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Representative: Steve Nazemi - DHS &
Associates, Inc.

Appellant: John Coluccio

The proposed project involves a Small Lot Subdivision for the development of 12 small lot
single-family dwellings.

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17.06, an appeal of the entire decision of
the Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72899-SL for a maximum
of 12 small lots and the construction, use, and maintenance of 12 small lot single-family
dwellings.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Sustain the decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency and deny the appeal.

2. Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2014-1464-MND.

3. Advise the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the
City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of such
monitoring.

4. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee
is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice
of Determination (NOD) filing.
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MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE
Director of Planning

Jae H. Kim, Deputy Advisory Agency

Jane Choi, City Planner jlostA atoi Heather Bleemers, Planning Associate
Telephone: (213) 978-0092

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other
items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, City Hall, 200 North Spring
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in
court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written
correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the
Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to these programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive
listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please
make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-
1247.



VTT-72465-SL-1A Page 3

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Project Analysis 4

Project Summary
Background

Appeal Analysis 6

Appellant's Comments
Staff Response
Conclusion

Exhibits:

1 — Radius Map

2 — Zoning Map

3 — Appeal Documents

4 — Advisory Agency Decision Letter - Tract Map and Exhibit A

5 — Environmental Clearance

6 — Site Photos

7 — Correspondence



VTT-72899-SL-1A Page 4

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Project Summary

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72899-SL was approved by the Advisory Agency on October 3,
2014 for the subdivision of 12 small lots, in conjunction with the development of 12 small lot
single-family homes in the R3-1 Zone. The Vesting Tentative Tract Map approval was
subsequently appealed by an aggrieved party.

Background 

The project site is comprised of two contiguous rectangular-shaped lots, totaling approximately
13,504 square feet (0.31 acres) in size. The site is located one lot south of the corner at
Beachwood Drive and Lexington Avenue. The Hollywood Community Plan designates the site
for Medium Density Multiple Family land uses, corresponding to the R3 Zone. The site is zoned
R3-1 which is consistent with its land use designation. The project site is located the Los
Angeles State Enterprise Zone, Hollywood Community Plan Injunction, and the Hollywood
Redevelopment Project area. The project is 1.87 kilometers from the Hollywood Fault.

The general character of the area between Lexington Avenue to the north and Santa Monica
Boulevard to the south includes a mix of residential units ranging from single-family homes,
duplexes and triplexes, to 16 unit apartment buildings and commercial properties along Santa
Monica Boulevard. Properties to the west, across Beachwood Drive, are zoned R3-1 and are
developed with a duplex and several apartment buildings. The abutting property to the north is
zoned R3-1 and is improved with a duplex. Properties to the south are zoned R3-1 and CM-1VL
and are improved with duplexes, apartment buildings, and commercial uses. Abutting properties
to the east are zoned R3-1 and are improved with duplexes and apartment buildings.
Beachwood Drive is a Local Street dedicated to a width of 60 feet at the project's westerly
frontage and is fully improved. Lexington Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a width of 60
feet and is fully improved.

The subject property's R3 Zone designation permits a multiple family development with a
maximum density of 16 units. Given the site's net lot area of 13,504 square feet, the R3 Zone
potentially allows for a small lot subdivision or other multiple family development of up to 16
units. The proposed project has requested a subdivision at a density of 12 small lots. As such,
the requested density is permitted per the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance, under the
property's land use designation and existing zone.

The subject site is within Height District 1 which allows for buildings up to 45 feet in height. The
two dwellings along Beachwood Drive will have a maximum height of 41 feet six inches and the
remaining 10 units that are configured along a common driveway will have maximum heights of
45 feet but will include building step backs to provide massing relief.

Public Hearing

On August 6, 2014, the Deputy Advisory Agency held a public hearing for the proposed
subdivision of a 13,504 square-foot site into 12 parcels to permit the construction of 12 new
small lot single-family homes with 27 on-site parking spaces. At the public hearing, there were
seven residents who spoke in opposition of the project citing concerns about the height, density,
loss of parking, compatibility with the neighborhood, and potential traffic impacts caused by the
proposed subdivision. A representative of Council District 13 deferred to the Advisory Agency
with regard to the project's setbacks, parking, and height, which are in compliance with the
underlying zoning regulations.
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The Deputy Advisory Agency instructed that the request be taken under advisement for two
weeks so that the applicant could further develop the project to be more compatible with the
existing neighborhood context. As a result, the project's overall building height was reduced by
30 inches along Beachwood Drive, one of the bedrooms on the top floor was removed to reduce
the project's massing, design elements were added to create breaks in the verticality of the
project along the Beachwood Drive frontages and the fences were removed from the ground
floor patios thereby providing more inviting entryways along the street frontage. On October 3,
2014, the Deputy Advisory Agency approved the requested subdivision for the 12 small lots
pursuant to the City's Small Lot Ordinance (No. 176,354). Subsequently, an appeal of the
Deputy Advisory Agency decision was filed by the appellant on October 9, 2014.
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APPEAL ANALYSIS

Staff recommends that the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission deny the appeal
and sustain the Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72899-SL to
permit the subdivision of 12 small lots, in conjunction with the development of a maximum of 12
small lot single-family homes.

The proposed project approval received a total of one appeal from a surrounding neighbor. The
main appeal points raised were related to the project's proposed density, height, parking, and
the project's aesthetics.

The subject property's R3 Zone designation permits a multiple family development with a
minimum lot area of 800 square feet per dwelling unit. In accordance with the Small Lot
Subdivision Ordinance, Ordinance No. 176,354, parcels of land may be subdivided into lots
provided that the density of the subdivision complies with the minimum lot area per dwelling unit
requirement established for each zone. Given the site's net lot area of 13,504 square feet, the
R3 Zone potentially allows for a small lot subdivision or other multiple family developments of up
to 16 units. The proposed project has requested a subdivision of a total of 12 lots and dwelling
units. As such, the requested density is permitted per the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance,
under the property's land use designation and existing zone.

The Subdivision Map Act requires the Advisory Agency find that the proposed map be
consistent with the General Plan. The Small Lot Design Guidelines allow the Advisory Agency
to implement the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan and its various elements,
and effectively provides the Advisory Agency with the tools to make the consistency findings. In
general, the Small Lot Design Guidelines address a project's massing, height, circulation, and
compatibility with adjacent properties by promoting design and development that complements
the existing neighborhood character. Small Lot Subdivisions are now required to substantially
comply with the intent of the Small Lot Design Guidelines through either the methods listed in
the Guidelines or through alternative methods that achieve the same objective.

In cases where site characteristics, existing improvements, or special circumstances make
substantial adherence with the Small Lot Design Guidelines impractical, substantial compliance
may not be possible; in which case, small lot subdivisions must meet the intent of the
Guidelines. For the proposed project, the Guidelines were used to condition the project;
however, they were not and cannot be used as the basis for approving or denying a project.
Further, the Guidelines cannot be utilized to make wholesale changes to the density and height
of the project where the tract map complies with the underlying zone and Height District.

In accordance with the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance, a dwelling unit in such a small lot
project shall not be required to comply with the front, side, or rear yards of the applicable zone;
however, a five-foot setback shall be provided where a lot abuts a lot that is not created
pursuant to the subdivision. The instant project's setbacks are consistent with the provisions of
the Los Angeles Municipal Code and Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. While the proposed
building's height adheres to the maximum permitted by the underlying zone, a challenge is
presented when the surrounding structures are a maximum of one- to three-stories with no
surrounding buildings exceeding a height of approximately 30 feet. In order to balance the
allowable height with what appears more compatible with the neighborhood, two of the 12
proposed structures were conditioned so that the third floors were set back from the lower floors
as seen from the street. In addition, a minimum 5 feet of yard width will be maintained where
the project abuts a neighboring site of the proposed subdivision.
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The proposed project activates the site, currently a parking lot for private use, by providing new
development that increases the local housing supply while providing a smart growth alternative
of compact fee-simple homes. The development will provide well-articulated building facades,
landscaping along the project's street frontages, and will employ varied materials to break up
the project's massing. While the project cannot be denied based on the design of the building,
the Advisory Agency utilized the Small Lot Design Guidelines to condition the project in order to
shape and enhance the project where the density and height are allowed as a matter of right.

The issues raised by the Appellant have been summarized in the following categories (see
attached Exhibits for the appellant's entire statement):

1. Appellant's Statements — Underlying Zone

The project was designed with only the maximum limitations of the underlying zoning and
height classifications without taking into account the more restrictive requirements of the
Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines.

Staffs Response:

According to the appellant, the project is maximizing the limitations of the underlying zone
without considering the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines. A total of 16 dwelling
units are permitted on the 13,504 square-foot parcel, under the R3-1 Zone. The project
proposes 12 lots, which is below with the allowable density of the subject site. The Small
Lot Subdivision Ordinance No. 176,354 allows for the creation of fee-simple housing in
multi-family and commercially-zoned parcels. The subject parcel is zoned for multi-family
uses and the proposed subdivision of 12 small lots is consistent with the Community Plan
land use designation.

The Advisory Agency, when approving a tract map, must find that the tract map is
consistent with the General Plan, the site's underlying zone, and is in conformance with the
Subdivision Map Act, the General Plan, and the underlying zoning based on aesthetics
would be out of the purview of the Advisory Agency. The Small Lot Design Guidelines
provide the Advisory Agency with the tools to enhance a project to be more compatible with
the surrounding community. However, the guidelines cannot be used to approve or deny a
project. Rather, they are a tool to guide the subdivision's design. A small lot development
must be consistent with the underlying zone in terms of density, height, and parking
requirements. The Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance allows for the reduction in yards,
passageways, space between buildings, open space, and setbacks. The ordinance does
not allow for extra density or height. In addition, the Advisory Agency cannot use the Small
Lot Design Guidelines to decrease the density or significantly reduce the massing. Through
various meetings with the Urban Design Studio and planning staff, the applicant revised the
project and incorporated the recommended changes in height, massing, and materials to
create a development that includes height variations and massing relief.

The proposed project will be within the 45-foot height limit and includes building height
variations to reduce the project's height and overall massing.. The front units along
Beachwood Drive are designed with height variations which reduce the project's height to
41 feet six inches. Had the applicant elected to build a condominium project, a more
massive building could have been developed and would not be subject to various design
reviews or conditions.
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2. Appellant's Statements — Parking

The project would exacerbate an already desperate parking situation in the neighborhood.

Staffs Response:

The project is providing the required number of parking spaces under the Municipal Code
at two parking spaces per unit. Three additional guest parking spaces are being provided,
consistent with the Small Lot Design Guidelines. Staff recognizes that the project is located
on a street that it is improved with older homes and limited amounts of parking. Many
homes in the neighborhood were constructed in the 1920's and do not meet current parking
standards. While Planning staff recognizes that available on-street parking in the
neighborhood may present a challenge for some residents, the proposed project will
adhere to the current parking standards per the Los Angeles Municipal Code. In addition,
the proposed project will remove one existing curb cut along Beachwood Drive thereby
potentially adding an additional street parking space to the area. The project, therefore, is
not anticipated to create any significant impacts on parking in the vicinity.

3. Appellant's Statements — Project Design

The project is not consistent with the character of the neighborhood in terms of massing,
height, and the setbacks.

Staffs Response:

Massing 

The proposed project will create new housing opportunities within an area zoned for
multiple-family uses. The proposed project includes various design features that function to
break up the project's overall massing, including step backs on the street-facing units. The
roof decks of the two units that face Beachwood have been removed while the homes at
the interior/rear lots have relocated roof decks to face internally and away from the
building's edge. To further break down the massing, the second and third floor facades are
grouped together and horizontal railings provide additional breaks in the building elevation.

Height

Under Height District 1, a project is permitted to be a maximum of 45 feet in height. The
proposed project includes reductions and variations in height and remains within the
maximum allowable 45-foot height limit.

Character

The Deputy Advisory Agency recognizes that the subject property is located on a street that
is characterized by an older housing stock. The project proposes to construct 12 modern
buildings, two of which will face Beachwood Drive. While the specific architectural style of
the structures will be different from the surrounding residential units the Advisory Agency
does not have the authority to dictate a particular architectural style. On the other hand, a
developer may build a 16-unit apartment building by-right, by pulling a permit with no
discretionary approval required. Two of the 12 proposed lots will front along Beachwood
Drive and will each be developed with a small lot single-family structure that will be oriented
to the street, with front door entrances that face the public right-of-way. Ten interior lots will
be oriented toward the common access driveway that runs down the center of the
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subdivision. All frontages have distinctive design features that establish a visual and
pedestrian connection with each of the unit's frontage.

Setback

While the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance allows a project to observe a zero-foot front
yard and five-foot side and rear yards, the proposed project will provide a 10-foot six-inch
front yard, five- to 10-foot side yards, and seven- to 20-foot rear yards. In addition, the
project will be required to provide landscaping along all yard areas to enhance the project.
The project is one of the first new developments along this block face of Beachwood Drive.
Currently, the site, which includes two parcels, is underdeveloped as it is improved with a
surface parking lot and single-family home in the multiple-family R3 Zone. Staff reviewed
the submitted prevailing setback study and concluded that the prevailing setback along
Beachwood Drive is approximately 15 feet, six inches.

4. Appellant's Statements — CEQA: Noise

The Mitigated Negative Declaration does not adequately address the noise issue
associated with the project.

Staffs Response:

The project will be required to comply with the City's standard noise mitigation measures
during the construction and operational phases. This includes any noise impacts from the
use of the rooftop deck. The inhabitants of the small lot homes will have to comply with the
City's noise ordinance just as surrounding property owners do. As such, noise impacts
relating to the subdivision were addressed and mitigated to a less than significant level.

5. Appellant's Statement — Incorrect Background Description

The property to the north of the subject site is not a duplex but is a single-family home.

Staffs Response:

According to the submitted radius map and Los Angeles County Assessor's office, the
property directly north of the subject site is zoned R3-1 and is developed with a duplex.
Staff conducted a site visit on July 22, 2014 but was unable to confirm if Lot 327 was a
single-family home or duplex or if it was two single-family homes on one lot. The
improvements on the abutting lot do not change the subject project's requests or
requirements.

Conclusion

Based on the information submitted, the reports of other City agencies and departments, the
surrounding land uses and zoning pattern, conformance with the General Plan, Los Angeles
Municipal Code, the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance, and compliance with the Hollywood
Community Plan, the Deputy Advisory Agency acted reasonably in approving the requested
Vesting Tentative Tract Map.

The appeal of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map does not contest the legality of the lots created
by the map. Rather, the appeal objects to the proposed project that the applicant seeks to
construct on the resulting lots, based on concerns about compatibility and potential construction
impacts to neighboring properties. As conditioned, the project is in substantial conformance with
the intent of the Small Lot Design Guidelines, which have enhanced the overall project. The



VTT-72899-SL-1A Page 10

Guidelines cannot be utilized as a tool to supersede the Subdivision Map Act in governing tract
of parcel maps.

Therefore, since the Vesting Tentative Tract Map was approved pursuant to the provisions of
State's Subdivision Map Act, the proposed project creates legal lots that are fully in
conformance with all applicable provisions of the Municipal Code and the City's General Plan.
The appeal raises no relevant issues regarding the legality of the subdivision or the resulting
small lots where the Deputy Advisory Agency erred or abused its discretion. The appeal should
be denied and the action of the Deputy Advisory Agency sustained.

Technical Corrections

A technical correction for Condition No. 17(1) is hereby requested for the yard setbacks relating
to Lots 1 and 12, consistent with Condition No. 18(a), which states that the development's
setback along Beachwood Drive shall be within five feet of the prevailing setback. The corrected
setback matrix should be as follows (strikethrough to delete, bold and underline to add):

Setbacks
Lot
No.

Setback
North

Setback
East

Setback
South

Setback
West

1 5' 0' 4-0t10'-6" 5'
2 5' 0' 10' 0'
3 5' 0' 10' 0'
4 5' 0' 7' 6" 0'
5 5' 20.67' 7' 6" 0'
6 10' 5' 5' 0'
7 10' 0' 5' 0'
8 10' 0' 5' 0'
9 10' 0' 5' 0'
10 10' 0' 5' 0'
11 10' 0' 5' 0'
12 4-0110'-6" 0' 5' 5'
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MASTER APPEAL FORM

City of Los Angeles - Department of City Planning

APPEAL TO THE: C.c.. ,(:)1( LA !VP AA  Sc ( 0
(DIRECTOR, AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY PLA NING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL)

REGARDING CASE #:   [- 

PROJECT ADDRESS:  1 46 -1157, 1)--)0Act-A-cfuoc3,1) DR_tqE
FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: OC,TOR c_R I 11 1 D 1 14 
TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. U Appeal by Applicant

2. A Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved
3. U Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department

of Building and Safety

APPELLANT INFORM TION - Please print e ly

Name:  —C9 A-) Ue-,0,}L 0

• Are you filing for yourself or on bebilf of another party, organizapn. or company?

1:1 Self Other: CACI4We,01) A-i/- bck-r-S 

c,( (-1-&)P, o A- 55c, ct 014..)

Address:  \ 31 k),C)P-.711-t-Q-)c-c,AC tAIAJ004) 1 L 

te i-A;GG  Zip:  7003g 
Telephone:  k 309 I  E-mail:  ebskc kwocmciloc).8e, 

• Are you filing to support the original applicant's position?

0 Yes a No

Name:  6 OA C) CC 1 0
REPRESENTATIVE I FORMATION

) 

e IAA/ (, (61A?TelephonetiX3 1 :309 I  E-mail:  1/1,, ,o09- 

Address: 1,1,19 ki (5k-r-q % CI-4tJvCC) Q_ 

Zip:  0 3  °

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by

the Department of City Planning.

CP-7769 (11/09/09)



JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING — Please provide on separate sheet.

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it?

it' Entire 0 Part

Your justification/reason must state:

• The reasons for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Specifically the points at issue • Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS

• Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates):

• Master Appeal Form
• Justification/Reason for Appealing document
• Original Determination Letter

• Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee.

• Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt.

• Applicants filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants

and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7.

• Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the City (Area) Planning

Commission must be filed within 10 days of the written determination of the Commission.

• A CEOA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc...) makes a
determination for a project that is not further appealable.

"if a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report, approves a
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any."
--CA Public Resources Code § 21151 (c)

I certify that the state

Appellant Signature:

application are complete and true:

Planning Staff Use Only

Date:  

Amount Reviewed and Accepted by Date

Receipt No. Deemed Complete by Date

❑ Determination Authority Notified ❑ Original Receipt and BTC Receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 (11/09/09)



Central Area Planning Commission
City of Los Angeles Planning Department
C/o Depaitinent's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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EXPEDITED PROCESSING SECTIOF:

RE: Appeal of Case No. VTT-72899-SL 1146/1152 Beachwood Drive, Hollywood 90038

I. INTRODUCTION

This appeal involves the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of a twelve parcel Small Lot
Subdivision at 1146/1152 Beachwood Drive, in Hollywood.

The homeowners and tenants of the 'Beachwood Gardens Neighborhood Association' disagree strongly
with the Advisory Agency's decision. Our community would be directly and permanently impacted by
development of this project, if it is constructed as currently proposed. It would cram 12 ultra-modern luxury
town homes, of four-plus stories each, on a lot of only .3 acres. The existing buildings on this street are all one-
and-two story structures, half of which are single family homes.

The proposed 12-unit development would create significant environmental impacts upon our already
parking-congested community that are ignored in the project's inaccurate Mitigated Negative Declaration.

On this matter, the applicant, OPS Beachwood, LLC, has requested and has been granted the right to
construct a Small Lot Subdivision which does not remotely match the surrounding neighborhood in either
height, massing, density, or appearance.

The Advisory Agency in this case has ignored the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines when
considering the application, despite a directive from the Director of Planning requiring the use of these
Guidelines when making these decisions.

IL OBJECTIONS

This project was designed specifically to conform to the maximum height allowance, which is 45 feet.
When questioned at the original hearing, on August 6, 2014, both the applicant and Advisory Agency stated
that "they (we) have the right to build to forty five feet". Clearly, this project was designed with only the
maximum limitations of the underlying zoning and height classifications without taking into account the
more restrictive requirements of the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines. Why would the SLS Design
Guidelines even exist, if the Department of City Planning is not going to use them?

Also in this case, the applicant has been allowed to design the South half of this Subdivision as a
seven unit wall , with no breaks between the structures, with no open space, and only a five foot side and
rear setback. This again would not be allowed if the Advisory Agency had properly considered the Small Lot
Subdivision Design Guidelines. This design, along with most of the exterior structural features, has nothing in
common with the surrounding structures.

