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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 El City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: ENV-2016-4921-CE 

Project Address: 1719-1731 North Whitley Avenue 

Final Date to Appeal: 11/17/2019______________

□ 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): Casey Maddren

Company: _____________________________

Mailing Address: 2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17

City: Los Angeles________________________

Telephone: (323) 462-7804___________

Zip: 90068State: CA

E-mail: cmaddren@gmail.com

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

□ Self 0 Other: United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles (UN4LA)

□ Yes 0 No® Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

State: Zip:City:

E-mail:Telephone:
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•i t'%4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

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

□ Yes El NoAre 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:

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion
• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT5.

:ained in this application are complete and true:I certify that the statements

Date:Appellant Signature:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDJTfONAL 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.
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
(DSC Planner): Date:Reviewed & Accepted

P-P 'Base Fee:

m
Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:Receipt No:

e?ie?3>t 1&2-51
□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)□ Determination authority notified
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1719-1731 North Whitley Avenue

APPEAL

CEQANo.: ENV-2016-4921-CE

The Reason for the Appeal

The determination letter issued by the Department of City Planning (DCP) states that the 
Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332, but in 
fact, the Project does not meet the criteria set out in this section of the Guidelines. The 
Project also clearly meets the criteria for some of the exceptions listed under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15300.2.

The findings also include inaccurate statements regarding the project’s potential impacts 
on vehicular use and transit ridership, and offer no evidence to support the stated 
claims. The determination letter ignores the City’s ongoing failure to reduce car use and 
encourage transit ridership. The DCP has also failed to analyze significant impacts in 
the following areas:

Air Quality 
Noise
Population - Housing 
Public Services - Police 
Utilities - Solid Waste

How I Am Aggrieved by the Decision

I live in the Hollywood area, along with other members of UN4LA, and we continue to be 
impacted by the DCP’s disastrous approach to housing. While it’s unclear how many 
displaced tenants end up living on the street, we have seen the homeless population in 
Hollywood grow substantially larger as the DCP continues to approve projects which 
result in the removal of RSO housing. City Hall and the DCP have utterly failed to 
provide a mix of housing options for all income levels as required by the City’s General 
Plan and State law.

We are aggrieved by increasing congestion, and the transformation of quiet residential 
streets into busy commuter thoroughfares as drivers seek alternate routes to avoid traffic 
jams. Walking in Hollywood has become increasingly dangerous as residential streets 
like Whitley, Wilcox, Ivar, Argyle, Selma, and De Longpre have become crowded with 
cars at rush hour. The DCP’s claims that it is promoting transit-oriented development 
(TOD) have no foundation in reality, as car ownership has soared since 2000 and transit 
ridership in LA and in the Hollywood area continues to decline. For details see Falling 
Transit Ridership, 2018, UCLA Institute of Transportation Studies.

We are aggrieved by the increasing strain put on the officers of the Hollywood Division 
who are doing their best to cope with a steadily increasing tourist trade. According to 
LAPD COMPSTAT reports, violent crime in the Hollywood area increased over 50%
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from 2014 to 2018, which seems to indicate that the LAPD is being expected to handle 
an increasing burden without sufficient resources.

Waste disposal is a growing problem, not just in the City of Los Angeles but throughout 
the State. The City is currently far from meeting its recycling goals, and landfills are 
reaching their capacity as it becomes increasingly difficult to identify new sites for future 
waste disposal. The City's waste disposal infrastructure is not adequate to meet current 
challenges, and the City is substantially out of compliance with State requirements for 
diversion to recycling. Approval of this project will only strain waste disposal 
infrastructure further. Moving increasing amounts of trash to more remote landfills will 
mean increased use of diesel fuel which will exacerbate existing air pollution challenges. 
This impacts all Angelenos.

Specific Points at Issue

CEQA
The determination letter for the Project approves a Categorical Exemption (CE), citing 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332. But in fact the guidelines state that a project only 
qualifies for this exemption if:

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, 
noise, air quality, or water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

There is no question that this project will have significant impacts to traffic, noise 
and air quality. The project does not qualify for a categorical exemption.

The project will undoubtedly cause significant impacts in a number of areas. I have 
prepared a list using the CEQA Initial Study as a guide.

