
5-3-16 Public Comment Spoken PLUM Committee Agenda Item 2 CF-15-1226 51, 52, 
& 53 from William Kuzmin, Old Granada Hills Homeowner/Resident since 1987 

1) I hereby request that this agenda item be tabled and that the DCP begin the process of 
public hearings, workshops, CPC hearing and then to the City Council for approval. 
Governmental codes which require a CPIO zoning ordinance have its own EIR and full 
public hearing notification process. 

2) The Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) district decreases maximum house 
size by 40%. Without "due process" it is considered a taking ofland without 
compensation. Both are violations of the homeowners 5'h amendment rights. This will 
cause a $500,000 loss in potential future development value for me personally. 

3) This agenda item is mute as the statute oflimitation "Council time to Act" expired 4 
months ago on January I, 2016,90 days from the CPC final determination letter dated 
October 2, 2015 (code section 12.32 C7). Failure of Council to act within 90 days renders 
the RF A and K projects "not approved" by the municipal code. Code 12.32 7-D-3 Denies 
both application or initiated land use ordinance. 

4) Attached are over 330 signatures (27.2%) of homeowners who oppose the OGH 
RFA that reside within the boundaries. The DCP told this committee "the request 
(application) for the Old Granada Hills RF A came from the community". The DCP did 
not present the application or the 7 5% of owner/lessee signatures to this committee on 
October 20, 2015.with their recommendation to approve the RFA. Code 13.13 (RFA) and 
code 13.14 (CPIO) both state that an application from the community must have75% of 
the signatures from the residential owners or lessees within the boundaries of the 
CPIO/RFA. 

5) DCP, published a document (attached) "Myths about the CPIO" in 2010" "MYTH #1: 
The ordinances will give the Planning Department free reign and short-cut the 
public "Overlay districts must each be developed with substantial community input through 
a public process involving multiple public workshops and hearings. " 

6) The City Planning Commission at the May 23,2013 public hearing on the GHKCP 
included approved the OGH RF A district based on the DCP's statement in reply to the 
commissioner Roschen's direct questioning: "the request for the Old Granada Hills RFA 
came from Council". Therefore the CPC approval is invalid. 

7) The DCP's raw data included in the NCICO demonstrates OGH RFA is not needed or 
justified. Therefore, it is not good zoning practice without substantial evidence of a 
problem (RF A application/initiation requires substantial support and findings) 

8) Councilmember Englander should recuse himself for Conflict of Interest per the FPPC 
because he is a Granada Hills homeowner and the RF A district will diminish value and 
desirability of I ,211 nearby homes, thus making his unrestricted home more valuable. In 
addition he has a political alliance with the pro RF A Old Granada Hills Residents Group 
that supported his campaign in the 2012 CD-12 election based on-his promise to ensure 
the RFA restrictions were passed. 

9) The notice for the community plan mailed in 2012 is defective as the K and RFA districts 
were not mentioned. 



SEC. 13.14. "CPIO" COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY 
DISTRICT. 
(Added by Ord. No. 181,412, Eff. 112/11.) 
A. Purpose. This section sets forth procedures, guidelines, and standards for establishment of the 
"CPIO" Connnunity Plan Implementation Overlay Districts within any zone in the City. The 
purpose of the CPIO District is to provide for supplemental development regulations tailored to 
each Community Plan area to: 
1. Ensure that development enhances the unique architectural, environmental, and cultural 
qualities of each Community Plan area, integrates improvements and enhancements to the public 
right-of-way, and maintains compatible land uses, scale, intensity, and density; 
2. Create an approval process to enable infill development that will positively impact 
communities. 
B. Relationship to Other Zoning Regulations. Where the provisions of a CPIO District conflict 
with those of a Specific Plan or Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ), then the provisions 
of the Specific Plan or HPOZ shall prevail. Regulations contained in the CPIO District dealing 
with uses, height, floor 
area ratio, and/or signage shall be more restrictive than applicable regulations in the underlying 
zone(s) and other supplemental use districts. If the provisions of the CPIO conflict with any other 
City-wide regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code or supplemental use districts other 
than a Specific Plan or HPOZ, then the 
requirements of the CPIO District shall prevail. 
C. Establishment of the District. 
1. Initiation. The initiation of the establishment of a CPIO District or a change in boundaries of 
a district shall follow the procedures set forth in Section 12.32 of this Code. In addition, each 
CPIO District shall have a minimum of one mapped CPIO District Subarea, as defined in 
Subsection D. of this section, to enable the initiation and activation of a CPIO District for an 
entire Connnunity Plan Area. 
2. Zoning Classification. At the time of establishment, the City Council may, pursuant to 
Section 12.32 of this Code, adopt an ordinance to amend Section 12.04 of this Code to establish 
a zoning classification to indicate the Connnunity Plan Area in which the CPIO is located and 
the corresponding Subarea as defined in Subsection E. of this section. 
3. Boundaries. A CPIO District shall share the boundaries of a Community Plan and contain at 
least one Subarea. Precise boundaries of the Subarea are required at the time of application for or 
initiation of an individual District. 
4. Amendments to a CPIO. The procedures for amending a CPIO District or its Subareas, or 
adopting additional Subareas within an established CPIO District, are set forth in Subsections A., 
C., and E. of Section 12.32. 
5. Findings. In adopting a CPIO District, the City Council shall find that the supplemental 
development regulations of the CPIO District are consistent with, and necessary to implement, 
the programs, policies, or urban design guidelines of the Community Plan for that area. 
D. Defmitions. 
Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) Subarea. A further defined area within the 
CPIO District in which Community Plan programs and/or policies are implemented through 
supplemental development regulations. Subareas may be contiguous or non-contiguous parcels 



characterized by common Community Plan goals, themes and policies and grouped by a 
common boundary. 
E. Content of a CPIO District. Each CPIO District shall contain the following: 
1. Subarea Boundaries. A map showing all sites within the District's Subarea(s). 
2. Project. A definition of the term "Project", which shall set forth the type of developments or 
uses subject to the supplemental development regulations and/or processes. The District may 
define the term "Project" differently for each Subarea. 

4. Notice. (Amended by Ord. No. 173,754, Eff. 3/5/01.) Notice of the time, place and 
purpose of the public hearing shall be given in the following manner for land use ordinances 
proposed by applications or initiations: 
(a) By at least one publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the City, designated 
for that purpose by the City Clerk, not less than 24 days prior to the date of the hearing. 
(b) By mailing written notice at least 24 days prior to the date of the hearing, to the 
applicant, to the owner or owners of the property involved and to the owners of all 
property within and outside the City that is within 500 feet of the area proposed to be 
changed as shown upon the records of the City Engineer or the records of the County 
Assessor. Written notice shall also be mailed to residential, commercial and industrial 
occupants of all property within 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property involved. 
This requirement can be met by mailing the notice to "occupant". If this notice provision will 
not result in notice being given to at least 20 different owners of at least 20 different parcels 
of property other than the subject property, then the 500-foot radius for notification shall be 
increased in increments of 50 feet until the required number of persons, and parcels of 
property are encompassed within the expanded area. Notification shall then be given to all 
property owners and occupants within that area. (Amended by 
Ord. No. 181,595, Eff. 4/10/11.) 
ATTACHMENTS: 

• October 20, 2015 Plum Public comment 
• CPC determination Letter 
• Petition Signatures 
• CPIO Myths (DCP 2010) 
• Notice of Ruling (I CO petition) from Judge Chalfant, Superior Court case BS 

157882 
• Nextdoor.com Comments (Englander and OGHRG) 



October 20, 2015- Public comment Plum Committee meeting agenda item 1. Files 07-0535-
g 15-1226 re Granada Hills Community plan 

Submitted by William Kuzmin, Old Granada Hills Homeowner 

1 Housekeeping 

a} Original notice November 2012 was misleading compared to map at Feb 21 hearing. 
b) Public Records act request dated September 30 to inspect the GHCP was not complied with. 

Yesterday I received a message that I could review the file downtown. I had asked to view 
the file in Van Nuys. 

c) The City Planning Commission determination letter dated October 2, 2015 stating the 
determination of the CPC is final and cannot be appealed. I did not know the appeal period 
was still open. The City failed to comply with government code section 10013 (a} G. which 
states that the notice must be posted marked the next or it is invalid. The post mark on the 
letter is 3 days later on October 5, 2015. Therefore the CPC determination is not final and 
subject to appeal. I hereby state that I am appealing the CPC determination. 

d) Exhibit I in the documents accompanying today's meeting has a gross error similar to those 
made in the report on the Interim Control Ordinance (see court case BS157882 scheduled 
for January 7, 2016} -It says the maximum floor are ratio for the R1 zoned properties on 
lots up to 7,499 sq ft are 30% or 1,000 sq ft whichever is greater. The math is wrong. 30% 
multiplied by 5,000 sq ft (minimum R11ot size} equals 1,500 sq. ft. Which is correct? 1,000 
sq ft or 30 percent? 

1} Unresolved issues from the CPC meeting on May 23, 2013. All statements made here are 
substantiated by the City's audio recording of the meeting. 

a} The Department of City Planning said there were 13 revisions to the plan since February. 
Commissioner Rosen said the CPC did not need to hear them. He denied information to the 
public by this refusal to hear the revisions. One of those revisions was changing the 
boundaries of the proposed RFA district from the original boundaries (violation of municipal 
code regulating overlay districts}. 

b) A DCP statement was made promising to give the public time to make comments on the 
final EIR when it was released for "significant input". We have not been afforded that 
opportunity to review the 1,466 page EIR. 

c) Commissioner Rosh en would not allow a public speaker to pass remaining time to a spouse 
at the beginning of public comments. The when the supporters of the RFA district spoke, 
Roshen broke the rules (which he previously stated} allowed them to pass time to each 
other indicating he engaged in discrimination and a bias towards the supporters. He also 
allowed one of the supporters to speak for nearly 5 minutes when everyone else only had 2 
minutes. This is discrimination and again points to a bias. 



d) The original Draft EIR was combined with the Sylmar area. They should have been 

separate. It was stated by Granada Hills North Neighborhood Council that the "DEIR is 

flawed the way it is presented". Commissioner Rosen would not admit the GHNNC letter to 

be admitted to the record. 

e) Chairman Roshen then speaks to his support ofthe RFA before commission debate. This is a 

violation of Roberts rules of Order as it unfairly compromises open fair unbiased discussion. 

f) Commissioner Perlman stated several three times the RFA 20% floor are ratio for the lots 

over 9,000 was too restrictive and should be a minimum of 30% and/or on a sliding scale 

corresponding to the Baseline Mansionization Ordinance. Rosch en ignored the concern 

and refused to put a formal specific motion to the board to change the ratios. The end 

motion was that the DCP was to do "thoughtful consideration" of increasing the ratios for 

the larger properties. The DCP failed to do this. 

g) Commissioner Perlman also asked the DCP why is the RFA need and what they did to 

determine if the BMO was working effectively. The DCP responded with the excuses that 

they could not evaluate it because of the down economy. "We are trying to prevent 

mansionization when the economy picks up which will push OGH past the tipping point". 

Now that the DCP compiled raw data to justify including Old Granada Hills in the Interim 

Control Ordinance the BMO can be analyzed after 3 years of a robust real estate market. 

The city's factual data proves the BMO is working perfectly for Old Granada Hills see the 

Writ of Mandamus filed on September 16, 2015, case number BS157882. If it ain't broke 

don't fix it. No RFA is necessary. The DCP gave diversionary non answers to Commisioner 

Perlman and never answered the "Why" part of his question. 

h) DCP stated during community outreach in 2006/7 the DCP mailed to 1 of every 10 

homeowners about the RFA (data unavailable to analyze) and that the zoning changes were 

legally noticed to everyone in 500ft yet I did not receive any such notice and there is no 

proof that said notice exist. Additional the original argument for the zoning changes was 

that over 500 of the 12111ots could be subdivided. This was a false representation of the 

true fact. I brought to the attention of DCP that current codes for driveways and set backs 

rendered most of the 10,000 plus lots unable to meet the current requirement for a split or 
subdivision. At the North Valley Planning Commission Meeting in May of 2013 the DCP 

evidently respected my argument and revised the number to 100 lots that could be 

subdivided. That's 80% less than the 500 which is call "fraud" in my business. 

i) During the commission discussion, Roschen again refused to hear RFA revisions, denying 

the public's the right to know what changes were made. 

j) In the conclusion the DCP was to do additional outreach to the affected homeowners to 

clarify understanding of this complex issue prior to it being heard by City Council. The DCP 

has not done any addition outreach or made any attempt to contact the OGH owners to 

fully explain the details. Also, during discussion Roschen said that other issues could be 

addressed at the Council level. 



' 

So I am here to say that for the above reasons I am appealing the decision of the CPC to move 

the GHCP ahead to City Council and ask for a new CPC hearing on the community and the Old 

Granada Hills RFA district and accompanying zone changes or just remove both from the 

proposed plan today! 