Regarding parking, this project is insufficient. This developer seeks to demolish an existing 40-spot
parking lot, build 12 four story homes on the site, and provide only three guest spaces. This neighborhood
experiences an influx of hundreds of cars every weekend from events at the Hollywood Forever Cemetery,
as well as an influx of cars on a daily basis from two commercial studios and a casting office on this street.

REVISED



None of which have adequate parking presently. This project would exacerbate an already desperate parking
situation in the neighborhood. One of the Guidelines "Overarching Goals" is to "enhance the public realm".
However, removing a parking lot from this street will actually diminish the public realm.

Additionally, the applicant in this case has been allowed to design a project with virtually zero open
space, and has been allowed to use rooftop deck square footage as open space. This is not open space. The
project is too dense. This factor has also not been adequately considered by Advisory Agency.

The project consists of 12 ultra-modern houses with a 10 ft. front setback. On page 6, section
18, under SITE GUIDELINES, Advisory Agency states, "the development's front yard
setback along Beachwood Drive shall be within five (5) feet of the average setback of adjacent
properties." The developer himself has measured the average adjacent setbacks at 20'5". This
would mean a minimum allowable front setback on Beachwood of 15'5" for this project. The
proposed development, based on the Advisory Agency's own language in this report, cannot be
approved without moving the setback and additional five feet east. The project is not consistent
with the setbacks, massing, height and character of the neighborhood as defined in the City of
Los Angeles Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines.

On page 6 of this report , see the chart titled, "Approved Variances". The approved variances
under(17i) on this chart are inconsistent with the plans submitted. It appears the 'West'
and 'North' columns have been transposed, or just mistakenly labeled. We have found this to be
an error. Furthermore, none of the setback measurements on this chart comply with allowances
in the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines.

III. Regarding the Findings of Fact (CEQA)

The Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV 2014-1464-MND does not adequately address the noise issue
that would be created by the 45' rooftop decks in a neighborhood where the average building is 1.7 stories.
Sound will carry easily from that height, creating a great inconvenience for those below in single and double
story homes. This issue needs to be addressed before proceeding with this application.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV 2014-1464-MND does not adequately address the noise issue
that would be created by the construction of twelve 45' structures on a street where the average building height
is 1.7 stories. Sound will carry easily from that height, creating a great inconvenience for those below in single
and double story homes. This issue needs to be addressed before proceeding with this application

We strongly dispute the findings of the Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV 2014-1464-MND that the
issues stated are "mitigated to a less than significant level".

IV. Regarding the Findings of Fact (Subdivison Map Act)

On page 17, section b, under FINDINGS OF FACT,(Subdivision Map Act) , the Advisory Agency
states that, 'the project's design is in substantial conformance with the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines..."
but provides no real specifics, measurements or any concrete evidence that this is true. Advisory Agency has
pointed to "landscaping, entry treatments, and pedestrian walkways, while maintaining compatibility with the
surrounding eclectic architectural styles..." Advisory Agency in this report is unable to prove the usage of the



SLS Design Guidelines when it comes to the major issues of height, massing, and density.

On page 18, section c, under FINDINGS OF FACT,(Subdivision Map Act), the Advisory Agency states
that, "the abutting property to the North is zoned R3-1 and improved with a duplex. This is inaccurate. The
property to the North of proposed development is a one-story single family home.

On page 18, section b, under FINDINGS OF FACT,(Subdivision Map Act), heading 'Landscaping and
Sustainability', Advisory Agency states, "the project's design is in substantial conformance with the Small
Lot Subdivision Guidelines..." using, again, landscaping, pedestrian walkways and low intensity lighting to
substantiate this. These are, again, very minor issues, and in no way represent a project that would enhance
total community welfare.

As stated in Stolman v. City of Los Angeles (Dec. 30, 2003) :
"A zoning scheme, after all, is similar in some respects to a contract; each party forgoes rights to use its land
as it wishes in return for the assurance that the use of neighboring property will be similarly restricted, the
rationale being that such mutual restriction can enhance total community welfare."

III. CONCLUSION
The homeowners and tenants of the 'Beachwood Gardens Neighborhood Association' feel that the

12-unit project proposed for 1146/1152 Beachwood needs to go back to the drawing board. As neighboring
residents we respectfully request that the Central Area Planning Commission require the applicant to design
a better development that integrates into the neighborhood by fully following the City's mandated Small Lot
Subdivision Design Guidelines.

Thank You,
John Coluccio
Beachwood Gardens Neighborhood Association
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Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72899-SL
Address: 1146 -1152 North Beachwood Drive
Related Case: N/A
Planning Area: Hollywood
Zone : R3-1
D. M. : 1446189
C. D. : 13
CEQA : ENV 2014-1464-MND

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 17.15 and
12.22-C,27, the Advisory Agency approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72899-SL, located
at 1146-1152 North Beachwood Drive for a maximum of 12 small lots for the purposes of a
Small Lot Subdivision as shown on revised map stamp-dated August 6, 2014 in the Hollywood
Community Plan. This unit density is based on the R3-1 Zone. (The subdivider is hereby
advised that the LAMC may not permit this maximum approved density. Therefore, verification
should be obtained from the Department of Building and Safety, which will legally interpret the
Zoning code as it applies to this particular property.) For an appointment with the Development
Services Center call (213) 482-7077 or (818) 374-5050. The Advisory Agency's approval is
subject to the following conditions:

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider should
follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain
record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present
copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review.
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BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

1. That if this tract map is approved as "Small Lot Subdivision" then, and if necessary for
street address purposes all the common access to this subdivision be named on the final
map satisfactory to the City Engineer.

2. That if this tract map is approved as small lot subdivision then the final map be labeled
as "Small Lot Subdivision per Ordinance No. 176354" satisfactory to the City Engineer.

3. That if necessary public sanitary sewer easements be dedicated on the final map based
on an alignment approved by the Central Engineering District Office.

4. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City Engineer
that they will provide name signs for the common access driveways.

5. That any fee deficit under Work Order No. EXT00561 expediting this project be paid.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION

6. Comply with any requirements with the Department of Building and Safety, Grading
Division for recordation of the final map and issuance of any permit.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION

7. Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, Zoning
Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site.
In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:

a. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site.
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection
cards to show completion of the demolition work.

b. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net
lot area after street dedication. Front and side yard requirements shall be
required to comply with current code as measured from new property lines after
dedication.

c. Provide and dimension the reciprocal private easement for pedestrian driveway
egress and ingress, utilities, drainage, and back up space, guest parking area,
and common trash area on the final map. A separate easement covenant shall
be recorded with the City Planning Department if the easement is not shown on
the final map, prior to map recordation.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

8. That the project be subject to any recommendations from the Department of
Transportation.

A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide planning
Coordination Section of Department of Transportation for approval prior to submittal of
building permit plans for plan check by the Department of Building and Safety.
Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa Street Suite 400, Station 3.
(MM)
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

9. Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made
satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the
following: (MM)

a. Submittal of plot plans for Fire Department review and approval prior to
recordation of a final map or the issuance of a building permit.

b. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from
an approved fire hydrant.

c. Entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in
distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the roadway of an improved street
or approved fire lane.

d. Any roof elevation changes in excess of three feet may require the installation of
ships ladders.

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (LAUSD)

10. That prior to the issuance of any demolition or grading permit or any other permit
allowing site preparation and/or construction activities on the site, satisfactory
arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Unified School District, implementing
the measures for demolition and construction contained in the LAUSD letter dated
attached to the Tract file. The project site is located on the pedestrian and bus routes for
students attending Hollywood Primary Center School. Therefore, the applicant shall
make timely contact for coordination to safeguard pedestrians/ motorists with the LAUSD
Transportation Branch, phone no. (323) 342-1400, and the principals or designees of
Hollywood Primary. Center School. (This condition may be cleared by a written
communication from the LAUSD Transportation Branch attesting to the required
coordination and/or the principals of the above referenced schools and to the satisfaction
of the Advisory Agency). (MM)

a. Contact LAUSD Transportation Branch at (213) 580-2950 regarding potential
impact upon existing school bus routes:

i. School buses must have unrestricted access to schools.

ii. During the construction phase, truck traffic and construction vehicles may
not cause traffic delays for our transported students.

iii. During and after construction changed traffic patterns, lane adjustment,
traffic light patterns, and altered bus stops may not affect school buses'
on-time performance and passenger safety.

iv. Because of provisions in the California Vehicle Code, other trucks and
construction vehicles that encounter school buses, using red-flashing
lights must-stop-indicators will have to stop.

v. The Project Manager or designee will have to notify the LAUSD
Transportation Branch of the expected start and ending dates for various
portions of the project that may affect traffic within nearby school areas.

b. Contractors must maintain safe and convenient pedestrian routes to all nearby
schools. The District will provide School Pedestrian Route Maps upon your
request.
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c. Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school
administrators, providing sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when
existing pedestrian and vehicle routes to school may be impacted.

d. Installation and maintenance of appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to
ensure pedestrian and vehicular safety.

e. Haul routes will not pass by any school, except when school is not in session.

f. No staging or parking of construction-related vehicles, including worker-transport
vehicles, will occur on or adjacent to a school property.

Funding for crossing guards (at contractor's expense) is required when safety of
children may be compromised by construction-related activities at impacted
school crossings.

g.

h. Barriers and/or fencing must be installed to secure construction equipment and to
minimize trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions, and attractive nuisances.

i. Contractor's are required to provide security patrols (at their expense) to
minimize trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut attractions.

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

11. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP's Water System Rules and requirements.
Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, LADWP's Water Services
Organization wiii forward the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This
condition shall be deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-
1.(c).)

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING

12. No street lighting improvements will be required if no street widening per BOE
improvement conditions. Otherwise, remove and reinstall existing conduit behind new
curb and gutter along Beachwood Drive.

BUREAU OF SANITATION

13. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater
Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system review and
requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, the Bureau of
Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward the necessary
clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the
time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).)

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY

14. That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requirements of the
Information Technology Agency to assure that cable television facilities will be installed
in the same manner as other required improvements. Refer to the LAMC Section 17.05-
N. Written evidence of such arrangements must be submitted to the Information
Technology Agency, 200 North Main Street, 12th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 213
922-8363.
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DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

15. That the Quimby fee be based on the R3-1 Zone. (MM)

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

Page 5

16. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a plot plan prepared by a reputable tree expert,
indicating the location, size, type, and condition of all existing trees on the site shall be
submitted for approval by the Department of City Planning. All trees in the public right-
of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry Division standards.

Replacement by a minimum of 24-inch box trees in the parkway and on the site of the
trees to be removed, shall be required for the unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the
site, and to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. (MM)

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

17. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form ,CP-6770) in a manner
satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the
following:

a. Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 12 small lots.

b. Provide a minimum of 2 covered off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit and a
minimum of three on-site guest parking spaces.

c. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance
with the plans submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as
may be revised as a result of this action.

d. Prior to the recording of the final map, a revised map shall be submitted reflecting
the setbacks approved by the Advisory Agency.

e. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a minimum 6-foot-high
slumpstone or decorative masonry wall shall be constructed adjacent to
neighboring residences, if no such wall already exists, except in required front
yard. (MM)

f. That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Advisory
Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit.

That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy and
consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern California Gas
Company regarding feasible energy conservation measures.

h. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of
paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable material. (MM)

i. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, such that the light
source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties or the public right-of-
way. (MM)

A Maintenance Association shall be formed, composed of all property owners, to
maintain all common areas such as trees, landscaping, trash, parking,
community driveway, walkways, monthly service for private fire hydrant (if
required), etc. Each owner and future property owners shall automatically
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become members of the association and shall be subject to a proportionate
share of the maintenance. The Maintenance Association shall be recorded as a
Covenant and Agreement to run with the land. The subdivider shall submit a
copy of this Agreement, once recorded to the Planning Department for placement
in the tract file.

k. Copies of all recorded Covenant and Agreement(s) for all reciprocal private
easements shall be submitted to the Planning Department for placement in the
tract file.

I. Note to City Zoning Engineer and Plan Check. The Advisory Agency has
approved the following variations from the Los Angeles Municipal Code as it
applies to this subdivision and the proposed development on the site. Approved
Variations as follows:

Approved Variations as Follows:

Setbacks
Lot
No.

Setback
North

Setback
East

Setback
South

Setback
West

1 5' 0' 10' 5'
2 5' 0' 10' 0'
3 5' 0' 10' 0'
4 5' 0' 7' 6" 0'
5 5' 20.67' 7' 6" 0'
6 10' 5' 5' 0'
7 10' 0' 5' '
8 10' 0' 5' 0'
9 10' 0' 5' 0'
10 10' 0' 5' 0'
11 10' 0' 5' 0'

, 12 10' 0' 5' 5'

18. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project shall conform substantially with the
intent of the Small Lot Design Guidelines, as shown on Exhibit "A" of Case No.VTT-
72899-SL, and with the following:

SITE PLANNING

Relationship to the Street Guidelines

a. The development's front yard setback along Beachwood Drive shall be within five
(5) feet of the average setback of adjacent properties.

Site Layout and Circulation Guidelines

b. Residential structures located on Lots 1 and 12 shall be configured to front along
Beachwood Drive and shall contain primary entrances and main windows that
face this street. There shall be no enclosed patios along Beachwood Drive.

c. The site plan shall provide space for entry, front landing, and transitional
landscaping between the public sidewalk and private entryway along Beachwood
Drive.



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 72899-SL Page 7

d. Residences fronting along Beachwood Drive shall have primary entrances and
main windows facing this street.

e. All pedestrian and vehicular entries shall have distinctive design features, such
as enhanced paving, to establish a visual and pedestrian connection to the public
street and to provide a clear sense of arrival and path of travel within the
development.

f. The site plan shall provide direct paths of travel for pedestrian destinations within
the development, including distinguishable pedestrian access paths along all
driveways to each individual entry.

Parking and Driveway Guidelines

g. Each dwelling unit that directly fronts along a public street shall locate all parking
to the rear of each unit.

h. Provide a distinguishable pedestrian access path along all driveways to each
individual dwelling unit.

i. Access driveways shall be designed to be no wider than LAMC required
circulation and backup requirements and shall allow for landscaping and a
pedestrian access path on-site.

On-site structures shall not encroach over the driveway area, so as to restrict the
movement of trucks or other large vehicles.

BUILDING PLANS

Entry Guidelines

k. Individual residences shall incorporate transitions such as landscaping, paving
material, porches, stoops, and canopies at each primary entrance and at the
main pedestrian entrance to the development from the sidewalk.

I. Homes that front Beachwood Drive shall be designed to have their primary
entryway facing and accessible from this street.

m. Garages shall not constitute a main entryway.

n. All parking areas and walkways shall be illuminated using ornamental low-level,
glare-free lighting to provide security for pedestrian paths and entrances. Lighting
shall be directed away from surrounding residences and should avoid light
spillage on to other uses.

Building Fagade Guidelines

o. Building facades shall be articulated with varying entry enhancements, landscape
screening elements, textures, colors, and materials along with distinctive
architectural features to avoid blank or monotonous facades, and to break the
façade up into distinct planes that are offset from the main building façade,
consistent with the attached Exhibit "A".

p. Windows shall be located on building facades that front along Beachwood Drive,
the on-site private driveway, and any on-site internal pedestrian pathways within
the development.
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q. Overhead architectural features that provide shade and passive cooling shall be
installed at all entrances and windows.

r. Proposed balconies shall be integrated into the building's design and shall be
fully functional as private open space.

s. Units on Lot 1 and Lot 12 shall not be developed with roof decks.

t. Roof decks shall be oriented toward the shared driveway, consistent with Exhibit
"A.I

Building Materials Guidelines

u. Avoid the use of materials, such as exposed (untreated) steel, untreated wood,
or plastic, that do not typically withstand weather and wear.

SUSTAINABILITY

Sustainable Site Planning

v. Permeable paving materials (such as porous asphalt, porous concrete,
permeable concrete pavers, and/or a grid system filled with gravel or grass) shall
be used where allowed by the Alternative Paving Material Ordinance No.
182431.

w. Uniform, glare-free lighting, such as dark-sky compliant fixtures, shall be installed
so as to avoid uneven light distribution, harsh shadows, and light spillage on to
neighboring uses.

19. Prior to the clearance of any tract map conditions, the applicant shall show proof that all
fees have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited Processing Section.

20. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or
its agents, officers, or employees relating to or to attack, set aside, void or annul this
approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall
promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall
cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any
claim action or proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the
applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the
City.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

21. Prior to recordation of the final map the subdivider shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner
satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring the subdivider to identify mitigation
monitors who shall provide periodic status reports on the implementation of mitigation
items required by Mitigation Condition Nos. 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 17(e), 17(h), 17(i) and 22 of
the Tract's approval satisfactory to the Advisory Agency. The mitigation monitors shall
be identified as to their areas of responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-
construction, construction, postconstruction maintenance) to ensure continued
implementation of the above mentioned mitigation items.
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22. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner
satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the
following: (MM)

MM-1. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the light
source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties.

MM-2. The design and construction of the project shall conform to the California
Building Code seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building
and Safety.

MM-3. Only low- and non-VOC-containing paints, sealants, adhesives, and solvents
shall be utilized in the construction of the project.

MM-4. Prior to the issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of the existing
structure(s), the applicant shall provide a letter to the Department of Building
and Safety from a qualified asbestos abatement consultant indicating that no
Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM) are present in the building. If ACMs are
found to be present, it will need to be abated in compliance with the South
Coast Air Quality Management District's Rule 1403 as well as all other
applicable State and Federal rules and regulations.

MM-5. Prior to issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of the existing
structure(s), a lead-based paint survey shall be performed to the written
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. Should lead-based paint
materials be identified, standard handling and disposal practices shall be
implemented pursuant to OSHA regulations.

MM-6 Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, a polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)
abatement contractor shall conduct a survey of the project site to identify and
assist with compliance with applicable state and federal rules and regulation
governing PCB removal and disposal.

MM-7. The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management
Ordinance), which imposes numerous water conservation measures in
landscape, installation, and maintenance (e.g, use drip irrigation and soak
hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower the amount of water lost to evaporation and
overspray, set automatic sprinkler systems to irrigate during the early morning
or evening hours to minimize water loss due to evaporation, and water less in
the cooler months and during the rainy season). In addition to the requirements
of the Landscape Ordinance, the landscape plan shall incorporate the
following:

• Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff
• Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads
• Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate
• Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent
• Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought tolerant

plan materials
• Use of landscape contouring to minimize precipitation runoff
• A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master valve

shutoff shall be installed for existing and expanded irrigated landscape
areas totaling 5,000 sf. and greater.
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MM-8. If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new
water connections for this project until water supply capacity is adequate.

MM-9. Install high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water
closets, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or
waterless urinals, in all restrooms as appropriate.

MM-10. Install restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.

MM-11. A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master valve shutoff
shall be installed for all landscape irrigation uses.

MM-12. Single-pass cooling equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition
of such equipment shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated
into tenant lease agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable
water to extract heat from process equipment, e.g. vacuum pump, ice
machines, by passing the water through equipment and discharging the heated
water to the sanitary wastewater system.)

MM-13. Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no
greater than 2.0 gallons per minute.

MM-14. Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 6.0 or
less) in the project, if proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in
a common laundry room(s). If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant,
this requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the
applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance.

MM-15. Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwashers in the
project, if proposed to be provided. If such appliance is to be furnished by a
tenant, this requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and
the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance.

MM-16. Prior to the issuance of any demolition or construction permit, the applicant
shall provide a copy of the receipt or contract from a waste disposal company
providing services to the project, specifying recycled waste service(s), to the
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The demolition and
construction contractor(s) shall only contract for waste disposal services with a
company that recycles demolition and/or construction-related wastes.

23. Construction Mitigation Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or building 
permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner
satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the
following:

CM-1. That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint telephone
number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording or voice mail,
during all hours of construction, the construction site address, and the tract
map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE
CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN.

a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or structure (if
developed) so that the public can easily read it. The sign must be sturdily
attached to a wooden post if it will be freestanding.



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 72899-SL PAGE 11

b. Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of the
applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible, and remains
in that condition throughout the entire construction period.

c. If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on each
street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in size, a separate
notice of posting will be required for each five (5) acres or portion thereof.
Each sign must be posted in a prominent location.

