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The construction of a 31-unit residential condominium in the [Q]R4-1-0 Zone. 

1. Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.06, an appeal of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory 
Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70499-CN for a maximum of 31 
residential condominium units. 

2. Appeal of Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2011-3325-MND(REC). 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

J. 

1. Deny the appeal; 
2. Sustain the decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract 

No. 70499-CN for the approval of 31 residential condominiums; 
3. Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2011-3325-MND(REC); 
4. 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; 

5. 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. 

Advisory Agency 
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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 East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission Secretariat, 200 North Spring Street, Room 272, 
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 its 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-
1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The Deputy Advisory Agency approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70499-CN, permitting 
the subdivision of a 23,165 net square-foot site at 332-336 North Oakhurst Drive and the 
construction of a 31-unit residential condominium in the [Q]R4-1-0 Zone. The project site is a 
rectangular-shaped lot, designated for Medium Residential land use within the Wilshire 
Community Plan. The site is currently improved with three multi-family structures and a total of 
17 dwelling units. The 'Q condition on the site has numerous limitations, including, but not 
limited to: 

Height: No building abutting a single-family zoned lot shall exceed 45 feet 

Side yards: The minimum side yard shall be 8 feet for developments that exceed 80 
feet of street frontage. 

Parking: Guest parking shall be provided at 0.25 per unit and tandem parking shall 
only be used to serve a single residential unit. 

Garage: A parking garage of one level shall be permitted above the natural 
existing grade with a maximum height of ten feet. 

Open Space: The project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open 
space unit; no less than 150 square feet of private open space per unit; 
and common usable open space shall have a total area of at least 400 
square feet, with an average width of 20 feet, and no width less than 15 
feet. Side and rear yard areas shall be at least five feet. 

Trees: Trees not less than 24-inch box in size shall be planted on the property at 
a ratio of one tree for every 1,000 square feet of lot area. 

Articulation: The continuous width of any exterior wall shall not exceed 40 feet without 
a change in the plane of at least 5 feet for a minimum distance of 8 feet 
before returning to the original plane. 

The subject property is located in two jurisdictions, with approximately one third of the property, 
including the primary street frontage, being located within the City of Beverly Hills. The 
remaining two-thirds of the property are located within the City of Los Angeles, with rear access 
to the alley. In a letter dated, November th, 2011, the City of Beverly Hills stated that their City 
Attorney reviewed the project and that the City of Los Angeles would be the lead agency as it 
would process the application first. With respect to environmental impacts, they identified traffic 
as being "the category that presents the greatest potential for environmental impact." 

Land uses within 500 feet of the project site are primarily composed of multi-family structures 
ranging in density from two units to 228 residential units. To the south and southwest of the 
project site, however, there are approximately six single-family structures fronting 3rd Street. The 
zoning for those properties within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles is uniformly [Q]R4-1-0. 
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Background 

The project was originally filed December 29, 2011 as a five- and six-story residential 
condominium with 37 units and a Mitigated Negative Declaration, ENV-2011-3325-MND, was 
issued on March 28, 2012. The project was placed on hold at the request of the applicant, the 
property was sold, and the new owner revised the tract map proposing a reduced project of 
four- and five-stories and 31 residential condominium units. A Reconsideration of the ENV-
2011-3325-MND was issued on February 7, 2014 and a public hearing was held on March 19, 
2014. 

At the public hearing held on March 19, 2014, several public speakers, including a 
representative from Council Office 5, expressed concern about the potential historic value of the 
existing buildings. The applicant volunteered to hire a consultant and the Advisory Agency 
placed the case under advisement pending the submittal of a historic resource assessment. 

A Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Kaplan Chen Kaplan (dated April 21, 2014), 
concluded that "the buildings at 332 North Oakhurst Drive, 334 North Oakhurst Drive, and 336 
North Oakhurst Drive, do not meet the criteria for designation to the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historic Resources or as a City of Los Angeles Historic 
Cultural Monument or as a historic district." In particular, the report found that 332 North 
Oakhurst was built in 1931 in the Spanish Colonial Revival style by architect Paul Needham, of 
whom nothing has been identified about his body of work. The property at 334-336 North 
Oakhurst was designed by Edith Norman, in the Monterey sub-style of the Spanish Colonial 
revival style. Architect Edith Mortensen Northman, practiced architecture in Los Angeles in the 
1930's beginning with multi-family buildings, having moved onto commercial and institutional 
buildings and factories, including over 50 service stations for the Union Oil Company and 
military engineering fortifications for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. While there are some 
references to Northman in the Los Angeles Times together with other practicing architects, there 
are "no newspaper references to any contemporaneous awards or recognition of her work" and 
"no references to Northman in the Avery Index to Architectural Periodicals". 