Also I barely survived the economic downturn as my real estate income decreased by 90 

percent and my family survived on my hobby business- Antique and Vintage Music Boxes. 

did have a dream of opening a small shop on Chatsworth St. in the specific plan area, but 

apparently no second hand stores will be allowed. Commissioner Domingo asked "What's 

wrong with a second hand store?" three times and did not get a straight answer. 

I am sure upon having some time to review the entire final EIR that there will be several errors 

in discretionary judgments based on the erroneous data in some areas of the EIR. 

Over 300 people signed a wet petition since April that were submitted to CPC in May of 2013. 

Now 172 additional people have signed the Change.org petition- their comments are 

attached. 



LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity .org/PLN/Index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: __ o_c_r""'o'-. 2_2_015 __ _ 

CASE NO. CPC-2006·5568-CPU 
CEQA: ENV-2006-5623-EIR 

Applicant: City of Los Angeles 

Location: The project area is the Granada Hills­
Knollwood area, bounded by the City/County 
Border on the northwest, lnterstate-5 freeway on 
the northeast, lnterstate-405 freeway on the east, 
Lassen Avenue and Devonshire Street on the 
south, and Aliso Canyon on the west 

Council District: 12 -Mitchell Englander 

Plan Area: Granada Hills-Knollwood 

Request(s): Community Plan Update: 
General Plan Amendments, Zone Change, 
Height District Change, Specific Plan 
Amendment, K-District Supplemental Use 
District Amendment, and establishment of 
the RFA Supplemental Use District. 

At its meeting of May 23, 2013, the following action was taken by the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Conducted a public hearing on the Proposed Plan, as modified in the Recommendation 
report. 

2. Approved the Recommendation Report, dated May 23, 2013, as the Commission Report, 
with the following land use and zone change request and technical changes: 
a. Zone Change to [Q]C2-1VL and General Plan Amendment to Community Commercial 

for Subarea 1300L. 
b. Report results and solutions to PLUM for recommendation for approval of the Old 

Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RFA) District. 
c. Identify policies that support the encouragement of more shade for pedestrians in the 

commercial areas. 
3. Approved the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Resolution, the Granada Hills­

Knollwood Community Plan text, Land Use and Zone Change Maps, and Additional Plan 
Map Symbol, Footnote, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes 
amending the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan as part of the General Plan of 
the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

4. Approved the requested rezoning actions to effect changes of zone as identified in the 
Land Use and Zone Change Subarea Map, Land Use· and Zone Change Matrix, 
amendments to Equinekeeping "K" District and the Granada Hills Specific Plan boundaries 
and regulations, and establishment of the Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RFA) 
District. · 

5. Approved an ordinance replacing the existing Granada Hills-Knollwood Equinekeeping 
"K" Supplemental Use District (Ordinance 151 ,602) and establishing a new "K" District 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 13.05.8 (Establishment of Districts) and 
establish new conditions as allowed under Section 13.05.C (Conditions) of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). 
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6. Approved the amendments to the Granada Hills Specific Plan, including revised bpundaries. . . 7. Approved the proposed Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RFA) District pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 13.13 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 8. Found that the boundaries ofthe Granada Hills Equinekeeping "K" District are appropriate and that the "K" District meets the required criteria pursuant to Los ·Angeles Municipal Code Section 13.05 8.1 and that the additional lot conditions are necessary to implement the programs, policies, and design guidelines of the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan. 
9. Found that in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code Section, 11.5.7.G, the proposed amendments to the Granada Hills Specific Plan are consistent with, and necessary to implement the programs, policies, and design guidelines of the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan. 
10. Found that in accordance with Los A~geles Municipal CQd!l Section 13.13, the proposed boundaries and supplemental development reguiatioris of ihe Old. Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RFA) District are consistent with, and necessary to implement the programs and policies of the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan. 11. Instructed the Department of City Planning to finalize the necessary zone change ordinances, "K" District, RFA District, and Granada Hills Specific Plan Amendment and findings to be presented to CHy Council, and make other technical corrections as necessary. 
12. Amended the Highways and Freeways (Circulation) Map of the Transportation (Mobility) Element of the General Plan to reclassify selected streets within the Granada Hills­Knollwood Community Plan as shown on the Street Re-designation and Modifications Map and Matrix. 
13. Amended the Long Range Land Use Diagram of the Citywide General Plan Framework Element to reflect changes and modifications to the geography of neighborhood districts, community centers, and mixed use boulevards as shown on the Proposed Long Range Land Use Diagram Framework Map. 
14. Authorized the Director of Planning to present the resolution, Community Plan text and Plan amendments to the Mayor and City Council, in accordance with Sections 555 and 558 of the City Charter. 
15. Reviewed and Considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2006-5623-EIR (State Clearing House No. 2008021061) and transmit the EIR to the City Council for certification. 
16. Approved the Statement of Overriding Considerations with the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
17. Approved the attached Findings, including the Environmental Findings. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE MAYOR: 

1. Recommend that the Mayor approve the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Resolution, the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Text, land Use and Zone Change Maps and Additional Plan Map Symbols, Footnotes, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 
2. Recommended that the Mayor approve the recommended amendments to the Long-Range Land Use Diagram of the Citywide General Plan Framework Element to reflect changes and modifications to ihe geography of neighborhood districts, community centers, and mixed use boulevards and recommended amendments to the Highways and Freeways (Circulation) Map of the Transportation (Mobility) Element of the General Plan, as modified. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CITY COUNCIL: 
1. Recommend that City Council adopt the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan 

Resolution, the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional 
Plan Map Symbols, Footnotes, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes, 
along with amendments to the Highways and Freeways (Circulation) Map of the 
Transportation (Mobility) Element of the General Plan, and the Long Range Land Use 
Diagram of the General Plan Framework, all together amending the Granada Hills-Knollwood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

2. Recommend that City Council adopt the requested rezoning actions to effect changes of 
zone as identified in the Land· Use and Zone Change Map, Land Use and Zone Change Matrix. 

3. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance replacing the existing Granada Hills­
Knollwood Equinekeeping "K" Supplemental Use District (Ordinance No. 151 ,602) and adding 
lot conditions, pursuant to Section 13.05C(3) of the Municipal Code. 

4. Recommend that the City Council adopt the amendments to the Granada Hills Specific Plan 
pursuant to Section 11.5.7.G of the Municipal Code. 

5. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance establishing the Old Granada Hills 
Residential Floor Area (RFA) District pursuant to the provisions set forth in Section 13.13 of 
the Municipal Code. 

6. Recommend that City Council adopt the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
7. Recommend that City Council adopt the findings, including the environmental findings. 
8. Recommend that the City Council certify and adopt the Environmental Impact Report (EIR 

No. ENV-2006-5623-EIR). 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Roschen 
Lessin 
Cardoso, Eng, Perlman, Romero 
Burdon, Freer, Hovaguimian 

6-0 

Jam s K. . illiams, Commission Executive Assistant II 
City fan ing Commission 

Effective Date/Appeal: 
The Commission's determination is final as of the mailing date of this determination and is not 
appealable. 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 9Q1h day following the date on 
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of the Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. There may 
be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

Attachments: Maps, Findings, Granada Hills Specific Plan Amendment, K-District, Old Granada RFA District, Zone 
Changes, General Plan Amendments, and Resolutions as Approved by the City Planning Commission 

Planning Staff: Craig Weber, Principal City Planner, Conni Pallini-Tipton, Acting Senior City Planner 
Priya Mehendale, City Planning Associate, Laura Krawczyk, City Planning Assistant 



For more information regarding the 
Granada Hills Community Plan Update, 
please visit the link below: 

https://sites.qooqle.com/site/granadahillsncp/city-council-consideration 

• 
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Petition against Old Granada Hill!; Land Use Restrictions 
The purpose of this petition is to oppose the Residential Floor Area (RFA) ordinance 

draft and zoning changes for the area defined as Old Granada Hills. 
Th~ Granada Hills/Knollwood community plan issued by the Los Angeles City !Planning 

Department contains a proposed ordinance which will reduce the maximum building square 
footage in Old Granada Hills area by 40%. City Planning defined the Old Granada Hills 
neighborhood boundaries as follows: S. F. Mission Blvd. on the North, San Jose St. on the 
South, Zelzah Av. on the West, and Amestoy Av. on the East. 
Example and explanation of RFA: An owner of a 5,000 sq ft lot today could build a house or 
add-on up to a base area of 2,500 sq ft. Under the proposed RFA ordinance for Old Granada 
Hills neighborhood, the base floor area building size would be limited to 1,500 sq ft. 

Explanation of Zoning Restrictions: If your lot is over 9,000 sq ft your zoning will 
changed from the current R1-1 to RE9 or RE11 and severely restrict or eliminate your right to 
sub divide the lot in the future. 
To: The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
From: Residential real property owners of Old Granada Hills. 

We the directly affected property owners, request the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission delete the proposed Zoning changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) 
restrictions ordinance for the Old Granada Hills neighborhood dated January 2013 from the 
new community plan and keep the current R1 residential zoning and Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 

For more detailed information visit GranadaHills.com 
Date Print Owner Name Signature Property Street Address 



'' Petition against Old Granada Hills Land Use Restrictions 
The purpose of this petition is to oppose the Residential Floor Area (RFA) ordinance 

draft and zoning changes for the area defined as Old Granada Hills. 
The Granada Hills/Knollwood community plan issued by the Los Angeles City Planning 

Department contains a proposed ordinance which will reduce the maximum building square 
footage in Old Granada Hills area by 40%. City Planning defined the Old Granada Hills 
neighborhood boundaries as follows: S. F. Mission Blvd. on the North, San Jose St. on the · 
South, Zelzah Av. on the West, and Amestoy Av. on the East. 
Example and explanation of RFA: An owner of a 5,000 sq ft lot today could build a house or 
add-on up to a base area of 2,500 sq ft. Under the proposed RFA ordinance for Old Granada 
Hills neighborhood, the base floor area building size would be limited to 1,500 sq ft. 

Explanation of Zoning Restrictions: If your lot is over 9,000 sq ft your zoning ·will 
changed from the current R1-1 to RE9 or RE11 and severely restrict or eliminate your right to 
sub divide the lot in the future. 
To: The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
From: Residential real property owners of Old Granada Hills. 

We the directly affected property owners, request the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission delete the proposed Zoning changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) 
restrictions ordinance for the Old Granada Hills neighborhood dated January 2013 from the 
new community plan and keep the current R1 residential zoning and Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 

For more detailed information visit http://OidGranadaHills.com 
Date Print Owner Name Signature Property Street Address 
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Petition against Old Granada Hills Land Use Restrictions 
The purpose of this petition is to oppose the Residential Floor Area (RFA) ordinance 

draft and zoning changes for the area defined as Old Granada Hills. 
The Granada Hills/Knollwood community plan issued by the Los Angeles City Planning 

Department contains a proposed ordinance which will reduce the maximum building square 
footage in Old Granada Hills area by 40%. City Planning defined the Old Granada Hills 
neighborhood boundaries as follows: S. F. Mission Blvd. on the North, San Jose St. on the 
South, Zelzah Av. on the West, and Amestoy Av. on the East. 
Example and explanation of RFA: An owner of a 5,000 sq ft lot today could build a house or 
add-on up to a base area of 2,500 sq ft. Under the proposed RFA ordinance for Old Granada 
Hills neighborhood, the base floor area building size would be limited to 1,500 sq ft. 

Explanation of Zoning Restrictions: If your lot is over 9,000 sq ft your zoning will 
changed from the current R1-1 to RE9 or RE11 and severely restrict or eliminate your right to 
sub divide the lot in the future. 
To: The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
From: Residential real property owners of Old Granada Hills. 

We the directly affected property owners, request the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission delete the proposed Zoning changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) 
restrictions ordinance for the Old Granada Hills neighborhood dated January 2013 from the 
new community plan and keep the current R1 residential zoning and Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 

For more detailed information visit http://OidGrana<j_aHills.com 
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Petition against Old Granada Hills Land Use Restrictions 
The purpose of this petition is to oppose the Residential Floor Area (RFA) ordinance 

draft and z~ming changes for the area defined as Old Granada Hills. 
The Granada Hills/Knollwood community plan issued by the Los Angeles City Planning 

Department contains a proposed ordinance which will reduce the maximum building square 
footage in Old Granada Hills area by 40%. City Planning defined the Old Granada Hills 
neighborhobd boundaries as follows: S. F. Mission Blvd. on the North, San Jose St. on the 
South, Zelzah Av. on the West, and Amestoy Av. on the E<Jst. 
Example and explanation of RFA: An owner of a 5,000 sq ft lot today could build a house or 
add-on up to a base area of 2,500 sq ft. Under the proposed RFA ordinance for Old Granada 
Hills neighborhood, the base floor area building size would be limited to 1,500 sq ft. 

Explanation of Zoning Restrictions: If your lot is over 9,000 sq ft your zoning will 
changed from the current R1-1 to RE9 or RE11 and severely restrict or eliminate your right to 
sub divide the lot in the future. 
To: The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
From: Residential real property owners of Old Granada Hill.s. 