CM-2. All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be
used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. Wetting
could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent.

CM-3. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened
to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all times provide
reasonable control of dust caused by wind.

CM-4. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to
prevent spillage and dust.

CM-5. All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely
covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.

CM-6. All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during
periods of high winds, so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust.

CM-7. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as
to minimize exhaust emissions.

CM-8. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No.
144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the
emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless
technically infeasible.

CM-9. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00
pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

CM-10. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high
noise levels.

CM-11. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-
the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

CM-12. The project sponsor shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title
24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable interior
noise environment.

CM-13. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather
periods. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1),
construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site. Line channels with
grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.
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CM-14. Incorporate appropriate erosion control and drainage devices to the satisfaction
of the Building and Safety Department shall be incorporated, such as
interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as
specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code, including planting fast-
growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where construction is not
immediately planned. These will shield and bind the soil.

CM-15. Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic
sheeting.

CM-16. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling
bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints,
vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-
recyclable materials/wastes must be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic
wastes must be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site.

CM-17. Clean up leaks, drips and spills immediately to prevent contaminated soil on
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains.

CM-18. Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup methods
whenever possible.

CM-19. Cover and maintain dumpsters. Place uncovered dumpsters under a roof or
cover with tarps or plastic sheeting.

CM-20. Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil compaction
and limit the tracking of sediment into streets.

CM-21. Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing away from
storm drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off-site. Use drip pans or
drop clothes to catch drips and spills.

CM-22. Haul route scheduling shall be sequenced to minimize conflicts with
pedestrians, school buses and cars at the arrival and dismissal times of the
school day. Haul route trucks shall not be routed past the school during periods
when school is in session especially when students are arriving or departing
from the campus.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD SINGLE-FAMILY CONDITIONS

SF-1. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a sales
office and off-street parking. If models are constructed under this tract approval, the
following conditions shall apply:

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot plan for
approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of City Planning
showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office and off-street parking.
The sales office must be within one of the model buildings.

2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-A,10 and
11 and Section 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied with satisfactory to
the Department of Building and Safety.
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SF-2. Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the final map,
a landscape plan shall prepared by a licensed landscape architect, be submitted to and
approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. The landscape plan
shall identify tree replacement on a 1:1 basis by a minimum of 24-inch box trees for the
unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the site and shall include the following features.

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation of the
final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency guaranteeing
the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be recorded.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS

S-1. (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of the final
map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the LAMC.

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a manner
satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California Coordinate
System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative measure approved
by the City Engineer would require prior submission of complete field notes in
support of the boundary survey.

(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and the
Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to water
mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public utility easements.

(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting easements be
dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site easements by separate
instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-Way and Land shall verify that
such easements have been obtained. The above requirements do not apply to
easements of off-site sewers to be provided by the City.

(e) That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer.

That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as required,
together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary topography of
adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer.

(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map.

(h) That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance.

That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications abutting
unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall include a
restriction against their use of access purposes until such time as they are
accepted for public use.

That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated for
public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be
transmitted to the City Council with the final map.

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

(I) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply with
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.
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S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements
constructed herein:

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the setting
of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be followed.

(b) Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation with
respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs.

(c) All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in connection
with public improvements shall be performed within dedicated slope easements
or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by the affected property owners.

(d) All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and easements
shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans and specifications
approved by the Bureau of Engineering.

(e) Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the final
map.

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the final
map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

(a) Construct on-site mainline sewers if deemed necessary, satisfactory to the
Central District Engineering Office.

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities.

(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or
proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division of the
Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be brought up to
current standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree planting, the
subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division (213-485-5675)
upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting.

(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk satisfactory
to the City Engineer.

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City Engineer.

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

NOTES:

The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the tract action.
However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this density.

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street trees in
conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street Services Urban
Forestry Division.
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Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power
facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the underground
installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 17.05N.

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is granted
before the end of such period.

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, as
required by the Subdivision Map Act.

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy saving
design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the subject
development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the Department of Water
and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to the subdivider upon his request.

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

The Department of City Planning issued Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2014-1464-
MND on July 17, 2014. The Department found that potential negative impact could occur from
the project's implementation due to:

Aesthetics (visual character, light);
Air Quality (construction, operational);
Cultural Resources (archaeological, Paleontological, Human Remains);
Geology and Soils (construction, seismic);
Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
Hydrology and Water Quality (stormwater);
Noise (construction, operational);
Public Services (fire, schools, street improvements);
Recreation (parks); and
Utilities (solid waste).

The Deputy Advisory Agency, certifies that Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2014-1464-
MND reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency and determined that this project
would not have a significant effect upon the environment provided the potential impacts
identified above are mitigated to a less than significant level through implementation of
Condition Nos. 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 17(e), 17(h), 17(i) and 22 of the Tract's approval. Other
identified potential impacts not mitigated by these conditions are mandatorily subject to existing
City ordinances, (Sewer Ordinance, Grading Ordinance, Flood Plain Management Specific Plan,
Xeriscape Ordinance, Stormwater Ordinance, etc.) which are specifically intended to mitigate
such potential impacts on all projects.

The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with structures and do
not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife.

In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB 3180), the Deputy
Advisory Agency has assured that the above identified mitigation measures will be implemented
by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in Condition No. 21.

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings
upon which the Advisory Agency's decision is based are located with the City of Los Angeles,
Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012.
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FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72899-SL, the Advisory
Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63 of the
State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes the prescribed findings
as follows:

(a) THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE/IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND
SPECIFIC PLANS.

The proposed map is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area, which designates
the subject property for Medium Residential land use corresponding to the R3-1 Zone.
The subject property is not within the boundaries of a specific plan. The subject property
contains approximately 13,500 square feet (0.31 net acres) of land and is zoned R3-1,
which is consistent with its land use designation. The subdivision of two lots into 12
small lots for the construction, use, and maintenance of 12 small lot single-family units is
consistent with zoning classification and community plan.

The Hollywood Community Plan, a part of the Land Use Element of the City's General
Plan, states the following Standards and Criteria relevant to the current project:

"The Plan encourages the rehabilitation and/or rebuilding of deteriorated single-
family areas for the same use. Single-family housing should be made available to
all persons regardless of social, economic, and ethnic background."

The project will meet the intent of the aforementioned Community Plan language and will
provide much needed new home ownership opportunities for the Hollywood community
in the form of single-family dwellings rather than residential condominiums. The Small
Lot Ordinance allows for the creation of fee-simple parcels without the need to establish
a homeowner's association, making the project more attractive to prospective buyers.
The ordinance also allows for single-family dwellings to be constructed on smaller
parcels of land, making the units more affordable.

The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood Hazard
Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 172,081, have
been reviewed and it has been determined that the subject site is located in Zone C,
areas of minimal flooding. Therefore, as conditioned, the Advisory Agency concludes
that the proposed tract map is consistent with the intent and purpose of the General
Plan.

(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the
Hollywood Community Plan and are not subject to any specific plan requirements.
Beachwood Drive and Lexington Avenue are both designated as Local Streets and are
dedicated to a 60-foot width. The Bureau of Engineering has reviewed the project and
recommended that the applicant construct the necessary on-site mainline sewers
satisfactory to the City Engineer. The proposed project will provide 27 on-site parking
spaces (24 resident spaces and three guest spaces) in conformance with the LAMC
parking requirements for single-family dwellings. No dedications or other improvements
are being required.

For the purposes of approving a small lot subdivision, the "design" of the tract or parcel
map refers to the configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the
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proposed site plan layout and building design. Easements and/or access and
"improvements" refer to the infrastructure facilities serving the subdivision. The project
was reviewed by various city agencies that have the authority to make improvement
recommendations. Staff received reports from multiple agencies, including the Bureau of
Engineering, Department of Building and Safety, and Bureau of Street Lighting. No
improvements were required.

The proposed project involves the subdivision of a 13,500 square-foot site to create 12
small lots, in conjunction with the construction, use, and maintenance of a maximum of
12 small lot single-family dwellings, each three stories with a maximum height of 45 feet,
with 27 on-site parking spaces. Under the existing R3-1 Zone, which is consistent with
the site's Medium Residential land use designation, the subject property could be
developed with a maximum 16 dwelling units and a structure up to 45 feet in height. As
such, the project's density, height, and massing are less than the maximum permitted by
the underlying zone.

The Subdivision Map Act requires that the proposed map be consistent with the General
Plan. The Small Lot Design Guidelines, which are in conformance with the City's
General Plan Framework — Chapter 5, Urban Form and Neighborhood Design, allow the
Advisory Agency to implement the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan
and its various elements, and effectively provides the Advisory Agency with the tools to
make the consistency findings.

As conditioned, the project's design is in substantial conformance with the Small Lot
Design Guidelines in that the project will activate the street frontage through
landscaping, entry treatments, and pedestrian walkways, while maintaining compatibility
with the surrounding eclectic architectural styles in the Hollywood neighborhood.

Site Planning Two of the 12 proposed lots will front along Beachwood Drive and both
single-family structures located on these lots will be oriented to the street, with front door
entrances facing the street. The remaining units are oriented toward the common access
driveway that runs down the center of the subdivision. The frontages have distinctive
design features that establish a visual and pedestrian connection with each of the unit's
frontage. Designated pedestrian pathways are located on both side of the driveway,
leading to Beachwbod Drive, that provide easily identifiable walkways.

All of the dwellings have two enclosed parking spaces with all vehicular access occurring
along a common driveway. Egress and ingress will occur along Beachwood Drive. The
proposed project will provide 24 resident parking spaces and three guest parking spaces
for a total of 27 on-site parking spaces, in conformance with the LAMC parking
requirements for small lot single-family dwellings.

Building The project's height and setbacks are consistent with the zoning code and with
requirements of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. Each home will be a maximum of
45 feet in height, which is consistent with the Height District, and the project will include
a setback of at least five feet where the project abuts a neighboring dwelling. The
applicant has provided additional yard space to the rear (or the easterly side yards of
Lots 5 and 6), thereby providing an additional buffer between the project and the
adjoining residences. The two homes located along Beachwood Drive will feature third
story stepbacks to reduce the project's massing in relation to abutting properties. In
addition, the two roof decks on Lots 1 and 12 were eliminated to provide additional
massing relief to the project's Beachwood Drive façade. As conditioned, the architectural
style of the proposed units will be compatible with the eclectic architectural style in the
Hollywood neighborhood. All of the units will feature open living spaces with each unit
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(c)

having rooftop decks that are oriented toward the internal common access driveway and
away from any neighboring residential uses.

Landscaping and Sustainability The project's design will be in substantial
conformance with the Small Lot Design Guidelines in that the project will activate the
street frontages through landscaping, pedestrian walkways, and by using low-intensity
safety and way finding lighting while maintaining compatibility with the existing
neighborhood.

As conditioned, the project substantially complies with the intent of the Small Lot Design
Guidelines and the design and improvements of the proposed subdivision are consistent
with the applicable General Plan.

THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF
DEVELOPMENT.

The surrounding area includes a mix of residential and commercial uses, including
duplexes, triplexes, and apartment buildings with up to 16 units. The abutting property to
the north is zoned R3-1 and is improved with a duplex. Properties to the south are zoned
R3-1 and CM-1VL and are improved with duplexes, apartment buildings, and
commercial uses. Abutting properties to the east are zoned R3-1 and are improved with
duplexes and apartment buildings. Beachwood Drive and Lexington Avenue are both
Local Streets dedicated to widths of 60 feet and are fully improved. The project site is
located the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone, Hollywood Community Plan Injunction,
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area.

The site is currently improved with a single-family dwelling and a surface parking lot. The
existing improvements will be demolished. The subject lots are two of the few under-
improved properties in the vicinity. The development of this tract is an infill within a
multiple-family neighborhood. The site is level and is not located in a slope stability study
area, high erosion hazard area, landslide, liquefaction, or tsunami inundation zone, and
is located 1.87 km from the Hollywood Fault.

The tract has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the Department of
Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map and issuance of
any permits.

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF
DEVELOPMENT.

The general character of the area between Lexington Avenue to the north and Santa
Monica Boulevard to the south includes a mix of residential and commercial uses. The
properties to the west, across Beachwood Drive, are zoned R3-1 and are improved with
a duplex and several apartment buildings. The property to the north is zoned R3-1 and is
improved with a duplex. Properties to the south are zoned R3-1 and CM-1VL and are
improved with duplexes, apartment buildings, and commercial uses. Properties to the
east, abutting the subject site are zoned R3-1 and are improved with duplexes and
apartment buildings. Beachwood Drive and Lexington Avenue are both Local Streets
dedicated to widths of 60 feet and are fully improved. The project site is located the Los
Angeles State Enterprise Zone, Hollywood Community Plan Injunction, and the
Hollywood Redevelopment Project area.
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The applicant is requesting the subdivision to permit the construction of a maximum of
12 new single-family small lot dwellings with 27 on-site parking spaces. Under the
existing R3-1 Zone, which is consistent with the site's Medium Residential land use
designation, the subject property could be developed with a maximum of 16 dwelling
units within a maximum height of 45 feet. Therefore, the proposed total of 12 small lot
single-family homes is less than the maximum permitted density for the subject site. In
addition, the proposed project will comply with all provisions of the Small Lot Ordinance
for parking, yards, and open space. Additional conditions are imposed herein to ensure
that the project will be compatible with the surrounding development, which is a mix of
single- and multiple-family dwellings. Other conditions require landscaping, recessed
entries, façade articulation, and other measures to ensure an attractive project that will
benefit the neighborhood. Pedestrian walkways will provide pedestrian access to all
units from Beachwood Drive.

The proposed project is compatible with the general density of many of the surrounding
properties and the project's density complies with the site's zoning and General Plan
land use designation. The proposed small lot homes will provide for-sale homes with
three bedroom configurations and attached garages, and private open space as a smart
growth alternative to standard single-family homes. The density is less than that
permitted by the land use designation and underlying zone. As conditioned, the
proposed tract map is physically suitable for the proposed density of the development.

(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE
NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR
HABITAT.

(f)

The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with structures
and do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. On July 17, 2014, the City
Planning Department will issue/issued a Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2014-
1464-MND. This Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of
the lead agency and determined that this project would not have a significant effect upon
the environment provided the potential impacts are mitigated to a less than significant
level.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE
NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS.

There appear to be no potential public health problems caused by the design or
improvement of the proposed subdivision.

The development is required to be connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, where
the sewage will be directed to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has been
upgraded to meet Statewide ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of Engineering has
reported that the proposed subdivision does not violate the existing California Water
Code because the subdivision will be connected to the public sewer system and will
have only a minor incremental impact on the quality of the effluent from the Hyperion
Treatment Plant.
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(g) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS WILL
NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT LARGE FOR
ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE PROPOSED
SUBDIVISION.

No such easements are known to exist. Needed public access for roads and utilities will
be acquired by the City prior to the recordation of the proposed tract.

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE EXTENT
FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR COOLING
OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the
proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted materials which
consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the parcels to be subdivided and
other design and improvement requirements.

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or
natural heating and cooling opportunities. The units are configured on either side of a
shared driveway that is oriented in an east/west fashion, which will provide for ample
light and air. Access to the prevailing winds from the west is fair because of the
east/west configuration.

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in reducing
allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by a building or
structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time the tentative map
was filed.

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider building
construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of windows, insulation,
exhaust fans, planting of trees for shade purposes and the height of the buildings on the
site in relation to adjacent development.

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative Tract Map
No. 72899-SL.

Michael J. LoGrande
Advisory Agency

JAE H. KIM
Deputy Advisory Agency

JK:JC:HB:jq
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Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the decision
date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the Central Area Planning
Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning Department and
appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 10-day time limit. Such appeal must be
submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at the Department's Public Offices,
located at:

Figueroa Plaza
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 482-7077

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley
Constituent Service Center

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251
Van Nuys, CA 91401
(818) 374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at hftp://cityplanning.lacity.org/.

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 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became
final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other
time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review.

If you have any questions, please call Development Services Center staff at (213) 482-
7077 or (818) 374-5050.
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LOT 8
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• 51.00. •500.04.23-E IE_./." 100.00'

GP-1

GP-2

49.00

I STORY HOUSE

1. EXISTING LOT HAS A SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING
WILL BE DEMOLISHED.

2. PROJECT ADDRESS:
1148-1152 N. BEACHWOOD DRIVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90038

3. THERE ARE NO OAK, WESTERN SYCAMORE,
CALIFORNIA BAY, OR SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
BLACK WALNUT TREES ON THE SITE.

4. THE SITE IS NOT IN HILLSIDE GRADING AREA.
5. THE SITE IS NOT IN THE FLOOD ZONE AREA.
6. SEWER AND OTHER PUBLIC UTILITIES ARE

AVAILABLE.
7. AREA:

NET: 13,500 S.F. (0.310 ACRES)
8. THOMAS GUIDE: PAGE 593-D5

DISTRICT MAP NO. 14443-189
COUNCIL DISTRICT NO. 13

9. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT DATA:
TWELVE (12) SINGLE LOT (SMALL LOT)
PARKING
2 COVERED PARKING SPACE PER LOT
TOTAL COVERED PARKING SPACES PROVIDED =
12 X 2 = 24
GUEST PARKING = 3; TOTAL PARKING = 27

10. VEHICULAR ACCESS ARE FROM COMMON
DRIVEWAY ACCESS.

11. TRASH BIN FOR RESIDENTS ARE AT COMMO
AREA AS SHOWN HEREON.

12. SMALL LOT SINGLE FAMILY SUBDIVISION IN THE
R3-1 ZONE PURSUANT TO ORDINANCE NO.
176.354

13. THERE ARE SIXTEEN (16) TREE ON THE LOT
WHICH WILL BE REMOVED.

14. GRADING QUANTITIES:
CUT = 400 C.Y.
NET IMPORT = 400 C.V.

15. THE SITE IS NOT IN GEOLOGICALLY HAZARDOUS
AREA AND IS NOT SUBJECT TO FLOOD HAZARD.

16. EXISTING ZONING: R3-1
17. PROPOSED ZONING: R3-1
18. MAP REVISED ON 7-17-2014

PROPOSED SITE I lb
I --72t010-St.,
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BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069

ZIMAS PUBLIC

Address: 1146 N BEACHWOOD CR

APN: 5534014020

PIN #: 1440189 450

2011 Digital Color-Ortho

Tract: GRIDER AND HAMILTONS
HOLLYWOOD TRACT

Block: None

Lot: 250

Arb• None

Zoning: R3.1

REVISED

General Plan; Medium Residential

City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
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LOS ANGELES, CA CITY INFO
=NI

EXHIBIT :tek"
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ACCENT TREE @ PROJECT E

AWNING @ PRIMARY
ENTRY

PERIMETER WALL
W/ VINE POCKETS &
GREEN SCREEN

PLANTER
AREA

(E) 3-CAR
GARAGE

POWER LINE

POWER POLE

BEACHWOOD DRIVE

BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
IN In lee

OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069

- ENHANCED PAVING @ DRIVE AISLE

(E) 1-STORY HOUSE

DROUGHT TOLERANT
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(DI HOUSE
11.1

GRASSCRETE

SCREEN CMU WALL
@ TRASH ENCLOSURE

105 ANGELES, CA

SITE SUMMARY
ACREAGE 0.3 ACRES
ZONING R3-1

(MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL)
HILLSIDE ZONE NOT APPLICABLE
BASELINE NOT APPUCABLE

T.16 ROOF

PROPOSED UNITS:
(5) PLAN 1 (3130/2.5 BATH)
(1) PLAN) ALT A (2 BD/2.5 BATH)
(1) PLAN 1 ALT 6 (2 913/2.5 BATH)
RI PLAN 2 (3 ecas BATH + BONUS)
(2) PLAN 3 (3-4 BD/3.5 BATH + BONUS)
(1) PLAN 3 ALT (2-3 90/2.5 BATH) 

(12) TOTAL UNITS PROPOSED

PROPOSED PARKING
(24) GARAGE SPACES (2-CAR GARAGE / UNIT)
(3) UNCOVERED GUEST 
(27) TOTAL PARKING SPACES
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SITE PLAN
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PLAN 3 ALT (LOT 1)

SECTION A-A
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SECTION B-B

EXHIBIT "A"
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Architecture + Planning
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BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
Mehl=

OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd
Los Angeles, Ca 90069

LOS ANGELES, CA EXISTING SITE PHOTOS
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ROOF DECK FOURTH FLOOR

13EACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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Architecture • Planning
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FOURTH FLOOR

BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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OPS Beachwood LLC
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Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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13EACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
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OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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BEACHWOOD SMALL LOT
OPS Beachwood LLC
9044 Shoreham Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca 90069
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SOUTH HOLLYWOODNAQHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

August 12, 2014

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council
5500 Hollywood BI # 406

Los Angeles, CA, 90028

Dear Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council,

At our Neighborhood Association's Board Meeting on August 11, 2014, our members voted unanimously to support
the efforts of our neighbors in the Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council in their opposition to the Small
Lot Subdivision project at 1152 Beachwood Drive.

