inappropriate Categorical Exemption that does not comply with Class 
31/Section 15331.
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Class 31 requires that a project be fully compliant with Secretary of Interior Standards and that there 
shall be no adverse effect on a historic resource. However, in the instant case, the complete gutting of 
the historic building is an adverse effect and in and of itself is not compliant with the Guidelines.

[Citation: Title 14. California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3. Guidelines for Implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act; Article 19. Categorical Exemptions, Section 15331. Historical 
Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation. Class 31 consists of projects limited to maintenance, repair, 
stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historical 
resources in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21084, Public 
Resources Code.

Discussion: This section establishes an exemption for projects involving the maintenance, rehabilitation, 
restoration, preservation, or reconstruction of historical resources, provided that the activity meets 
published federal standards for the treatment of historic properties. These federal standards describe 
means of preserving, rehabilitating, restoring, and reconstructing historic buildings without adversely 
affecting their historic significance. Use of this exemption, like all categorical exemptions, is limited by 
the factors described in section 15300.2 (Exceptions) and is not to be used where the activity would 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

SOURCE: http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/artl9.html
Title 14. California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3. Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 
Act, Article 19. Categorical Exemptions]

We ask that you reject the project’s Categorical Exemption and require that an Initial Study and 
Checklist be prepared with the goal of a more complete environmental review to allow for public input, 
discussion, evaluation of the total project on the entire complex of several lots, and review of Project 
Alternatives as the legally-mandated CEQA clearance for the project requires. If the Categorical 
Exemption is allowed to stand the community and the environment will suffer significant and irreparable 
damage.

Respectfully submitted,

Jim Childs, on behalf of N.U.P.C.A., and

Laura Meyers, on behalf of N.U.P.C.

Please send notices to:

Jim Childs, 2326 Scarff Street No 1, Los Angeles CA 90007 
Laura Meyers, 1818 South Gramercy Place Los Angeles, CA 90019 
N.U.P.C.A., P.O. Box 15881, Los Angeles CA 90015
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Office: Downtown
Return to Planning Copy
Application Invoice No: 49850

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning
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Scan this QR Code® with a barcode 
reading app on your Smartphone. 

Bookmark page for future reference.
;d.

City Planning Request
NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to 

your application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you.

This filing fee is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C.

Applicant: NORTH UNIVERSITY PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION -NUPCA - CHILDS/MEYERS, JIM/LAURA ( B:323-8680854

Representative:
Project Address: 1276 W 29TH ST, 90007

NOTES: CEQA appeal to the ENV case (incidental to case no, DIR-2017-4072-COA-DRB-SPP-WDI-1A)

ENV-2017-4073-CE
%Item Fee Charged Fee

$89.00Other with Surcharges (per Ordinance No. 182,106) * 100% $89.00
$89.00Case Total

Item Charged Fee hh De:pscbsie.nt, of Building sod Safety 
LA DAVI 1021317,‘Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00 ■35 PM9/25/2018 1

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00
5106 ..80 

S2..67
PLAN 4 LAND USE
I'iEV SEEV CENTER SURCH-PLANNING$89.00Plan & Land Use Fees Total

Expediting Fee $0.00
Development Services Center Surcharge (3%) $2.67
City Planning Systems Development Surcharge (6%) 5109$5.34 ub To-t-sl:
Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23

0102947160XGeneral Plan Maintenance Surcharge (7%) $6.23 xp-
Grand Total $109.47
Total Invoice $109.47

$0.00Total Overpayment Amount
$109.47Total Paidfthis amount must equal the sum of all checks)

Council District: 9
Plan Area: South Los Angeles
Processed by MACEDO, EDBER on 09/25/2018

Signature:

Printed by MACEDO, EDBER on 09/25/2018. Invoice No: 49850. Page 1 of 1 QR Code is a registered trademark of Denso Wave, Incorporated
I
.


