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TO: 
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RE: 

HONORABLE COMMISSIONERS 
CENTRAL AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

STEVE MAYER 
[31 0-275-8423] 

FEBRUARY 13, 2015 

DETERl"'INATION LETTER- FEBRUARY 3, 2015 

[Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 70499-CN] 
[Mitigated Negative Declaration- CEQA No. ENV-2011-3325-MND] 

By means of introduction, I reside within the affected 500' radius area for the 

proposed development at 332-336 Oakhurst Drive ("Oakhurst"). 

I am also the friend of an elderly owner, Joe Syseskey, of a single-family 

residence, at 9135 West Third Street, that abuts the proposed project. Joe just wants to 

live his life in peace, and has provided me with the authority to represent him in this 

matter. 

The purpose of this communication is to identifY discrepancies in the 

Determination Letter dated February 3, 2015 ("Determination Letter") regarding the 

"'Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.70499-CN" (VTT) and Mitigated Negative Declaration 

- CEQA No. ENV-2011-3325-MND" (MND) and provide comments and 

recommendations thereof. 

Separate submittals regarding the VTT and MND were previously submitted on 

April 17, 2014 and such comments and recommendations may be incorporated herein. 

Additionally, a draft of supplemental filing dated December 19, 2014 regarding 

the MND treatment of "Cultural Resources" is now being incorporated into the MND 

file. 

Recommendations will again be made for additional Mitigated Measures (MM), 

Construction Mitigation Measures (CM), Condominium Conditions, Standard Conditions 

(Engineering) in the Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-

6770). Extensive commentary will also be made regarding the ''Notes" and ''Findings." 

While by no means a land use planning expert, I believe there are basics and 

fundamentals of the VTT and the MND there can be easily examined by a common 

citizen, resulting recommended modifications to the Determination Letter that will 

oenern both the municipality and stakeholders. 

owners 
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(Determination Letter- 02/03/15) 

This communication will be divided into sections: 
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Historical Aspects 7 
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- 06-11-14 Letter From City of B.H. To L.A. 
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- 04-17-14 Filing: VTT-70499-CN 

- Local Owners I Residents Communications 
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INTRODUCTION 

"Either the greatest.fraud has been perpetrated against the Department 
ofPlanning in its history, or the 'approval' is an example of its greate.'i·t 
incompetence. " 

A tad vitriolic? Perhaps, but it reflects the sentiment of owners and residents. 

The applicant has routinely made material misrepresentations, an act that would 
immediately disqualify the application. 

The Hearing Officer not only accepted such representations as whole cloth, but, in 
tum, could not be bothered to carefully review his own work. His MND, for example, 
included references to projects that are not within the subject area. 

Moreover, the Hearing Officer apparently never looked at the file of public 
comments after the March 19, 2014 hearing ("Hearing"), nor reexamined the public 
testimony. There was virtually no difference between the staff report of March 19, 2014 
and the Determination Letter of February 3, 2015. 

It was as though there was no hearing and there was no public comment period. 
After the Hearing, the Hearing Officer concentrated upon three documents, two of which 
were submitted by the Applicant. 

It did not matter that the stakeholders provide irrefutable proof, in the form of oral 
testimony and/or in writing. Instead, the Hearing Officer, so far as the stakeholders are 
concerned, has made himself appear as though he is "in the pocket" of the Applicant. 

Obviously, the Hearing Otlicer is not corrupt. But the deficiencies in the process 
lead the stakeholders to believe the worst in people, instead of just looking at their 
inadequacies. 

Part of the problem is that the process is designed to expedite development, 
instead of taking the concerns of the stakeholders first. 

example, MND public itself is incomplete. It is impossible to 
comments and recommendations on documents that are not there. How can the public 
trust the Reconsideration ofF ebruary 7, 2014 when it still was not in the file as of two 
days . . a year later? 
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It is even worse for the VTT file. It is just not available two days ago, but in 

previous examination, it also was incomplete. References in the Determination Letter are 

made to documents that were not there for the public. 

But the final straw? How about an Applicant who boarded-up his property ... 

with residents still living inside. 
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This outrageous act occurred on December 9, 2014, a scant week after the 
Applicant filed a letter from its historical consultant that subsequently proved pivotal to 
the Hearing Officer. The Department of Planning was made aware of this felonious act. 
If there had been a fire, people could have been killed. 