Moreover, the report asserted that while the buildings are reflective of the Spanish Colonial 
Revival style prevalent in the 1930's, there are no noteworthy architectural features or 
characteristics, and no association with historic events or historic persons, that elevated these 
structures beyond being typical representations of the Spanish Colonial Revival architectural 
style. The historic resource report concluded that the properties at 332, and 334-336 North 
Oakhurst Drive do not meet the criteria for designation to the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or as a City of Los Angeles Historic 
Cultural Monument or historic district. Moreover, the report also stated that the buildings do not 
meet the criteria for designation as a City of Beverly Hills Landmark nor as a City of Beverly 
Hills Historic District. 

Following the submittal of the report, the City of Beverly Hills submitted a letter (dated June 11, 
2014), together with a two-page memo prepared by the Historic Resources Group (HRG) 
contesting the findings of the report and requesting that the City of Los Angeles prepare an EIR. 
The HRG memo, dated May 29, 2014, argued that nine properties along North Oakhurst Drive 
were "identified as a potential historic district during the preliminary reconnaissance for the 
survey update," finding that the area included lots that were uniform, rectangular, modest, with a 
consistent setback, sharing concrete walkways, detached garages, concrete sidewalks and 
parkways, and mature Jacaranda trees with "a notable concentration of Period Revival style 
multi-family residences from the 1930's". While the City of Beverly Hills contends in their June 
11, 2014 letter, which accompanied the HRG memo, that "100 percent of the buildings located 
along the east side of North Oakhurst between Alden Drive and West 3rd Street contribute to a 
potential historic district," the HRG memo analyzed only 9 of the 11 properties that constitute the 
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entirety of the east side of the North Oakhurst block between Arden Drive and 3rd Street, with no 
mention of the two properties on the west side of North Oakhurst Drive and entirely within the 
City of Beverly Hills, that share these same characteristics. 

In addition, the report prepared by HRG provided no analysis as to how the properties met the 
criteria used to establish historic districts, including important events, association with the lives 
of significant persons, or any distinctive characteristics of the structures. The memo found only 
one architect to correspond to the list of master architects for a property located at 344 North 
Oakhurst Drive (not the project site). In addition, aside from the "potential district" having 
originally been subdivided in 1922 by the Rodeo Land and Water Company, the report offered 
little information relative to development of the 1930's residences, any distinctive characteristics 
of the structures, level of integrity, or its relationship to the history or prehistory of the Beverly 
Hills. Moreover, the report fails to establish, without substantial evidence in the record, how the 
potential district would meet the criteria of the California Register of Historic Resources, or what 
methodology was used to reach its conclusion. 
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Appeal Analysis 

Planning Staff recommends that the Central Area Planning Commission deny the appeal in its 
entirety and sustain the Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70499-
CN, to permit the subdivision of a 31-unit residential condominium. 

Appellant: 

Steve Mayer 

The proposed project approval received one appeal from a community member. The main 
appeal points challenge the process, the historical analysis, traffic, and proposes additional 
mitigations to impose on the project. The following statements have been compiled from the 
submitted appeal. The appeal in its entirety has been attached herein for reference. 

Appeal Points: 

Introduction 

1. The Hearing Officer accepted the misrepresentation of the applicant, never looked at the 
file following the public hearing of March 19, 2014, did not re-examine the public 
testimony, and there is virtually no difference between the staff report prepared in 
advance of the March 19, 2014 hearing and the determination letter dated February 3, 
2015. 

Staff Response 

It is presumed that by 'Hearing Officer', the appellant is referring to the Deputy Advisory 
Agency. The appellant is in no position to know whether the Deputy Advisory 
Agency examined the file following the public hearing. Nevertheless, numerous meetings 
were conducted internally to review the contents of the case following the public hearing. 
Moreover, the determination letter extensively augmented the land use and CEQA 
analysis, included a summary of the public hearing, and the additional information that 
was submitted to administrative record, including the historic assessment reports. 