Air Quality

The CEQA Initial Study asks:

Would the project....

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The Air Quality Impact Analysis fails to mention that the Ariranq Senior 
Apartments are located at 1715 Whitley Ave., directly adjacent to the project site.
This seems especially odd since the Analysis' discussion of sensitive receptors begins 
with this sentence:

"Those who are sensitive to air pollution include children, the elderly, and persons with 
preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness."

The Arirang Senior Apartments are entirely inhabited by elderly persons, and it is likely 
that some of them are suffering from respiratory or cardiovascular illness. Extended 
exposure to construction dust and diesel exhaust will no doubt cause impacts to their 
health. The fact that the report from Ganddini Group fails to mention this important
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information, which is clearly evident to anyone looking at the surrounding neighborhood, 
seems to indicate that the authors are either completely incompetent or have 
deliberately excluded this information to help the developer push the project forward. 
Ganddini Group's "analysis" offers over a hundred pages of boilerplate blather, but 
somehow fails to mention one of the most important facts related to an environmental 
assessment of this project.

Noise

The CEQA Initial Study asks:

Would the project result in....

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

The answer to all of these questions is yes. Again, the senior housing facility 
right next door is undoubtedly a sensitive receptor, and there is no doubt that 
noise from the construction of the hotel would have significant impacts on the 
elderly residents.

Operational noise will also likely be significant. On the Environmental Assessment Form 
the applicant indicated that the hotel would host special events. Hotels typically offer 
spaces for weddings, conventions, and other public gatherings, and in the Hollywood 
area they have also been known to host events featuring live music or DJs. The noise 
generated by these events would be significant, and would no doubt impact the quality of 
life of the seniors living next door.

Population and Housing

The CEQA Initial Study asks:

Would the project....

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?

The answer to both of these questions is clearly yes. It is shocking that the DCP would
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evade consideration of this issue by invoking a categorical exemption. In its findings, the 
determination letter references the General Plan, but astonishingly, it ignores key 
requirements of the Framework Element, including the following goals:

conservation of existing residential neighborhoods

assurance of environmental justice and a healthful living environment

The removal of 40 rent-stabilized units at a time when the City is experiencing an 
affordable housing crisis obviously does not support either one of these goals.

The City of LA is already in gross violation of State law with regard to RHNA allocations, 
and this project will continue the practice of removing badly needed RSO housing.
While the City has produced well over the quota for Aboi/e Moderate Income housing, it 
has failed miserably to meet quotas for Very Low, Low, and Middle Income Housing.
The numbers prepared by the DCP for the City's 2018 Housing Element Annual 
Progress Report make clear how grave the situation is.

Permitted Units Issued by Affordability in 2018

Very Low 1,101

Low 326

Moderate 168

SUBTOTAL 1,595

Above Mod. 19,236

TOTAL 20,831

These numbers show that of the 20,831 permits issued, the combined total of Very Low, 
Low, and Moderate Income units equals only 7% of housing produced in 2018.

Things get even worse when we take into account the 1,850 RSO units withdrawn from 
the market in 2018. If we subtract 1,850 from 1,595, we get a net loss of 255. While 
affordable units are not the same as RSO units, it's clear that at the end of the year there 
were even fewer housing units accessible to Low and Middle Income households.

The approval of a project which results in the removal of 40 RSO units when the City is 
experiencing a dire shortage of affordable housing without making any provision for 
replacement units clearly violates State housing requirements.

The Hollywood Community Plan states as one of its objectives:

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.

This project clearly does not meet that objective.
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The Project also falls within the boundaries of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
(HRP) Area and is in violation of the Plan's requirements. The HRP imposes a limit of 
80 units per acre. This 156-room hotel far exceeds that limit. The Project exceeds the 
HRP's allowable density. Also ZIMAS states that the parcel is zoned [QJR5-2, but R5 is 
not allowed in the HRP area. The City has failed to resolve this conflict.

Public Services - Police Protection

While the project would not result in impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, it definitely has the potential to impact law 
enforcement in the community, and so potentially impact the health and safety of 
Hollywood residents.

Crime in Hollywood has been rising for years. I_APD COMPSTAT reports show violent 
crime in the Hollywood area increased over 50% from 2014 to 2018, which seems to 
indicate that the LAPD is being expected to handle an increasing burden without 
sufficient resources.