If an Applicant is willing to kill people for a proposed development, what 
credence can be given to the application? Is the Hearing Officer so obtuse to ignore such 
a bold affront to common sense and law? 



Central Area Planning Commission I Mayer 
VTT-70499-CN & ENV-2011-3325-MND 
February 13, 2015 
Page 5. 

OVERALL PROBLEMS 

There are numerous problems with the VTT application and the MND and 
Determination Letter, including: 

* Process (and lack thereof) as a lead agency 

* Historical Aspects 

* Infrastructure (i.e. traffic) 

* Sizing and massing of the project 

* Ignoring stakeholders 

* Incompleteness of the files 

PROCESS 

The proposed project is bisected by the city boundary separating the City of Los 
Angeles and City of Beverly Hills 

For projects for which the City is the Lead Agency, one interpretation of the City 
guidelines is that it must place the interests of the other municipalities before their own. 

wrote: 
In its introduction of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide- 2006 (Page 4), of the City 

"For City-sponsored projected located outside City boundaries, 
Departments conducting CEQA review must consider the local 
environmental setting, as well as applicable regulations and policies, and 
determine if another set of criteria applies or is more appropriate. ,. 

On June 11, 2014, the City of Beverly Hills requested an The request was 
based upon the findings of its historical consultant citing that the block upon which the 
Oakhurst project resides could be deemed to be an historic Such an analysis was 
different from Applicant's consultant. 
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On its face, based upon its own instruction, the City of Los Angeles grant the 
request for an EIR by the City of Beverly Hills, when the request is reasonable, 
documented, and significant. 

The City of Beverly Hills expected that the a 
(acceptable to both cities) would be retained. 

impartial historic consultant 

Instead, the Applicant provided a second report from its consultant dated 
December 3, 2014. That was the pivotal document that the Hearing Officer relied upon 
in rendering his decision. 

The decision carne as a shock to all. The Applicant had placed the application on 
"hold" June, and both the City of Beverly Hills as well as the office of Councilman 
Paul Koretz were supposed have been informed when activity on the file resumed by the 

Department of Planning. 

That never happened. 

The City of Beverly Hills never did receive the December 3, 2014 letter, because 
the Applicant said that he, the consultant, and his representative all ''forgot." 

The Applicant provided a December 1, 2014 consultant memo on February 11, 
2015. 

The Applicant and the City of Beverly Hills had conversations in October, 
November, and December. The Applicant never mentioned that a consultant's letter 
would be forthcoming, nor that it had been submitted to the City of Los Angeles. 

Had Beverly Hills been informed, they would have responded, including that the 
Applicant's consultant was not on the approved consultant's the consultant's letter of 
December 3, 2014. Effectively, the consultant's was void, due to the L.A. CEQA 

Thresholds Guide 2006 (Page 4) stating: 

·'For City-sponsored projected located outside City boundaries, City 

Departments conducting CEQA review must consider the local 
environmental setting. as well as applicable regulations and policies, and 

determine if another set of criteria applies or is more appropriate. " 



Central Area Planning Commission I Mayer 
VTT-70499-CN & ENV-2011-3325-MND 
February 13,2015 
Page 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? 

HISTORICAL ASPECTS 

The Hearing Officer cited state CEQA methodology. 

In the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide - 2006, the City of Los Angeles has issued 
guidelines through all aspects of any departmental agency involvement in a CEQA 
review. 

Relative to "Cultural Resources" (Page D. 3-2), the City advises: 

"Projects that affect historical resources, such as by demolition, 
relocation, rehabilitation, conversion, alteration, or construction, may 
have a significant impact. The stock ofsignijicant historical resources 
cannot be replenished and is finite. Thus, the permanent loss ofa resource 
is irreversible. " 

Under its ·'Evaluation of Screening Criteria" (Page D. 3-2), the City states: 

''Evaluate the historical significance ofthe resource by considering the 
following questions. In general, a "yes" response to any of the questions 
indicates an historical resource may be involved. " 

There are seven (7) questions (Page D. 3-3) that the City Planner must consider. 
Relative to the Oakhurst project, there are two (2) that require special consideration: 

"6. Does the resource have known associations with an architect, master 
builder or person or event important in history such 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?" 
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A simple Google search by the Applicant's would have revealed: 

* Architect Edith Mortensen is listed four (4) times in Department of 
Planning documents 

* Architect Edith Mortensen was the first woman architect in Los Angeles 

* Architect Edith Mortensen is listed as an architect in a historic district in 
West Hollywood. 