We the directly affected property owners, request the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission delete the proposed Zoning changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) 
restrictions ordinance for the Old Granada Hills neighborhood dated January 2013 from the 
new community plan and keep the current R1 residential zoning and Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 

For more detailed information visit htt ://OidGranadaHills.com 
Date Print Owner Name Signature Property Street Address 
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Petition against Old Granada Hills Land Use Restrictions 
The purpose of this petition is to oppose the Residential Floor Area (RFA) ordinance 

draft and zoning changes for the area defined as Old Granada Hills. 
The Granada Hills/Knollwood community plan issued by the Los Angeles City Planning 

Department contains a proposed ordinance which will reduce the maximum building square 
footage in Old Granada Hills area by 40%. City Planning defined the Old Granada Hills 
neighborhood boundaries as follows: S. F. Mission Blvd. on the North, San Jose St. on the 
South, Zelzah Av. on the West, and Amestoy Av. on the East. 
Example and explanation of RFA: An owner of a 5,000 sq ft lot today could build a house or 
add-on up to a base area of 2,500 sq ft. Under the proposed RFA ordinance for Old Granada 
Hills neighborhood, the base floor area building size would be limited to 1,500 sq ft. 

Explanation of Zoning Restrictions: If your lot is over 9,000 sq ft your zoning will 
changed from the current R1-1 to RE9 or RE11 and severely restrict or eliminate your right to 
sub divide the lot in the future. 
To: The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
From: Residential real property owners of Old Granada Hills. 

We the directly affected property owners, request the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission delete the proposed Zoning changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) 
restrictions ordinance for the Old Granada Hills neighborhood dated January 2013 from the 
new community plan and keep the current R1 residential zoning and Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 

For more detailed information visit htt :1/0idGranadaHills.com 
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Petition against Old Granada Hills Land Use Restrictions 

The purpose of this petition is to oppose the Residential Floor Area (RFA) ordinance 
draft and zoning changes for the area defined as Old Granada Hills ... 

The Granada Hills/Knollwood community plan issued bytMtosAiigeles City Planning 
Department contains a proposed ordinance which will reduce the maximum building square 
footage in Old Granada Hills area by 40%. City Planning defined the Old Granada Hills 
neighborhood boundaries as follows: S. F. Mission Blvd. on the North, San Jose St. on the 
South, Zelzah Av. on the West, and Amestoy Av. on the East. 
Example and explanation of RFA: An owner of a 5,000 sq ft lot today could build a house or 
add-on up to a base area of 2,500 sq ft. Under the proposed RFA ordinance for Old Granada 
Hills neighborhood, the base floor area building size would be limited to 1,500 sq ft. 

Explanation of Zoning Restrictions: If your lot is over 9,000 sq ft your zoning will 
changed from the current R1-1 to RE9 or RE11 and severely restrict or eliminate your right to 
sub divide the lot in the future. 
To: The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
From: Residential real property owners of Old Granada Hills. 

We the directly affected property owners, request the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission delete the proposed Zoning changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) 
restrictions ordinance for the Old Granada Hills neighborhood dated January 2013 from the 
new community plan and keep the current R1 residential zoning and Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 

For more detailed information visit http://OidGranadaHills.com 
Date Print Owner Name ~ture /1 Property Street Address 



Petition against Old Granada Hills Land Use Restrictions 
The purpose of this petition is to oppose the Residential Floor Area (RFA) ordinance 

draft and zoning changes for the area defined as Old Granada Hills. 
The Granada Hills/Knollwood community plan issued by the Los Angeles City Planning 

Department contains a proposed ordinance which will reduce the maximum building square 
footage in Old Granada Hills area by 40%. City Planning defined the Old Granada Hills 
neighborhood boundaries as follows: S. F. Mission Blvd. on the North, San Jose St. on the 
South, Zelzah Av. on the West, and Amestoy Av. on the East. 
Example and explanation of RFA: An owner of a 5,000 sq ft lot today could build a house or 
add-on up to a base area of 2,500 sq ft. Under the proposed RFA ordinance for Old Granada 
Hills neighborhood, the base floor area building size would be limited to 1 ,500 sq ft. 

Explanation of Zoning Restrictions: If your lot is over 9,000 sq ft your zoning will 
changed from the current R1-1 to RE9 or RE11 and severely restrict or eliminate your right to 
sub divide the lot in the future. 
To: The Los Angeles Department of City Planning and LA City Council 
From: Residential real property owners of Old Granada Hills. 

We the directly affected property owners, request the Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning delete the proposed Zoning changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) restrictions 
ordinance for the Old Granada Hills neighborhood dated January 2013 from the new 
community plan and keep the current R1 residential zoning and Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 
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Page.l_Of ;).:5 I Granada Bills-KIIollwood Community Plan Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Case: BNV-2006-5623-EJR . 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (.R.F A) District Ordinance, and Zone Chftnges 

3 

4 We, the undersigned sre in opposition to the draft Ordinance amending S~on 12.04 of the 
' 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code am~ding the zoning map. Further, oppq_sition to the creation of 

6 a Residential Floor Area. DiStrici·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than tbe 

7 Mr;_·Rn-:m;:;;'on;;;;i:;;;za;;;;li::on-;;:~:;-:.din.::' .:...an~c.:...e .:...tha . .:...t_effe_:_;cts~th_e_e_n_tire_C_ity_<!_f"L.os Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes.· 
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1 Granada Hills·Knonwood Community l'lan Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . . · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EJR 

Page_LOf a5 

Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 
3 

4 We, the undersigned are m owositiOll to the draft Otdinance amending Section 12.04 of the 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code. am~ding the zoning map. Further, opposition to thl) creation of 
. . \ .. 

6 a Residential Floor Area DiStrici-{Ri'A) and any restriction more ellC1llli6erlng-than.the 

7 Maosioni7JI.tion Ordinance that efrects the entire City ofLos Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 
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1 Granada Bllls-Knollwood Community Plan Update Page _3_ Of ?.5 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR. . 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 

3 

4 We, the undersigned are in appositio)l to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
' . 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code am~nding the zoning map. Further, oppq_sition to th(l creation of 

6 a Residential Floor Area DiStrici-(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than the 

7 Mr""a-;nSJ:;;:. on;;;jizp;j:att;;;' o;:;n~O~rdin_·..,an.:...:..ce:..t:::h:at=...:ettect=~-=s:..th~e.:::enttr::.=;. e_C_ity_~f:f:?s Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 
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Page_1_0f ~ 1 Granada Hills·Kilollwood Community Plan Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Case: BNV-2006-5623-Bm. . 

3 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor .Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
• 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code am~ing the zoning map. Further, opPQ,sition to the creation of 

6 a Residential Floor Area DiStrici·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than the 
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l Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Update Page_5_ Of ~5 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV -2006-5623-EIR. . 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 

3 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
' 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Cnde am~nding the zoning map. Further, oppQsition to the creation of . . . 
6 a Residential Floor Area D.istrici·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than tlte 

7 Mansionization Ordinance that effects the entire City of Los Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 
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Page..iJ,_ Of :1.5 1 Granada HiBs-KnoBwood Community Plan Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR . 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Chlinges 

3 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition to the draft Ordinance amendiog Section 12.04 of the 
' 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code ameooing the zoning map. Further, opposition to the creation of 
' ' ' 

6 a Residential Floor Area DiStrlci{RFA) and any restriction more encumbering than the 

7 Mansionization OrdinanCe that effects the entire City ~fL.?s Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 
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1 Granada Hills-IDlollwood Community Plan Update Page.]_ Of lS 

City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 
2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR. 

3 
Old Granada Bills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 

4 We, the undersigned are in OJ)positio11 to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
' 

5 Los ~geles Municipal Code am~nding the zoning map. Further, opPQ.sition to the creation of 

6 a Residential Floor Area DiStrici·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than-the 

7 Mansio!iization Ordinance that effects the entire City ~f~s Angeles, and proposed Z~ <;!lJanges. · 
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1 Granada Rills·Kilonwood Community Pian Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-BJ.R . 

Page_j_ Of ~5 

3 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor .Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Chlinges 

4 We, the undersigned are in o-pposition. to the draft Otdinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
• 

5 Los Angeles Muuicipal Code amending the zoning map. Further, oppq_sition to th~ creation of 

6 a Residential Floor .Area DiStrici.(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than tile 

7 . Mansionization Ordinance that effects the entire City of~s Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes . 
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1 Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Update Page_i_ Of 'l5 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-ElR . 

3 
Old Grallada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Ch!inges 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition to the draft Otdinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
• 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code am~ding the zoning map. Further, opPQ.sition to the creation of 

6 a Residential Floor Area DiStrici·(RF A) and any restriction more enCUillbering than the 
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1 Granada Hills-Knollwood Community l'lan Update 
City Plan Case: .2006-5568-C.PU . · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR. . 

PagelQ_ Of ~5 

3 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 

4 We, the undersigned are in oppos.itio11 to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
• 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code am~ding the zoning map. Further, oppqsition to th(l creation of . . ' 
6 a Residential Floor Area Distrlci·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than the 
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1 Granada Bills-KnoDwood Community Plan Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

Page...!./._ Of OS 
2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR . 

3 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Cluinges 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
' 

5 Los Angeles Mumcipal Cede amending the zoning map. Further, oppQ_sition to the creatiOn of 

6 a Residential Floor Area DiStrlci·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than the 

7 Mansiooization Ordinance that effects the entire City ofLos Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 
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1 Grallada mlls•Kilollwood Community Plllll Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR . 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance. and Zone Cb8nges 

Page 11 Of :J-5 

3 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition to the draft Ordinance ameoding Section 12.04 ofthe 
; . 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code am~nding the zoning map. Further, oppq_sition to the creation of 

6 a Residential Floor the 
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1 Granada Hills-.Kllollwood Community Plan Update Page 11_ Of :;!5 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . :, 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-ElR . · 

3 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition tc the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
' 

5 Los ~geles Municipal Code am~nding the zoning map. Further, oppqsition tot~ creation of 

6 a Residential Floor .Area DiStrici·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than the 

7 Mansionization Ordinanee that effects the entire City ofLos Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 
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1 Granada Rills-KnoDwood Community Plan Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU . · 

2 Environmental Csse: ENV-2006-5623-EIR . 
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Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (;RFA) District Ordinance, and Zon,e Chlinges 
3 

4 We, the undersigned are in OWosition to the draft Otdinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
' 

5 Los Angeles Municipal Code amending the zoning map. Further, op.PQsition to thl;l creation of . . ' 
6 a Residential Floor Area DIStrlci·(RF A) and any restriction more encumbering than the 

7 MansiODization Ordinance that effects the entire City ofLos Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 
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2 Environmental Case: BNV-2006-5623-EIR . 

3 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) Diatrict Ordinance, and Zone Chimges 

4 We, the undersigned are in opposition to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the 
• 

5 Los Angeles Municipal CDde amenrung the zoning map. Further, oppl!sition to the creation of 
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l Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Update 
City Plan. Case: 2006-5568-CPU . 

2 Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR 
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3 
Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 
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Recipient: Los Angeles City Council 

Letter: Greetings, 

We demand the Los Angeles City Council to rescind Interim Control Ordinance 
183497. We demand the removal of the proposed Old Granada Hills Zoning 
changes and Residential Floor Area (RFA) restrictions in the new Granada Hills 
Community Plan. 



Comments 

Name Location Date C0ffi(l1Ehit 

Meli Calkins Granada Hills, CA 2015-07-27 The proposed ordinance is a taking of property rights from the people who own 

land in Granada Hills. If people don~ want the land to be subdivided or over 

built in THEIR opinion, they can buy the lots that they have concerns over. 

John Vizzard Granada Hills, CA 2015-07-27 I feel this proposed ordinance is unfair to the people who want to expand their 

houses. They should have the right to go as big as they desire and not be 

limited by the city as to how much if an addition they want. 

Edwin Brotemarkle Los Angeles, CA 2015-09-18 This ordinance will reduce the value of our properties 

Anita Goldbaum North Hills, CA 2015-09-19 I believe in an open transparent government that is responsive to the people 

that the elected officials are representing. 

Stacey Wheeler granada hills, CA 2015-09-20 This is not fair to the current owners who purchased houses before this 

ordinance with certain intentions or thoughts of expanding when they 

purchased the home. 

malia levin Granada Hills, CA 2015-09-20 I rent and want to own this property! 

Fred Rohde Los Angeles, CA 2015-09-21 I agree and I live in the area and have family in Granada Hills 

Tracy Frank Granada Hills, CA 2015-09-21 I feel this ordinance should be rescinded and property owners be allowed to 

expanded their homes on a case by case basis. 

Anna Cristobal Los Angeles, CA 2015-09-21 They are my neighbors, I do not want them to be affect it at all. 

Charles Tarlow Los Angeles, CA 2015-09-23 I believe the City Council Council is ignoring the wishes of homeowners in 

targeted residential areas at the request/influence of a minority of politically 

active constituents. It happened in my neighborhood. I suspect it is happening 

in Old Granada Hills. My message to all city councilmen ==> Send a 

legitimate survey to the home owners in Old Granada Hills with the facts about 

your proposed ICO asking them what THEY WANT! II you tell the truth and 

ask the question ... maybe you'll do the right thing. In the meantime, stop the 

ICO without documented support of the neighborhood !!! 

taylor aichel Granada Hills, CA 2015-09-24 Right to renovate. 

