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September 24, 2020

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: PLUM Committee

Dear Honorable Members:

CEQA APPEALS OF CASE NO. ENV-2016-4921-CE, 1719-1731 NORTH WHITLEY AVENUE; 
CF 19-1496

On August 1, 2019, the Director of Planning approved Case No. DIR-2016-4290-SPR for the 
construction, use, and maintenance of a 10-story, 156-room hotel with 122 automobile parking 
spaces. The Director’s approval was appealed to the Central Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission (APCC) by Susan Hunter (Los Angeles Tenants Union - Hollywood Local) and 
Casey Maddren (United Neighborhood for Los Angeles (UN4LA)). The appeal points raised by 
the appellants included consistency with the Hollywood Community Plan, the General Pan, the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, compliance with the Residential Hotel Ordinance, and the 
appropriateness and adequacy of the CEQA clearance (Class 32 Categorical Exemption). On 
October 22, 2019, the ApCc denied the appeals and thereby approved the project. The action of 
the APCC was final.

On November 15, and November 18, 2019, Casey Maddren (United Neighborhood for Los 
Angeles (UN4LA)), and Susan Hunter (Los Angeles Tenants Union - Hollywood Local), 
respectively, filed appeals of the APCC’s CEQA determination that the project is exempt from 
CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332 (Class 32). The appeal points raised 
by the appellants are substantially similar to those appeal points raised before the APCC, notably 
the appropriateness and adequacy of the CEQA clearance (Class 32 Categorical Exemption).

The following statements have been compiled from the submitted appeals relative to the APCC’s 
CEQA determination that the project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15332 (Class 32).
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The Categorical Exemption determination for Environmental Clearance conflicts with 
Proposed Hollywood Community Plan

1.

Appeal Comment:

The appellant provides the following from the proposed Hollywood Community Plan:

Goal LU4.7 Preserve Rent Stablished units. Encourage the preservation and maintenance 
of rental units that are protected by the Rent Stabilization Ordinance and discourage the 
loss of covenanted affordable units.

Staff Response:

On March 19, 2019, the Department of City Planning determined that the proposed project 
qualified as a Class 32 Categorical Exemption (Exhibit D) for its environmental clearance 
pursuant to Section 15332 of the Guideline for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines). In order to qualify for the Class 32 
Exemption, none of the six (6) exceptions listed in Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines 
may apply, and the proposed project must also meet the five (5) conditions listed in Section 
15332 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Department determined that none of the exceptions 
applied to the proposed project and that the project met the five (5) required conditions.

Specifically, as it relates to the appeal point above, the first condition listed in Section 15332 
of the CEQA Guidelines requires that "[t]he project is consistent with the applicable general 
plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning 
designation and regulations.” The appeal argues that in order to qualify for the Class 32 
Exemption, the project must be consistent with (or not conflict with) the proposed Hollywood 
Community Plan, however, as the proposed Hollywood Community Plan has not been 
adopted, it cannot be considered in determining the project’s consistency with the applicable 
general plan designation and general plan policies. In this case, only the existing Hollywood 
Community Plan which was adopted in 1988 is applicable to the proposed project.

Therefore, the proposed project need not be consistent with (or not conflict with) the 
proposed Hollywood Community Plan, in order to satisfy the requirements to qualify for the 
Class 32 Exemption.

The Categorical Exemption determination for Environmental Clearance conflicts with 
standing Hollywood Community Plan

2.

Appeal Comment:

The appellant provides the following Objective from the existing Hollywood Community Plan:

3. To make provision for the housing required to satisfy the varying needs and desires of 
all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual 
choice.

To encourage the preservation and enhancement of the varied and distinctive residential 
character of the Community, and to protect lower density housing for the scatter intrusion 
of apartments.
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Staff Response:

The Objective referenced from the existing Hollywood Community Plan is not directly 
applicable to the proposed project and is intended to apply to the whole of the Community 
Plan.

The project is not a housing project, and therefore is not expected to provide housing to 
satisfy the needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community. In addition, 
while the project would result in the removal of 40 units, the removal of such units does 
not conflict with the City’s ability to provide housing to all economic segments of the 
Community.

a.

The project is not located within any Specific Plan or Historic Preservation Overlay Zone. 
Nevertheless, the project’s design draws from the property’s existing development as 
well as various architectural elements of other buildings within the surrounding area. 
Specifically, the building footprint of the proposed project mimics the existing site layout 
by separating the ground floor with a central walkway, similar to the existing walkway 
separating to the two (2) buildings located toward the front property line.

b.

The project does not encroach on lower density housing. The site zone [Q]R5 with the 
[Q] limiting the density to the R4 Zone and is currently developed with 40 units.

Therefore, the proposed project does not conflict with the existing Hollywood Community 
Plan.

c.