Don Hunt

President, South Hollywood Neighborhood Association
Southhollywoodnha@gmail.corn
www.southhollywoodnha.org



OFFICERS:

Bill Zide
Chair

Jennifer Barbosa
Vice Chair

Paul Dougherty
Temporary Treasurer

Drew Peterson
Secretary

5500 Hollywood Blvd. #406

Los Angeles, CA 90028

admin@hsdnc.org

www.hsdnc.org

August 1, 2014

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
HOLLYWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD

COUNCIL
CALIFORNIA

ERIC GARCETTI
MAYOR

HOLLYWOOD
STUDIO DISTRICT
Neighborhuod Council

Deputy Advisory Agency/Office of Zoning Administration
Los Angeles Dept. of City Planning
City Hall, 7th Floor
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Board Members:

Alex Alferov

Bill Zide

Christina Derenthal
Efrain Gonzalez

Jirair Tossounian

Jose Torres
Don Durkee

Luke Vincent

John Girodo

Ben Adams

Re: Case Nos. ZA 2014-1465(ZV)(ZAA); VTT-72899-SL; ENV 2014-1464-MND
1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

To Whom it May Concern:

Maria Yepremian

Drew Peterson

Jennifer Barbosa

Jing Wan

Christian A. Beck

Doug Haines

Paul Dougherty
Aaron Downes

Vacant 1

Vacant 2

At a Special Board Meeting held on Thursday, July 31st the Hollywood Studio District
Neighborhood Council (HSDNC) voted to request that the City Planning Department
postpone any action on its consideration of a 12-unit, small lot subdivision proposed for
1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive until the applicant addresses community concerns
regarding the scale of the project.

The Board voted to oppose the development, in light of serious concerns regarding the
project's incompatibility with the existing historical streetscape (which included a lack of a
15' setback, insufficient guest parking and not observing the requirements of the R3-1
zoning). Additionally and significantly, the applicant seemed to have performed insufficient
outreach to the affected stakeholders.

Therefore, the HSDNC asks that additional time to conduct adequate outreach to the
impacted community be required. To date it would seem this effort has been hindered as a
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result of the City's expedited processing of the application. In light of this, sufficient time
needs to be provided.

As currently designed, the project's height, bulk, mass and minimal yard setbacks would
result in a development in stark contrast to the low-level scale and historic ambience of this
old and established Hollywood community.

As such, the HSDNC concluded that the proposed development in its current form could
establish negative precedents for future development in the area that could encourage more
inappropriate projects.

Although the existing R3-1 Zoning permits a 45-foot building height, the small lot
subdivision ordinance was created in part to promote compatibility and modest scale. As
such, it is the conclusion of the Board that the proposed project, at five levels, no common
space, and limited or zero setbacks, counters the intent of the small lot subdivision
ordinance and therefore should not be approved as it is currently presented.

Thank you for your courtesy with regard to the community's input and attention to this
matter.

Sincerely,

Bill Zide
Chair
HSDNC

2



OFFICERS:
Bill Zide

Chair

Jennifer Barbosa

Vice Chair

Paul Dougherty

Treasurer

Drew Peterson

Secretary
1360 N. St. Andrews Place
Los Angeles, CA 90028

August 12th, 2014

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
HOLLYWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD

COUNCIL

CALIFORNIA

ERIC GARCETT1
MAYOR

Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell
Council District 13
Los Angeles, CA

HOLLYWOOD
STUDIO DISTRICT
Neighborhood Council

Committee Members:
Courtney Tossounian

Chair

Jirair Tossounian*

Secretary

Aaron Downes*
John Girodo*

Andrew Schwartz

Luke Vincent*

Don Durkee*
Jackie Ruiz

Jose Torres*

Bill Zide*

*denotes HSDNC Board members

RE: Letter of revisions for VTT-72899-SL, ENV 2014-1464-MND, ZA 2014-
] 465(ZV)(ZAA)
Project Address: 1146-1152 Beachwood Dr., Los Angeles, CA 90038

The Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee met for a
Special Meeting, on August 12 h̀, 2014, and voted to issue a letter stating necessary
revisions to the above project. The current design for 1146-1152 Beachwood Dr. maxes
out the building envelope in all dimensions, and is not in keeping with the surrounding
neighborhood. The following list of revisions comes directly from studying the City of
Los Angeles Small Lot Design Guidelines, and when appropriate each revision includes a
reference to the guidelines by page and paragraph. The HSDNC PLUM Committee
would like to see these revisions, as we believe they would go a long way in making this
development fit in with the current block of Beachwood.

Revisions:

1. Decrease subdivision to 10 units, instead of the current 12 units designed to max
out the site. (p25¶1)

2. 15' front yard setback, instead of the 9'-6" front yard setback. The median
setback of the neighborhood is 18'. However, the neighborhood only asks the
developer to increase the front yard setback to 15', matching the immediate
neighboring property. (p10¶3)

3. Considering the parking poor area, guest parking needs to be 1/2 space per unit.
Totaling 5 guest spaces, for the new count of 10 units.

4. Reduce the designed massing from 4 stores to 3 stories in height, more in
keeping with the area's 1.7 story average building height. (p24¶3)

5. Protect in place 3 large trees on site. (p12117)
6. 2 front units of the development should have a porch facing the street, similar to

the neighborhood's historic bungalows. (p12118)
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7. Use of materiality in touch with the current neighborhood, such as wood finishes.
The current design uses metal deck siding, not seen in this area. (p27¶4)

8. Landscape the roofs. This would decrease the heat island effect from the rooftop
decks, cooling the roofs for that use. Landscaping the roofs would also increase
privacy for neighbors. (p32¶8)

9. Increase landscaping on side yards with the use of fruit trees. This would again
provide more privacy, and provide much needed greenery on the small site.

()9113)
10. Have developer get permit parking for the block of Beachwood from Santa

Monica to Lexington. This area is parking poor, it is in the developer's best
interest in getting the permit parking process started with the city for it's future
buyers.

11. To decrease the overall height of the massing, it would be possible to have the
resident and guest parking under grade 1/2 to 1 story, sloping down from the
driveway. (p171[4)

12. We ask the developer to request the Planning Department for 2 months to
properly implement these design changes. (p5¶1)

13. Finally, we ask the developer to comply with the Small Lot Design Guidelines
provided by the Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles. (p5I15)

Thank you for your time. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our
committee.

Sincerely,

Courtney Tossounian, AIA
HSDNC PLUM Chair
323.929.7762

cc: HSDNC PLUM Committee, HSDNC Board, Dan Halden, Gary Benjamin, Marie
Rumsey, Heather Bleemers, Michael LoGrande, Alan Bell, Simon Pastucha, Ira
Handelman, Raffi Shirinian, Karen Corletto
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In opposition of project at 1146/1152 Beachwood Drive SEVENTEEN YEAR
RESIDENT OF BEACHWOOD DRIVE

Beach wood <beachwood90038@gmail.com>
To: Heather.bleemers@lacity.org, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org
Cc: daniel.halden@lacity.org, gary.benjamin@lacity.org

Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 9:34 PM

My name is D.Wolfgang Jauemig. I less than one hundred feet from the proposed site of a Small Lot Subdivision.
I live in a one story house barely twelve feet tall at the roof. The proposed height of this project is forty five feet.

A forty five foot structure will be not only an obstruction of our beautiful view of the Hollywood Hills and sign, it will
also serve as an unwanted threat to our privacy. If this project were to proceed at the proposed height, the
tenants would have a direct view into my yard and home office. This project does not fit the aesthetics of our
neighborhood and in my opinion is intrusive.

Our street is well known as a parking nightmare, with multiple studios, local markets, and the Hollywood
Forever Cemetery's seasonal events. The addition of this densely packed Subdivision into our neighborhood will
compound the already serious problem of PARKING.

Regarding parking, since my move into the neighborhood in 1997, I have witnessed my neighbors forced to make
laps around the block after long days at work in the hopes of finding a safe place to park, so they can join their
families for dinner. This is not just an inconvenience, it is a very serious situation that needs to be addressed.

The Department of City Planning should be using its own Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines when hearing
these cases. I know the City Council wants to see these Guidelines implemented, based on the August, 2014
motion passed by the Council.

I oppose the application in this case. If this construction were to proceed uncontested, it would set a dangerous
precedent in the neighborhood.

Dyrk Jauernig
1138 Beachwood Drive

Please include copy of this letter in official case file
Case # VTT 72899 SL

https ://mai I .g oog I e. com/mai I/u/0/?ui=2&ilr4bdf4e7e4a8Mew=pt&search=inbox&msg = 147f1b1e7dcbab158siml=147f1b1e7dcbab15 1/1
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KTGY Construction

Erika Salazar <ejohana33@gmail.corn> Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 9:56 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org

I am against the project at 1146 Beachwood Drive!

https://mail.goog le.cornimail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bctf4e7e4a&vievipt&search=inboxamsg=147f1c66c9563d25&sim1=147f1c66c9563d25 1/1
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I am writing you with my concerns regarding Department of City Planning
case VTT 72899 SL, 1146/1152 Beachwood Drive. Please include a copy of
this letter in the official case file.

chris amouroux <turacat@prodigy.net> Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 9:48 AM
Reply-To: chris amouroux <turacat@prodigy.net>
To: "councilmemberofarrell@lacity.org" <councilmemberofarrell@lacity.org>, "heatherbleemers@lacity.org"
<heatherbleemers@lacity.org>

I am writing you with my concerns regarding Department of City Planning case VTT
72899 SI., 1146/1152 Beachwood Drive. Please include a copy of this letter in

the official case file.

I live on the same street as the proposed site of a Small Lot Subdivision. The proposed height

is forty five feet.

A forty five foot structure will be not only an obstruction of our beautiful view of the Hollywood

Hills and sign, it will also serve as an unwanted threat to our privacy. This project does not fit the

aesthetics of our neighborhood and in my opinion is intrusive.

Our street is well known as a parking nightmare, with multiple studios, local markets, offices

and the Hollywood Cemeteries seasonal events. The addition of the proposed project will

compound the already serious problem of PARKING. I am a single female and I do not feel safe

for myself or my car parking far away from my building. Especially since the city changed our

streetlights which are now dimmed.

I am also concerned about the old trees that will be cut down. They have been here a long time

and help to beautify this neighborhood. The specs for the townhouses show that they will have

metal sidings which will stand out like an eyesore to the residential look of our street.

I have lived in my unit since December of 1998 and witness my neighbors forced to make laps

around the block after long days at work in the hopes of finding a safe place to park, so they

can join their families for dinner. It is not just an inconvenience, it is a very serious situation that

needs to be addressed. This structure will only add to the lack of spots for residence who live

here already... some for over 25+ years.

The Department of City Planning should be using its own Small Lot Subdivision Design

https://ma i I .g oog I e. com/mai I/u/0/?ui =2&i k=4bdf4e7e4a&vieypt&search= inbox&rnsg =147ef2beab9ae25f&si rd=147ef2beab9ae25f 1/2
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Guidelines when hearing these cases. I know the City Council wants to see these Guidelines

implemented, based on the August, 2014 motion passed by the Council.

I oppose the application in this case. If this construction were to proceed uncontested, it would

set a dangerous precedent in the neighborhood.

Sincerely, Chris Amouroux, 1128 N. Beachwood Dr., L.A. Ca 90038

https://mai I .g oogle.comfmail/u/0/?ui=2&ilc=4bdf4e7e4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg =147ef2beab9ae25f&sim1=147ef2beab9ae25f 2/2
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1146/1152 Beachwood Drive, L.A. , Ca. 90038

Ralf Shotman <rspower67@gmail.com> Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 1:41 AM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org

I Rafi Shotland residing at 1131 N. Beachwood Dr. #8, Los Angeles, Ca. 90038, am writing you in regards to my
concern of Department of City Planning case VTT 72899 SL, 1146/1152 Beachwood Drive.
I think it will cause a parking nightmare to all tenants on the block. Having friends over to visit, Parking is already
difficult to find and this will not be right for everyone. Im all for new construction, but the parking space for the
would be tenants will not be enough and therefore they will have to use street parking which will limit everyone
else's use. I know it costs a lot more to dig under for more spaces for the new construction, but it would be a
good idea. I also think the owner should not go past 2 storige because it would kill the next door neighbors
window view.

https://mail.google.corrilmail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bdf4e7o4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=147ed6d7417c314c&sim1=147ed6d7417c314c 1/1
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Do Not Approve ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA - 1146 N Beachwood Drive

Aaron Downes <downesaaron84@gmail.com>
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Bleemers:

Mon, Aug 18, 2014 at 9:36 PM

As a native Los Angelino from the South Bay, I have seen the effects of large-scale commercial projects
disrupting the culture and commerce of the surrounding neighborhood.

I think out of the several Small Lot Subdivision (SLS) projects going on around the city, the project at 1146 North
Beachwood Blvd (ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA.) deserves immediate revision.

This 12-unit lot is too massive in comparison with the neighborhood, in height, width and depth. While they are
intended for two car families, many of these will likely become shared student housing for Emerson and other
institutions nearby. There is not nearly enough parking provided.

Many other SLS projects have worked with the presiding Neighborhood Council's modest demands. The SLS at
4966 Marathon Street, for instance added more green space than was required by the guidelines. And while it's
aesthetically not in tune with the neighborhood, it provides ample parking and breathing room between it and
neighboring buildings.

However KTGY Development has shown very little sensitivity, and seem to be rushing the project before any
amendments can be made to the SLS Guidelines.

I was present at the neighborhood meeting on Monday August 18 MCd by Deputy Dan Haldmen from Mitch
O'Farrells office. I honestly did not think anyone would show up, given we had less than a week to implement
outreach. But over thirty concerned neighbors showed up and we all had a pow wow for close to two hours.

I agree with the neighbors and the HSDNC that this development could set a dangerous precedent if it is allowed
to pass in its current proposed design. I ask that you do not approve ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA. Please tell KTGY
Development to return to the drawing board and return with a plan with sufficiently reduced height and width,
allowing for more green spaces and common areas as well as 1/2 a parking space per unit.

Faithfully submitted,

Aaron Downes

HSDNC - PLUM Committee Member

https ://mai I .g oog le.cornimail/u/0/?ui=28‘ik=4bctf4e7e4a&viewpt&search=inbox&msg =147ec8d0142fcbfc&simi=147ec8c10142fcbfc 1/1
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1146-1152 Beachwood Drive

dh nhwd <dhnhwd@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: dh nhwd <dhnhwd@yahoo.com>
To: "Heather. bleemers@lacity.org" <Heatherbleemers@lacity.org>

Dear Ms. Bleemers and Mr. Kim,

Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 7:30 PM

I attended the hearing for the 1146-1152 Beachwood Drive proposed project
on August 6, 2014 and, at that time, it appeared that Mr. Kim was not fully
implementing the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines (that the Director of
Planning has stated must be followed) with regard to height and setbacks. I
ask that Mr. Kim take into account Page 10 of the guidelines when considering
setbacks and pages 6, 8,9 and especially 24 when considering height and
massing.

Original zoning designations were created for apartment buildings and later
applied to condos. However, with Small Lot Subdivisions developers can now
subdivide small lots into even smaller parcels, build to a much higher density,
have reduced setbacks and eliminate the need for elevators and some other
safety requirements that do not apply to homes but would apply to an
equivalent apartment structure. The developers get a better return on their
investment and have a lesser (after sale) liability as these projects are
considered houses.

In exchange for this, they must comply with the guidelines which sometimes
may "lower the bar" for what they could otherwise build if doing apartment
projects. Certainly nobody ever creates a lower threshold that they say must
be met and then allows for a higher one to be met instead. In this case, the
guidelines seem to create the lower threshold that must be met over the
higher zoning that was written for apartment buildings, in a time long before
the existence of Small Lot Subdivisions.

Sincerely,
Don Hunt

https://rnail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ilc=4bdf4e7e4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=147f142a671069e8&siml=147f142a671069e8 1/1



ADVISORY AGENCY / ASSOCIATE ZONING

LOS ANGELES CITY HALL
200 SPRING STREET ROOM 1020

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

06 AUGUST 2014

ATTENTION: HEATHER BLEEMERS

heather.bleemers@lacity.org

RE: CASE # VTT 72899 SL CEQUA #env2014-1464 MND

INCIDENTAL CASES: ZA 2014-1465 (2V) (ZA)

PROJECT LOCATION: 1146-1152 Beach Wood Drive

TO ALL CONCERNED:

The Small Lot Ordinance set out goals and states "design and configure housing to be compatible with

the existing neighborhood..." This project does not meet that criteria which we ask that you require.

Please deny the applicant's request. Issues to consider are:

1) Height is 4 stories+ Rooftop entertainment deck. This project is essentially a "Pop Up". I

would ask for a 30 - 33' height limit. The property to the North will be in shadow - with lack of

sun - largely throughout the year. The current housing in the neighborhood is 1.7 stories.

2) Guest parking is inadequate. I would ask you enforce .5 guest spaces per unit. With the

setbacks requested and current design —the entry would remove existing parking on the street

— which is now a major challenge for residents. I would like to add that one lot is currently being

used for parking of employees for nearby by businesses, which will not only affect the

residential community but the commercial employees as well.

3) Set Backs: I ask that you support the current setbacks of the neighborhood. Once we lose the

pedestrian quality of the street — we lose the character of the neighborhood and with the

removal of trees — negate a certain "sense of place" should also be in your considerations. The

setback requested is 9'.5' vs. 18' prevailing and 20'.5 for adjacent properties. I would request

that the adjacent properties rule your decision. In regard to the side yards of 5 feet —while the

ordinance allows this — it is a fault in the ordinance. The problem is sound abatement. The

ground floor design could be more generous and provide garden space to the units enhancing

the project. This project as it is designed is simply designed for the wrong site.

4) Landscaping: I would ask that the Parkway trees remain and the Canary Island Palm on the

property remain. I would like to also state that these SLS's should be a benefit and a renewal to

neighborhoods and this project doesn't do that.

I serve on the HSDNC PLUM Committee and the 13th Council District's Design Review committee, the

latter for over 25 years. Please include this letter in your case file and thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jackie Ruiz
Alpha Design Partnership

Cc: Council Member Mitch O'Farrell
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Lee harrison <leeharrison1972@gmail.com>
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
Cc: Michael.logrande@lacity.org, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Sun, Aug 10, 2014 at 8:07 PM

My name is Lee Harrison, My address is 1134 1/2 N Beachwood Dr, Los
Angeles, CA 90038
I live just fifty feet away from the proposed Small Lot Subdivision project at
1146/1152 N. Beachwood Drive.

I am in opposition to the construction plan provided by the applicant in this case.
Please send the applicant
Mr. Shirinian and OPS Beachwood, LLC, back to the drawing board to return with
a proposal greatly reduced in height and massing. Specifically get the height and
setback figures in line with the existing buildings on the street.

Please apply the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines , issued by
the Department of City Planning, when making a determination in this case.

The proposed development in case VTT 72899 SL would negatively effect my
quality of life, and remove any semblance of privacy I now have, living so close in
a one story house.

Also, an approval of the application as it now stands would create a severe
parking hardship for the neighbors. Parking on this street is critically lacking
already.

I ask Advisory Agency Jae Kim to consider these factors,
and deny the application by OPS Beachwood, LLC. in its current form.