Karen Crosby Northridge, CA 2015-09-25 owners rights should not be restricted without first advising 

Oren Karpovsky Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-03 The City of Los Angeles took away the property rights from the homeowners in 

Old Granada Hills without public notice before or after the Interim Control 

Ordinance was passed on March 25, 2015. 

ABIR TRABOULSI Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-05 I believe that councils such as the one that we presently have their own 

personal agendas and are not qualified to make decision that affect all property 

owners 

tip whiting Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-10 I live in the affected area this has devastated me and my family and our plans 

and has cost me tons of money. 

Karen Ziegler Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-10 !live in the ICO area and this has a direct impact on me and my family. We 

have spent thousands on plans, lot surveys, etc. all for not. It is 

unconstitutional. 

Sally Ziegler Los Angeles, CA 2015-10-10 I am elderly and I was going to move in with my daughter and she lives in that 

area now she cannot add on to the House and I will be forced to stay where I 

live now or assisted living. 

noel o conner Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-10 I Do not Agree With the low percentage of Building Allowed by the new 

ordinance 

Lee Hellinger Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-13 I live in Granada Hills and feel the council will attempt this where I live too. 



Name Location 

melody nahman nahman Porter Ranch, CA 

Charlie Nahman Granada Hills, CA 

vic toroyan Granada Hills, CA 

Marion Kuzmin Granada Hills, CA 

Robert Hovis Lakeview terrace, CA 

Tzahi Edri Los Angeles, CA 

carole morrad Rainham, United 

Kingdom 

Alex Kahaner Los Angeles, CA 

Michael Lovern Granada Hills, CA 

Michael Fedalen Granada Hills, CA 

Desiree Fedalen Granada Hills, CA 

moshe yosef Los Angeles, CA 

Gagik Sargsyan Los Angeles, CA 

mark thun Granada Hills, CA 

Casey Otis Granada Hills, CA 

Theresa Guerrero granada hills, CA 

Ramin Mazloumi Granada Hills, CA 

Date 

2015-10-13 My grandkids live on horrace street and they my move because the house i too 

small after haveing 2 kids 

2015-10-13 I have been stopped from adding an addition onto my home due to this 

ordinance. I have recently had two children and would like to stay in my hom 

and Granada hills. However, my home is only 1080 sq ft. I propose to add 400 

ft , single level on a 1 o,ooo sq ft lot, and am unable to do so because of this 

ordinance. Ridiculous. My family will have to move, and most likely out of 

state, because of the need for additional space 

2015-10-13 I live in the affected area and I am also a landlord and own several other 

properties in the affected area. 

2015-10-14 I did not know about any of the proposed changes to restrict the land use in 

Granada Hills. It was not on the hearing notice sent out in November of 2013. 

This is a surprise to me. 

2015-10-14 Property owner 

2015-10-14 I live in the Los Angeles area and I fear that this could come to my 

neighborhood 

2015-1 0-14 I feel that this ordinance will affect my neighborhood is well 

2015-10-14 I'm a developer and u guys need to let us develop 

2015-10-15 What happened to the democratic process? 

2015-10-15 My house is 1000 sf on a 1/4 acre lot. It is unreasonable and has no relation to 

the stated anti-McMansion goals to limit future expansion to 200 sf. We just 

had our second child and expected to be able to grow our house with our 

family. This Ordinance will prevent that and will eventually cause us to leave 

the neighborhood for one that is more family-friendly. 

2015-10-15 I am the mother of a 2-year old and an infant. This Ordinance is anti-family and 

is not rationally related to the goal of preventing unsightly over-development. 

This is our first home, as we are a young family, however bought our home with 

dreams of expansion to accommodate our growing family. This is vital for us, 

as our home is only 1 ,000 sq. ft. If we cannot expand, then we will be forced to 

move in the coming years as our children grow and our needs for space 

increase. Thank you for your consideration. 

2015-10-15 My concern is this coming to my area and also as a developer t will avoid old 

Granada Hills and the aging homes there will become blight. 

2015-10-15 I am United State citizen 

2015-10-15 we need a petition to recall mitch Englander as he is worthless. unfortunately I 

voted for the moron. 

2015-10-16 Not being allowed to expand more than 20% is rediculous 

2015-10-16 I want the option to upgrade past 20% 

2015-10-16 1 bought my house which is about 1710 sqft, over 10 years ago. Since then I 

got married and started a family. 1 have three children, which are growing. We 

as a family were planning to add to our house , but this plan has destroyed our 

dreams. 

We choose this area to grow our family. 

I alway thought by buying a big lot, I have a chance to expand. I have paid my 

dues over ten years to have the opportunity to built my dream house for my 

family, please let us have a little dream. 



Name ~Q~~I)QP Date c,qim:il~·nt 

Ray Fitzpatrick Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-16 No ordinance should be passed without the people's consent, greed should not 

rule the land. 

Thomas Ordway Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-16 When we bought our house in 1974 it was only 1012 sq. ft. We added 800 sq. 

ft. to accommodate 3 kids and a mother-in-law. Couldn't do that under this new 

proposal. 

Cynthia Kuzmin Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-16 I oppose the ICC's severe restrictions and, especially that these changes were 

NOT communicated to the constituents. 

Mike Pascoe Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-16 The restrictions are unfair and I was not given a choice to vote for the current 

restrictions. We currently have a 16K sf lot with a crappy house on it. The 

neighborhood would be improved if we could rebuild the 1950 brick home into a 

larger modern home. This would actually beautify the neighborhood and 

improve property values. 

Jennifer Candoff Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-16 We have an interest in a home down the street with our daughter that is very 

tiny and might want to add square footage exceeding 20%. 

Boris Khaymenis Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-16 lt"s USA ??????? 

Gerald Jenne Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-16 I strongly disagree with the floor area restrictions currently in force and 

proposed by the Granada hills plan. 

Yasmin Prieto Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-17 This is unfair to all home owners! Not being notified of drastic changes like this 

is unconstitutional! 

Andrea Reichl Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-18 My rights were removed without notice or permission and this ordinance 

directly effects the resale value of my home. 

Rick Ballesteros Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-18 This proposed ordinance is unlawful and unconstitutional. 

Mireya Ballesteros Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-18 This proposed ordinance is unlawful and unconstitutional. 

Alek Ayrapetyan Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-19 It is pointless and unconstitutional!!! 

lien Brunelle North Hollywood, CA 2015-10-19 The March 25, 2015 Interim Control Ordinance is too restrictive on home 

owners! 

Victor Ochoa Sylmar, CA 2015-10-19 Because I am a contractor and would like to preserve peoples property rights. 

NA Los Angeles, CA 2015-10-19 I want to keep old granada the way it is 

Elsa Alfaro Granada Hills, CA 2015-10-19 This ordinance is too restrictive. 

diane maloney Santa Clarita, CA 2015-10-19 I own a house in old Granada hills . I was left this house in my parents trust and 

my children grew up there. They are destroying old Granada hills with there 

mini mansions. 

RodneyHaim Los Angeles, CA 2015-10-19 I care about the development of my city 

diane maloney Santa Clarita, CA 2015-10-19 Please rescind my signature . I want to stop mini mansions from being built . 

This petition is deceiving • You are destroying the way Granada Hills used to 

be. l want to stop the destruction not aide builders to destroy for there greed. 

Armen Frankyan North Hollywood, CA 2015-10-19 Because I'm a contractor and home owner and this is not right 

Heliodoro Zepeda Sylmar, CA 2015-10-19 I disagree with this re zoning without notificaci6n 

Miladie De Courville HOUSTON, TX 2015-10-20 Not all changes are good! 



Name Location 

Ramona Boren Granada Hills, CA 

Ramona Boren Granada Hills, CA 

Roham(Roy) Zokaie Granada Hills, CA 

Hedy Maar Granada Hills, CA 

Rani Pacheco Canoga Park, CA 

Date 

2015-1 0-20 I never received a notice about Ordinance 183497. I adamantly oppose this 

going forward 

until we have the opportunity to hear the pros and cons. This is wrong of the 

Mayor, whom I voted for, to demand such a change. Are there special interests 

involved for this decision by the Mayor? What happened to us having property 

rights? I want to know how this will affect resale values having a zone change 

from R-1-1 to RE9 or RE11. Do we not have the right to know? It sounds like 

a down grade which brings prices lower. Please inform us of all the details. It 

sure sounds unconstitutional to me. NO TO ANY CHANGE. 

2015-10-20 This weekend was the first time I heard of this zone change. I OPPOSE this 

change until I have more information. This is not right. 

2015-1 0-20 It is a very unfair decision to me and it wHJ affect the community of the Granada 

Hills downward.lt is not right to do these changes without disclosing it to the 

whole community. 

2015-10-20 I have a 2 bed/1 bathroom home which is just over 1 OOOsq ft. and 200 sq ft 

would not be a sufficient amount of space to add a 3rd bedroom and bathroom 

to upgrade my home. We bought this house for $480,000 and with this law, it 

will never be worth much more than that. This is truly unfair. 

2015-10-20 I am a developer and the contractor and this will severely affect my business 

and ability to make money 
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The Planning Department recently initiated a long-term effort to amend and improve the 
City's 64 year old Zoning Code. Hundreds of amendments over the years have created 
a very large document filled with cross referencing, contradictions, and antiquated 
language. Our goal is to make the Code more easily understandable, while offering 
innovative planning tools. 

The first two revisions are the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) 
ordinance, which allows for tailored regulations to target neighborhood character within 
individual Community Plans and the Core Findings ordinance, which consolidates and 
standardizes many required findings for discretionary approvals. These ordinances will 
foster better planning by improving project predictability, demystifying code language, 
and providing additional neighborhood protections. 

In light of specific concerns regarding these two ordinances, the Planning Department 
has prepared a fact sheet "Myths and Facts about the Planning Department's Recent 
Initiatives" to clarify misconceptions about what these ordinances will and won't do. 

s":;id~(_ 
MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

ML:AB:TR 
Attachment: Myths and Facts about the Planning Department's Recent Initiatives 



Department of City Planning Zoning Code Updates 

MYTHS AND FACTS ABOUT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S RECENT INITIATIVES: 

MYTH #1: The ordinances will give the Planning Department free reign and short-cut the public 

process. 

FACT: 

The Code reform efforts underway will make land use processes more transparent and easier for the 

public to participate. None of the Code Amendments would present an opportunity to shortcut the 

required public process. For example, future Community Plan Implementation Overlay districts must 

each be developed with substantial community input through a public process involving multiple public 

workshops and hearings. Once a district is in place, the community will have rules they can count on. 

Projects that would otherwise be built 'by-right' without being subject to Planning Department review 

would now receive a second level of review by the Planning Department, giving communities an 

additional safeguard. Also, the revised findings will not lessen the ability of stakeholders to participate 

in the public process nor eliminate any criteria that protects the citizenry from inappropriate land uses. 

MYTH #2: The new ordinances will make it easier for the Planning Department at its sole discretion to 

approve larger buildings. 

FACT: 

The new ordinances cannot be used to approve larger, taller, or more massive buildings than are 

otherwise allowed by a property's zone. These ordinances will not, in any way, circumvent Zoning Code 

requirements and standards now on the books. 

I.!; CITY OF LOS ANGELES I DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
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Department of City Planning Zoning Code Updates 

On the contrary, the new Community Plan Implementation Overlay offers better neighborhood 

protection by treating neighborhoods or corridors individually and responding to community concerns 
about the scale, size and character of development. This new zoning tool will allow communities to 
engage in a public process to create special zoning districts that can benefit their communities in a 

variety of ways including: 

• Restricting the size, shape, and bulk of new buildings to make them more compatible 

with existing buildings 

• Requiring that residential developments include more than the minimum Code­

required open space, through increased set-backs, landscaping and amenities, to make 

communities more livable 

• Prohibiting incompatible uses such as auto-repair, check cashing stores, and other uses 

that have the potential for disrupting quality of life 

• Placing limits on the size, number, and placement of signs to reduce sign clutter and 

improve the physical appearance of commercial areas 

Similarly, the Core Findings ordinance will provide more easily-understandable, consistent findings 
which better-articulate neighborhood protections and require evidence of neighborhood compatibility 

for new projects to be approved. 

MYTH #3: All Specific Plans in the City will lose protections. 

FACT: 

The Core Findings ordinance will not lessen Specific Plan protections. None of the ordinances will delete 
existing protections or procedures in place. All existing procedures for project permit applications, 

deviations from Specific Plan regulations, and public notification will remain intact. Community Plan 
Implementation Overlays will not replace existing, adopted Specific Plan districts. Rather, the CPIO 
should be seen as another optional zoning tool for neighborhoods that currently lack a special zoning 

district that require protections beyond the basic Zoning Code regulations. 

MYTH #4: The Planning Department will abuse the Administrative Clearance process. 