2. The MND public file is incomplete. The Reconsideration of February 7, 2014 was not in 
the file. The VTT file was not available on February 11, 2013 and in previous 
examination it was incomplete with references to documents in the determination letter 
were not there for the public. 

Staff Response 

The appellant physically inspected the case files on at least three occasions throughout 
the process, most recently on February 11, 2015. The Reconsideration letter is, and has 
always been included in the environmental case file since it's issuance of February 7, 
2014. Moreover, the appellant does not specify which documents referenced in the 
determination letter were not available, providing insufficient evidence upon which 
Planning staff may adequately respond. 

3. The Applicant boarded-up his property with residents still living inside. The Department 
of City Planning was made aware and people could have been killed. 
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Staff Response 

On December 10, 2014, the appellant e-mailed Planning Staff, and representatives of 
the Council Office (CD 5) and the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment 
Department (LAHCID) with a complaint that the windows and doors have been boarded 
with plywood. Noah Mulhstein from the council office responded that the e-mail had 
been forwarded to Building and Safety. Planning staff conferred with LAHCID and was 
able to confirm that inspectors from LAHCID had visited the property as January 27, 
2015, and that there were no outstanding code enforcement issues on the property. 
Moreover, that the property owner was in compliance with tenant relocation procedures. 
In addition, no code enforcement violations have been identified by the City of Los 
Angeles' Department of Building and Safety. 

Process 

4. On June 11, 2014, the City of Beverly Hills requested an EIR based on the findings of a 
historical consultant citing that the block upon which the project resides could be 
deemed a historic district. The City of Los Angeles should grant the request for an EIR 
by the City of Beverly Hills when the request is reasonable. 

Staff Response 

On June 11, 2014, the City of Beverly Hills submitted a letter together with a memo 
prepared by the Historic Resources Group (HRG) contesting the findings of the April 21, 
2014 historic report prepared by the applicant's consultant (Kaplan Chen Kaplan) and 
requested that the City of Los Angeles prepare and EIR. 

Requests for EIR's are considered when there is substantial evidence on the record or a 
fair argument is made as to the significance of the identified environmental category. 
As previously mentioned, the HRG memo argued that only 9 of the 11 properties along 
the eastern side of Oakhurst Drive were "identified as a potential historic district during 
the preliminary reconnaissance for the survey update," finding that the area included lots 
that were uniform, rectangular, modest, with a consistent setback, sharing concrete 
walkways, detached garages, concrete sidewalks and parkways, and mature Jacaranda 
trees with "a notable concentration of Period Revival style multi-family residences from 
the 1930's". While the City of Beverly Hills contended in their June 11, 2014 letter that 
"1 00 percent of the buildings located along the east side of North Oakhurst Drive 
between Alden Drive and West 3rd Street contributed a potential historic district," two 
properties on that block were conveniently excluded from consideration as were two 
other properties on the west side of North Oakhurst Drive (and entirely within the City of 
Beverly Hills) that share characteristics with the 'potentially historic' eastern side of North 
Oakhurst as identified by HRG. 

As stated in the determination letter, the report prepared by HRG provided no analysis 
as to how the properties met the criteria used to establish historic districts, did not 
identify important events, did not associate the area with the lives of significant persons, 
and did not characterize the distinctive characteristics of the structures. Aside from 
describing that the 'potential district' was originally subdivided in 1922 by the Rodeo 
Land and Water Company, the report offered little information relative to development of 
the 1930's residences, any distinctive characteristics, the level of integrity, or its 
relationship to the history or prehistory of the Beverly Hills. Moreover, the report fails to 
establish, without substantial evidence in the record, how the potential district would 
meet the criteria of the California Register of Historic Resources, A Beverly Hills Historic 
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District, a City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone, or what methodology 
was used to reach its conclusion. 

Conveniently, the City of Beverly Hills only raised concerns of the historic significance 
of the property following the public hearing for the project at which area residents 
expressed opposition to the project. 

5. The City of Beverly Hills expected that a third and impartial historic consultant would be 
retained. Instead, a second report (dated December 2, 2013) was prepared by the 
applicant's historic consultant serving as the document that the hearing officer relied on 
for the decision. The applicant had placed the application on hold and both the City of 
Beverly Hills and the Office of Councilman Paul Koretz were supposed to have been 
informed when activity on the file resumed. 

