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APPLICATIONS:_________________

APPEAL APPLICATION 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
Instructions and Checklist

Related Code Section: The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 11.5.13 (Ord. No. 186,338) established the appeal procedure 
to the City Council for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) determinations.

Purpose: The Appeal- A CEQA clearance can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, DIR) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. To initiate appeal of a CEQA document this form must be completely filled 
out with the required materials attached and filed within 15 calendar days from the final administrative decision, of the entitlement 
application.

General Information
Appealable CEQA documents:

- Certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
- Statutory Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA)
- lyiitigated Negative Declaration (MND)

- Negative Declaration (ND)
- Categorical Exemption (CE) determination
- Statutory Exemption (SE) determination

NOTE:
- Actions not appealable include an addendum, findings made pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, or a determination that an 

action does not constitute a project under CEQA.
- All CEQA appeals are heard by the City Council.

This form is only for the appeal of Department of City Planning determinations: All other CEQA appeals are filed with the City Clerk 
pursuant to the LAMC Section 197.01.

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.

1. Case Information
Environmental Case Number: Case No. ENV-2017-3217-CE

Related Entitlement Case Number(s): TT-7499Q-CN-1A_______________

Project Address: 1509-1515 S. Gramercy Place Los Angeles CA 90019 

Date of Final Entitlement Determination: 05/22/2020___________________

The CEQA Clearance being appealed is a(n): 
□ EIR □ SCEA □ MND □ SC□ ND 0 CE

2. Appellant Identity (check all that apply)
□ Representative
□ Applicant

3. Appellant Information
Appellant Name:

Company/Organization: North University Park Community Association (NUPCA)

Mailing Address: 2326 Scarff Street, Suite No. 1______________________________

City: Los Angeles_________

Telephone: (213) 747-2526

a. Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 
0 Self

□ Property Owner
□ Operator of the Use/Site

3 Other Person

James R. Childs

Zip: 90007State: CA

E-mail: ieanjim2341@att.net

□ Other:

□ Yes 0 Nob. Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?
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4. Representative/Agent Information

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:

5. Appeal Justification

Attach a separate sheet providing your specific reasons for the appeal. Your reasons must state how you believe 
CEQA was incorrectly applied, providing a l^gal basis for the appeal.

6. Applicant’s Affidavit /

I certify that the statements contained in th •plication are complete and true:

KjMfcfi?-l3>£0
A

to&5bAppellant Signatu Date:

ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL FILING REQUIREMENTS

Note: City Clerk prepares mailing list for CEAQ appeals per LAMC Section 11.5.13 E.

1. Three (3) sets - The following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 2 duplicates)
Each case being appealed is required to provide three (3) sets of the listed documents.

IZl Environmental Appeal Application (form CP-7840)
13 Justification/Reason for Appeal
0 Copies of the written Determination Letter, from the final appellate body, which must be a non-elected 

decision-making body

2. Electronic Copy
□ Provide an electronic copy of your appeal documents on a flash drive (planning staff will upload materials 

during filing and return the flash drive to you) or a CD (which will remain in the file). The following items must 
be saved as individual PDFs and labeled accordingly (e.g. “Environmental Appeal Application.pdf, 
“Justification/Reason Statement.pdf, “Final Determination Letter.pdf’). No file should exceed 9.8 MB in size.

3. Appeal Fee
□ Original Applicant - A fee equal to 85% of the original application fee of the Environmental case; provide a 

copy of the original application receipt(s) to calculate the fee per LAMC Section 19.01 B 1.
□ Other Persons - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B 1.

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only 
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:Base Fee:

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

□ Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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June 1, 2020

Appeal RE: Case No. ENV-2017-3217-CE

Location: 1509-1515 S. Gramercy Place, Los Angeles CA 90019

Honorable City Council Members:

I am filing this appeal on my own behalf, as a longtime resident in the Historic West Adams 
District, on behalf of the North University Park Community Association (NUPCA) and on behalf of 
my neighbors and fellow community stakeholders in West Adams and specifically the affected 
historical neighborhood, Angelus Vista.