* Architect Edith Mortensen was the architect for a synagogue at 5500 
Hoover Street that is listed in the National Registry. 

The draft of the supplemental filing dated December 19, 2014 (Exhibit A), 
detailed the importance of the architect Edith Mortensen and other historical and cultural 
aspects. 

On Page 19 of the Determination, the Hearing Officer wrote: 

"'Following that report, the City of Beverly Hills provided a two-page 
memo prepared by the Historic Resources Group and dated May 29, 
2014 ... " 

Such a statement is a bold mischaracterization: 

(A) The Applicant's initial historical consultant's report tried to assert that the 
subject area covered three block on both sides of Oakhurst Drive from Burton Way to 
Alden. It was a clear attempt to deceive 

(B) The document from Historic Resources Group was not two pages. A copy 
of the correspondence and Historic Resources Group assessment is attached as Exhibit B: 

(C) The work of Historic Resources Group identified a number of properties 
and districts, as part of its survey. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE (TRAFFIC) 

The Hearing Officer wrote: 

.. With respect to environmental impacts, they (the City of Beverly Hills) 
identified traffic as being 'the category that presents the greatest potential 
j(Jr environmental impact.'" 

In fact, what the November 7, 2011 letter from Nathan Gapper (Limited Term 
Planner City of Beverly Hills) to Ifa Kashefi (Chief of Engineering Bureau, Department 
of Building and Safety, City of Los Angeles): 

·· ... Traffic would likely be the category that presents the greatest 
potential for environmental impact. Therefore, the results of traffic 
studies for the project may play a significant role in dictating the level of 
impact the project may have. " 

Further, the L.A.CEQA Thresholds Guide- 2006 Pages L.l.l-2 states: 

Intersection capacity impacts are evaluated when project details, such as 
land use and size, location of access points, etc., are known. If these 
ftatures are not known, see L. 2. STREET SEGMENT CAP A CITY 
Intersection capacity impacts are typically evaluated for permanent traffic 
increases after project completion, but can also be evaluated for 
temporary traffic increases generated during project construction. 
Impacts should be evaluated for afuture study year usually set one or two 
years after the expected year ofproject completion. The following traffic 
scenarios: 

• Existing Conditions: 

• Cumulative (Future) Base Conditions (also termed the "No 
Project" alternative); and 

• Cumulative (Future) Plus Project Conditions 
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C. Screening Criteria 

• Would the proposed project generate and/or cause a diversion or shift of 
500 or more daily trips or 43 or more p.m. peak hour vehicle trips on the 
street system? 

A 'yes" response to the preceding question indicates further study in an 
expanded Initial Study. Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, or EIR may be required. Reftr to the Significance Threshold 
for Intersection Capacity, and review the associated Methodology to 
Determine Significance, as appropriate. 

Since the number of 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. 

There is no question: the City of Los Angeles requires some form of a traffic 
study ... just as the City of Beverly Hills required one as well. 

The Hearing Officer's cursory look at the DOT's Traffic Study Exemption 
Thresholds and relying upon such, in light of the anecdotal evidence of a score of people 
is absurd. 

Is the Hearing Officer really expecting us to believe that the Applicant for a $45 
million project cannot afford several thousand dollars for a traffic study? 

SIZING AND MASSING OF PROJECT 

The Hearing Officer wrote: 

"The site is designated jar High Medium Residential Density by the 
Wilshire Community Plan which allows for a density of400 squarefeet 
per dwelling unit. 

contrast, however, the Wilshire Community Plan Objective 1-3 is: 

"Preserve and enhance the varied and distinct residential character and 
integrity of existing residential neighborhoods. " 
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The character of the block (which is its own unique neighborhood) would be 
destroyed by having a six-story structure abutting one and two story structures with 
architecture that is incompatible with the 1930's. 

This block has a unique character. While the individual properties on the block 
may or may not be a significant historic resource, the block could be found to be 
significant. It is one ofthe last blocks in Beverly Hills where all the structures on the 
East side of the block date to the 1930's. 

There is adequate existing home ownership opportunities for the Western portion 
of the Community Plan area. In fact, there is a surplus of existing home ownership 
opportunities, including a property at 340 North Oakhurst, that is reportedly half sold 
after a year. 