Staff Response 

Planning staff is not aware of an expectation regarding a third and impartial historic 
consultant and there is nothing in the administrative record to support this. Moreover, 
there is nothing in the administrative record to support the appellant's claim that the City 
of Beverly Hills and the Office of Councilman Paul Koretz requested to be informed as to 
when the applicant requested to remove the hold. The application was placed on 
hold at the request of the applicant to address the concerns of area residents. 

6. The City of Beverly Hills did not receive a copy of the second historic report because the 
applicant "forgot". The Applicant had conversations with the City of Beverly Hills in 
October, November, and December and did not mention the consultant's letter or that it 
had been submitted to the City of Los Angeles. 

Staff Response 

Planning staff cannot confirm whether Mr. Ryan Gohlich of the City of Beverly Hills was 
provided a copy of the second historic report prepared by Kaplan Chen Kaplan and is 
not aware of the nature of the conversations held between the applicant and the City of 
Beverly Hills. 

7. If the applicant's consultant was not acceptable to the City of Beverly Hills due to the 
City of Los Angeles overlooking applicable regulations and policies, is the determination 
letter void? 

Staff Response 

The appellant contends that the applicant's historic consultant (Kaplan Chen Kaplan) is 
not acceptable to the City of Beverly Hills. However, Kaplan Chen Kaplan is listed on 
the City of Beverly Hills' Historic Preservation Consultant List. Moreover, the reports 
prepared by Kaplan Chen Kaplan not only provided information relative to the historic 
characteristics of the project site, but analyzed the individual properties and the 'potential 
district' issue against eligibility criteria for the National Register of Historic Places, The 
California Register of Historical Resources, the City of Beverly hills Historic Preservation 
Ordinance and that of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments, something 
that the report prepared by Historic Resources Group failed to do. 
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Historical Aspects 

8. There are 7 questions under the screening criteria of the LA CEQA thresholds guide 
under Cultural resources that the City Planner must consider with respect to the project, 
of which two require consideration: "(6) Does the resource have known associations with 
an architect, master builder or person or event important in history that the resource may 
be of exceptional importance?; (7) Is the resource over 50 years old and a substantially 
intact example of an architectural style significant in Los Angeles?" 

Staff Response 

In response to the public comment raised at the public hearing for the project, the 
Deputy Advisory Agency placed the case under advisement pending the submittal of a 
historic resources report that would address the concerns of the community as well as 
inform the decision-maker. A total of three reports were submitted from both the 
applicant and the City of Beverly Hills with information that addressed the 
aforementioned questions. Based on the totality of the evidence in these reports, there is 
little substantive information to support how the features of the potential district meet a 
standard of significance under local and state criteria. Moreover, as described in the 
determination letter, "none of the existing properties within the City of Beverly Hills on 
the North Oakhurst Block between Arden Drive and 3rd street have been designated and 
would not qualify as individual landmarks and have not yet been identified as 
contributing buildings to a potential historic district by the City of Beverly Hills. No 
historic events or significant persons have been identified that would characterize the 
significance of the district as a whole, and only one structure has been found to 
correspond with the City of Beverly Hills' list of Master Architects (not including the 
project site). In addition, the architectural styles identified are common to the era in 
which they were constructed and lack a high level of cohesiveness, diverging from 
Spanish Colonial Revival to Minimal Traditional/Regency, and no unique or distinctive 
features have been identified which distinguish these residences from being typical 
representations of similar structures of the era. 

9. That the hearing officer mischaracterized the memo prepared by the Historic Resource 
Group and submitted by the City of Beverly Hills stating that the applicant's consultant 
tried to assert that the subject area comprised of three blocks on both sides of Oakhurst 
from Burton Way to Alden and that it was a clear attempt to deceive; that the document 
from the Historic Resources group was not two pages; and, that the work of historic 
resources group identified a number of properties and districts as part of its survey. 