A number of hotel projects have been approved in the area, and more are in the 
pipeline. Since 2015 the DCP has approved 1,451 hotel rooms in Central Hollywood. 
Beyond this, the DCP has also approved 2,603 residential units in the area and 33+ 
liquor permits. The increasing numbers of tourists, residents, and establishments 
serving alcohol clearly have the potential to impose a greater burden on the officers of 
the Hollywood Division.

While the Public Services section of the Initial Study only asks about new facilities, under 
Mandatory Findings of Significance we find this question:

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Given the existing high crime rate in Hollywood, and the recent approval of thousands of 
new hotel rooms and housing units, along with the steep increase in alcohol density, it 
seems likely that this Project will contribute to cumulative impacts which could have 
adverse impacts on area residents.

T ransportation/T raffic

The CEQA Initial Study asks:

Would the project...

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load 
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)?

A 10-story, 160-room hotel will generate numerous automobile trips. As with all 
Hollywood area hotels, vehicle trips, whether rental cars, Uber, Lyft, or shuttles, will play 
an important part in its daily operation. Traffic generated by this 10-story structure will 
no doubt be well beyond the trips currently generated by the existing 40-unit apartment
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building. In cases like this the DCP likes to claim that because the area is well served by 
transit traffic impacts will not be significant, but the facts do not support this conclusion.

The findings also cite the objectives of reducing vehicular trips, vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) and air pollution, but fail to produce any evidence of progress 
toward those goals. In fact, Metro statistics show that transit ridership in Los Angeles 
and the Hollywood area continues to decline precipitously. At the same time, the Air 
Resources Board's 2018 Progress Report on California’s Sustainable Communities and 
Climate Protection Act shows that per capita VMT continues to rise statewide.

The findings state:

The project’s proximity to the Metro Red Line, the Metro Rapid 780 Line, and other 
transit connections, will reduce vehicular trips to and from the project, vehicle miles 
traveled, and improve air pollution; and its location within an existing, high-intensity 
commercial district will enable the city to conserve nearby existing stable residential 
neighborhoods and lower-intensity commercial districts.

Over 2,000 residential units have been built in Central Hollywood in the past 10 
years, but ridership on local lines has plummeted. According to Metro stats, 
Estimated Weekday Ridership on the Red Line has gone from 162,462 in 2013 to 
137,142 in 2018. Line 780 had 3,217,998 boardings for the year 2007. By 2017 that 
number had fallen to 2,143,239. Line 217 fared even worse. In 2007 the line had 
4,188,555 boardings, but by 2017 the number of riders had fallen dramatically to 
2,189,235 boardings. That's close to a 50% drop. The DCP has never actually 
presented any evidence to back up its claim that the projects the agency has approved 
near transit hubs have generated any significant ridership.

The claim made in the findings that car trips generated by this project will be reduced 
due to its proximity to transit must be accompanied by actual evidence to support the 
claim.

Utitlities - Solid Waste

The CEQA Initial Study asks:

Would the project...

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Given the current shortage of landfills needed to serve the City's waste disposal needs, 
and the abject failure of the City's RecycLA program, the answer to the first question is a 
resounding no.

As for the second question, since the City recently renegotiated the contracts with waste 
management companies participating in RecycLA, the City has reduced its diversion 
goal to 35% by 2023. This clearly fails to meet the State standard imposed by AB 939. 
Therefore this project is not in compliance with State law.
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Why I Believe the Decision-Maker Erred or Abused Their Discretion

The decision maker erred in and abused their discretion by approving a site plan review 
and a CE for this Project.

The findings contained in the determination letter are based on an incomplete and 
inaccurate reading of the Framework Element and the Hollywood Community Plan.

The findings also include inaccurate statements regarding the project’s potential impacts 
on vehicular use and transit ridership, and offer no evidence to support the stated 
claims. The author ignores the City’s ongoing failure to reduce car use and encourage 
transit ridership.

The determination letter states that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332, but in fact, the Project does not meet the criteria set 
out in this section of the Guidelines. The Project also clearly meets the criteria for some 
of the exceptions listed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2.
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