FACT: 

The CPIO ordinance is a new type of overlay intended for areas of the City that are not currently covered 
by a Specific Plan, Community Design Overlay, Historic District, or other type of special design district. 
Without a special district, most neighborhoods in the City are only subject to basic Citywide zoning 
regulations, which do not require architectural design or neighborhood compatibility for projects that 

can be built by-right (i.e reviewed only by the Department of Building and Safety). The CPIO ordinance 
introduces an additional check for projects that comply 100 percent with the regulations in a CPIO 

district. In this review, the Department of Building and Safety and Planning staff will confirm that a 
project meets ALL requirements in a special district. If a project does not comply with ALL regulations, 

the application will be denied for an Administrative Clearance and the Neighborhood Council will be 
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notified should the applicant request any form of relief from the regulations. The ultimate decision can 

always be appealed. 

Myth #5: These ordinances were developed behind closed doors with little opportunity for public 

input. 

FACT: 

In light of a growing work program, the Planning Department has initiated these key proposals to amend 

parts of the Zoning Code in order to improve efficiencies in the application procedures and project 

administration, while at the same time, advancing our efforts to create an inclusive public process. The 

Community Plan Implementation Ordinance, for example, grew out of the New Community Plan 

program when it became clear that many communities desire additional design protections. The CPIO 

ordinance was conceived as a way of providing additional protections without the tremendous staffing 

demands of other types of zoning districts. This would ensure that Community Plan policies and 

programs can be implemented swiftly and in a way that incentivizes projects to comply with regulations 

outright. 

When the CPIO tool was presented at a publicly noticed workshop on March 19, 2009, the audience was 

in general support of the proposal. When the CPIO tool came before the City Planning Commission, two 

speakers spoke in favor of the ordinance. Many communities currently undergoing a Community Plan 

update are eager to use this tool to meet their neighborhood's needs. In these communities, where 

Community Plans are currently being updated, Planners are working collaboratively with community 

stakeholders to identify neighborhood issues and concerns through a series of public workshops. This 

new ordinance provides one additional tool in the Zoning Code aimed at protecting neighborhood 

character by establishing regulations that are tailored to individual communities where concerns have 

been expressed. 

MYTH #6: Projects will be able to be built without an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

FACT: 

All discretionary actions must comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). None of the 

proposed initiatives will override CEQA. As is the current practice, EIRs will still be required on significant 

projects exceeding certain environmental thresholds. Similar to Specific Plans and other types of Overlay 

Districts in the los Angeles Municipal Code, the requirements of a CPIO District will be IN ADDITION to 

the regulations of the underlying residential, commercial, or industrial zone. The California 

Environmental Quality Act thresholds used in determining the appropriate level of environmental review 

(i.e. Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or EIR) will be unchanged. Projects in overlay 

districts actually receive increased environmental review as compared to by-right projects reviewed 

solely by the Department of Building and Safety. All projects within future CPIO districts will be subject 

to California Environmental Quality Act requirements and the City's adopted thresholds of significance. 

None of the proposed ordinances could directly or indirectly weaken the level of environmental review. 
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MYTH #7: Community Plan Implementation Overlay districts will roll over existing regulations in 

Community Plans and will be adopted in lieu of new or updated Community Plans. 

FACT: 

As the name of the ordinance suggests, Community Plan Implementation Overlay districts will 

implement the goals and policies of adopted Community Plans and will not be adopted in lieu of 

updating the City's 35 Community Plans. When special zoning districts are established they support and 

strengthen the effectiveness of Community Plans, which provide the blueprint and vision for each of the 

City's communities. 

In fact, for Community Plan policies dealing with neighborhood character and compatibility to be 

implemented effectively and consistently, establishing neighborhood-specific zoning requirements can 

ensure that Community Plans policies about neighborhood compatibility are carried out on new 

buildings. Basic zones in the Los Angeles Municipal Code are limited when it comes to approaching 

neighborhood-specific concerns. This is why tools like CPIOs, Specific Plans, Community Design Overlays 

and Pedestrian-Oriented Districts - normally adopted shortly after a Community Plan is updated - are 

necessary to drill down to important context-sensitive design and compatibility issues at the 

neighborhood level. 

For more information about these ordinances, please contact Michelle Sorkin or Tom Rathmann: 

michelle.sorkin@lacity.org or 213.978.1199 

tom.rothmann@lacity.org or 213.978.1370 
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Attorneys for Respondent, 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
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Department 85 
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Time: I :30 p.m. 
Department: 85 

Petition Filed: September 16,2015 
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TO THE COURT AND TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE on Tuesday, April26, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. in Department 85 of 

the above-entitled court located at 111 North Hill Street, Los Angeles, California 900 I 2, the 

Honorable James C. Chalfant, Judge presiding, Deputy City Attorney Emesto Velazquez 

appeared on behalf of Respondent City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles City Council, and Los 

Angeles Department of City Planning (collectively "City"). Petitioner William E. Kuzmin 

appeared In Pro Per. 

The Court, having considered the briet1ng submitted by the parties and having heard oral 

argument, sustained Respondent's Demurrer to Petition for Writ of Mandate without leave to 

amend. A copy of the Court's tentative ruling is attached as Exhibit A. The Court scheduled an 

Order to Show Cause re: Dismissal for May 17, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. 

The Court instructed attorneys for the City to give notice of the above ruling. 

15 Dated: April28, 2016 Respectfully submitted, 
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MICHAEL N. FEUER, City Attorney 
TERRY KAUFMANN MACIAS, Assistant City Attorney 
ERNESTO VELAZQUEZ, Deputy City Attorney 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, say: I am over the age of 18 years and not a party to the within a<;lion 

or proceeding. My business address is 701 City Hall East. 200 North Main Street. Los Angeles. 
California 90012. 

On April 28, 2016, I served the foregoing documents described as: NOTICE OF 
RULING- ORDER SUSTAINING DEMURRER TO PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE WITHOUT LEAVE TO AMEND on all interested parties in this action by 
placing copies thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed as follows: 

William E. Kuzmin 
17320 Los Alimos Street 
Granada Hills, CA 91344 
Tel: (818) 634-5344 
Email: william@williamkuzmin.com 
Petitioner In Pro Per, 
WILLIAM E. KUZMIN 

12 [X] BY MAIL -I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles, California, with lirst 
class postage thereon fully prepaid. I am readily familiar with the business practice for 
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, it is 
deposited with the United States Postal Service on that same day, at Los Angeles. 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postage cancellation date or postage meter date is 
more than one (1) day after the date of deposit for mailing in afl!davit; and/or 
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BY ELECTRONIC MAIL- I transmitted via EMAIL the document(s) listed abo,·e to 
the parties set forth above on this elate. 

BY OVERNIGHT COURIER- 1 deposited such envelope in a regularly maintained 
overnight courier parcel receptacle prior to the time listed thereon for pick-up. Hand 
delivery was guaranteed by the next business day. 

I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this court at whose 
direction the service was made. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on April 28, 2016, at Los Angeles, 
California. / I 
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William E. Kuzmin v. Citv of Los An~eks. 
eta!., BS 157882 

Tentative decision on demurrer: sustained 
without leave 

Respondem City of Los Angclc,; ("City") demurs generally to the Petition for Writ of 
:Vlandate filed hy Petitioner William E. Kuzmin (Kuzmin"). 

The court has read and considered the moving papers, opposition, and reply, and renders 
the following tentative decision. 

A. Statement of the Case 
Petitioner Kuzmin has been a homeowner in the Old Granada llills (''OCiH") area for 28 

years. Pet. at 2. He mvns a I ,296 square foot two-bedroom home built in 192 7 situated on 12,600 
square feet of Jam!. !d. On July 2, 20 IS Kuzmin md with the City Planner to apply f(Jr a lot split 
or zone change to erect a second home andior add to the existing home. !d. 

The application could not be processed because of the Neighborhood Conservation Inkrim 
Control Ordinance ("NCIC:O") currently in effect. JsL The NCICO restricts OCiH homeowners to 
a 20% increase in the total square footage of their existing home structure. hL This limit> Ku;m!n 
to a maximum addition of260 square Ceer resulting in a maximum building size of I .+56 square 
fe0t. The NCICO additionalJy preve-nts the possihi!it: of a sc-coJ:..:I ~arag-.· :..tt!(Lrid!'l '-·~~mp<tr:.:d h' 
the cunent Baseline Mansionization Ordinance ("BMO'' i. which would allnw J total 6_0(1!) square 
f(:et of living area. Id. F.x. B. 

A family's home is usually their largest tinancial investment and shoulJ not be unrairly 
restricted. Pet. at 2. The average estimated single-family residence price per sqn"rc foot is $344 
in OGH based on Multiple Listing Service ("ivlLS") data for the last 365 days. lit Tb.:: estimat.::d 
loss oi'value from the NCIC:O restriction alfecting the highest and best usc i> a $767.'J:l61oss in 
economic value. !d. The passage o.f rhe NCICO constitutes the taking of Kuzmin ·s real properly 
in violation of the fifth Amendment, as just compensation was not given. Pet. at 2-3. 

The City violated the Brown Act (Government Code section 54950 et seq.), in a nrsh to 
conch1de there is a current out of control mansionization problem in OGH. Pet. at 3. This is 
indicated by tl1e erroneous data in the February 20, 2015 Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning's ("Planning Dcpanment") revised Categorical Exemptions and related Calit!wnia 
Environmental Quality Act ('"C:EQA") 11ndings and previous reports from tl1e Planning 
Department and the City Attorney on the then proposed NCICO. Pet. at. 3. Ex. D. The OGH n~w 
permit and demolition data in the Planning Department CEQA tlndings report indicaks the 
conclusions w justify an emergency Interim Control Ordinance ("!CO'') are cnoneous and/or false. 
ld. The Planning Department has no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the oc; H 
character is threatened by the demolition of existing homes or a proliferatioa of two-story boxlike 
structures. I d. There are no Jindings of an immediate threat to the public's general welfare in 
OGH. ld. There are no lindings to cor)clutle that OCII-l is an aft1uent ~ommunity r,l 

The City failed to c.omply with conditions set fcuih in Government Code section 65X5B 
Pet. at 4. Councilman Mitch Englander Jid not pro,·idc the Planning Department any subsromti,,: 
evidence of a current or firture trend of large hulking two-story boxlike structures that itre an 
immediate threat to the public's general health, sali:ty, or welfare in the OGII Area. Ld~ Planning 



D<;partmer.t correspondence reveals no data was submitted to support the Government Code 
section 6.5858 conditions for a new ICO. Pet. at 4, Ex. E. Emails were sent hy Kuzmin to. the City 
Council District 12 Chief Plmmer, Hanna Lee and the Planning Department requesting. data 
submitted to the Planning Department identifying the existence of a current mansionization 
problen'! !IS justification to include OGH in the NCICO. Pet. at 4, Ex. F. There was no response 
from Ms. Lee and no supporting data. was sent to Kuzrnin. The Planning Department report dated 
October I, 2014lists only five communities to be included in the NCICO. Pet. at 4, Ex. G. The 
Planning Depa1tmcnt c;:PRA report lists a demolition ratio between the project area and the city at 
large. Pet. at 4, Fx. D. The table is false when applied to OGH. !d. There m'e no demolition 
permits for existing single family homes in OGH contained in the raw dat<l. .I d. 

The inclusion of OGH in the NCJCO was never posted as an agenda item by Jhc City 
Council Planning and Planning and Land Management Committee ("PLU:-.1'") which is a violation 
of agenda item description requirements of the Rrown Act. Pet. at 5-6. At the Oct.Ober 21,2014 
PLCM meeting the submission of lour more commu1iities including OCiH were added to the 
consent calendar lor inclusion in the NCICO. Pet. at 6, Ex. I. This was a significant change to 
the consent agenda items and the PLuM commillee did not allow public conm1cnt on the addition 
of the OGH to the NC!CO after the change to the consent calendar. Pet. at 6. The OGH was 
included by City Councilman 'v!itch Englander's hostile amendment into the NCICO motions 
sc-heduled on the consent calendar at the October 21,2015 PLUM meeting. Pet. at 8, Ex. I. The 
NCICO agenda items were identified as "continued" because the PLUM committee did not have 
a quonnn when the proposed NCJCO public comment was first heard at the October 7, 2014. 
PLUM committee meeting. Id. Failure to take public comment at the October 11, 20 J 4 PLUM 
meeting was a Brown Act violation and a violation of the City Council rules. Pet. at 8. 

Per Government Code section 65858 (c) a procedural violation occuned when the Plmming 
Department did not comply with the condition to submit legislative t]ndings or factual evidence t,, 
substantiate the description that residents ofOGH are experiencing: "a prolil"eration of large two­
story boxlike structures posing m1 immediate curre-nt threat to the public health. safety and 
welfare." Pet. at 9. 