Moreover, there is a lack of affordable housing in the Community Plan area. The 
Applicant fails to provide affordable housing that is a critical element in City of Beverly 
HiBs (for which the projects must also comply for a density bonus). For example, a 
project on Burton Way in Beverly Hills originally envisioned two (2) affordable housing 
units for a 5-story, 25-unit project. 

IGNORING STAKEHOLDERS 

There are numerous examples of the Hearing Officer ignoring the desires of the 
local owners and residents 

The Hearing Officer wrote on Page 19 of the Determination Letter: 

"They (the Applicant's team) detailed their outreach efforts, stating that 
they met with the Mid City West Neighborhood Council, and held an 
informational meetingfor tenants on March I, 2014. The applicant 
provided some letters of support from adjacent property. " 

This, again, is a misrepresentation: 

( 1) Applicant did not meet with a Neighborhood Council. It made a 
presentation to one its committees. Not only did the committee not vote on the project, 

members sent communication to the Department of Planning objecting to the 
did vote on it have 
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(2) reference to an informational meeting tor tenants on March 1, 20 14 
was a sham. Non-tenants were included in the sign-in sheet, and a petition ·'supporting" 
the project was equally deceitful. 25% of the petitioners have rescinded their signature. 
They were told it was a sign-in sheet. 

(3) There is virtually no support from the local owners. The Applicant 
presented three (3) form letters. Two of the three names cannot be against the 
Applicant's ownership list. 

There are 782 names on the ownership list. Could not the Hearing Officer 
perform the simple calculation that only .04% of the owners support the project within a 
500' radius? 

INCOMPLETENESS OF THE FILES 

References have been made repeatedly to the incompleteness of the files available 
to the public. 

When something as important that a Reconsideration of an MND is missing, the 
entire process becomes suspect. 

When a consultant's report is not in the file, how can the public review it. 

Lastly, most of the letters from the City of Los Angeles departments are over 
three years old. Why were they not updated? And why were letters from the 
departments of the City of Beverly Hills not sought, for conformance? 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATED MEASURES 

Numerous recommended mitigation measures were made in the 04117/14 filing 
regarding ENV-2011-3325-MND (Exhibit C). 

Some selected ones are shown here. Due to lack of time, and no access to the 
VTT file, this communication will leave to provide a more comprehensive list. 
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ISSUE: 

FIRE DEPARTMENT (Page 3.) 

8. Prior to the recordation o{the final map. a suitable arrangement shall be 
made satis{Qctory to the Fire Department. binding the subdivider and all successors to 
the fOllowing: (MM) 

COMMENT: 

The property will be serviced first by the Beverly Hills Fire Department (as it is 
currently). The Los Angeles Fire Department comes to the property only upon a future 
aid basis. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

K. The Applicant will first satisfy all Beverly Hills Fire Department 
requirements before approach the Los Angeles Fire Department. 

ISSUE: 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER (Page 4) 

9. SatisfQctory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department 
o{Water and Power (LADWP) {Or compliance with LADWP's Water System Rules and 
requirements. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, LADWP's Water 
Services Organization will fOrward the necessary clearances to the Bureau of 
Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time he City Engineer clears 
Condition No. S-l.{c).) 

COMMENT: 

The property is served by a different water agency. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND.· 

9.a. The Applicant will first satisfy all of the existing water 
agency before approaching the LADWP. 
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ISSUE: 

INFORMATION 'TECHNOLOGY AGENCY (Page 5) 

12. That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the 
requirements ofthe 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. 

COMMENT: 

In Beverly Hills and Los Angeles, telecommunications can be served by multiple 
platforms and multiple providers. 

In addition, unless there is proper interior wiring, the various providers will string 
wires all throughout the property. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

12 a. (1) 
telecommunications. 

The project's CCRs will prohibit exterior wiring for 

(2) All exterior telecommunications receivers will be placed only on 
the roof, and shielded from any public view 

(3) The Homeowners Association will create its own 
telecommunications provider that will be provided as option to all residents 

ISSUE: 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMEN1AL MITIGATION 

MEASURES (Page 7) 
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23. Prior to the recordation o{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-1 Every building, structure, or portion thereof: shall be maintained in a sate 
and sanitary condition and good repair, and free from, debris, rubbish, garbage, trash, 
overgrown vegetation or other similar material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 
91.8104. 