Staff Response 

The initial report prepared by Kaplan Chen Kaplan clearly defined the study area as the 
block of North Oakhurst Drive between 3rd Street to the south and Alden Drive to the 
North. It is unclear by the appellant's statement where in the report the analysis included 
the area from Burton Way to Alden Drive. The appellant contends that the memo 
prepared by the Historic Resources Group was more than two pages. The memo 
prepared by the Historic Resources Group was in fact two pages. The memo was an 
attachment to a letter provided by the City of Beverly Hills together that included a matrix 
showing only 9 of the 11 properties that constitute the western frontage of North 
Oakhurst Drive between 3rd Street and Alden Drive. The matrix was neither attached nor 
referenced by the Historic Resources Group, but by the City of Beverly Hills in their 
letter. 
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Infrastructure (Traffic) 

10. Since parking will increase from 17 spaces to 82 spaces, the project will generate more 
than 43 or more p.m. peak hour trips on the street system. The City of Los Angeles 
requires some form of a traffic study just as Beverly Hills required on as well. 

Staff Response 

The appellant provides no methodology to support the conclusion that the project would 
generate 43 or more p.m. peak hour trips. Planning staff is unaware of any traffic study 
required by the City of Beverly Hills. 

11. The character of the block would be destroyed by having a six-story structure abutting 
one and two story structures with architecture that would be incompatible with the 
1930's. 

Staff Response 

The character of the block is comprised of two-story structures built in the 1920's and 
1930's as well as two-, three-, four-, and five-story contemporary structures built at 
various times from the 1950's through the 1970's. Moreover, the project is proposed as a 
four- and five-story structure in compliance with the height limitations of both 
jurisdictions. The proposed development is consistent with the pattern of development in 
both cities (Exhibit 3 - Aerial View). 

12. While the individual properties on the block may or may not be significant, it is one of the 
last blocks in Beverly Hills where all structures on the east side of the block date to the 
1930's. 

Staff Response 

Not all of the structures on the east side of the block date to the 1930's. Moreover, the 
principal facades of these structures, those portions that provide primary architectural 
interest are located within the City of Beverly Hills. If the City of Beverly Hills was so 
inclined to develop a potential historic district to capture all structures built in the 1930's, 
the development of the subject site would nevertheless still allow the district to meet the 
70 percent minimum threshold of contributing buildings. 

There are a total of 12 structures on North Oakhurst Drive, between 3rd Street and Alden 
Drive that were built in the 1930's. With the development of the subject site, which 
includes three structures, 75 percent of the contributing structures would remain. 

13. There are adequate existing home ownership opportunities for the Western portion of 
the community plan. 

Staff Response 

It is unclear what data that applicant used to support this statement as it is well 
recognized that the City of Los Angeles is currently experiencing a severe housing 
shortage, resulting in the Mayor's recent initiative to create 100,000 new units by 2021. 



VTT -70499-CN-1 A 9 

14. The applicant fails to provide affordable housing that is a critical element in the City of 
Beverly Hills (for which the projects must also comply for a density bonus). 

Staff Response 

Planning staff is unaware of any affordable housing requirement within the City of 
Beverly Hills. While Density Bonus Incentives are subject to State and Local Law, it is 
not mandatory that projects seek a density bonus. Moreover, in a letter dated September 
15, 2011, planning staff for the City of Beverly Hills reviewed the Conceptual Review 
application for the originally proposed 37 -unit project and listed the entitlement 
requirements that would be required, and affordable housing was not identified. 
Nevertheless, the applicant must still satisfy an entitlement process with the City of 
Beverly Hills. 

Ignoring Stakeholders 

15. There are numerous examples of the Hearing Officer ignoring the desires of the local 
owners and residents, as the applicant did not meet with the neighborhood council, one 
of its committees; that an information meeting held for tenants included non-tenants 
on the sign-in sheet; and, there is no support from local owners. 

Staff Response 

Aside from acknowledging the opposition expressed by area residents and property 
owners, it is unclear in what manner the desires were ignored. All correspondence 
received relative to the project has been included in the case file for the record. 

16. The Reconsideration of the MND is missing from the file; the public cannot review a 
consultant report that is not in the file; most of the letters from City of Los Angeles 
Department are over three years old and not updated; and, letters from departments of 
the City of Beverly Hills were not sought for conformance. 

Staff Response 

As previously discussed, the Reconsideration of the MND is in the Environmental Case 
file and attached herein for reference (Exhibit 6). 