Further. including OGH in the "I'C:JCO was a violation or Govcrnm~nt Code sc.ction 
65858(3)(1)(f) because all allowable !CO extensions hm~ expired. Pet. m 10. F". 1. The 
underlying project is the OCiH Residemial Floor Are:J ("'Rl·:\'"J overlay districr included in rhc 
proposed K.nollwood/Granacla Hills Community Plan. Pet. at I 0. The t!rst initiatlc1n of tl:c 
mansionization supplemental use overlay di;;trict was in 2004. ld. In 20(J(i a second !CO 1vas 
created while the plan was updated to include thc overlay district in the pwposed community plun 
and extended in 2007. !!,L In 2008 the BMO was passed but the OGH RFA overlav district was 
not removed. !.rl 

The City and the Planning Department did not meet the- requirements of Los Angcks 
Municipal Code ("LAMC") section 12.32, which sets forth the public notice requirements J()r 
zoning project changes. Pet. at 11. The residential property owners have not been informed or 
afforded the opportunity for public input on the specitic OGH RFA district and zone changes. !d. 
The previous community input is outdated and enoneous as appro»imatcly 66 percent of the 
properties in the OGH area have changed owners since 2002 when the plan was first formulated. 
ld. Any community input received previously by the Planning Department is not retlcctivc of the 
current owners, who have not been notified of the proposed OGH RFA restrictions induclcJ in the 



proposed community plan. !d. 
There is a 90-day limit in the LAMC t{Jr zoning changes. Pet. at 12 lhc activ<· initia!i<>n 

date is \1ay 23. 2013, when the City Planning Commission recommenlkd appn;\al ,,f the pbn 
without a tina! Environmental 1m pact Report (I':IR) for submission to the PLUM committee· of the 
City Council. Pet. at 13. The lime period fen ratification has expired and has not been extended 
by ofllcial action. ld. The OGH Rl'A district was not ratitied >Vithin the 90 day time period. I d. 
Therefore, the initiation of the OGH RFA district is null and void and mu$1 he remqved from th~ 
proposed new Granada Hills Community Plan. !d. 
· K.uzmin seeks a writ ofmandate commanding Respondents lll rescin'd all approvals issued 

in support of the NCICO and enjoin Respol1dents from taking any action to implement any Rr A 
overlay district. Pet. at 15-16. 

B. Applicable Law 
Demurrers are permitted in administrative mandate proceedings. CCP §§ ll 08, 1109. i\ 

clcn1Un·er tests the legal sufliciency of the pleading alone and will be sustained where the pleading 
is defective on its face. 

Where pleadings are defective, a party may raise the defect by way of a demurrer or motion 
to strike or by motion for judgment on the pleadings. CCP §430.30(a); Covne v. Krempels, (I 9501 
36 Ca1.2d 257. The party against whom a complaint or cros~-complaint has he en filed may object 
by demurrer or answer to the pleading. CCP §430.1 0. A demurrer is timely fi kd within the :iO­
day period alter service of the complaint. CCP § 430.40; Skrbina v. Flemine Companies. (I Y96i 
45 Cal.App.4th 135 3, 1364. 

A demurrer may be asserted on nny one or more of the following ground:;: 1 a 1 The eoun 
has no jurisdiction of the subject nflhe cnuse ofacli<m alleged in the pleading: tbl The r<'""n "ho 
filed the ple>lding doe.s not have legal capacity to sue: (cj There is another action pc~tJing hc.tv:ecl> 
the same parties on the same cause of action; (d) There is a cldeet or misjoinder or panies: 1 e) The 
pleading does not state facts sufficicnlto constitute a cause of action: (f) The pleading is uncertain 
("uncertain" includes ambiguous and unintelligible); (g) In an action founded upon a contract, it 
cannot he ascenained from the pleading whether the contract is written, is oral. or is implied by 
conduct; (h) .No certificate was llled <1S required by CCP §411.35 or (i) by §411.36. CCP ~4.<0.1 0. 
;\ccording1y, a demuner tests the sufficiency of a pleading, and the grounds for a demurrer must 
appear on the face of the pleading or from judicially noticeable matters. CCI' §430.30(a): Blank 
v. Kirwan, (1985) 39 Cal.3d 311, 318. 

The face of the pleading includes attachments and incorporations by relerence (Frantz v. 
Blackwell, ( 1987) 189 Cal.App.3d 91, 94); it does not include inadmissible hearsay. Qav v. Sharp, 
(1975) 50 Cai.App.3d 904,914. 

The sole issue on demurrer for failure 10 stale a cause of action is whether the facts plcackd. 
if true, would entitle the plaintiff to relief. Garcetti v. SupcriQr Court, ( 1996) 49 Cai.App. 4th 15 3 :l. 
1547; Limandri v. Judkins, (1997) 52 Cai.App.4th 326.339. The question ofplaintiJrs ability L•l 
prove the allegations of the complaint or the possible difficulty in making such proof' uoes no! 
concern the reviewing court. Quelimane Co. v. Stewart Tille Guarantv Co., ( 1998i 19 Cal.4th 26. 
47. TI1e ultimate facts alleged in the complaint must be deemed true. as well as all fact~ !hot mnv 
be implied or infencd !'rom those expressly alleged. lv!arsball v. G.i_bson. Dunn & Crutcher. (I 09~ 1 
37 Cai.App.4th 1397, 1403. Nevertheless, this rule does not apply to :Jl!egations expressing mere 
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conclusions of law. or allegations contradicted by the exhibits to the complaint or by rnntters nf 
which judicial notice may be taken. .Y an(C;; -'~-Vii[£< i'_GrL .. \Js>J:ciL\:JhliJJ"J 'l"lo:'- (1 <lCJ~ l '.(, 
Cal.App.4th 698, 709. 

C. An;tlysis 1 

Respondent City asserts that Kuzmin's Petition is barred by the statute of limitations in 
Oovemment Code1 section 65009(c)(!)(B), which provides that facial challenges to zoning 
ordinances must be brought within 90 days of the ordinance's enactment3 The 1'-:CICO was 
adopted on March 25, 20'15, and subseqttently extended on April 29·, 2015. RJN Ex. A. The 
Petition was tiled on September 16, 2015, more than 90 days after both the enactment and the 
extension. 

City contends that the Petition is a facial challenge to the NCICO because Kuzmin seeks 
rescission of the NCJCO, alleging that its passage violated the Fifth Amendment, the Brown Act, 
and the LAM C. Pet. at 2, 6, 8. The Petition alleges that the NCICO cannot be enforced at all, and 
does not contend that it is unlawful only as applied to Kucmin. Pet. at 15. Kuzmin does not 
disagree with the City's characterization of his Petition as a fac.ial challenge to the J\CICO. 

Section 65009(e)(l )(B) sets a shm1, 90-day limitations period for tiling and serving " 
petition challenging "the decision of a legislative body to adopt or amend a zoning Mdinanee ... 
Honig v. San Francisco Planninl! Dept., ("Honig'') (2005) 127 CaLApp.4th 520, 5~6 (~0-day 
stall1tc of! imitations applied to "a writ petition challenging issuance of a bui I ding permit issued in 
conjunction with a zoning variance, if the gravamen of the petiiion is that the variance was 
improperly granted.") (emphasis in original); Travis v. Countv of Santa Cruz, (2004) 33 CaL4th 
757,767. Section 65009(a)(3) expressly provides, in part: "(3) The purpose of this section is to 
provide certainty for property owners and local govcr1unents regarding decisions made purs1.1ant 
to this division." The legislative intent for this provision "is ro c;;tablish a short limitations period 
in order to give governmental zoning decisions CeJtainty, permitting them to lake effect quickly 
and giving property owners the necessary confidence to proceed with approved projects." Wagner 
v_ Citv of South Pa~11dena, (2000) 78 Cai.AppAth 943. 948-49. Strict compliance with the 
limitatiotls period is required. J.Q .. at 950: see ~65009(e). 

Kuz.min argues that the NC!CO is not a zoning ordinance subject to sceti(m 
65009(c)(l )(B)'s limitation. Under section 65858, a legislative body may adopt an lCO without 
following the procedures otherwise required for adoption of a zoning ordinance. An !CO i:; an 
urgency measure prohibiting "any uses that may be. in conl1ict with a contemplated genernl plan, 
specific plan, or zoning proposal that the legislative body, planning commission or the planning 
department is considering or studying or intends to study within a reasonable time." §65858(a). 
Kuzmin distinguishes between zoning and planning, which is broader in concept, and argues that 

1 City asks the comt to judicially notice the NCICO, BMO, and CPIO. The requests are 
granted. Evict, Code §452(b )-

2 All further references arc to the Govcmment Code unless otherwise stated. 
' City further claims that, to the extent the Petition states a claim under the [lrown :\ct. 

such dain1s are barred because the Petition docs not contain a declaration thnt Pc::til)!~Cr mLdL d 

demand under Gov' t Code section 54960. I. Kuzmin does nut provide any argument in nppc>sitic>n 
ro this issue, and the demurrer is susrained as to the Brown .'\cl claims. 
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an !CO is an exercise of a local agency's police power [(lr planning, not a mning ordinance subject 
to section 65009(c)(l)(B)'s short statute oflimitations. Opp. at 3. 

Application of a statute of limitations depends on the gravamen nf the cause of action . 
. Holl!g, supra, 127 Cal.App 4th at524: H£nsler. v,Jjtv of Glendale, (1994) 8 Cal.·lth I. 2::'. T1w 
Planning and Zoning Law (§6500 e1 seq.) establishes the authority of local agencies to rcguldk the 
use of land. Gonzalez v. Countv of Tul_!ll£. (1998) 65 Cai.App.4'h 777, 7S4. i\ zoning ordinanc<' 
regulates the geographic allocation and allowed uses oi' land. l!J. An reo issued pursuant to 
section 65858 is a zoning ordinance regulating hmd use that i~ authorized by the Planning ami 
Zoning Law. Its purpose is to allow a 1,1cal lcgislati,·e body to adopt an interim urgency zoning 
ordinance prohibiting land uses that may be in conllicted with a land use measure proposal which 
the legislative body is studying or intends to study \l'ilhin a reasonable time. ;: 16 ~nter _Bay 
Associates v. Countv of Sutter, ("216 Sutter Bav")(l997) 58 Cal.App.4th 860,869. The gravamen 
of the Petition is not a challenge to City's planning process; it is a challenge to the NC!CO's 
interim restrictions on land use. Since the gravamen of Kuzmin's Petition is a facial challenge to 
the NClCO's restrictions on land use, it is a challenge to a zoning ordinance governed by the 90-
day limitations period in section 65009. 

California courts consider an reo under section 65858 a zoning ordinance. In I3at:tk of the 
Orient v. Town ofTiburon. ( !990) 220 Cal.App.3d 992, the court held that section !i5S .;g lJCcupiecl 
the field of "zoning moratoria'', and therefore prevented a city from independently imp!)sing a 
zoning rnnratorium ordinance. !d. at I 005. l.n ~ 16 Suticr Bay. the C\)llrt diffe.renti,kd bcrwcc<• an 
.. interim urgency zoning ordinance:' under ::;cction 65858 and an ''ordinary urgency ordinance" 
issue.d under section 25123 and seeking the "immediate preservation of the pub I ic pea ceo. health. 
or safety". 58 Cal.App.4th at 869. 873. The purpose of section 65009 - providing ccr1aimy for 
property owners and local governmems regarding zoning decisions through <l -;h<)rt limitations 
period--- would not be satisfied ii'an !CO's restrictions nn land usc were nc>t o,ubj~cr to" '10 da~· 
statute of limitations. An ICO under section 65858 is exactly the sort of land usc de,::ision for 
which any challenge to an !CO should be resolved as quickly as pos;;ible to ensure ccnai nty. 

None of the cases cited by Kuzmin support a condusion that an lCO is not a zoning 
ordinance. In Building Jndustrv Legal Defense Foundation v. Superior Court, ( 199) 72 Cai.App.4"' 
1410, the issue was whether a city could use an !CO to prohibit the formal processing of a 
development permit, which the court answered in the negative because zoning laws determine 
permitted uses. !Q.,at 1415,1420. Thccomidid notdiscusswhctheran IC:O is issued pursuamto 
zoning law or police power. Similarly. O'Loanc v. O'Rourke (1965} 231 Cai.App.:Zd 774 dealt 
with the issue of whether a city's general plan was legislative in character and subjec\ to the 
referendum power. ld. at 779. Again, the court did not discuss whether an lCO was a zoning 
ordinance. Kuzmin has shown no support for his claim that an !CO is a police power ordinance 
not subject to section 65009. 

Kuzmin argues that the legislative history of section 65858 demonstrates that reos arc not 
zoning ordinances. Former section 65806 used the phrase "tempomry zoning ordinance" which 
was replaced with current section 65858's phrase "interim on.linance". See 6Jldc.rson_y. Citv 
~OUQcil ofeitv of Pleasant Hill, (1964) 229 Cal.App.2d 79,92-93. Ull!kr the rules of statuwry 
interpretation, a material change or amendment in the language of a statute infers an intent to 
change the Jaw. Tn reMarriage of Duffy. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4'11 923. Kuzmin therefore asserts 
that the change in statutory language indicmed a legislative intent that an !CO is not a 10nin~ 



o!·dinance. Opp. at 4-5. 
· As City points out (Reply at 3), section 65858 provides that an !CO may he adopted 

"[ w]ithout following the procedures othe).:yvise required prior to the adoplion of a zoning 
ordinance." §65858(a) (emphasis added). In providing an exccptiflll to the general procedure. rh,~ 
statute demonstrates that ani CO is a subset of the general category of '·zoning ordinance.,. If. as 
Kuzt)lin claims, an !CO is not a zoning ordinance, there would be no need to distinguish the general 
procedure for adopting one. Similarly, Kuzmin's arguments that (a) an !CO cannot be a zoning 
ordinance bec-ause section65854 mandates that a zoning ordinance be referred to a city's planning 
commission before approved by a city council, and (b) the City Charter requires that the Plani1ing 
Commission review and reconuncnd a zoning ordinunce Jack merit in light or section 6585S(a)'s 
express exception to the procedure otherwise required fi>r adoption of a ;coning ordinance. See 
Opp. at6-7. 