COMMENT: 

The Applicant is already in violation, and has been so since its filing in 
December, 2013. Not only is the property in disrepair, the Applicant is no longer 
watering. The front yard is dead. 

In addition, to assist a 78-year-old resident to reduce the potential for damaging 
health issues, numerous times in past months, I have personally made certain that the 
trash bins are located in the alley or returned to their location on trash day, so that 
overflowing would not occur, and cause a constructive nuisance. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

MM-1-A: For every day a violation, a fine of $1000 will be assessed for the 
first violation. For every subsequent violation, the fine increases by $1000 per fine. 
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TO: 

FOR DISCUSSION 

LUCIRALIA IBARRA 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLA~'NING 

FROM: STEVE MAYER 
[310-275-8423) 

CC: 

DATE: 

RE: 

JAE KIM Senior City Planner: Department of City Planning 
SHAWN BAYLISS Director of Planning and Use: CD5 
NOAH MUHLSTEIN - Planning Deputy: CDS 
RYAN GOHLICH - Senior Planner: City Beverly 
WILLIAM CROUCH Urban Planner: City of Beverly 

DECEMBER 19,2014 

CEQA NO. ENV-2011-3325-MND 
/332-336 North Oakhurst Drivej 

Please permit this communication to provide additional comments upon the 
"Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration- CEQA No. 11-3325-MND" (MND). 
The additional comments append this memorandum. 

Additional information has been discovered in City files that may change the 
Section V (a) of "Cultural Resources" from "Less Than Sign(ficant Impact" to 
"Potentially Sign~ficant Impact .. , 

This filing supplements comments and recommendations made on April 1 7, 2014 
with respect the application for a proposed development for 332-336 Oakhurst Drive 
("Oakhurst") 

Such additional comments on the MND are incorporated herein with respect to 
the application for a Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70499-CN (VTT). This filing thus 
supplements comments and recommendations made regarding the VTT on April 1 7, 
2014. 

This filing is in support of the correspondence by the City of Beverly Hills of 
June 11, 2014 to the City of Los Angeles requesting an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the subject property. 

Additional information found in the four ( 4) public filings of 
Department of Planning of the City of Angeles that deemed architect, Edith 
Northman, to be not only a significant architect, but one if not the first, the pioneering 
woman architect in the 
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Other sources support such a contention. Edith Northman was the co-architect 
a Historical Registered building in West Hollywood, and one of three architects of the 
adjoining North Harper A venue Historic District. In addition, her design of a Union Oil 
service station in Westwood was awarded a design patent from the United States Patent 
Office. Moreover, there were numerous other significant projects in the City of Los 
Angeles of which she was the sole architect. 

Using the City's own guidelines, such internal documents and other supporting 
data dictate that a more thorough examination of "cultural resources" must be examined, 
and not dismissed arbitrarily. 

Lastly, the City's own instructions seen to mandate that when the City is the Lead 
Agency for a property in another City, it must put the interests of that other city first. 

After all of the previously unknown facts are examined, Section V (a) of the 
Initial Study and Checklist will likely see a re-determination from "Less Than Significant 
Impact" to "Potentially Significant Impact. "thereby necessitating an EIR. 

FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 



ENV-2011-3325-MND 

(ADDITIONAL COMMENTS- DECEMBER 19, 2014] 

SUMMARY 

This filing seeks to provide additional information regarding Section V (a) of the 
Initial Study and Checklist of the CEQA review. 

Section V is listed as "'Cultural Resources," while Subsection (a) poses the 
question whether project can "Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ofa 
historical resource as defined in§ 15064.5?" 

The additional comments can be highlighted by the sections of: 

Introduction 2 

Background 2 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines 4 

Department of City Planning 7 
City of Los Angeles 

Historic Registered Building 11 
8225 Fountain Avenue 
City of West Hollywood 

Historic Registered District 11 
North Harper A venue Historic District 
City of West Hollywood 

United States Patent Office 12 
Union Oil Company of California 

Other Sources 13 

FOR PURPOSES 
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INTRODUCTION 

I am a stakeholder living within the affected 500' 
development at 332-336 Oakhurst Drive ("Oakhurst"). 

area for the proposed 

In addition, I am a friend of an elderly owner, Joe Syseskey, of a single-family 
residence, at 9135 West Third Street, that abuts the proposed project. Joe has repeatedly 
asserted that he just wants to live his life in peace. 