The South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (SAPC) erred when it approved a Categorical 
Exemption (CE) in a highly controversial case, where not only is there a difference of opinion 
among experts as to the historic significance of the Subject Property (under CEQA, such a 
difference of opinion mandates a higher level of environmental review that does evaluate 
impacts), it is also clear that there was no evaluation whatsoever regarding the impact this project 
would have on the community (removal of a contributor to a Character Residential District plus 
the design elements of the infill project within the Character Residential District.)

Planning staff has insisted that the project is “vested” and thus does not need to consider these 
factors. However, vesting is not an element of CEQA. While we would argue that the project is not 
vested, for reasons previously expounded, it is not pertinent to this CEQA appeal because either 
way the project is not categorically exempt from an environmental analysis.

I have standing to submit this appeal.

I am an aggrieved party who has fought long and hard to preserve the character of our community. 
I have lived in this community for four decades. I have nominated scores of individual homes as 
local and some federal landmarks, nominated for federal designation entire historic districts, 
attended numerous public hearings, and worked with my neighbors and my local neighborhood 
council to review many development applications.

Quite a few are very good, many are proposing substantial new housing developments, and we 
look forward to seeing other good proposals. We all understand that Los Angeles needs to step up 
housing production.

This project, however, causes more harm than good. First of all, it conflicts with the City’s General 
Plan’s Housing Element and other housing goals because the project removes four RSO units (one 
of which was occupied by a disabled resident and all of which were “affordable” in the practical 
sense that the rents were well below market rate) and replaces these RSO units with 16 market 
rate/luxe condominiums. We do not have a housing crisis in for-sale condominiums. One factor in 
determining whether or not a project is exempt from CEQA is whether or not it is fully consistent 
with zoning and land use policies. It is not. (See further discussion below.)
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Furthermore, my friends, neighbors and I are aggrieved because this project, if allowed to proceed, 
would be out of character visually (in terms of massing, style, site plan, etc.) in this neighborhood. 
Planning Staff is saying that the new design guidelines do not apply, but they do apply for 
purposes of CEQA because the Angelus Vista Character Residential Overlay District and the 
associated Environmental Impact Report for the South Los Angeles Community Plan Update 
(which incorporates the character residential district as part of its mitigations) were adopted by 
City Council in November, 2017, before any application for this project.

The proposed project not only removes a historical resource, a 1904 Mission Revival residence 
that was identified in TWO previous historic surveys; it also sets a precedent that would 
encourage future applicants to sidestep existing specific plan, HPOZ and Character Residential 
Overlay Districts/CPIOs by allowing for private evaluations and advance decisions made by staff 
without any transparency or community oversight. Given the impacts, this project illustrates one 
of the exemptions from use of a CE.

Here are several issues with the decision to issue a Categorical Exemption in this case.

HISTORICAL RESOURCE

First: the Subject Property, a Mission Revival residence erected in 1904, was identified in at least 
two prior historic resource surveys. More on this later.

The community, including me, worked for a very long time (some for literally 30 years) to finally 
achieve getting a new “HPOZ lite” overlay zone placed on the blocks bounded by Pico, Manhattan 
Place, Washington and Arlington (as well as several other “orphan” pockets throughout the 
Historic West Adams District). This particular pocket neighborhood is surrounded by designated 
HPOZs (Harvard Heights, Western Heights and Country Club Park). When Planning Staff was 
updating the South Los Angeles Community Plan, they held meetings for neighbors in which they 
urged the community to accept this new kind of protective historical overlay that they were calling 
“Character Residential Overlay” CPIO, nicknamed “HPOZ Lite.” The community was told it would 
not differ from a regular HPOZ except that there would be no Board, and that in lieu of a 
Preservation Plan, the Secretary of Interior Standards would apply to all projects.