When the new property owner revised the project and the tract map, the revised 
application materials were recirculated to City departments, including the Department of 
Transportation, Building and Safety, Fire, Bureau of Engineering, to name a few, at 
which point they are able to review the project and revise the proposed conditions as 
they deem necessary. The improvement and dedication requirements are not likely to 
differ from a 37-unit project to a reduced 31-unit project. Moreover, the Advisory Agency 
consists of representatives from these agencies that attend the public hearing at which 
time they are available to discuss the requested conditions of approval with the applicant 
and the public. 

Because the project is located within two jurisdictions, the applicant is required to seek 
the necessary approvals in each jurisdiction. The City of Los Angeles is limited to the 
review of the project insofar as it complies with the applicable zoning and land use 
regulations of the City of Los Angeles. Moreover, the determination for the subject tract 
included Condition No. 20, which reads: 
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20. City of Beverly Hills. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit by the 
Department of Building and Safety, the applicant shall provide evidence in 
the form of a letter from the City of Beverly Hills, that the project has been 
reviewed for conformance with any and all applicable zoning regulations, 
and has made suitable arrangements for any necessary improvements 
relative to the public right-of-way, including sewers, street dedications and 
improvements, street trees, etc. 

As such, review from the departments of the City of Beverly Hills will have an opportunity 
to review the project against their zone and land use regulations. 

Recommended Mitigation Measures 

17. That the applicant first satisfy all Beverly Hills Fire Department requirements before 
approaching the Los Angeles Fire Department as the project site is currently serviced 
the Beverly Hills Fire Department. 

Staff Response 

The City of Los Angeles has no authority to condition or otherwise require departments 
from other jurisdictions to review the project. This condition is better suited for the City of 
Beverly Hills to impose when the project goes before them for review. 

18. That the applicant first satisfy all requirements of the existing water agency before 
approaching the LADWP. 

Staff Response 

The City of Los Angeles has no authority to condition or otherwise require departments 
from other jurisdictions to review the project. This condition is better suited for the City of 
Beverly Hills to impose when the project goes before them for review. 

19. Because telecommunications can be served by multiple platforms and providers, that 
CCR's be included prohibiting exterior wiring for telecommunications, that receivers only 
be placed on the roof shielded from public view, and that the Homeowners Association 
create its own provider that will be provided as an option to all residents. 

Staff Response 

The Subdivision Map Act, does provide for architectural or aesthetic review. Moreover, 
the project site is not subject to a design overlay within the City of Los Angeles. As such, 
The City of Los Angeles does not have the authority to mandate the manner by which 
telecommunications service be provided, only that the infrastructure be provided to 
support it. Nevertheless, the project is subject to architectural review by the City of 
Beverly Hills, where provisions relative to aesthetic concerns of wiring or 
placement of these facilities may be considered at that time. 

20. The applicant is in violation of MM-1 which requires that the property be maintained in a 
safe and sanitary condition and good repair. The property is in disrepair and the front 
yard is dead. A mitigation should be included which assesses a $1,000 fine for the first 
violation and increases the fine by $1,000 for subsequent violations 
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Staff Response 

As the project has been appealed, the conditions. in the determination are not yet in 
effect until such time the project has attained final approval. Nevertheless, as was 
previously mentioned, the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department 
(LAHCID) visited the site as recently as January 27, 2015 and there are no outstanding 
code enforcement violations. 

Staff Conclusion 

The approved tract map is consistent with the intent and purpose of the General Plan, the 
Wilshire Community Plan, and is in conformance with the regulations of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code, the underlying zone, as well as the provisions of the 'Q' condition. The project 
is well below the maximum permitted density provided for in the zone, is a well-designed 
example of residential infill development, and was determined by the Advisory Agency to be 
appropriate given the project site's R4 zoning and High Medium Residential land use 
designation. 

While the appellant raised various points of opposition to the project, the appellant failed to 
substantiate how the Deputy Advisory Agency erred in its authority to approve the project 
against the governing land use designation and zoning regulations. Therefore, in consideration 
of all the facts and applicable codes, policies, ordinances, the Subdivision Map Act, and the 
administrative record, the Deputy Advisory Agency acted reasonably in approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 70499-CN, and Planning staff recommends that the decision of the 
Deputy Advisory Agency be sustained and that the appeal be denied. 