The Petition is outside the statute oflimitarions provided by section 65009, and is time­
barred. 

D. Conclusion 
City's dcmuner to the Petition is sustained without leave to amend. An OSC rc: dismissal 

is set for May 17, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. 
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Mitch Englander and the proponents answers to why: 

We are currently under an interim control ordinance (along with 9 other 
communities) while the mansionization ordinance is under review by the 
planning dept. Once our Community Plan is approved, the sliding scale in 
the residential floor area formula will into effect. A 2500 
·home on a 16K lot should be 

Dave Beauvais, President, OGHRG 

As I suspected from the beginning, the administrator of this site is trying to use it for his own 
purposes. The RFA is in the community plan to protect the character and quality of the 
neighborhood of Old Granada Hills. It will prevent the "McMansions" that have been built by 
out-of-the area developers with no stake in the community. Mr. Kuzmin has not disclosed that he 

· ·is a realtor.and wan.ts 'to ·see larger homes in the area because it means larger commissions for 
him when he sells a house in OGH. Protect your neighborhood from overbuilding, DO NOT sign 
this petition. Dave Beauvais, President, Old Granada Hills Residents' Group. 

Tom Tcimpidis from Knollwood Country Club 17 Sep 

Sorry William, but I believe that the RF A is an excellent idea and a well conceived plan that will 
limit the McMansionization that has been increasingly plaguing much of L.A. I do not plan to 
sign the petition to ove11urn it and strongly urge that no one else sign it either! Presenting it as 
"stripping away your property rights" is misleading by omission at best, and an outright lie at 
worst, and does a disservice to Granada Hills and the residents at large. 

Drew Raynor from Old Granada Hills 17 Sep 

Sorry William but we and I mean a huge number of us, have worked SO hard to get this into 
place as we are so tired of the horrible sub- dividing of these lovely lots that define a large reason 
that people move here in the first place. By having a larger lot it allows neighbors far more peace 
and quiet. I for one do not want to live on top of other people. If you want that then go to Van 
Nuys, plenty of that there and you will enjoy lower property values and higher crime! It is short 
sighted at best to chop up properties and throws the rest of us under the bus as we are left with 
the over crowded neighborhoods, schools, parking, and emergency services. 

Dave Beauvais from Old Granada Hills Sd ago 

Mike: There has been plenty of notice of this process since the begiiming. The decision to revise 
the Granada Hills/Knoll wood Community Plan was in 2007. There were a number of well 
publicized workshops and community events sponsored by the Planning Department over the 
next few years. The Public Hearing was in February 2013, followed by public hearings by two 
planning commissions. These were all publicized by community groups such as Neighborhood 



Councils. Whether the notice to the public hearing was by 1st class or 3rd class, I really don't 
think it would have made a difference in attendance, which was around 90 people. As someone 
who has been active in the community for many years, my experience is you are either engaged 
or you are not. 

Dave Beauvais from Old Granada Hills 4d ago 

Granada Hills North did. not need to take any action on the Residential Floor Area proposal 
because there is no part of OGH within their boundaries. It is completely within Granada Hills 
South NC boundaries. 
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Linda Romney, Trustee 
Marie F. Kloss Trust 
17828 Tribune Street 
Granada Hills, CA. 91344 
(81'8)363-352'8 

"Old" Granada Hills Property Owners 

Vs. 

City of Los Angeles 

Case No.: CPC-2006-5568-CPU 
Council File No.: CF 15-1226 

PLUM Hearing Date: 5-3-16 
Time: 2:30P.M. 

Place: 200 N. Spring Street, Room 395, 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE, 
NO NOTICES AND/OR UNTIMELY 
NOTICES OF ACTIONS AND HEARINGS 

18 I, Linda R-omney, declare and state as fililows: 

19 1. I am the trustee of the Marie F. Kloss Trust, containing real property located at 17828 

20 Tribune Street, Granada Hills, CA. 91344. 

21 2. I also reside at 17828 TribuneStreet,GranadaHills,CA. 91344. 

22 3. I have personal knowledge of the following facts and, if called as a witness, could and 

23 would competently testifY thereto. 

24 4. Without waiving my right to timely notification of hearings .and related actions in 

25 connection with Case Number CPC-2006-5568-CPU. 

26 5. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 32 D2., Planning and Land Use Meetings require 

27 ten { l 0) days notice, attached hereto is a true and correct copy of the Department of City 

28 



1 Planning envelope, evidencing post mark of April27, 2016. Short notice, only six (6) days 

2 notice of May 3, 2016 PLUM hearing. 

3 6. Therefore, a continuance is respectfully requested as said short notice is bias and 

4 prejudicial to property owners and their representatives, depriving them of timely opposition. 

5 7. Further, objection to violation of Municipal Code section 11.5.6 C. wherein notice of 

6 all hearings is required to be sent to requested party. I have not received any notices from the 

7 Los Angeles City Planning Commission Determination Mailing Date of October 2, 2015 in 

8 Case No. CPC-2006-5568-CPU and CEQA: ENV-2006-5623-EIR, with the exception of the 

9 aforementioned short notice. 

10 8. Notice ofthe City Planning Commission Hearing on May 23,2013, at 8:30A.M. at 

11 14410 Sylvan Street, Van Nuys, CA. was defective and short notice. Therefore, all actions and 

12 notices thereafter were defective and null and void. 

13 9. Anita Cerna's May 9, 2013 cover letter states the report is mailed to all persons who 

14 signed in at the February 21, 2013 public hearing. Thus, only seventy three (73) notices were 

15 mailed, 260 actual, of the approximately 36,200 Granada Hills land owners schednled to loose 

16 their property rights, through rezoning, and creation of a residential floor area (RFA) District, 

17 etc .... 

18 10. Pursuant to Municipal Code section 12.32C49(B), twenty-four (24) days written notice 

19 is required to all property owners within the affected Zone change area. Notice was Not Given 

20 as required by the aforementioned section. 

21 11. Further, pursuant to Municipal Code section 12.32C7, there is a ninety day time require-

22 ment for action by the City Council after the Planning Commission Determination. The 

23 Applicant: City of Los Angeles, Determination Mailing Date by the Los Angeles City Planning 

24 Commission was October 2, 2015. Obviously, the ninety (90) day action requirement by Los 

25 Angeles City Council to the October 2, 2015 Los Angeles City Planning Commission ruling has 

26 long since expired. 

27 12. Pursuant to Municipal Code section 12.32C4 (#7) Council, Amended by Ord. No. 

28 173,992, Eff. 7/6/01. 
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"The Council may approve or disapprove an application or 
Initiate proposed land use ordinance. It shall approve an 
Ordinance only after making findings that its action is 
consistent with the General Plan and is in conformity with 
Public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good 
zoning practice. If the Planning Commission recommends 
approval of an application, then the Council shall act within 
90 days of receipt of the Planning Commission recommendation. 
The 90 day time limit to act on a Planning Commission approval 
of an application may be extended by mutual consent of the 

applicant and the Council." 

13. Time for Appellate Decision. The Council shall make its decision within 75 days 

after the expiration of the appeal period. The 75 day time limit to act on an appeal may be 

extended by mutual written consent of the applicant and the Council. If the Council fails to act 

within this time limit, the failure shall constitute a denial ofthe application or disapproval of the 

initiate land use ordinance. 

14. Prior to the City Planning Commission Hearing on May 23,2013, I obtained and 

submitted opposition signatures to the draft Ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los 

Angeles Municipal Code amending the zoning map. Further, opposition to the creation of a 

Residential Floor Area District (RFA) and any restriction more encumbering than the Mansion­

nation Ordinance that effects the entire city of Los Angeles, and proposed Zone Changes. 

15. Municipal Code Section 11.5.6Cl was violated in that requested notice of hearings was 

not mailed to the requesting parties, appearing on said petition as requested. 

I declare under penalty of peijury under the laws ofthe State of California that th 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this second day of May 2016. 

Linda Romney 
Trustee 
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Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Update 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU 
Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR . 

Page_!_ Of_IO __ 

Old Granada Hills Residential Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance, and Zone Changes 

Opposition to Department of City Planning Recommendation Report 

North Valley Planning Commission 
Date: May 16, 2013 
Time: 4:30P.M. 
Place: 14410 Sylvan St., Van Nuys, CA 

City Planning Commission 
Date: May 23, 2013 
Time: 8:30AM 
Place: 14410 Sylvan St., Van Nuys, CA 

12 Objection to written objections submission ten (10) days before the City Planning 

l3 Commission hearing on May 23, 2013, as said report was received the day response was due, on 

14 May 13, 2013. Therefore, a reasonable time was not afforded for review of the forty seven (47) 

15 page document o: response thereto. Further, objection on the basis the Granada Hills land owners 

16 were prevented from seeking legal representation due to the short notice and were irrevocably bias 

17 and prejudiced. Since, only timely written objections are considered on appeal, a continuance of the 

18 May 23, 2013 hearing date before the City Planning Commission is respectfully requested. 

19 In contrast, a property owners' zone change request requires twenty four (24) days 

20 notice to all owners and occupants within a 500 foot radius, the City Planner, Anita Cerna's May 

21 9, 2013 cover letter states the report is mailed to all persons who signed in at the February 21, 2013 

22 public hearing. Thus, only seventy three (73) notices were mailed, 260 actual, of the approximately 

23 36, 200 Granada Hills land owners scheduled to lose their property rights, through rezoning, creation 

24 of a residential floor area (RF A) District, etc...... In the quasi judicial process, landowners or 

25 agg~ieved persons are guaranteed reasonable notice and an opportunity to be heard. Mohilef ys. 

26 Janoyici (1996) 51 Cal. App. 4tl' 267. All the Granada Hills property owners property rights are 

27 adversely effected by the updated Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan, they are within 500 

28 feet of zoning change, RF A, etc ... and have been denied due process and reasonable notification. 



I Without waiving the request for a continuance of the May 23, 2013, public hearing 

2 before the City Planning Commission. 

3 The State of California requires citizen participation in the preparation of amendment 

4 of community plans. General plan Government Code Section 653 51 reads, "During the preparation 

5 or amendment of the general plan the planning agency shall provide opportunities for the involvement 

6 of citizens, public agencies, public utility companies, civic education , and other community groups 

7 through public hearings ....... " In this instance, City Planning [Refer undated dcp report, P-1] 

8 communication was minimal and over six years before their web site posting orr October 11, 2012. 

9 Obviously, the community could not participate because they were not notified. Dcp falsely assumes 

10 that the predominately aged, seniors, of Granada Hills surf the web! Over six years ago, beginning 

11 in October 2006, select Neighborhood Council members, and select Old Granada Hills Residence 

12 Group members instilled their biased input to formulate preliminary general direction and proposed 

13 plan. Only eighty seven (87) people voted in 2012 for members of the Granada Hills South 

14 Neighborhood Council, not representative of the 36, 200 Granada Hills owners and occupants mailed 

15 notice of the February 21,2013 hearing by dcp. The City Charter, Department of Neighborhood 

16 Empowerment, does not require "Outreach" and therefore the communities input is discouraged. 

17 Further, it is rare that any stake holder attends GHSNC general meetings, with exception of those on 

18 the agenda to receive the taxpayers money. The aforementioned, from personal experience attending 

19 GHSNC general meetings and zoning & land use meetings for the past approximate eight years. 

20 OGHRG is a non elected, not representative of Granada Hills property owners, and self appointed 

21 group dedicated to "the ultimate expression of Power is Control". The President ofOGHRG is 

22 Dave Beauvais, also President of GHSNC. Maria Fisk is the co-founder, and zoning/density for 

23 OGHRG and author of the Granada Hills Community and Specific Plan for OGHRG and GHSNC. 

24 Oddly, Maria Fisk, ordinance author and activist against "group homes", and opposition against 

25 KOHL's 98,000 sq. ft. store in Granada Village communicated with the community, however, 

26 concealment and quashing of information to those outside OGHRG. In fact, I first learned of the 

27 zoning changes and RFA, "the red lining of Old Granada Hills" at the Feb. 21" public h~aring. 