The Oakhurst project has created considerable consternation amongst both 
stakeholders and tenants. The tenants' grievances were addressed in a filing on July 29, 
2014. 

Since that filing, the Applicant and/or his surrogate have threatened stakeholders, 
while tenants believe that the Applicant and his attorney have acted in less than honorable 
fashion, illegally denying relocation assistance. As a consequence, it is the contention of 
a multitude of tenants and/or stakeholders that the current and the original Applicants can 
be categorized as unprincipled and unethical "dirty rotten scoundrels." 

For example, on or about December 9, 2014, even though the buildings were 
occupied, the Applicant commenced boarding windows and doors on 334 and 336 North 
Oakhurst with plywood. Code Enforcement ordered the Applicant to remove the 
plywood. 

Thus, with many other types of examples, it is the opinion of these multitude of 
tenants and/or stakeholders that the Applicant, its partners (including the former owners 
and original Applicant), and its consultants were aware of the historical significance of 
both the buildings and its architect, and have taken pains to either obscure and/or hide the 
true origins of the property in the name of pure financial gain. 

Whether the preceding three paragraphs are accurate ref1ections of the Applicant, 
its partners, and its consultants should be determined under the purview of the City 
Planner re-reviewing the Initial Study and Checklist. 

BACKGROUND 

a route. 
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Significant events relating to the proposed development are: 

07/15/11 

03/ /12 

03/23/12 

03/ /12 

03/28/12 

02/27/13 

03/26/13 

04/02/13 

12/13/13 

02/07/14 

Pinnacle North LLC files an application for Vesting 
Tentative Track Map for a 5- and 6-story residential 
condominium with 3 7 units 

Department of City Planning issues a Notice of Public 
Hearing for 04/02/12 

Pinnacle North LLC requests Postponement of Hearing 
scheduled for April4, 2012, and that the application be 
placed on hold 

Department of City Planning issues Cancellation Notice of 
Public Hearing (for 04/02/12 Hearing) 

Department of City Planning issues Mitigated Negative 
Declaration No. ENV-2011-3325-MND for a 5- and 6-story 
residential condominium with 3 7 units 

Trustee for First Regional Bank files Notice ofTrustee's 
Sale against Pinnacle North LLC for approximately $6.9 
Million 

Oakhurst 9021 0 LLC acquires the Oakhurst Project, the 
day before the Trustee's Sale 

Oakhurst 90210 LLC executes trust deeds in the collective 
amount of $1 1 .25 million on the Oakhurst project, in favor 
of Pinnacle North LLC (the former owner). 

Oakhurst 90210 LLC files for a Reconsideration for 
Vesting Tentative Track Map for a 4- and 5-story 
residential condominium with 31 units 

Department City Planning issues a Reconsideration of 
ENV -20 11-3325-MND for a 4- 5-story residential 
condominium with 31 units 
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03/11114 

03/19/14 

06/11114 

06/ /14 

Mid-City West Hearing -No recommendation was issued, 
but serious concern as to historical aspects of the 
application were expressed by Committee members 

Public Hearing At the direction of the Hearing Officer, a 
decision is deferred until historical aspects, tenant 
treatment, and other issues are more adequately examined 

City of Beverly Hills issues a letter to the Department of 
City Planning requesting an EIR 

Oakhurst 9021 0 LLC requests application to be placed on 
hold 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CEQA GUIDELINES 

Under CEQA guidelines, a review for the Oakhurst project was required. 

"Initial Study and Checklist" 

As issued by the Department of City Planning in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration No. ENV-2011-3325-MND (MND) on March 28,2012, the "Initial Study 
and Checklist" showed a "Less Than Significant Impact" regarding Cultural Resources: 

I Potentially 

1 

significant 
mpact 

Potentially 1l 
significant 

unless I Less than 
mitigation significant 

incorporated I impact 
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"Discussion o(the Environmental Evaluation" 

As completed by a City Planner, the discussion regarding Cultural Resources 
included the excerpt regarding "Cultural Resources" of: 

'-----~~~~------~------~========~------L--------M~-=It=ig=a=tl~-o=n~ ______ jl _ Im act? Ex lanation Measures 

APPENDIX A: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS EXPLANATION TABLE 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT The project involves the 

IMPACT demolition of three older, 
apartment buildings built in the 
1930's. However, the project site 
is not designated a historic 
monument nor listed as a 
significant historic 
Impacts would be less 
significant. 