Thank you,
Lee Harrison

Please include a copy of this letter in the case file.

https://mail.google.cornimail/u/0/?ui=28,ik=4bdf4e7e4a8orievpt&search=inbox&rnsg=147c3091be8a8a598sim!=147c3091be8a8a59 1/1
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RE: The Small Lot Development review at 1146 -1152 N. Beachwood Drive
(ZA-2014-1465 - CA - ZAA)

Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com> Sun, Aug 10, 2014 at 12:02 PM
Reply-To: Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>
To: Mitch O'Farrell <councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, "heatherbleemers@lacity.org"
<heather.bleemers@lacity.org>, Daniel Halden <daniel.halden@lacity.org>, "jae.kim@lacity.org"
<jae.kim@lacity.org>
Cc: Edward Hunt <ed\h-iunt@earthlink.net>

Dear Councilman,
As a supporter in your election campaign and a concerned
citizen, I strongly object to the conditional approval of the
Small Lot Development on Beachwood Drive. You spoke
with great conviction about preserving historic
neighborhoods while you were a candidate for City Council.
This position was refreshing and closely aligned with my
restoring an authentic 1911 Craftsmen house that had been
in my family for over 60 years. I gently suggest that you go
by that property (it is located at 726 N. Harvard Blvd.) and
take a look at what a proper restoration can accomplish in a
historic neighborhood. That financial commitment was over
$250,000 - but it restored an eyesore to it's original
condition. I have also put in a garage to store 5 vehicles (an
attempt to alleviate parking gridlock). In my opinion - that is
the way to restore quality and enjoyment in a marginal
neighborhood that still has the potential to be a landmark in
your district.
On the other hand - the project on Beachwood literally guts
any hope of maintaining originality, quality and density in an
area that deserves a better level of sensitivity from a
developer. The front setback is an insult to anyone familiar
with residential development. The magnificent 65' tree

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28tik=4bctf4e7e4a&vievot&search=inbox&msa=147c14ca968262518sim1=147c14ca9682678:1 ir9
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should be protected, not removed. Further, the idea of
mitigating noise by replacing an existing home (and what
was probably another home on the adjoining lot) with 12 -
45' high "homes" with zero lot lines between them simply
flies in the face of logic. Each unit of 1800 sq. feet will
realistically house 3 residents, so essentially the 6 residents
that once lived in 2 homes are being replaced with 36
residents. What are the odds that these new owners will
create more noise than 6 residents? What about the loss of
privacy? Other shortcomings exist in the parking. If each
resident owns a vehicle, it means that 12 more vehicles will
be trying to park on an already grid locked street. Let me ask
you a question? Would you want to find yourself living next
to this monstrosity? With all due respect - not only are
guidelines being ignored - this development is mistakenly
being considered as new construction in a commercial
neighborhood, not a residential neighborhood, as the front
setback should be at least 15' according to the prevailing
average setback in the RESIDENTIAL area surrounding it.
Please revisit this application and make sure it's parameters
are more in line with existing edifices.
Thank you for any assistance you can render to the other
homeowners in reining in this total misinterpretation of the
Small Lot Ordinance guidelines.
Michael Bahe

httos://mail.cioodle.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bdf4e7e4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=147c14ca96826253&siml=147c14ca96826253 2/2
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Case No. VTT-72899-SL

Lee harrison <leeharrison1972@gmail.com> Tue, Aug 5, 2014 at 8:29 PM
To: Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org

Case No. VTT-72899-SL

Date: 8/5/2014

Name: Lee Harrison

Tel: 323 762 9153

Address: 1134 1/2 N Beachwood Dr
Los Angeles
CA 90038

Dear Mrs Heather Bleemers,,

I'm a tenant at above address. In regards to the proposed project at 1146-1152 N Beachwood Dr. I believe the
project will be in violation of numerous regulations detailed in the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guideline directive
(February 1st 2014)

At a proposed 45ft in height these structures would be 3 times the average height of existing structures on our
street as a resident in a single story dwelling residents of proposed units would be able to look down in
neighboring properties there by creating a complete lack of privacy.

Another concern of mine is the parking situation on our street. With the estimate time of a year for construction
this would take away a high number of parking spots currently available on the street for current tenants, with a
high number of labor required to build said property who would no doubtably take the majority spots on the street.
Currently 1152 N Beachwood is a parking facility used for the Filming studios at the corner of N Beachwood
Dr/Santa Monica Blvd. With this no longer available this too will create even more problems for parking for
current tenants.

Yours
Mr Lee Harrison

https://mail.gocg le.comtmail/u/0/?ui=28‘ii7-4bdf4e7e4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg = 147a9564<:158120378si m1=147a95d4d5812037 1/1
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ZA-2014-1465 - VTT-72899-SL - ENV-2014-1464-MND

ggg@copper.net <ggg@coppernet>
Reply-To: ggg@copper.net
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org

Wed, Aug 6, 2014 at 7:40 AM

Dear Advisory Agency Hearing Officer c/o Planner Heather Bleemers,

Regarding the proposed 12-unit small lot subdivision project rejected by

the Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council because it was so

alien and incompatible with the immediate residential neighborhood:

Here is some reality on the "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story +

roof deck, 12-unit small lot subdivision project at 1146 Beachwood Drive

in the Beachwood/Gordon Neighborhood from Santa Monica Bl. to Fountain.

See the attached front yard setback survey from the developer's team.

Note that there seems to be no justification for violating the

guidelines and required findings in terms of a reduced front yard and

doubled height precedents.

FRONT YARD SETBACK PRECEDENT: Note the 14' and 14'-6" remote dimensions

in the 15' zoning. This should be verified. LADBS is usually pretty

careful about new front yard setbacks matching the 15' R3 zoning.

Note also, the developer included part of the separate block to the

north and the Santa Monica Bl. Commercial Corridor buildings (which have

zero setback requirement) to the south to try to justify a reduced

setback precedent for this neighborhood.

I am sure the developer would not do these obfuscations to try to

deceive, but I think a more objective method for determining the

adjacent building setback and the prevailing setback would be as follows

using the developer's survey numbers:

Adjacent buildings setback would be 26'+15'/2= 20.5'

Prevailing setback: (using the residential zoning on this block)

West side N to S; 15,

feet > 15'

15, 25, 15, 15, 15, 20.5, 14.5 = 135/8 = 16.875

Project (east) side N to S; 26, 18, 15, 21, 21, 22, 17, 14 = 154/8 =

19.25 feet > 15'

Note that the project side of the street excluding the commercial is

19.25' prevailing setback using the developer's numbers.

Even taking the average of the residential portion of the block for both

https://mai I .g oog le.corn/mail/u/0/?ui=28,i IF4bdf4e7e4a&vievip pt&search= i nbox&msg =147abc4a92498918&si m1=147abc4a92498918 1/3
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sides of the street, t-e prevailing setback is 16.J75 + 19.25/2 =

18.0625' say 18', which is still over 3' greater that the R3 zoning's

15' front yard requirement that the neighborhood is asking the developer

to respect.

HEIGHT PRECEDENT: Note that the developer did not include a survey of

either the height or stories of the residential portion of the block and

exaggerated the adjacent buildings' peaked roofs as flat top boxes. But
he did include the attached drawings on sheet A0-12 which tell the

story.

If I am correctly interpreting this drawing, the adjacent structures are
one story on the north and 2 stories on the south for average of 1.5

stories compared to the 4 stories + the roof decks proposed.

Using the portions of these drawings on this block, for the project side

of the street, there are 4-one story and 2-two stories for a total of 8

stories / 6 buildings = an average of 1.33 stories with no buildings

over 2 stories.

Across the street, there is 1-one story, 5-two stories and one 3 story

for a total or 14 stories / 7 buildings = an average of 2.0 stories.

Combining both sides of the street, we have 22 stories / 13 buildings --

1.7 stories compared to the 4 stories + roof deck, representing an

increased height of 235.3 % of the average of both sides of the street.

In summary, a "compatible" project would be 1.7 (say 2) stories with a

front yard of 18'. It is my understanding that the neighborhood is

requesting 3 stores with the R3 fifteen feet front yard setback with the
3 required front yard shade trees.

In any case, the NC Board requested some time for outreach to the

neighborhood and for the Developer to return with a project that was

compatible with the residential portion of the neighborhood.

Looking at the tree report, I see no reason for not preserving (and

adding to) the existing 2 healthy Cupaniopsis City street trees and

preserving the existing healthy 60' tall Phoenix canariensis tree as one

of the three required front yard trees. Also, the local neighborhood is

requesting 0.5 guest parking spaces/unit.

This has been an interesting process, leading to the total rejection of

this project by the Neighborhood Council for the extreme lack of

compatibility, the onerous precedents it would create and the failure to

meet the Guidelines and required Findings. It will be interesting to

see the degree of support of the Council Office and your Advisory

Agency. Thank you for allowing us to participate. We hope both will

strongly support the decision of the Neighborhood Council and their

request to the developers to return with a more compatible project.
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Please place a copy of this letter in the project file and please copy

us on any reports or decisions related to this project. Similarly,

please notify us of any future public hearings.

How does one actually live on a 4-story plus a roof deck? This type of

structure is not even compatible with the species. Park your car on the

first level, eat on the second level, watch TV on the third level,

sleep on the fourth level, congregate on the roof deck. The

configuration is ridiculous. One would have to be climbing stairs day

and night just to get full use of the structure.

Sincerely,

George Abrahams

https://mai I .g oogle.cornimail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bdf4e7e4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=147abc4a92498918&siml=147abc4a92498918 3/3
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"compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot
subdivision project at 1146 N. Beachwood Dr. in Hollywood

edward hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> Tue, Aug 5, 2014 at 12:57 PM
To: heatherbleemers@lacity.org
Cc: Jennifer Barbosa <jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org>, Bill Zide <BillZde@aol.corn>, Aaron Downes
<downesaaron84@gmail.com>, Jackie Ruiz <alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com>, daniel halden
<daniel.halden@lacity.org>, mariesumsey@lacity.org, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>

Dear Heather,

Please include this letter in the project file and pass on to the hearing officer.

Thank you,

Ed Hunt, 323-646-6287

from: edward hunt [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 12:42 PM
To: 'Raffi Shirinian'
Cc: 'Ira Handelman'; 'Heather.beemers@lacity.org'; Bill Zide (BillZide@aol.com); 'Courtney Anne Tossounian';
Jackie Ruiz (a 1phadesignpartnership@yahoo.com); Jirair; John Girodo <jgirodo@gmail.com>
(jgirodo@gmail.com); Jennifer Barbosa (jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org); Derenthal, Christina (christina_derenthal@
paramount.com); Aaron Downes (downesaaron84@gmail.com); imariesumsey@lacity.orgi; daniel halden
(daniel.halden@lacity.org); Don Durkee (don.durkee@me.com); Gary Benjamin (gary.benjamin@lacity.org);
vulint@excite.corn
Subject: RE: "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot subdivision project at 1146 N.
Beachwood Dr. in Hollywood

Raffi and Ira,

Thank you for your letter.

5' setback minus 8" for the required CMU wall minus 36" walkway = 16" for possible planting areas which
your landscape plan (?) shows split to 8" on either side of the sidewalk. My point is that you might
consider one 16" planter outboard which would save money, irrigation and maintenance and allow you

https://mail.google.conlirnail/u/Onui=2&ilc=4bdf4e7e4a&viewpt&search=inboArnsg=147a7bf859135a2e&sinn1=147a7bf859335a9e 1/4
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plant some small side yard tree.- Think about it.

Exactly where are the 2 properties with the 5' front yard setbacks? If I am reading your survey plan

correctly, the adjacent properties average 20.5' front yard setback and the average for the residential

properties on both sides of the street for this block is over 18' front yard setback.

Again, where is the 4-story residential structure on the block? As you know, according to your streetscape
drawings, most or the residential structures on the project side of the street are only one story, and
average 1.3 stories with no residential structure over two stories on this block. On the other side of the
street on this block, the residential structures average two stories.

I'm pleased you are saving the City's two Cupaniopsis street trees and hope you will fill in with additional

street trees to meet UFD requirements. Note that the only reason saving the healthy attractive +/- 90-
year old, 60' tall Phoenix Canariensis trees is a problem is your attempt to encroach 5' into the R-3

required front yard setback. If you respect the required front yard setback as requested by the
Neighborhood Council, then this tree is not in any danger and can be one of the 3 required front yard
trees per 12.21, C, 1, (g) of the municipal code. Too bad about losing the Cedrus deodora, but it does
appear to be in your driveway.

We hope this is helpful.

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt, 323-646-6287

Rom: Raffi Shirinian [mailto:raffi@urban-blox.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 7:43 AM
To: edward hunt
Cc: Ira Handelman; Heather.beemer@lacity.org
Subject: Re: "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot subdivision project at 1146 N.
Beachwood Dr. in Hollywood

Ed -

Thank you for providing us with your commentary. Please see below for some feedback.

First off, we will be removing our ZAA for Early Start since the Motion was adopted this morning at City Council.

https://mail.google.comimail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bdf4e7e4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=147a7bf859.1.150e&sim1=147a7bf859335a2e 2/4
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There will be a min walkway of 3° &..ne side yards for unit access.

We are providing a 10' front yard setback as we feel this is compatible with the neighborhood. Just a few lots
away there are 2 properties with a 5' front yard setback. In addition, in order for us to provide sufficient guest
parking space at the rear of the property we are only able to provide a 10' front yard.

Regarding height - the existing zoning allows for 45' tall structures. Our project does meet the zoning
requirements. However, we have used various strategies to push back the top level to create a sense of relief from
Beachwood Blvd thus creating a 3 story structure feel from Beachwood Blvd. In addition, there is a 4 story
structure just a few lots north of ours. Our project would not be the first on the block to be a 4 story structure.

There are a total of 3 parkway trees across our 2 lots. One will be removed as it falls within the driveway/apron
area. The other 2 trees will remain (please see drawing below). All trees within the lot must be removed as their
root systems conflict with the structure's foundation requirements.
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"compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot
subdivision project at 1146 N. Beachwood Dr. in Hollywood

edward hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> Fri, Aug 1, 2014 at 7:08 PM
To: Simon Pastucha <simon.pastucha@lacity.org>
Cc: Marie Rumsey <mariesumsey@lacity.org>, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>, daniel halden
<daniel.halden@lacity.org>, Aram Taslagyan <aram.taslagyan@lacity.org>, Bill Zide <BillZlde@aol.com>, Courtney
Anne Tossounian <c.a.tossounian@gmail.com>, jgirodo@gmail.com, heather.bleemers@lacity.org, "Derenthal,
Christina" <christina_derenthal@paramount.com>, Aaron Downes <downesaaron84@gmail.com>,
vulint@excite.com, Don Durkee <don.durkee@me.com>, Jennifer Barbosa <jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org>, Jackie
Ruiz <alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com>

Thank you, Simon. This is wry helpful and ads much clarity.

If this is correct, we should be able to respect the zoning-required 15'
front yard setback since it is less than the adjacent and prevailing by any
objective measurement. I hope the HSDNC is successful in this regard, as
the illustrated Guidelines are pretty clear on this.

The height is a big problem in Hollywood and East Hollywood in that most
flatland neighborhoods are full of teens and 20's 1-story bungalows and
2-story period apartments, yet are zoned R3-1, permitting an easy 4 stories.
Further, most are poor and minority with heavy absentee ownership on the
apartments.

I have been telling these Neighborhoods that their best hope is to downzone
to something that better represents their neighborhood. In these cases,
that would be RD1.5-1Xl..., which still permits 3 stories and one unit/1500sf
(pretty typical for these projects).

This would require enlightened neighborhood organization and strong support
from the Council Office. Otherwise, you can't blame the developers -
relatively cheap land (bungalows), over zoning, unorganized and often
clueless neighborhoods - ideal for 4-story Small Lot Subdivisions.

Again Thank you for your clarifications. Keep up your good work!

Ed Hunt, 323-646-6287

From: Simon Pastucha [mailto:simon.pastucha@lacity.org]
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 4:32 PM
To: edward hunt
Cc: Marie Rumsey
Subject: Re: FW: "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck,
12-unit small lot subdivision project at 1146 N. Beachwood Dr. in Hollywood

Hi Ed,

Thank you for the email. I have reviewed the project. I never endorse or

httos://rnail .0 ooa le.cofri/mai I/u/0/?ui=2&i k=4bdf4e764a&Nevi ot&spar r.h= inhnArrna =147417(47hAa_172R4/2cirrt1=147Q47071,Ra479Ret 1/A



8/4/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - "cornpatibil:' " of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot sub" project at 1146 N. Beachwood Dr. in Hollywood

oppose, support or approve a parL—ular project. As I mentioned at the
neighborhood meeting, developers tend to try to sway the discussion and
limit the negotiations. I always tell every development team to work with
the neighborhood and the Council office. I am the first review, the case
planner is the second, and the hearing and the decision maker are the third
review. All during this process the developer is advised to work with the
neighborhood and the Council office. Hopefully all the reviews continue to
shape the project.

Compatibility is always difficult to define when there are no set
regulations such as a HPOZ. It is usually based on the existing zoning
regarding density, front yard and height. Height is set by the height
regulations in the area. If someone wanted to build a 40 foot tall single
family home or an apartment on their lot they could just pull a building
permit and there would be no review. Height is a difficult one to limit
because there are few variations in the permitted heights. The neighborhood
might consist of all single story structures but each property owner can
build up to the height limit allowed by the existing zoning on the
property.

The front yard setback is up to the decision maker to decide. I am not sure
it is accurate to say I am ok with a 10' front yard. I support the
directions provided in the Small Lot Guidelines. It sets a general
direction to match the prevailing setback. The main point is the
neighborhood does not feel this matches the prevailing setback. It will be
up to the case planner and the decision maker to evaluate and determine.

I hope this adds some clarity. Thanks for being in contact with me.

Simon

On Fri, Aug 1, 2014 at 3:13 PM, edward hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> wrote:
Dear Simon,

Re: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, the 4-story + roof top decks small lot subdivision
at 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Dr.

Last night at the HSDNC, the Board did not support the project. The
Developer, Raffi, said his team had worked with you and your group and that
you supported and approved the 12-unit project with the proposed REDUCED
front yard setback. Is that true?

If so, we are surprised in terms of your recent emphasis on the SLS
Guidelines and required findings in your recent presentation in Silver Lake
that several of us attended. As you can see below, the prevailing
residential setback on the block is over 18' and the average height is 1.7
stories vs. the proposed 4 + rooftop deck.

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt, 323-646-6287

From: edward hunt [mailto:edvtiunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 10:01 AM
To: Raffi Shirinian (raffi@urban-blox.com); Ira Handelman
(ihandelman@handelmanconsulting.com)
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Cc: simon.pastucha@lacity.org; Marie Rumsey (marie.rumsey@lacity.org); fury
Benjamin (gary.benjamin@lacity.org); Aaron Downes (downesaaron84@gmail.com)
Subject: "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small
lot subdivision project at 1146 N. Beachwood Dr. in Hollywood

Dear Raffi and Ira,

First, two questions for your project ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, the 4-story +
roof top decks small lot subdivision at 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Dr.:

What is the width of your sidewalks in the 5' side yards? I'm asking this
because by the time you add the required 8" block wall, its footings and the
building footings there is not much left for the two planting strips shown
on the preliminary drawings.

Specifically who at the City told you that for a ZA-CV-ZAA project you did
not need landscape plans for the entitlement process?

Here are my suggestions for your project:

1. Respect the R3-1 zoning 15' green front yard setback.

Note that the other proposed SLS 10-unit project around the corner on Gordon
IS respecting the 15' R3-1 front yard setback and is NOT requesting a
reduction.

Using YOUR attached measurements, here is the reality of the FRONT YARD
SETBACK PRECEDENT:
Adjacent buildings setback would be 26'+15'/2= 20.5 feet
Prevailing setback: (using the residential zoning on this block)
West side N to S; 15, 15, 25, 15, 15, 15, 20.5, 14.5 = 135/8 = 16.875 feet >
15'
Project (east) side N to S; 26, 18, 15, 21, 21, 22, 17, 14 = 154/8 = 19.25
feet > 15'

Note that the project side of the street excluding the commercial zoning at
Santa Monica BI. is 19.25' prevailing front yard setback using the YOUR
measurements.

Even taking the average of the residential portion of the block for both
sides of the street, the prevailing setback is 16.875 + 19.25/2 = 18.0625'
say 18', which is still over 3' DEEPER than the R3 zoning's 15' front yard
requirement that I am suggesting you respect to meet the required findings
and the SLS guidelines which are clearly illustrated on this issue.

TREE REPORT and LANDSCAPING:

1. I see no reason for not preserving (and adding to) the existing 2
healthy Cupaniopsis street trees in the parkway and preserving the existing
healthy 60' tall Phoenix canariensis palm tree as one of the three required
front yard trees per LAMC 12.21, C, 1, (g).
2. Depending on your answer to my question on the width of the
sidewalk, combine the two tiny narrow planting strips into one strip
outboard. This will reduce maintenance and irrigation costs and may leave
enough room to plant some side yard small flowering native and fruit trees.