28 Surprised, because I attend GHSNC and GHSZLl:J meetings for over eight (8) years! 
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1 Approximately, five (5) years ago March 5, 2008 an Environmental Impact Report 

2 meeting was attended by a mere 25 people approximately [P-1]. Dcp public workshop on July 29, 

3 2008 was attended by 85 people approximately [P-1]. Thereafter, four (4) meetings were conducted, 

4 to discuss recommended detailed changes. Dcp omitted the number of attendees!. Surely, 85 people 

5 do not meet the public participation requirement! Over 300 Granada Hills ·homeowners oppose 

6 the zone changes and RFA! I attended the public meetings in 2008, the Baseline Mansionization 

7 Ordinance (No. 179,883) had been drafted prior to March 21, 2008, effective June 29, 2008, 

8 however, it was never disclosed. Please note [A-5] is misleading, in fact, the maximum residential 

9 floor area (RF A) contained in all building and accessory building shall not exceed the following limits: 

I 0 L.A. City Mansionization Ordinance 

11 Zone 

12 R1 

13 

Lot Size 

5,000 

7,500 + 

Max RF A(% of Lot Size) 

50% 

45% or 3, 750 sq. ft., whichever is greater 

14 + 20% Residential Floor Area Bonus per property if criteria met 

15 

16 Granada BiDs Community flan Ordinance 

17 Zone 

18 Rl 

19 

20 

Lot Size 

7,500 

7,500-10,999 

11,000 + 

Max RFA (%of Lot Siz~ 

30% , up to 2,250 sq. ft. 

25%, up to 2, 750 sq. ft. 

20%, up to 2, 750 sq. ft. 

21 Rl lot size reduced from minimum 5,000 to 7,500 in "Old Granada Hills". Illogically, th 

22 larger the lot, the smaller the allowed house size! RED LINING is both illegal and unconstitutional. 

23 In addition, included in the total residential floor area: a) the first 400 sq ft of covered parking, b) 

24 detached accessory building cannot exceed 400 sq ft c) the first 250 sq ft of attached solid roof 

25 enclosed on more than two sides porches, patios, and breeze way, etc .... Since enclosed patios were 

26 built to code and retroactively effected by said Ordinance, as are other restrictions partially listed 

27 above retroactive, it logically follows that the Ordinance by law must apply retroactively, including 

28 home sq ft to all residents of Old Granada Hills and in fact to all Granada Hill properties retroactively! 
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I Property owners are entitled to equal protection of the law under the 5°' Amendment of 

2 the U. S. Constit)ltion. [Also, California Constitution Article I, Section 19]. Specifically the 5°' 

3 Amendment of the U.S. Constitution states, in pertinent part as follows: "No person shall 

4 be .... deprived of ... property, without due process oflaw; nor shall private property be taken for public 

5 use, without just compensation. In this instance, inverse condemnation or a "taking" without 'just 

6 compensation" by the City's regulations or actions that cause economic damage due to the temproary 

7 of permanent loss of the use of the owners' property. 

8 The department of City planning, and its public administrative officers are required to 

9 investigate facts, or ascertain the existence of facts, hold hearings, and draw conclusion from them, 

10 as a basis of their action, and to exercise discretion of a judicial nature. The last Plan Update in 1996 

II to the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community listed demographics according to the I990 census, 

12 no recent census information was provided as a foundation for evidencing the necessity of zone 

I3 changes, and RF A for Old Granada Hills as defined from the entire L.A. City Mansionization 

14 Ordinance. Pertinent facts omitted include, but are not limited to: Current Population of Granada 

15 Hills, which represents what percentage of the City of Los Angeles' residents. Did the Community 

I6 population increase or decrease since I990, and by how much? What was the average growth or 

17 decline per year? During the same period, what was the city and county rate of growth or decline per 

IS year, respectively? What are the median and average age of the Community's population? How does 

19 that age compare with the city population? According to the I990 Census, the largest age difference 

20 between the Community and the city occurred the 45-64 age group which represented 23% of the 

21 Community total population, compared to only I7% in the City. Obviously, thirteen (13) years later 

22 two generations are in the senior citizen category! Equally Important, what is the Community's 

23 household size? What are the percentages of renters to owner occupied homes within the 

24 Community? Further, where are the facts that reflect the collapse of the Real Estate Market, 

25 especially record trust deed sales surpassing the great depression and the compression of the family 

26 unit, characterized by two or three generations sharing one household! Without the required accurate 

27 accounting of the aforementioned demographics, which form the foundation, how can a reasoning 

28 person justify the content of the updated Granada Hills-Knollwood Community and Specific Plan? 
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1 The inconsistency to the general plan with emphasis on growth is in sharp contrast to the 

2 Granada Hills Community, and Specific Plans with unsubstantiated decline, stagnation, zoning 

3 restrictions and RF A that would result in unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 

4 purposes and intent of the zoning regulations. Further, what are the facts which evidence special 

5 circumstances applicable to "Old Granada Hills", and RFA ,that do not generally apply to other 

6 property in the same zoning and vicinity? Random lea,ps from plan objectives to conclusions! 

7 In addition, what are the facts that evidence the necessity of depriving the enjoyment of a substantial 

8 property right or use generally possessed by other property in the same zone and vicinity of "Old 

9 Granada Hills" and the Granada Hills Community from the other 34 Community and Plans? 

10 Further, what are the facts which evidence the granting of the zone changes, especially residential, 

11 and the RF A, will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan? In fact, the zone changes, 

12 and RFA will be materially detrimental to the public welfare, injurious to property and improvements, 

13 economically devastating to owners property values. Where is the fiscal impact of the Zone Changes 

14 and RF A's to the County Property Tax Revenue. Obviously, Granada Hills properties would require 

15 reassessment, as owners values decrease based on limited building restrictions. Realtor's would 

16 be required to disclose the restrictions to potential owners which would greatly reduce the selling 

17 price. Properties purchased with clear deeds would be retroactively subjected to restrictions similar 

18 to those imposed by an association. Had said owners been noticed of the proposed changes while 

19 the real estate market was up, the majority would have chosen to sell and move from Granada Hills. 

20 Homeowner's affected by the RF A, such as myself will be forced to lease my home of fifty years, and 

21 move, a financial hardship that is unacceptable! Clearly, a prejudicial abuse of discretion! The 

22 requirements by law have not been met, the Planning Department's recommendations are not 

23 supported by the findings and the findings are not supported by evidence . .!::X£, Section l094.5(b). 

24 The "findings" are the reasons or explanation for how the City Planning Department's reached its 

25 decisions as set forth in the recommendations. The administrative process Jacks integrity, eroded 

26 the public confidence, the planning department recommendations are not reasonable or equitable, 

27 the property owners question the rationale for said recommendations. 

28 
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1 Objection to Department of City Planning Notice of Open House & Public Hearing, 

2 form and content, scheduled for Thursday, February 21, 2013 as unofficial in appearance, resembling 

3 that of' junk mail" defective, deceptive, inaccurate, and misleading, in its content, to the degree that 

4 said notice should be corrected and re mailed to property owners/residents of Granada Hills. 

5 Exhibit "I" , attached hereto is a true and correct copy of the "Draft Land Use and Zone 

6 Change Map" in the center of said notice, dated Dec. 2012 by dcp, with Areas of Change noted 

7 by dark shading. The zone changes and RFA was not noted as an area of change! 

8 The properties "RED LINED" as OLD GRANADA HILLS RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 

9 ORDINANCE is omitted from said map. In fact, the "Old Granada Hills" is designated the same as 

10 Granada Hills as a "Preservation Area". Preservation, meaning the same as existing. Exhibit "2" - , 
11 attached hereto is a true and correct copy of the Ordinance Draft dated January 2013. As a direct 

12 result the property owners/residents were given notice by city planning, that their property was not 

13 an area of change. The property owners relied of the accuracy of the map and did not attend the 

14 open house & public hearing as they deduced from said map that their property was not effected by 

15 change. Therefore, through fraud they were deprived of due process, and were not guaranteed 

16 reasonable notice and an opportunity to be heard. Further, deprived of dcp' s recommendations, 

17 notice ofNorth Valley Planning Connnission hearing and City Planning Connnission hearing notice. 

18 dcp knew or should have known, based on the demographics in 1990, that the majority of the 

19 property owners in Granada Hills are elderly and not on the web. In additiot(:fu:ili/*ould be no 

20 reason to further investigate on line, as dps falsely noticed their property was not affected1 

21 Exhibit "3", attached hereto is a true and correct copy of the envelope bearing the city insignia, 

22 Official Notice, sent by the department of city planning notification of a single property owners 

23 request for a zoning variance. Required to all owners and occupants within a 500 foot radius, and 

24 with 24 days notice. 

25 The Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Update and dcp recommendations with zone 

26 changes and RFA should not have been limited to only those who attended the Feb. 21, 2013 public 

27 open house and hearing. Further, said notice should have been a minimum of 24 days before the 

28 hearing, not ten. 
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1 March 2008, dcp determined an Em was necessary to analyze the potential 

2 environmental effects of the Proposed Plan. [F -17]. Over five years have passed, and the Final EIR 

3 is not available for review. Objection, that the required Final EIR is currently being prepared and will 

4 be considered by the City Council prior to adoption [F-18] is unacceptable. An EIR is required if 

5 there is substantial evidence in the "whole record" of the administrative process that supports a "fair 

6 argument" that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. Guidelines Section 15064 

7 (f)(l); No Oil vs City ofLos Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 75. The public is entitled to review 

8 and comment on the Final EIR I 

9 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) enacted in 1970, the purposes of 

10 the Act includes: ( 1) protecting the environment, (2) informing the government and the public 

11 about potential environmental effects from a proposed activities, and (3) preventing avoidable 

12 environmental damage by mandating alterations to a project. The California Supreme Court has 

13 stated that CEQA 's procedures must be "scrupulously followed" because CEQ A's review process 

14 "protects not only the environment but also self-informed government." Laurel Heights Improvement 

15 Assoc Y Regents (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 392. Further, the data used for the EIR analysis is 

16 critical, and has not been presented for review. The final EIR is a vital necessity of the administrative 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

record and as such its absence constitutes grounds for continuance of all hearings and renotification. I 

23 Dated: May 15, 2013 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

/ 
Respectively Submitted, 
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Formal Complaint against Granada Hills South NeighborhoQd ~Quncil and their Zoning and 
Land Use Committee. Specifically: Actions and omission relating to Granada Hi!Is-Knollwood 
Community Plan Update, and Old Granada lUlls Residental Floor Area (RF A) District Ordinance. 
City Plan Case: 2006-5568-CPU, Environmental Case: ENV-2006-5623-EIR. Proposed 
deprivation of Property Rights as set forth in State and Federal Statutes, Case Law and respective 
Constitutions. 

For the· past approximately six (6) years, I have attended both the Granada ffills South 
Neighborhood Council and their Zoning and Land Use Committee meetings as a stakeholder, and 
not given a copy of the Community, Specific, and/or RFA. Repeatedly, at the aforementioned 
meetings I request ''Outreach to the Community''. 

First disclosed, Thursday, March 7, 2013, GHSNC, by PLUM chair, Jerry Aslew, that they 
are not req~,Jired to !io any Outreach! This fact was confirmed by DONE's office. Not ortly were 
the stakeholders not consulted by GHSNC and/or PLUM, before, or after drafting the new 
Community Plan effecting their land use but, the policy and practice is to insure conformity. 
Yerbala.pposition is not permitted, met with sever hostility shouting over and quashed by Maria 
Fisk and Daye Beauvais. Maria Fisk drafted the Community, Specific, and "Old Granada Hills 
RF A", GHSNC PLUM committee member (stakeholder). Maria Fisk is also on the Board of 
Directors as Zoning/Density of Old Granada Hills Residents Group. Dave Beauvais is President of 
GHSNC and Old Granada Hills Residence Group. OGHRG is a nonprofit organization of like 
minded residents. Calendared for 3"7 -13, by GHNNC as a Community Plan Discussion group 
with GHSNC, to avoid Brown Act requirements, the secretive meeting first order of business as 
stated by President, Dave Beauvais, was to assure agreement and eliminate contradictions 
between the North and South· Neighborhood Councils. Aithe end ·of the meeting, prior to 
adjourning, I asked why GHSNC and/or PLUM did not do outreach to the stakeholders and 
receive input, before, or after drafting the new Community Plan effecting their land: Dave 
Beauvais responded, by referring to the "Old Granada Hills Residents Group" newsletter. I stated 
I do not attend, hor am I a member of OGHRG. My property and that of my neighbors was not 
purchased with a restriction of a "Residence Group". Maria Fisk stated," she had personally 
given notices of"KOHL's and the Group Home Ordinance". NOticesregarding land· use/rights/ or 
chal)ges were omjtted. Oearly a conftict of interest, wherein tbe Old Granada Hills 
Residents' Group imposed theil- agenda upon the Granada HiUs~KnoDwood Community 
Plan, and RED LINING. Further compounded, Department of City Planning Notice. of Open 
House & Public Hearing; scheduled for Thursday, February 21, 2013 was defective, deceptive, 
inaccurate, and misleading, to the degree that said notice should be corrected and mailed to 
property owners/ residents of Granada Hills. 

The "Draft Land Use and Zone Change Map" in the center of said notice, with Areas of 
Change noted by dark shading. The properties "RED LINED" as OLD GRANADo'\ BILLS 
RESJDENTIAL DISTRICT ORDINANCE are omitted from said map. As a direct result the 
property owners/residents were not given notice by city planning, GHSNC, deprived of due 
process, and did not attend the open house & public hearing as they deduced from said map that 
their property was not effected by change. ~~ 

3-18-13 Linda Romney 