At no time was it revealed - and the final ordinance also doesn’t say this - that Planning Staff going 
forward would engage in a process that allows a developer or other owner/Applicant to apply to 
remove a property from historical contributor status. Yet that is what happened in this case. The 
process itself would seem to violate CEQA and also appears to breach what a “contract with the 
community,” which has the expectation that the Angelus Vista Character Residential Overlay 
District confers a protected status on the character of the neighborhood in its entirety.

Creating a process that allows the removal, one by one apparently, of resources that contribute to 
the character of the district is itself a CEQA event requiring public evaluation. If there is a process 
of removal, then each removal must happen after a public notice and publicly-reviewed 
environmental clearance that explores the impacts of that removal on the district as a whole as
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well as the individual resource. Public comments must be considered. This should not be 
internalized to staff with no public notice whatsoever, and the removal of the resource cannot and 
should not thereafter trigger or allow a categorical exemption as has occurred in this instance.

Worse, in this case apparently the Applicant hired more than one historic consultant. The first one 
expressed an opinion that the 1904 Mission Revival home was historic. The second consultant 
disputed the first consultant’s assessment that one of the original owners was a significant 
personage (which may have been pertinent to whether or not the property was eligible for the 
National Register but is not relevant to whether or not it is eligible as a local historic resource, 
especially not relevant to the simple question: Does it as a 1904 residence contribute to the 
character of the district?). The third consultant said it was not historic. At the hearing, other 
historians testified that they felt it does meet the standards as a local historic resource.

This is considered a difference of expert opinion, which means under State law that the Planning 
Department could not reasonably say the Project is “categorically exempt.” When deciding 
whether a Categorical Exemption can be utilized for a project involving the demolition of a 
potential historic resource, CEQA requires only substantial evidence that a reasonable argument 
can be made which can include testimony by experts.

Staff’s entire approach to whether or not there is a historic resource at the property is a serious 
issue; what is the point of having a designated Character Residential District if it can be taken 
apart by the whims of a developer or an inconsistent approach by Planning Staff without public 
input?

Also, to be clear: Along with the Subject property itself, CEQA applies to the conservation of this 
historical neighborhood which has in place an overlay zone specifically designed and adopted to 
protect the character of the neighborhood. That includes an initiative to prevent demolition, 
requirements to apply the Secretary of Interior Standards if/when a rehabilitation project is 
contemplated for a historic structures, and design regulations intended to have infill projects not 
interrupt the character of the existing historical neighborhood.

THE PROJECT DOES NOT MEET CEQA EXEMPTION BAR FOR URBAN INFILL

The staff recommendation in this case determined that the Project was categorically exempt from 
CEQA review as an urban infill, granting it a Class 32 exemption. However, the Project, which 
includes the demolition of a 1904 residence, does not meet the bar established by CA section 
15300.2, which lists exceptions related to location, cumulative impacts, unusual circumstances 
leading to potential significant effect, and the above-described potential historic resources.

Unusual Circumstances: It is an “unusual circumstance,’ to say the least, that staff’s ongoing 
insistence that the project is “vested” leads to the refusal to do a proper evaluation of the project’s 
impact on the neighborhood. CEQA for an exemption requires that there a reasonable possibility 
that the activity will not have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual 
circumstances.
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The project does not meet the requirements of LAMC Section 12.26 nor LAMC Section 98.0602, 
which, to summarize, states that vesting rights end when the building permit is not extended 
before technical expiration, and that expiration happens if the building permit is not substantially 
utilized within the first 180 days. There are no exceptions to this, and the record is clear that the 
permit was not extended before the 180 days elapsed in January, 2020.

(Staff encouraged the Applicant to go to Building and Safety to extend the permit on February 12, 
2020 - an action which in and of itself is an unusual circumstance - so the permit was extended. 
But it was too late to extend the vesting of rights relative to the new zoning requirements, e.g. the 
Angelus Vista Character Residential Overlay Zone.)

In any case, in California under our state law, an Applicant only earns vesting rights for land use 
changes (e.g., zone changes like the Character Residential Overlay CPIO) under a building permit 
once the property owner has obtained the permit (e.g., it is issued), performed substantial work 
(he has not utilized the permit), and “incurred substantial liabilities in good faith reliance upon the 
permit.” See Avco Community Developers,Inc. v. South Coast Reg'l Comm'n, 17 Cal.3d 785 (1976).