HEIGHT PRECEDENT: You did not include a survey of either the height or
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stories of the residential portion o. ,ne block and exaggerated the adjacent
buildings' peaked roofs as flat top boxes. But you did include drawings on
sheet A0-12 which tell the story.

If I am correctly interpreting this drawing, the adjacent structures are one
story on the north and 2 stories on the south for average of 1.5 stories
compared to the 4 stories + the roof decks proposed.

Using the portions of these drawings on this block, for the project side of
the street, there are 4-one story and 2-two stories for a total of 8 stories
/ 6 buildings = an average of 1.33 stories with no buildings over 2 stories
and most buildings only one story bungalows.

Across the street, there is 1-one story, 5-two stories and one 3 story (?)
for a total or 14 stories / 7 buildings = an average of 2.0 stories.

Combining both sides of the street, we have 22 stories / 13 buildings = 1.7
stories compared to the 4 stories + roof deck, representing an increased
height of 235.3 % of the average of both sides of the street.

In summary, a "compatible" project would be 1.7 (say 2) stories with a front
yard of 18'. 4 stories + roof top decks does not seem to be very compatible
to me, but I will lea% that issue up to the neighborhood and the HSDNC
Board.

Respectfully submitted,

Ed Hunt, Chair, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association Planning Committee,
323-646-6287

Simon Pastucha
Head of the Urban Design Studio
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street Suite 705
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 978 1475
www.UrbanDesignLA.corn
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"The guidelines are just guidelines" 9 days left of the 14

edward hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> Sun, Aug 10, 2014 at 9:18 AM
To: heatherbleemers@lacity.org, simon.pastucha@lacity.org, Karen Gilman <gilperson2@gmail.com>, Sharon
Commins mvcc <smcommins@msn.com>, Cindy Cleghom - Sunland Tujunga NC/PInX <cindy@cmprintmail.com>,
MikeOGaraSVANC@aol.com, "Marlene Savage (WRAC Land Use)" <marlene.savage@ca.mcom>, Michael Bahe
<old.bahe@yahoo.com>, Royal Nina <nroya19259@aol.conn>, nordmichael@hotmail.com, barbara Broide
<bbroide@hotmail.com>, Challis MacPherson -land use <challis.macpherson@verizon.net>,
tom.rothmann@lacity.org, michael.logrande@lacity.org, Jackie Ruiz <alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com>, "Lisa
M. Webber" <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Kevin Keller <Kevin.Keller@lacity.org>
Cc: simon.pastucha@lacity.org, Cleveland Bledsoe <c.bledsoejr@gmail.corn>, michael.logrande@lacity.org,
Jae.kim@lacity.org, alan.bell@lacity.org, Mitch O'Farrell <mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org>, Marie Rumsey
<marie.rumsey@lacity.org>, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>, daniel halden <daniel.halden@lacity.org>,
Aram Taslagyan <aram.taslagyan@lacity.org>, Bill Zide <BillZde@aol.corn>, Jennifer Barbosa
<jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org>, Don Durkee <don.durkee@me.com>, Aaron Downes <downesaaron£34@gmail.com>,
vulint@excite.com, Shanon Muir <shanonmuir@yahoo.corri>, "Derenthal, Christina"
<christina_derenthal@paramount.com>

Dear Heather,

Five of us from the neighborhood met with Simon Pastucha yesterday morning and specifically and questioned
him about your referring us to the 10-year old SLS ordinance as prevailing and that "the guidelines were just
guidelines" related to the Developer's responsibility to be compatible with the typical residential height (1.7
stories) and front yard setback (over 18' average and 20.5' adjacent) on this block of Beachwood. Note that we
are copying Simon on our letter to insure that we are not misrepresenting his response and/or his very fine and
clear presentation.

Simon clarified that the Developer DID have a responsibility to follow the Guidelines and referred us to Michael
LoGrande's ADVISORY AGENCY POLICY letter of January 29, 2014 available on your website under "Plan
Implementation" as the authority. He presented a slide show that further illustrated and demonstrated our exact
situations on both height and front yard setback on Beachwood. I'm sure he would be glad to show it to you.

He also explained the appeal procedure in detail in case these Guidelines are not followed. We all took careful
notes of that. Also, Simon said that he did not "approve" projects as claimed by the expeditor.

Simon also had comments about the R3 zoning permitting one unit/800 sf of site by right that the expeditor and
Developer continue to hammer. First, he said and illustrated with cases that these SLS projects typically require
the RD1.5, one unit/1500 sf of site OR MORE to meet all the SLS requirements, so all this conversation about
being "able to do 16 units" is gratuitous. Also he said that if they did do a by right apartment or condo, they
would still be required to respect the 15' front yard and increased side and rear setbacks.

On a separate subject, related to our HSDNC Melrose Hill Neighborhood which is full of 100-year old "Building
Lines" for up to 50-feet front yard setbacks, which are prevailing and enforced to this day; Simon assured us they
definitely DID trump both the 2004 SLS ordinance "zero foot" front yards AND the 15' zoning front yard setback.
Simon said the "zero foot" front yard setbacks were to permit that in commercial areas where the adjacent
buildings had no setback, not in commercial areas where there were deep landscaped setbacks as is the case
on this block of Beachwood.

If you disagree with any of this, please let us know so that we can seek further clarification.

Sincerely,
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Edward Villareal Hunt, A1A, ASLA
Chair, Melrose Hill Neighborhood

From: edward hunt [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 7:51 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org; simon.pastucha@lacity.org; Karen Gilman (gilperson2@gmail.com); Sharon
Commins mvocc (smcommins@msn.com); Cindy Cleghom - Sunland Tujunga NC/PInX(cindy@cmprintmail.corn);
MikeOGaraSVANC@aol.com; Marlene Savage (WRAC Land Use) (marlene.savage@casr.com); Marie Rumsey
(mariesumsey@lacity.org); Michael Bahe (old.bahe@yahoo.corn); Royal Nina (nroya19259@aol.com);
nordmichael@hotmail.com; barbara Broide (bbroide@hotmail.com); Challis MacPherson -land use
(challis.macpherson@verizon.net); tom.rothmann@lacity.org; michael.logrande@lacity.org; alan.bell@lacity.org;
Jackie Ruiz (alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com)
Subject: "The guidelines are just guidelines" 13 days left

Dear Heather,

The residential portion or our over 100-year old neighborhood is full of front yard "building lines," 18', 20' 24' and
for two blocks of Harvard, 50' on the south side of the street. Are you saying that the ordinance allows the small
lot subdivision developers by right to completely ignore these building lines and build right up to the front sidewalk
cutting down all of our wonderful mature front yard shade trees and that you cannot condition the 50'? Or is it
just the R-3 fifteen foot setback they can ignore. Please clarify.

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt

From: Heather Bleemers [mailto:heather.bleemers@lacity.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: edward hunt
Subject: Re: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive requesting a 10' front yard vs 20.5'adjacent
and trashed 65`tall tree.

Ed,

Please find the Mitigated Negative Declaration attached to this email. With regard to the set backs, please see
Page 3 of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance, also attached here.

Let me know if you have any other questions.

Best,

HEATHER BLEEMERS
Planning Associate

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Expedited Processing Section
P: 213.978.0092
E: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
200 N. Spring St., Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions
Service Center (DSC)

regarding your property will usually begin at the Development

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line
and pIncts.lacity.orgicts_intemet/

systems can provide a variety of information
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On Thu, Aug 7, 2014 at 9:07 AM, edward hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> wrote:
Dear Heather,

Is there and environmental impact study or information on this reduced front yard project or does that not apply in
this case?

Ed Hunt, 323-646-6287

From: edward hunt [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:37 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell (mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org); Marie Rumsey (marie.rumsey@lacity.org); Bill Zide
(BillZde@aol.corh); Jennifer Barbosa (jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org); Jackie Ruiz
(alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com); Michael Bahe (old.bahe@yahoo.corn); 'Courtney Anne Tossounian'; Jirair;
jacquie shabel (jacquieshabel@yahoo.com); vulint@excite.com; Aaron Downes (downesaaron84@gmail.com);
Gary Benjamin (gary.benjamin@lacity.org); lawizz@aol.corn; Shanon Muir (shanonmuir@yahoo.com); Don
Durkee (don.durkee@me.com); daniel halden (daniel.halden@lacity.org); Derenthal, Christina
(christina_derenthal@paramount.com)
Subject: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

Dear Advisory Agency Hearing Officer c/o Planner Heather Bleemers,

Regarding the proposed 12-unit small lot subdivision project rejected by the Hollywood Studio District
Neighborhood Council because it was so alien and incompatible with the immediate residential neighborhood:

Here is some reality on the "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot subdivision
project at 1146 Beachwood Drive in the Beachwood/Gordon Neighborhood from Santa Monica BI. to Fountain.

See the attached front yard setback survey from the developer's team. Note that there seems to be no
justification for violating the guidelines and required findings in terms of a reduced front yard and doubled height
precedents.

FRONT YARD SETBACK PRECEDENT: Note the 14' and 14'-6" remote dimensions in the 15' zoning. This
should be verified. LADBS is usually pretty careful about new front yard setbacks matching the 15' R3 zoning.

Note also, the developer included part of the separate block to the north and the Santa Monica Bl. Commercial
Corridor buildings (which have zero setback requirement) to the south to try to justify a reduced setback
precedent for this neighborhood.

I am sure the developer would not do these obfuscations to try to deceive, but I think a more objective method for
determining the adjacent building setback and the prevailing setback would be as follows using the developer's
survey numbers:

Adjacent buildings setback would be 26'+15'/2= 20.5'
Prevailing setback: (using the residential zoning on this block)
West side N to S; 15, 15, 25, 15, 15, 15, 20.5, 14.5 = 135/8 = 16.875 feet > 15'
Project (east) side N to S; 26, 18, 15, 21, 21, 22, 17, 14 = 154/8 = 19.25 feet > 15'

Note that the project side of the street excluding the commercial is 19.25' prevailing setback using the
developer's numbers.

Even taking the average of the residential portion of the block for both sides of the street, the prevailing setback is
16.875 + 19.25/2 = 18.0625' say 18', which is still over 3' greater that the R3 zoning's 15' front yard requirement
that the neighborhood is asking the developer to respect.

HEIGHT PRECEDENT: Note that the developer did not include a survey of either the height or stories of the
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residential portion of the block an.. exaggerated the adjacent buildings' peak roofs as flat top boxes. But he
did include the attached drawings on sheet A0-12 which tell the story.

If I am correctly interpreting this drawing, the adjacent structures are one story on the north and 2 stories on the
south for average of 1.5 stories compared to the 4 stories + the roof decks proposed.

Using the portions of these drawings on this block, for the project side of the street, there are 4-one story and 2-
two stories for a total of 8 stories / 6 buildings = an average of 1.33 stories with no buildings over 2 stories.

Across the street, there is 1-one story, 5-two stories and one 3 story for a total or 14 stories / 7 buildings = an
average of 2.0 stories.

Combining both sides of the street, we have 22 stories / 13 buildings = 1.7 stories compared to the 4 stories +
roof deck, representing an increased height of 235.3 % of the average of both sides of the street.

In summary, a "compatible" project would be 1.7 (say 2) stories with a front yard of 18'. It is my understanding
that the neighborhood is requesting 3 stores with the R3 fifteen feet front yard setback with the 3 required front
yard shade trees.

In any case, the NC Board requested some time for outreach to the neighborhood and for the Developer to return
with a project that was compatible with the residential portion of the neighborhood.

Looking at the tree report, I see no reason for not preserving (and adding to) the existing 2 healthy Cupaniopsis
City street trees and preserving the existing healthy 60' tall Phoenix canariensis tree as one of the three required
front yard trees. Also, the local neighborhood is requesting 0.5 guest parking spaces/unit.

This has been an interesting process, leading to the total rejection of this project by the Neighborhood Council for
the extreme lack of compatibility, the onerous precedents it would create and the failure to meet the Guidelines
and required Findings. It will be interesting to see the degree of support of the Council Office and your Advisory
Agency. Thank you for allowing us to participate. We hope both will strongly support the decision of the
Neighborhood Council and their request to the developers to return with a more compatible project.

Please place a copy of this letter in the project file and please copy us on any reports or decisions related to this
project. Similarly, please notify us of any future public hearings.

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt, 35-year resident of this Neighborhood Council area and Chair of the Planning Committee for one of its
seven neighborhoods (the Melrose Hill Neighborhood).
4928 West Melrose Hill, Hollywood, CA, 90029, 323-646-6287
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ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

edward hunt <edvtiunt@earthlink.net> Tue, Aug 5, 2014 at 2:37 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell <mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org>, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>, Bill Zde
<BillZde@aol.com>, Jennifer Barbosa <jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org>, Jackie Ruiz
<alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com>, Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>, Courtney Anne Tossounian
<c.a.tossounian@gmail.com>, Jirair <jirair@gmail.com>, jacquie shabel <jacquieshabel@yahoo.com>,
vulint@excite.com, Aaron Downes <downesaaron84@gmail.com>, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>,
lawizz@aol.com, Shanon Muir <shanonmuir@yahoo.com>, Don Durkee <don.durkee@me.com>, daniel halden
<daniel.halden@lacity.org>, "Derenthal, Christina" <christina_derenthal@paramount.com>

Dear Advisory Agency Hearing Officer c/o Planner Heather Bleemers,

Regarding the proposed 12-unit small lot subdivision project rejected by the Hollywood Studio District
Neighborhood Council because it was so alien and incompatible with the immediate residential
neighborhood:

Here is some reality on the "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot
subdivision project at 1146 Beachwood Drive in the Beachwood/Gordon Neighborhood from Santa Monica
BI. to Fountain.

See the attached front yard setback survey from the developer's team. Note that there seems to be no
justification for violating the guidelines and required findings in terms of a reduced front yard and
doubled height precedents.

FRONT YARD SETBACK PRECEDENT: Note the 14' and 14'-6" remote dimensions in the 15' zoning. This
should be verified. LADBS is usually pretty careful about new front yard setbacks matching the 15' R3
zoning.

Note also, the developer included part of the separate block to the north and the Santa Monica BI.

Commercial Corridor buildings (which have zero setback requirement) to the south to try to justify a

reduced setback precedent for this neighborhood.

I am sure the developer would not do these obfuscations to try to deceive, but I think a more objective
method for determining the adjacent building setback and the prevailing setback would be as follows
using the developer's survey numbers:
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Adjacent buildings setback would be 26'+15'/2= 20.5'

Prevailing setback: (using the residential zoning on this block)

West side N to S; 15, 15, 25, 15, 15, 15, 20.5, 14.5 = 135/8 = 16.875 feet > 15'

Project (east) side N to S; 26, 18, 15, 21, 21, 22, 17, 14 = 154/8 = 19.25 feet > 15'

Note that the project side of the street excluding the commercial is 19.25' prevailing setback using the

developer's numbers.

Even taking the average of the residential portion of the block for both sides of the street, the prevailing

setback is 16.875 + 19.25/2 = 18.0625' say 18', which is still over 3' greater that the R3 zoning's 15' front yard

requirement that the neighborhood is asking the developer to respect.

HEIGHT PRECEDENT: Note that the developer did not include a survey of either the height or stories of the

residential portion of the block and exaggerated the adjacent buildings' peaked roofs as flat top boxes.

But he did include the attached drawings on sheet A0-12 which tell the story.

If I am correctly interpreting this drawing, the adjacent structures are one story on the north and 2 stories

on the south for average of 1.5 stories compared to the 4 stories +the roof decks proposed.

Using the portions of these drawings on this block, for the project side of the street, there are 4-one story

and 2-two stories for a total of 8 stories / 6 buildings = an average of 1.33 stories with no buildings over 2

stories.

Across the street, there is 1-one story, 5-two stories and one 3 story for a total or 14 stories / 7 buildings =

an average of 2.0 stories.

Combining both sides of the street, we have 22 stories / 13 buildings = 1.7 stories compared to the 4

stories + roof deck, representing an increased height of 235.3 % of the average of both sides of the street.

In summary, a "compatible" project would be 1.7 (say 2) stories with a front yard of 18'. It is my

understanding that the neighborhood is requesting 3 stores with the R3 fifteen feet front yard setback

with the 3 required front yard shade trees.

In any case, the NC Board requested some time for outreach to the neighborhood and for the Developer
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to return with a project that wa—ompatible with the residential portion. f the neighborhood.

Looking at the tree report, I see no reason for not preserving (and adding to) the existing 2 healthy
Cupaniopsis City street trees and preserving the existing healthy 60' tall Phoenix canariensis tree as one
of the three required front yard trees. Also, the local neighborhood is requesting 0.5 guest parking
spaces/unit.

This has been an interesting process, leading to the total rejection of this project by the Neighborhood
Council for the extreme lack of compatibility, the onerous precedents it would create and the failure to
meet the Guidelines and required Findings. It will be interesting to see the degree of support of the
Council Office and your Advisory Agency. Thank you for allowing us to participate. We hope both will
strongly support the decision of the Neighborhood Council and their request to the developers to return
with a more compatible project.

Please place a copy of this letter in the project file and please copy us on any reports or decisions related
to this project. Similarly, please notify us of any future public hearings.

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt, 35-year resident of this Neighborhood Council area and Chair of the Planning Committee for one
of its seven neighborhoods (the Melrose Hill Neighborhood).

4928 West Melrose Hill, Hollywood, CA, 90029, 323-646-6287

2 attachments

• S140050_Updated Street Scene-2.pdf
221K

n Beachwood Tree Report.pdf
2396K
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ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive; Small Lot Subdivision,
5 days remaining

edward hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> Sat, Aug 16, 2014 at 9:43 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
Cc: Jae.kim@lacity.org, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>, jhon90038@gmail.com, Jennifer Barbosa
<jenniferbarbosa@hsdnc.org>, Jackie Ruiz <alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com>, Michael Bahe
<old.bahe@yahoo.com>, Bill Zde <BillZlde@aol.com>

Dear Heather,

Re: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive; Small Lot Subdivision, 5 days remaining

Please be so kind as to include my below letter in the project file. Thank you.

Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA
323-646-6287

--Original Message---
From: edward hunt [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 8:07 PM
To: Mitch O'Farrell (mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org)
Cc: heather.bleemers@lacity.org; 'Marie Rumsey'; 'Bill Zde'; 'Jennifer Barbosa'; 'Jackie Ruiz; 'Michael Bahe';
Jirair;lacquie shabel'; 'vulint@excite.corn'; 'Aaron Downes'; 'Gary Benjamin; lawizz@aol.corn; 'Shanon Muir';
'Don Durkee'; 'daniel halden'; Derenthal, Christina (christina_derenthal@paramount. corn); 'Christina; 'Courtney
Hukel Tossounian'
Subject: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive; Small Lot Subdivision, 6 days remaining

RE: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

Dear Honorable Mitch,

The purpose of this letter is to give you my personal comments and suggestions for the proposed Small Unit
Subdivision Project at 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Dr. It is in the Beachwood/Gordon neighborhood in the
Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council area in your 13th District.

1. The staff report appears to be intentionally vague about the front yard setback. By now we all know that the
average front yard setback of the residential properties on both sides of the street of this block is over 18'
according to the developer's measurements. We also all know that the average of the adjacent structures is
20.5'. Yet all the neighborhood is asking is that the City respect the R3 requirement of 15' which allows the
retainage of a mature, healthy, historic 65' tall Phoenix canariensis as one of the required 3 front yard trees. I
support the neighborhood's reasonable request for a 15' front yard setback and to protect the historic front yard
tree.
2. Similarly, we all know the average height of the adjacent structures is 1.5 stories and the average height of all
the residential buildings on both sides of this block of this street is 1.7 stories. The developer is asking for 4
stories + roof top entertainment decks. Here again, in spite of the 1.7 stories average, all the neighborhood is
asking is that the height be limited to 3 stories + the roof top decks. I support the neighborhood's reasonable
request of a maximum of three stories.
3. Note that the developer, in order to try to reduce the average front yard setbacks, has included the commercial
buildings in the commercial zoning at the south end of the block (that have zero setback requirement) in his
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calculations. Does this sound logual and/or reasonable to you?
4. Note that the developer avoided preparing the required shadow studies. The reality is that at the incompatible
4 stories, the project will almost completely shade the one story adjacent single family home to the north for at
least half of the year.
5. There is no required landscape and irrigation plan toevaluate. Instead there is a "preliminary" plan that shows
an 8" wide gratuitous expensive planting strip in both side yards along the sides of the building in order to
eliminate the possibility of outboard side yard trees as a buffer to the adjacent properties. I believe this ridiculous
and gratuitous 8" wide foundation planting strip should be eliminated in favor of a widened outboard side yard
planting strip with side yard trees included as a buffer to the adjacent properties.
6. Finally, note that the other proposed SLS project on Gordon, less than 500' away in the same neighborhood,
is requesting a 15' front yard and only 3 stories height in contrast to the Beachwood project. Again, I support the
neighborhood's reasonable request for 3 stories and a 15' front yard.