The Categorical Exemption determination for Environmental Clearance conflicts with 
proposed Ordinances 14-0268-S14 (O’Farrell motion) and 14-0268-S16 (Ryu motion)

3.

Appeal Comment:

Councilmembers Mitch O’Farrell and David Ryu have introduced motions with the intention 
to provide better protections for tenants and properties which are subject to the Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance.

Staff Response:

The motions introduced by Councilmembers Mitch O’Farrell and David Ryu in 2018 and 
2019, respectively, direct various City Departments to provide the City Council with 
recommendations on how the City can provide better protections for tenants and properties 
which are subject to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance. As such, the motions themselves 
have no force of law and the proposed project’s consistency with such motions is not 
required in order to qualify for the Class 32 Exemption. Similar to the response to Appeal 
Point No. 1, the project does not need to demonstrate consistency with a proposed 
ordinance, only those regulations which are applicable (i.e in effect) to the project.

Therefore, the proposed project need not be consistent with (or not conflict with) the motions 
introduced by Councilmembers Mitch O’Farrell and David Ryu (Council File Nos. 14-0268- 
S14 and 14-0268-S16), in order to satisfy the requirements to qualify for the Class 32 
Exemption.
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The proposed project does not qualify for the Class 32 Exemption (Appeal No 2)4.

Appeal Comment:

The project would result in significant effects relating to traffic, noise (abutting sensitive 
receptors), air quality (abutting sensitive receptors) and water quality, and cannot be served 
by all required utilities and public services. The project would also result in a significant 
impact on cultural resources, and population and housing.

Staff Response:

Air Quality. The environmental analysis considered the nearby sensitive receptors, 
including the adjacent senior housing development abutting the subject property to the 
south. Specifically, on page 111-40 of the Findings Supporting a Categorical Exemption 
(Exhibit D), Table 111-13 (Local Construction Emissions at the Nearest Receptors), the 
analysis considers the multi-family residential dwellings to the north and south of the 
project site as sensitive receptors; and found that the project, through the 
implementation all applicable regulatory compliance measures, would not result in any 
significant impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.

a.

Furthermore, the appellant has provided no substantial evidence to contradict the 
conclusions of the air quality analysis provided.

Cultural Resources. The City has reviewed and concurs with the conclusions of a 
Historic Resources Assessment of the subject property and the existing structures on 
site. The Assessment found that while the property may have some historic value, it 
does not qualify as a historic resource and therefore the proposed project would not 
result in a significant impact to any historic resource.

b.

Furthermore, the appellant has provided no substantial evidence to contradict the 
conclusions of the Historic Resource Assessment provided.

Noise. Similar to the discussion above, the environmental analysis considered the 
nearby sensitive receptors, including the adjacent senior housing development abutting 
the subject property to the south. Specifically, on page 111-29 of the Findings Supporting 
a Categorical Exemption (Exhibit D), the analysis considers the multi-family residential 
dwellings to the north and south of the project site as sensitive receptors; and found that 
the project, through the implementation all applicable regulatory compliance measures, 
would not result in any significant impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.

c.

Furthermore, the appellant has provided no substantial evidence to contradict the 
conclusions of the noise analysis provided.

Population and Housing. As the proposed project qualifies for the Class 32 Exemption 
it is exempt from CEQA. As it relates to population and housing, were the project not to 
be exempt from CEQA, analysis of the project’s impact to population and housing would 
be proper. The City’s determination that the project qualifies for the Class 32 Exemption 
is based on the requirements within Sections 15300.2 and 15332 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, and not in an effort to avoid any particular area of impact analysis.

d.

Public Services - Police Protection. Police Services was considered and analyzed as 
part of the project’s environmental review. The analysis found that the proposed project

e.
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would not result in a significant impact to the City’s ability to provide and maintain the 
current level of police service.

Furthermore, the appellant has provided no substantial evidence to contradict the 
conclusions of the analysis provided.

f. Transportation/Traffic. The potential traffic impacts for the proposed project were 
considered and analyzed as part of the project’s environmental review. Specifically, DC 
Engineering Group prepared a traffic studied for the proposed project titled “Traffic 
Impact Study Proposed Whitley Hotel Project” which determined that that proposed 
project would not result in any significant traffic and transportation impacts. The study 
was reviewed by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and in a letter 
dated March 9, 2017, accepted the findings of the study.

Furthermore, the appellant has provided no substantial evidence to contradict the 
conclusions of the traffic analysis provided.

Utilities - Solid Waste. The project’s impact to solid waste utilities was considered and 
analyzed as part of the project’s environmental review. The analysis found that the 
proposed project would not result in a significant impact to the City’s ability to provide 
and maintain adequate solid waste facilities.

g.

Furthermore, the appellant has provided no substantial evidence to contradict the 
conclusions of the analysis provided.

Sincerely

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

Oliver Netburn 
City Planner

VPB:ON


