
 

  

 
9401 Wilshire Blvd., 9th Floor 

Beverly Hills, CA 90212-2974 

jriker@ecjlaw.com 

PH: 310.281.6378 

FX: 310.859.2325 

 April 5, 2021 
 
VIA E-MAIL 

Councilmember Marqueece Harris-Dawson, Chair 
Councilmember Gilbert A. Cedillo 
Councilmember Bob Blumenfeld  
Councilmember Mark Ridley-Thomas 
Councilmember John S. Lee 
 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org  

 

 

Re: CEQA Appeal of Case Nos. CEQA No. ENV-2017-5093-CE/CPC-2017-5092-DB-SPR;  
418 N. Alvarado Street  

 
Dear Honorable Councilmembers: 

 Our law firm represents Caladan Investments LLC, in defense of its application for a 
Density Bonus and Site Plan Review to demolish an existing, vacant duplex and construct a 73-
unit, 52,000 sq.-ft. mixed-use development with 500 sq. feet of ground floor commercial space, 
including six (6) units set aside for Very Low Income tenants (the “Project”).  The above-
referenced application was unanimously approved by the City Planning Commission (“CPC”) on 
October 8, 2020, who determined that the Project is exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061, Class 32 (“Class 32 
Exemption”) for qualified urban infill projects.  

 On November 11, 2020, the Coalition for an Equitable Westlake/Macarthur Park (the 
“Appellant”) and their counsel, Claudia Medina, appealed the CPC’s CEQA determination, 
arguing that the Project does not qualify for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption due to the city’s 
failure to adequately analyze the cumulative effects of surrounding past, current and future 
projects.  

 However, as explained by the City Planning Department in their report to the PLUM 
Committee, the Appellant has not produced any substantial evidence to demonstrate that 
there will be a cumulative adverse impact caused by the Project in combination with the other 
projects they listed within a one-mile radius of the Project site.  They only allude to potential 
impacts based on an assertion that the Project site is located in a “high pedestrian and car 
traffic area,” but they offer no analysis to substantiate this assertion.   

 In contrast to this vague assertion, a traffic analysis prepared by Overland Traffic 
Consultants Inc., dated July 2018, concluded that the Project will not add a significant number 
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of trips to the area.  Furthermore, all projects in the vicinity are similarly required to assess 
impacts to traffic and consider measures to reduce any potentially significant impacts.  Just like 
the Project, all nearby projects would also be required to submit formal construction staging 
and traffic control plans for review and approval prior to the issuance of construction permits 
to ensure safety to pedestrians. 

 Also, as noted by the Applicant in its application materials, the Project proposes 
construction of residential units and commercial space in an area surrounded by existing 
residential and commercial development and is entirely consistent with the existing General 
Plan designation, zoning designation and the State Density Bonus Law.  In its report, the City 
Planning Department states that the Project, as well as projects in the vicinity, would also be 
required to comply with all state, regional, and local laws as part of regulatory compliance, 
including those related to air quality, noise, hazardous materials, geology and transportation 
that ensure less-than-significant impacts. Therefore, we concur with the City Planning 
Department that the Class 32 Exemption prepared for the Project adequately analyzes potential 
cumulative impacts, and the appeal is completely lacking in merit.  As a result, we urge you to 
dismiss this appeal. 

 We also want to bring to the Councilmembers’ attention our discussions with 
Appellant’s counsel prior to the CEQA appeal hearing in the hope that we could reach an 
agreement to address their concerns in exchange for withdrawing the appeal.  We discovered 
during the course of these discussions that Appellant’s primary concern is the displacement of 
tenants and the loss of affordable housing due to the impacts of new development projects in 
the area – however, this is not an issue within the purview of CEQA.   

 Regardless, as we explained to Appellant’s counsel, no tenants will be displaced as a 
result of the Project because the two dwelling units on the Project site are currently vacant.  
Furthermore, by removing two units on an underutilized property and adding six new 
affordable housing units, along with 67 new market rate units, the Project is a net benefit to the 
community. Consequently, we feel that Appellant’s animus towards this Project is misguided.   
This Project increases the supply of affordable housing in the neighborhood and is among the 
least impactful projects conceivable since 75% of the property is currently vacant land.  

 The Applicant also listened to Appellant’s criticism of previous developers who have not 
always made their affordable units available to local residents, and the Applicant agreed to 
make extra efforts to find new tenants from the local community to occupy these units.  As a 
result, we discussed ways to advertise in local newspapers, including Spanish Language 
publications, or provide listings on websites that we could help promote to local residents.  The 
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Applicant readily agreed to work with Appellant to prioritize local residents in its outreach to 
find new tenants.  

 Unfortunately, agreeing to these efforts was not enough.  The Appellant would only 
agree to withdraw its appeal in exchange for a large cash donation to a non-profit, tenant rights 
organization, who we understand is affiliated with the Appellant.  We felt the amount 
requested far exceeded the proportionality of the impact of the Project on the community – 
especially given the increase in affordable units that would result from the Project.  As a result, 
we were unable to reach an agreement with the Appellant.   

 During tomorrow’s hearing, we invite your input to discuss ways the City could help to 
ensure that local community members are prioritized when affordable housing units become 
available, but we are very disappointed that the CEQA process has been usurped as the avenue 
to have this discussion, when it should be raised in a more appropriate forum where tenant 
displacement and affordable housing are the focal points of a broader policy discussion.  
Therefore, we again respectfully ask you to reject the Appellant’s CEQA appeal.  

 We appreciate your time and attention to this matter, and look forward to answering 
any question you may have during the hearing. 

Kindest Regards, 
 
 
 
Jonathan Riker 

 
cc: Victor Svilik 