And, CEQA does not concern itself with vesting; either a project is consistent and compatible with 
current land use regulations or it is not. Noting, too, that the environmental clearance is current. It 
does not date backwards in time. So, again, this project is not consistent with current land use 
regulations and therefore it is not categorically exempt.

Cumulative Impacts: Moreover, Angelus Vista is indeed now experiencing a cumulative impact of 
multiple demolitions of period (1903-1920s) residences that have occurred and/or are proposed 
within the Character Residential Overlay District’s boundaries not just since its adoption by City 
Council in late 2017, but even after the final ordinance was implemented at the end of December, 
2018. In the past two years, within its boundary, there have been at least four completed 
demolitions of residences constructed in the period 1903-1918, and there are at least six more 
pending demolitions of residences also constructed in that period, out of fewer than 200 extant 
Contributing residential structures (e.g., at least 5%), which certainly and unfortunately 
constitutes a “cumulative effect” on the Angelus Vista Character Residential Overlay District CPIO.

DESIGN

The Project plans submitted to the local neighborhood council back in 2018 showed a rendering 
that did NOT set the structure back behind the Building Line of 25 feet on Gramercy Place. The 
design of the building itself was also out of character for the community and, from a design sense, 
disrespected the adjacent residential structure, also dating from the historical period.

Although the underlying TT Determination does reference that the new building does need to 
meet the requirements of the Building Line (Condition 3, Page 2), the actual submitted design did 
not appear to do so. Note that a Building Line is adopted by ordinance, and is not a part of the 
Character Residential Overlay, although the design guidelines for the Character Residential Overlay 
would similarly require a deep setback honoring prevailing setbacks on the block.
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Also, the building is set up above parking with an entrance layout that is not consistent with the 
adopted design guidelines. Nor were the massing, architectural style, or materials even evaluated 
against these standards. CEQA does require some degree of evaluation of these “aesthetics” when 
a project requires entitlements, as this one does.

In summary: Please remember that this clearance is based on a State law, not any local policy 
discussion on what is or is not “vested.” Either a project is consistent with land use designations 
and policies in effect - or it is not. If there is a potential impact on a potential historic resource, or 
a disagreement among experts as to whether a structure is historic, that, too, must be evaluated. 
And, the impacts to be evaluated are not limited to impacts on the site, but rather include those 
that potentially impact the District itself. Not only the building at 1509 is a historic resource, but 
also the CPIO district itself, which will be seriously impacted by this project.

For this project, a categorical exemption is not the appropriate environmental clearance. At 
minimum, further research and evaluation is required and environmental review begun.

It is important to emphasize again that I am not opposed to the creation of a condominium project. 
Our community needs all kinds of housing opportunities. But the Applicant could be more 
creative, should be required to explore alternatives. He could reconceive this project where one 
new building can be built in the rear of this very large lot and make condo units in both that 
building and this existing building, for example.

However, we are here today not merely because Planning Staff erred and abused discretion by 
misinterpreting what it means for a project to be vested (and ignoring the fact that Applicant 
failed to apply for a VTT Vesting Tentative Tract Map). Staff further erred and abused discretion 
by not even recognizing the Character Residential Overlay CPIO; and erred and abused discretion 
again by simply engaging in a process that had never been revealed to the community that would 
allow people to remove as resources an individual contributor building within the CPIO by hiring a 
historic consultant of their own choosing to render an opinion favorable to their cause.

This latter issue will affect 11 existing Character Residential Overlay Zones throughout the South 
Los Angeles region if this procedure is allowed to stand, and if a more complete environmental 
evaluation is not required.

Thank you very much for your consideration of this appeal.

Jim Childs

On behalf of the North University Park Community Association (NUPCA) a preservation and land use 
advocacy organization, and on behalf of all of my community neighbors in the Historic West Adams 
District.
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