According to Bill Zde, the Chair of the local neighborhood Council, after the hearing, Chairperson Bill offered to
work with the developer in an open meeting format to involve the neighborhood to improve the project. But the
developer's expeditor refused, insisting on closed meetings that specifically eliminated code-knowledgeable
individuals such as HSDNC Board Member Doug Haines. As you know, closed meetings and exclusion of
specific knowledgeable stakeholders are against Neighborhood Council rules. My point is that the developer had
a chance to work with the neighbors to improve the project and make it more compatible with the block and
street.

With highest regard, Sincerely,

Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASIA
Chair, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Planning Committee
323-646-6287
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RE: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive; 1day remaining

edward hunt <edvtiunt@earthlink.net> Wed, Aug 20, 2014 at 10:18 PM
To: Jae.kim@lacity.org
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell <mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org>, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>, Bill Zide
<BillZlde@aol.com>, Jennifer Barbosa <jenniferbarbosa@hsdnc.org>, Jackie Ruiz
<alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com>, Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>, Courtney Anne Tossounian
<c.a.tossounian@gmail.com>, Jirair <jirair@gmail.com>, jacquie shabel <jacquieshabel@yahoo.com>,
vulint@excite.com, Aaron Downes <downesaaron84@gmail.com>, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>,
lawizz@aol.com, Shanon Muir <shanonmuir@yahoo.com>, Don Durkee <don.durkee@me.com>, daniel halden
<daniel.halden@lacity.org>, "Derenthal, Christina" <christina_derenthal@paramount.com>,
heatherbleemers@lacity.org, southhollywoodnha@gmail.com, "Dougherty, Paul" <paulrdougherty@gmail.corn>,
simon.pastucha@lacity.org, michael.logrande@lacity.org, alan.bell@lacity.org, "Lisa M. Webber"
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, labreacoalition@gmail.com

Dear Hearing Officer Jae Kim:

RE: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, Small Lot Subdivision, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

A FINAL COMMENT REGARDING THE ABOVE BEACHWOOD SLS PROJECT:

It is interesting to us that regarding the proposed four story + roof top decks BUILDING HEIGHT, the mantra we
hear from the developer's team (and your staff) is that "the guidelines are just guidelines" and are meaningless
and should be completely ignored in favor of the R3-1 zoning in spite of the reality that we all know the average
height of the adjacent structures is 1.5 STORIES and the average height of all the residential buildings on both
sides of this block of this street is 1.7 STORIES.

Yet when it comes to the FRONT YARD SETBACK which we all know is an average (front yard setback of the
residential properties on both sides of the street of this block) of over 18' (according to the developer's
measurements) and the average of the adjacent structures is 20.5'; the mantra of the developer's team is that the
R3 requirement of 15' (which allows the retainage of a mature, healthy, historic 65' tall Phoenix canariensis as
one of the required 3 front yard trees) has no authority and should be completely ignored in favor of the 10-year
old SLS ordinance permitting zero front yard setback.

So in one case, you are asking us to completely ignore the meaningless new guidelines in favor of the dominant
R3-1 zoning, and in the other case to completely ignore the meaningless R3-1 zoning. Isn't this inconsistent?
Does this make sense to you?

Again, when 6 of us from our NC met with Simon Pastucha, he said the zero front yard setback referred to
situations when there were adjacent properties were built out to the front property line and referred us to his
illustrated video and Michael LoGrande's letter of authority for the guidelines. Is Simon mistaken about this? Is
Michael confused? We believe this should be reconsidered and clarified.

Please be so kind as to add this letter to the official file for this project. Please notify us of any reports, meetings
or hearings for either of the two SLS projects proposed for this neighborhood. Please notify us of the appeal
procedures in case the applicable SLS Guidelines continue to be selectively ignored.

Respectfully,

Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASIA
Chair, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Planning Committee
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From: edward hunt [mailto:edvbunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:37 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell (mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org); Marie Rumsey (marie.rumsey@lacity.org); Bill Zide
(BillZide@aol.com); Jennifer Barbosa (jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org); Jackie Ruiz
(alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.coni); Michael Bahe (old.bahe@yahoo.corn); 'Courtney Anne Tossounian'; Jirair;
jacquie shabel (jacquieshabel@yahoo.corn); vulint@excite.corn; Aaron Downes (downesaaron84@gmail.corn);
Gary Benjamin (gary.benjamin@lacity.org); lawizz@aol.com; Shanon Muir (shanonmuir@yahoo.com); Don
Durkee (don.durkee@me.corn); daniel halden (daniel.halden@lacity.org); Derenthal, Christina
(christina_derenthal@paramount.com)
Subject: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

Dear Advisory Agency Hearing Officer c/o Planner Heather Bleemers,

Regarding the proposed 12-unit small lot subdivision project rejected by the Hollywood Studio District
Neighborhood Council because it was so alien and incompatible with the immediate residential neighborhood:

Here is some reality on the "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot subdivision
project at 1146 Beachwood Drive in the Beachwood/Gordon Neighborhood from Santa Monica Bl. to Fountain.

See the attached front yard setback survey from the developer's team. Note that there seems to be no
justification for violating the guidelines and required findings in terms of a reduced front yard and doubled height
precedents.

FRONT YARD SETBACK PRECEDENT: Note the 14' and 14'-6" remote dimensions in the 15' zoning. This
should be verified. LADBS is usually pretty careful about new front yard setbacks matching the 15' R3 zoning.

Note also, the developer included part of the separate block to the north and the Santa Monica Bl. Commercial
Corridor buildings (which have zero setback requirement) to the south to try to justify a reduced setback
precedent for this neighborhood.

I am sure the developer would not do these obfuscations to try to deceive, but I think a more objective method for
determining the adjacent building setback and the prevailing setback would be as follows using the developer's
survey numbers:

Adjacent buildings setback would be 26'+15'/2= 20.5'
Prevailing setback: (using the residential zoning on this block) West side N to S; 15, 15, 25, 15, 15, 15, 20.5,
14.5 = 135/8 = 16.875 feet > 15'
Project (east) side N to S; 26, 18, 15, 21, 21, 22, 17, 14 = 154/8 = 19.25 feet > 15'

Note that the project side of the street excluding the commercial is 19.25' prevailing setback using the
developer's numbers.

Even taking the average of the residential portion of the block for both sides of the street, the prevailing setback is
16.875 + 19.25/2 = 18.0625' say 18', which is still over 3' greater that the R3 zoning's 15' front yard requirement
that the neighborhood is asking the developer to respect.

HEIGHT PRECEDENT: Note that the developer did not include a survey of either the height or stories of the
residential portion of the block and exaggerated the adjacent buildings' peaked roofs as flat top boxes. But he
did include the attached drawings on sheet A0-12 which tell the story.

If I am correctly interpreting this drawing, the adjacent structures are one story on the north and 2 stories on the
south for average of 1.5 stories compared to the 4 stories + the roof decks proposed.

Using the portions of these drawings on this block, for the project side of the street, there are 4-one story and 2-
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two stories for a total of 8 stories , J buildings = an average of 1.33 stories no buildings over 2 stories.

Across the street, there is 1-one story, 5-two stories and one 3 story for a total or 14 stories / 7 buildings = an
average of 2.0 stories.

Combining both sides of the street, we have 22 stories / 13 buildings = 1.7 stories compared to the 4 stories +
roof deck, representing an increased height of 235.3 % of the average of both sides of the street.

In summary, a "compatible" project would be 1.7 (say 2) stories with a front yard of 18'. It is my understanding
that the neighborhood is requesting 3 stores with the R3 fifteen feet front yard setback with the 3 required front
yard shade trees.

In any case, the NC Board requested some time for outreach to the neighborhood and for the Developer to return
with a project that was compatible with the residential portion of the neighborhood.

Looking at the tree report, I see no reason for not preserving (and adding to) the existing 2 healthy Cupaniopsis
City street trees and preserving the existing healthy 60' tall Phoenix canariensis tree as one of the three required
front yard trees. Also, the local neighborhood is requesting 0.5 guest parking spaces/unit.

This has been an interesting process, leading to the total rejection of this project by the Neighborhood Council for
the extreme lack of compatibility, the onerous precedents it would create and the failure to meet the Guidelines
and required Findings. It will be interesting to see the degree of support of the Council Office and your Advisory
Agency. Thank you for allowing us to participate. We hope both will strongly support the decision of the
Neighborhood Council and their request to the developers to return with a more compatible project.

Please place a copy of this letter in the project file and please copy us on any reports or decisions related to this
project. Similarly, please notify us of any future public hearings.

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt, 35-year resident of this Neighborhood Council area and Chair of the Planning Committee for one of its
seven neighborhoods (the Melrose Hill Neighborhood).
4928 West Melrose Hill, Hollywood, CA, 90029, 323-646-6287
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RE: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive; 6 days remaining

edward hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> Fri, Aug 15, 2014 at 6:36 AM
To: Jae.kim@lacity.org
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell <mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org>, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>, Bill Zide
<BillZlde@aol.com>, Jennifer Barbosa <jenniferbarbosa@hsdnc.org>, Jackie Ruiz
<alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.corn>, Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.corn>, Courtney Anne Tossounian
<c.a.tossounian@gmail.com>, Jirair <jirair@gmail.com>, jacquie shabel <jacquieshabel@yahoo.com>,
vulint@excite.com, Aaron Downes <downesaaron84@gmail.com>, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>,
lawizz@aol.com, Shanon Muir <shanonmuir@yahoo.com>, Don Durkee <don.durkee@me.com>, daniel halden
<daniel.halden@lacity.org>, "Derenthal, Christina" <christina_derenthal@paramount.com>,
heather.bleemers@lacity.org, Jae.kim@lacity.org, southhollywoodnha@gmail.corn, "Dougherty, Paul"
<paulrdougherty@gmail.com>, simon.pastucha@lacity.org, michael.logrande@lacity.org, alan.bell@lacity.org, "Lisa
M. Webber" <lisa.webber@lacity.org>

Dear Hearing Officer Jae Kim:

RE: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

A FEW COMMENTS REGARDING YOUR STAFF REPORT ON THIS PROJECT:

1. It seems unfair that the staff report was released early to the Developer and his consultants, but withheld from
the community until AFTER the Public hearing. In the future, consider making the staff report available to the
Community IN ADVANCE of the hearing.
2. The report appears to be intentionally vague about the front yard setback. By now we all know that the
average front yard setback of the residential properties on both sides of the street of this block is over 18'
according to the developer's measurements. We also all know that the average of the adjacent structures is
20.5'. Yet all the neighborhood is asking is that the City respect the R3 requirement of 15' which allows the
retainage of a mature, healthy, historic 65' tall Phoenix canariensis as one of the required 3 front yard trees. We
support the neighborhood's reasonable request.
3. Similarly, we all know the average height of the adjacent structures is 1.5 stories and the average height of all
the residential buildings on both sides of this block of this street is 1.7 stories. Yet you have decided to
completely ignore the applicable illustrated City guidelines in order to approve 4 stories + roof top entertainment
decks. Here again, in spite of the 1.7 stories average, all the neighborhood is asking is that the height be limited
to 3 stories + the roof top decks. We support the neighborhood's reasonable request.
4. Note that the developer, in order to try to reduce the average front yard setbacks, has included the commercial
buildings in the commercial zoning at the south end of the block (that have zero setback requirement) in his
calculations. Does this sound logical and/or reasonable to you?
5. Note that the developer avoided preparing the required shadow studies. You are ignoring the reality that at the
incompatible 4 stories, the project will almost completely shade the one story adjacent single family home to the
north for at least half of the year.
6. There is no required landscape and irrigation plan to evaluate. Instead there is a "preliminary" plan that shows
an 8" wide gratuitous expensive planting strip in both side yards along the sides of the building in order to
eliminate the possibility of outboard side yard trees as a buffer to the adjacent properties. We believe outboard
side yard trees should be included as a buffer to the adjacent properties.
7. Finally, note that the other proposed SLS project on Gordon, less than 500' away in the same neighborhood,
is requesting a 15' front yard and only 3 stories height in contrast to the Beachwood project. Again, we support
the neighborhood's reasonable request for 3 stories and a 15' front yard.

According to Bill Zide, the Chair of the local neighborhood Council, after the hearing Bill offered to work with the
developer in an open meeting format to involve the neighborhood to improve the project. But the developer's
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expeditor refused, insisting on cic J meetings that specifically eliminated c J-knowledgeable individuals such

as HSDNC Board Member Doug Haines. As you know, closed meetings and exclusion of specific
knowledgeable stakeholders is against Neighborhood Council rules.

Please add this letter to the official file for this project. Please notify us of any reports, meetings or hearings for
either of the two SLS projects proposed for this neighborhood. Please notify us of the appeal procedures in case
the applicable SLS Guidelines continue to be ignored.

Sincerely,

Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA
Chair, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Planning Committee
323-646-6287

From: edward hunt [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:37 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell (mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org); Marie Rumsey (marie.rumsey@lacity.org); Bill Zide
(BillZde@aol.corn); Jennifer Barbosa (jennifer.barbosa@hsdnc.org); Jackie Ruiz
(alphadesignpartnership@yahoo.com); Michael Bahe (old.bahe@yahoo.com); 'Courtney Anne Tossounian'; Jirair;
jacquie shabel (jacquieshabel@yahoo.com); vulint@excite.com; Aaron Downes (downesaaron84@gmail.com);
Gary Benjamin (gary.benjamin@lacity.org); lawizz@aol.com; Shanon Muir (shanonmuir@yahoo.com); Don
Durkee (don.durkee@me.com); daniel halden (daniel.halden@lacity.org); Derenthal, Christina
(christina_derenthal@paramount.corn)
Subject: ZA-2014-1465-CV-ZAA, 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Drive

Dear Advisory Agency Hearing Officer c/o Planner Heather Bleemers,

Regarding the proposed 12-unit small lot subdivision project rejected by the Hollywood Studio District
Neighborhood Council because it was so alien and incompatible with the immediate residential neighborhood:

Here is some reality on the "compatibility" of the proposed 4 story + roof deck, 12-unit small lot subdivision
project at 1146 Beachwood Drive in the Beachwood/Gordon Neighborhood from Santa Monica BI. to Fountain.

See the attached front yard setback survey from the developer's team. Note that there seems to be no
justification for violating the guidelines and required findings in terms of a reduced front yard and doubled height
precedents.

FRONT YARD SETBACK PRECEDENT: Note the 14' and 14'-6" remote dimensions in the 15' zoning. This
should be verified. LADBS is usually pretty careful about new front yard setbacks matching the 15' R3 zoning.

Note also, the developer included part of the separate .block to the north and the Santa Monica BI. Commercial
Corridor buildings (which have zero setback requirement) to the south to try to justify a reduced setback
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precedent for this neighborhood.

I am sure the developer would not do these obfuscations to try to deceive, but I think a more objective method for

determining the adjacent building setback and the prevailing setback would be as follows using the developer's

survey numbers:

Adjacent buildings setback would be 26'+15'/2= 20.5'
Prevailing setback: (using the residential zoning on this block)
West side N to S; 15, 15, 25, 15, 15, 15, 20.5, 14.5 = 135/8 = 16.875 feet > 15'
Project (east) side N to S; 26, 18, 15, 21, 21, 22, 17, 14 = 154/8 = 19.25 feet > 15'

Note that the project side of the street excluding the commercial is 19.25' prevailing setback using the
developer's numbers.

Even taking the average of the residential portion of the block for both sides of the street, the prevailing setback is
16.875 + 19.25/2 = 18.0625' say 18', which is still over 3' greater that the R3 zoning's 15' front yard requirement
that the neighborhood is asking the developer to respect.

HEIGHT PRECEDENT: Note that the developer did not include a survey of either the height or stories of the
residential portion of the block and exaggerated the adjacent buildings' peaked roofs as flat top boxes. But he
did include the attached drawings on sheet A0-12 which tell the story.

If I am correctly interpreting this drawing, the adjacent structures are one story on the north and 2 stories on the
south for average of 1.5 stories compared to the 4 stories + the roof decks proposed.

Using the portions of these drawings on this block, for the project side of the street, there are 4-one story and 2-
two stories for a total of 8 stories / 6 buildings = an average of 1.33 stories with no buildings over 2 stories.

Across the street, there is 1-one story, 5-two stories and one 3 story for a total or 14 stories / 7 buildings = an
average of 2.0 stories.

Combining both sides of the street, we have 22 stories / 13 buildings = 1.7 stories compared to the 4 stories +
roof deck, representing an increased height of 235.3 % of the average of both sides of the street.

In summary, a "compatible" project would be 1.7 (say 2) stories with a front yard of 18'. It is my understanding
that the neighborhood is requesting 3 stores with the R3 fifteen feet front yard setback with the 3 required front
yard shade trees.

In any case, the NC Board requested some time for outreach to the neighborhood and for the Developer to return
with a project that was compatible with the residential portion of the neighborhood.

Looking at the tree report, I see no reason for not preserving (and adding to) the existing 2 healthy Cupaniopsis
City street trees and preserving the existing healthy 60' tall Phoenix canariensis tree as one of the three required
front yard trees. Also, the local neighborhood is requesting 0.5 guest parking spaces/unit.

This has been an interesting process, leading to the total rejection of this project by the Neighborhood Council for
the extreme lack of compatibility, the onerous precedents it would create and the failure to meet the Guidelines
and required Findings. It will be interesting to see the degree of support of the Council Office and your Advisory
Agency. Thank you for allowing us to participate. We hope both will strongly support the decision of the
Neighborhood Council and their request to the developers to return with a more compatible project.

Please place a copy of this letter in the project file and please copy us on any reports or decisions related to this
project. Similarly, please notify us of any future public hearings.

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt, 35-year resident of this Neighborhood Council area and Chair of the Planning Committee for one of its
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seven neighborhoods (the Melros,_ ill Neighborhood).
4928 West Melrose Hill, Hollywood, CA, 90029, 323-646-6287
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Latest plans for case VTT 72899 SL

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com>
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>
Cc: councilmemberofarrell@lacity.org, Beach wood <beachwood90038@gmail.com>

Greetings. I am aware that a new set of plans has been submitted to the
Department of City Planning in cae VTT 72899 SL. Please take my comments
under advisement. I am in opposition to the proposed Small Lot Subdivision.

Thu, Sep 18, 2014 at 10:38 PM

After a thorough review of the updated design proposal in this case, (15 pages), I
must ask the Department of City Planning to deny the application , and send this
developer back to the drawing board again.

In fact, this proposal is even worse than the original. The height and massing has
been moved predominantly to the South side. This move does not fix a single
concern the residents have. The maximum height of 45' remains, the front
setback of 10' remains, and the landscaping is still inefficient and lacking .

This applicant is trying to max out every last inch on this project, while sacrificing
any hope for an attractive project that fits the neighborhood.

There are many examples of responsibly designed, well landscaped Small Lot
Subdivisions. This is not one of them. The proposal in case VTT-72899-SL is
being designed for maximum mass, and quick profit, nothing more.

I request that you deny the application, and ask for a new design.
Thank you,
John Coluccio

Please include a copy in the official case file.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/Onui=2&ik=4bdf4e7e4a&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=1488c6b52e0dcd6e&sim1=1488c6b52e0dcd6e 1/1



9/18/2014 C'a, of Los Angeles Mail - I am writing in regards to Case ilVIT-72899-SL

• • • .1.1GEECS

--)

I am writing in regards to Case #VTT-72899-SL

Ralf Shotman <rspower67@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 18, 2014 at 4:15 PM
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org

My Name is Rafi Shotland and I reside at :1131 N. Beachwood Dr. #8, Los Angeles, Ca. 90038 (213)446-5138

I am in opposition to the application in the above case, having seen the updated plans as of September, 2014.

The latest version of the plans submitted by this applicant are still not acceptable. The height has not changed,
the setbacks have not changed, the side yards are the same size, and the landscaping is still lacking.

As we mentioned before, this project will provide a severe parking hardship for the residents of our neighborhood.
The problem of adequate guest parking still needs to be addressed.

This proposed development does not fit the existing neighborhood. The proposed development should be
seriously redesigned , namely reduced in height and density, with setbacks that fit the existing homes on the
street.

Please deny this application in case VTT-72899-SL and send the developer back to the drawing board
Thank you,
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1146 North Beachwood Drive

Benjamin Smith <treeslikeme@gmail.com>
To: heather.bleemers@lacity.org
Cc: daniel.halden@lacity.org, councilmemberofarrell@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern:

My name is Ben Smith. I live at 1116 N. Beachwood Dr., Apt. 3.

Mon, Aug 18, 2014 at 6:29 PM

Today I was present at a neighborhood meeting in regards to the proposed construction at 1146 North
Beachwood Drive. I am brand new to the neighborhood, and am disturbed by details of the proposed building,
including the corrugated metal exterior, four story height, and 5-foot distance between the building and the street.

At the meeting, a letter from our Neighborhood Council (PLUM - Hollywood United Neighborhood Council) was
read aloud. It included many suggestions to amend the existing construction plans so that it fits in with our
neighborhood. I would like to throw my full support behind this letter and urge you to do anything you can to
make sure that these concerns are addressed.

I am new to this street, but I was very impressed by how many of my new neighbors showed up at the meeting
today to express their concerns. Unfortunately, many of them may not write you in time for the deadline on public
comments. But there is a clear sentiment on our block— the building, as planned, does not fit in with our
neighborhood. The Neighborhood Council's suggestions, while potentially aggravating for the developer, would go
a long, long way in preserving this beautiful, unique street.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. It means a lot to us.

Sincerely,
Benjamin Smith
323-963-3016
treeslikeme@gmail.com
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Regarding case VTT 72899 SL Please include in case file

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com>
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>
Cc: jae.kim@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Bleemers and Mr. Kim,

Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 7:47 PM

I attended the hearing for the 1146-1152 Beachwood Drive proposed project
on August 6, 2014 and, at that time, it appeared that Mr. Kim was not fully
implementing the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines (that the Director of
Planning has stated must be followed) with regard to height and setbacks. I
ask that Mr. Kim take into account Page 10 of the guidelines when considering
setbacks and pages 6, 8,9 and especially 24 when considering height and
massing.

Original zoning designations were created for apartment buildings and later
applied to condos. However, with Small Lot Subdivisions developers can now
subdivide small lots into even smaller parcels, build to a much higher density,
have reduced setbacks and eliminate the need for elevators and some other
safety requirements that do not apply to homes but would apply to an
equivalent apartment structure. The developers get a better return on their
investment and have a lesser (after sale) liability as these projects are
considered houses.

In exchange for this, they must comply with the guidelines which sometimes
may "lower the bar" for what they could otherwise build if doing apartment
projects. Certainly nobody ever creates a lower threshold that they say must
be met and then allows for a higher one to be met instead. In this case, the
guidelines seem to create the lower threshold that must be met over the
higher zoning that was written for apartment buildings, in a time long before
the existence of Small Lot Subdivisions.

Sincerely,
John Coluccio

httos://mai I .a non le.com/mail/u/0/?ui= 2&i k=4bdf4e7e4a&vi ew= Dt&search= i nbox&msq = 147f15007ac6afal&si ml = 147f 15007ac6afa1 1/2



8/20/2014 City rsc i.os Angeles Mail - Regarding case VTT 72899 SL 'nclude in case file

https://mai I .g oog I e.cornimail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bctf4e7e4a&view= pt&search= inbox&msg =147f15007ac6afal&siml=147f15007ac6afa1 2/2



8/19/2014 City of I ngeles Mail - Wth proper outreach, citizens get in olw-1 Case VTT 72899 SL

t

With proper outreach, citizens get involved. Case VTT 72899 SL

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com> Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 4:17 PM
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org
Cc: jae.kim@lacity.org, michael.logrande@lacity.org, Alan Bell <alan.bell@lacity.org>, Dan Halden
<daniel.halden@lacity.org>, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>

This is a photo of 1146/1152 Beachwood Drive. The date was Monday, August
18, 2014

This meeting was entirely the result of neighborhood activism. This meeting WAS
the outreach. As soon as we told people what was planned, they mobilized.

The initial mailing for the neighborhood outreach was poorly executed. Very few
people on the street reported receiving a notice, and all of the notices were
addressed to "occupant". In English only.

As you can see, with proper outreach, neighbors get involved. We were able to
get Daniel Halden and Gary Benjamin from Council District 13 to come to the site
and explain to people what was going on. No one had ever heard of a Small Lot
Subdivision. There are many people, now properly informed, who wish to speak
out.
Please give them more time to do so.

I ask that you reject this application in this case in its current form, or delay the
application for further review.
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Thank you.

John Coluccio
Beachwood Gardens

Please include a copy of this letter in official case file.
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Case VTT 72899 SL Attention : Advisory Agency Jae Kim

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com> Tue, Aug 19, 2014 at 3:29 PM
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>
Cc: councilmemberofan-ell@lacity.org, michael.logrande@lacity.org, Alan Bell <alan.bell@lacity.org>, Dan Scott
<dan.scott@lacity.org>, Dan Halden <daniel.halden@lacity.org>, Gary Benjamin <gary.benjamin@lacity.org>,
jae.kim@lacity.org

In regards to case number VTT 72899 SL, I am in opposition to this application.

Please include a copy of this letter in the official case file.

Mr. Kim, I must appeal to you directly.

Please do not approve this application as i stands.
This proposed Small Lot Subdivision will destroy the neighborhood.

This project seeks a mere 10' front yard, and 5' side yard setback. There are
residents at 1140 Beachwood, immediately to the south, whose entire view would
be turned into a wall forty five feet high.

Deny this application. This application included no landscaping plan whatsoever.
The plans call for very few trees, and zero open space. We do not consider the
roof top decks "open space".

Nothing about this project remotely fits the neighborhood. It is far too high, much
too dense, and will exacerbate an existing scarcity of parking in our community.

There is still time. Please deny the application for development on the above
grounds. Please deny the application in case VTT 72899 SL on the grounds that it
is a poorly designed project, which seeks to max out every possible square inch
solely to profit of the developer, with literally no thought for the community.

The Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines were written for a reason. To fix
problems with the outdated Small Lot Ordinance. Please require the developers in
this case to adhere to the Guidelines.

Sincerely,
John Coluccio
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Beachwood Gardens
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Greetings. Letter regarding proposed construction project on 1146/1152
Beachwood Drive, Los Angeles. CASE # VTT-72899-SL

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com> Mon, Aug 4, 2014 at 2:03 PM

To: Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org

Greetings Ms. Bleemers, and council members.

My name is John Coluccio. I have been a resident of 1134 Beachwood drive for
thirteen years. I am also the on-site property manager of this site, which
encompasses six individual cottage houses (1134,1134 1/2,1136, 1136 1/2, 1138,
and 1138 1/2 Beachwood drive).

The owner of said property is also within the proposed impact radius for this
project, Clarence Cowan , at 1238 Beachwood drive. I have been appointed to
speak for all of the above residents.

Our major concern is that the proposed construction project will cause a great
parking hardship to the residents of Beachwood drive. Our property specifically
was built in 1917, before home ownership of cars was commonplace. Hence, no
parking lot on site.

To begin, the 1100 block of Beachwood drive is already at a critical point
regarding parking. On the West side of this block, there are a total of nine spaces
available for street parking. On the East side of the same, 15 spaces total. This
means a maximum of 24 spaces total, on a good day. This street also houses two
production studios, a photography studio, mobile restaurant, and convenience
store.

As such the residents experience a severe dearth of parking even under the best
circumstances.
The proposed project would immediately take six of these spots away due to
'frontage', or the entry to the new residences. This is a hardship as well.

Also consider, half of the property to be developed is already a commercial
parking lot for Source studios on the corner. The employees and studio people
that fill this lot would now be left to park out on the street if construction goes
through. Even more loss of parking, and more hardship.
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During the construction, the residents would be asked to give up even more
parking to construction vehicles. This is what we are trying to avoid. The residents
are seeking a concrete solution, in writing, to address this issue, before the
groundbreaking begins.

To summarize. We live in a 1917 era cottage complex. No parking on site
provided. The street itself is severely lacking in parking. This proposal would take
roughly half of our available parking, and simply increase the parking density
beyond usability.

We would like to negotiate with the builders to find out what they intend on doing
about parking during the project. Something must be done to provide the tenants
of Beachwood drive parking relief. On any given day, parking on this block is near
non existent . The OPS project would be harmful enough without losing parking
spaces.

Please take this letter under consideration, and provide the residents with a
temporary alternative. Immediately if possible.

Thank you for your time,
John Coluccio
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Case # VTT 72899 SL Incorrect information provided by applicant.

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com> Fri, Aug 8, 2014 at 11:13 PM
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>
Cc: jae.kim@lacity.org

Case # VTT 72899 SL

I would like a copy of this letter placed in the case file

I have found more incorrect information provided by applicants Mr. Shirinian and
Mr. Handelman in the above case.

It has been stated by applicant, both verbally at the hearing on this matter August
6 2014, and in email form, that,

"We are providing a 10' front yard setback as we feel this is compatible with the
neighborhood. Just a few lots away there are 2 properties with a 5' front yard
setback. In addition, in order for us to provide sufficient guest parking space at
the rear of the property we are only able to provide a 10' front yard."

This statement is false. I would like to know the ADDRESS of these properties
with the 5' front yard setback. Conveniently, no address is provided with this
statement, because no such property exists. There are no properties on this block
of Beachwood with a 5' setback.

Then, to justify this false statement, the applicant uses the guest parking spaces
as a diversion. The guest parking spots MUST be provided in these projects
anyway. The parking spots cannot justify a 10 foot setback. This entire statement
is misleading, and I ask that this language not be considered when considering
the validity of the application in this case.

Sincerely,
John Coluccio
1134 Beachwoodh
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Incorrect statements/information provided by applicant in case # VTT 72899
SL

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com> Fri, Aug 8, 2014 at 10:58 PM
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>, michael.logrande@lacity.org

Regarding Case # VTT 72899 SL

I would like a copy of this letter to be placed in the case file.

I have read several emails, and heard verbally at the August 6, 2014 hearing on
this case, both Mr. Raffi Shirinian and Mr. Ira Handelman state that :

"There is a 4 story building just a few lots north of ours"

And also,

"Our project would not be the first on the block to be a 4 story structure:

I have lived on this street for 13 years, and can say that both statements are false.
I would like to know the address of the four story structures on the 1100-1200
block of Beachwood.
No one could possibly provide this information, since no such building exists.

I would like it placed on record that false statements are being made in this case
by the applicant, and any decision made based on these statements is inherently
flawed, and invalid.

Again, the existing height profile of the neighborhood has been consistently
exaggerated by Mr. Shirinian and Mr. Handelman.

I ask that Advisory Agency make any determinations in this case based data that
can be verified, not just speculated on.

Sincerely,
John Coluccio

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ilc=4bcif4e7e4a&Aevwpt&search=inbox&rreg=147b958f58518d7f&sim1=147b958f58518d7f 1/1
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Attention Advisory Agency, Director of Planning, Deputy Director. Case #
VTT 72899 SL

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com>
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>
Cc: michael.logrande@lacity.org

Fn, Aug 8, 2014 at 3:23 PM

Regarding Case # VTT 72899 SL

Attention Advisory Agency Jae Kim.

My name is John Coluccio. I am a resident of 1134 Beachwood Drive .

Please render a decision to send the developer back to the drawing board in this
case.
The project as it stands is the very definition of a "Heat Island".

The Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines, on page 35, under heading
"Landscape Guidelines", Section 1, warns against the "Heat Island" effect.
The solution is to "plant trees to reduce the heat island effect."

Sixteen fully grown trees would be cut down to facilitate this project. As the
proposed structures are over 45 feet tall, there would be no way to install large
enough trees to create any shade. The whole project is a Heat Island. Creating
carbon monoxide, not mitigated with any oxygen producing vegetation.

Please honor the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines. Send the developer
back to the drawing board to create a better plan. One with smaller buildings, less
massing, and more trees. Our neighborhood will be the better for it.

Sincerely,
John Coluccio

Please include this letter in the official case file.

https://mail.google.comirnail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bcff4e7e4a&vievpt&search=inbox&msg=147b7b88569c178c&siml=147b7b88569c178c 1/1
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Attention Advisory Agency. Case VTT-72899-SL.

john jhon <jhon90038@gmailcom>
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>
Cc: michaeLlogrande@lacity.org

Greetings.

Fri, Aug 8, 2014 at 12:13 AM

Regarding case number VTT-72899-SL. Attention, Advisory Agency Jae Kim.

I would like to request that the plans in this case are returned to the developer for
revision based in part on the overall height of this project. The Small Lot Design
Subdivision Guidelines clearly state on page 24, section 2, that Small Lot
Subdivisons must :

"Avoid excessive differences in height between the proposed development and
adjacent buildings. "

This project is slated to be 45 feet tall. It would stand next to a one story family
home. On the other side is a two story , 8 unit apartment building. A single family
home and a parking lot are currently standing in the proposed site.

I live at 1134 Beachwood, which is sixty feet away from the proposed construction.
This property contains six individual cottage homes, each twelve feet high and
roughly 400 square feet. These are tiny homes.

In fact , there is not a single building on this block even three stories tall, let alone
four. Despite claims by the developer that the "neighborhood is mostly duplexes
and triplexes." This is absolutely untrue, and a misrepresentation. The average
height of every residential structure on the 1100 block of Beachwood Drive is 1.5
stories. No creative math can inflate this fact. Even the commercial properties on
the corner of Santa Monica/Beachwood are less than 30 feet tall. The average
building height on this block, including the commercial properties, is still under 2.0
stories.

As the average height of the proposed construction at 1146/1152 Beachwood is
three times the average height of existing buildings on the block, the proposal
does not comply with the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines, and should
therefore be sent back to the developer and turned into something that fits in the

httos://mail.a ooa I e.com/mai I /u/0/7ui= 2&il4htif4t4.7144,a,r4vicnAnt&scgar I-1h= i nhra, rrma = 47h4771 fIC17aaFth9fi, ci ml = 147hd771(107aas:th9
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neighborhood.

Sincerely,
John Coluccio
I request that a copy of this email be placed in the case file.

httos ://mail.a ooa le.comimail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bdf4e7e4a&view=ot&search=inbox&msa=147b4771097aa8b2&sim1=147b4771097aa8b2 2/2
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Fwd: Questions regarding Department procedure. Very Important, please
help.

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com> Sat, Aug 9, 2014 at 2:37 PM
To: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>

Hello, Heather Bleemers.
Please include a copy of this forwarded to the case file in case # VTT 72899 SL
Original recipients, Michael LoGrande, Alan Bell, Mitch O'Farrell.

Thank you.

 Forwarded message 
From: john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Aug 9, 2014 at 11:18 AM
Subject: Questions regarding Department procedure. Very Important, please help.
To: michael.logrande@lacity.org, Alan Bell <alan.bell@lacity.org>
Cc: councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Greetings, gentlemen.

My name is John Coluccio. I have a question regarding Department policy and/or
procedure. I am in opposition to a project currently under review, and consider this
very important.

This is in regards to Small Lot Subdivisions.

Which set of rules or guidelines are actually used when considering a proposal to
build a Small Lot Subdivision ?

The Small Lot Ordinance, or the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines ?

At times, it seems one or the other are interchanged, at other times ignored, or
selectively referenced.

For instance, I am in opposition to the developer in case # VTT 72899 SL. The
Notice of Public Hearing , under "Requested Actions" (page 1), states that the
consideration is based on "Small Lot Ordinance No 176,354". No mention is made
of the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines.

httns ://mai I .a ooale.corn/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bdf4e7e4a&vievpt&search=inbox&msg=147bcb47a8c4c080&sim1=147bcb47a8c4c080 1/2
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However, in this case, the formula used to calculate the number of resident and
guest parking spaces for the proposal was taken from the Guidelines. This is what
I mean by selectively referenced.

Evidently the City Council thinks the Small Lot Subdivision Design Guidelines are
very important, having unanimously passed a motion presented by
Councilmember LaBonge on or about August 1, 2014 that requires the
Department of Planning to look into the Small Lot Ordinance and revise the law.
Note that I am writing this on August 9, 2014.

So, which set of rules are being used to determine the applications to build Small
Lot Subdivisions ?

I eagerly await your answer .
Thank you,
John Coluccio

https://mail.google.corn/mail/u/Oflui=2&ik=4bcff4e7e4a&view---pt&search=inbox&msg =147bcb47a8c4c080&sim1=--147bcb47a8c4c080 2/2
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Regarding the proposed Small Lot Subdivision project at 1146 Beachwood

john jhon <jhon90038@gmail.com> Sat, Aug 16, 2014 at 11:46 PM
To: councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org
Cc: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>, Dan Halden <daniel.halden@lacity.org>

Case # VTT 72899 SL

Please include copy in case file.

Yes, this is a copy of a letter authored by Edward Hunt.
I agree with every word, and I work with the man closely.

Please listen to the recommendations in this letter.

The developer's plan in this case is only half finished.

Please send developer back to the design board. We need to see a new plan from
the developer.

Dear Honorable Mitch,

The purpose of this letter is to give you my personal comments and suggestions
for the proposed Small Unit Subdivision Project at 1146-1152 N. Beachwood Dr.
It is in the Beachwood/Gordon neighborhood in the Hollywood Studio District
Neighborhood Council area in your 13th District.

1. The staff report appears to be intentionally vague about the front yard setback.
By now we all know that the average front yard setback of the residential
properties on both sides of the street of this block is over 18' according to the
developer's measurements. We also all know that the average of the adjacent
structures is 20.5'. Yet all the neighborhood is asking is that the City respect the
R3 requirement of 15' which allows the retainage of a mature, healthy, historic 65'
tall Phoenix canariensis as one of the required 3 front yard trees. I support the
neighborhood's reasonable request for a 15' front yard setback and to protect the
historic front yard tree.

https://mail.google.cornimail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=41xtge7e4a8wiew=pt&search=inbox&msg=147e2b7a499818988,simi=147e2b7a49981898 1/2
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2. Similarly, we all know u le average height of the adjacent structures is 1.5
stories and the average height of all the residential buildings on both sides of this
block of this street is 1.7 stories. The developer is asking for 4 stories + roof top
entertainment decks. Here again, in spite of the 1.7 stories average, all the
neighborhood is asking is that the height be limited to 3 stories + the roof top
decks. I support the neighborhood's reasonable request of a maximum of three
stories.
3. Note that the developer, in order to try to reduce the average front yard
setbacks, has included the commercial buildings in the commercial zoning at the
south end of the block (that have zero setback requirement) in his calculations.
Does this sound logical and/or reasonable to you?
4. Note that the developer avoided preparing the required shadow studies. The
reality is that at the incompatible 4 stories, the project will almost completely
shade the one story adjacent single family home to the north for at least half of the
year.
5. There is no required landscape and irrigation plan to evaluate. Instead there is
a "preliminary" plan that shows an 8" wide gratuitous expensive planting strip in
both side yards along the sides of the building in order to eliminate the possibility
of outboard side yard trees as a buffer to the adjacent properties. I believe this
ridiculous and gratuitous 8" wide foundation planting strip should be eliminated in
favor of a widened outboard side yard planting strip with side yard trees included
as a buffer to the adjacent properties.
6. Finally, note that the other proposed SLS project on Gordon, less than 500'
away in the same neighborhood, is requesting a 15' front yard and only 3 stories
height in contrast to the Beachwood project. Again, I support the neighborhood's
reasonable request for 3 stories and a 15' front yard.

According to Bill Zide, the Chair of the local neighborhood Council, after the
hearing, Chairperson Bill offered to work with the developer in an open meeting
format to involve the neighborhood to improve the project. But the developer's
expeditor refused, insisting on closed meetings that specifically eliminated code-
knowledgeable individuals such as HSDNC Board Member Doug Haines. As you
know, closed meetings and exclusion of specific knowledgeable stakeholders are
against Neighborhood Council rules. My point is that the developer had a chance
to work with the neighbors to improve the project and make it more compatible
with the block and street.

Sincerely,
John Coluccio

https://mail.g oogle.cornimail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4bdf4e7e4a&Ndiew=pt&search=inbox&msg=147e2b7a49981898&siml=147e2b7a49981898 2/2