Citv Guidelines 

Through its L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 2006, the City of Los Angeles has 
issued guidelines through all aspects of any departmental agency involvement in a CEQA 
revtew. 

Relative to "Cultural Resources" (Page D. 3-2;, the City advises: 

''Projects that affect historical resources, such as by demolition, 
relocation, rehabilitation, conversion, alteration. or construction, may 
have a significant impact. The stock ofsignificant historical resources 
cannot be replenished and is finite. Thus, the permanent loss of a resource 
is irreversible. " 

Under its ·'Evaluation of Screening Criteria" (Page D. 3-2). the City states: 

"Evaluate the historical significance of the resource by considering the 
following questions. general, a to any of the 

an historical resource may be 
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There are seven (7) questions (Page D. 3-3) that the City Planner must consider. 
Relative to the Oakhurst project, there are two (2) that require special consideration: 

"6. Does the resource have known associations with an architect, master 
builder or person or event important in history such 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?" 

What the remaining portion of this filing will address will be the significance of 
the architect. 

It should also be noted that the existing buildings are in the architectural style of 
Spanish Colonial Revival, a style that is deemed as " ... historically important in Los 
Angeles" (Exhibit D-3.5). 

City o{Los Angeles Interests Secondary To Others 

For projects for which the City is the Lead Agency, one interpretation of the City 
guidelines is that it must place the interests of the other municipalities before their own. 

In its introduction (Page 4), the City wrote: 

"For City-sponsored projected located outside City boundaries, City 
Departments conducting CEQA review must consider the local 
environmental setting, as well as applicable rel-:,rulations and policies. and 
determine [f another set of criteria applies or is more appropriate. " 

On June 11, 2014, the City of Beverly Hills requested an EIR. The request was 
based upon the findings of its historical consultant citing that the block upon which the 
Oakhurst project resides could be deemed to be an historic district. 

On its face, based upon its own instruction, should not the City of Los Angeles 
grant the request for an by the of Hills, the request is reasonable, 
documented, and 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING (City of Los Angeles) 

Within the Department of City Planning public files, there are four significant 
mentions of architect Edith Northman. 

Edith Northman was an esteemed, prolific architect, who was the first registered 
woman architect in the City of Los Angeles. She was the architect of two of the three 
buildings that the applicant wishes to raze (334-336 North Oakhurst). 

Edith Northman was listed as the co-architect for a Historic Registered Building 
neighboring City boundaries as well as one of three architects of a neighboring Historic 
District. Two of her designs were awarded design patents by the United States Patent 
Office, likely exemplified by a Union Oil service station in Westwood. 

Edith Northman is cited in at least four ( 4) Department of City Planning 
documents: 

liJo- Wilshire Park HOPZ Preservation Plan (October, 2010) 

liJo- Historic Resources Survey Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project Area (February, 2010) 

liJo- Miracle Mile North HPOZ Draft Preservation Plan (November, 2010) 

liJo- Proposed Country Club HPOZ: Resources Agency Primary Record 
(May, 2009) 

The four ( 4) documents can be summarized through excerpts from such 
documents: 
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Document 1: Wilshire Park HOPZ Preservation Plan 
(October, 2010- Pages 26) 

The work of Edith Northman was specifically identified in a complex named the 
''Edith Northman Apartment Complex": 

"The Edith Northman Apartment Complex: 

"In 1938, late in the Depression, development in Wilshire Park resumed 
after a long period of inactivity. During this year, Louis S. Strauss 
commissioned a set of courtyard apartments for his properties on the 
contiguous intersections of Wilton, Leeward and 7th. Strauss had been a 
real estate developer in Los Angeles since 1935, building apartments on 
Cochran, Detroit and La Jolla, and later in lifo became active in the 
Braille Institute 

"Edith Northman was Strauss' choice of architect. Northman maintained 
offices at 3052 Pico, and had recently completed plans for a synagogue at 
5500 Hoover. During these years Edith Northman was very prolific, 
particularly in the design of apartment buildings. The complex at Wilton, 
7th and Leeward is in the modern and efficient Minimal Traditional style 
with elements of the Streamline Moderne, a significant departure for 
Wilshire Park, already having been fully built out fifteen years earlier. 
The complex consists of four twelve-unit buildings symmetrically arranged 
to form a common courtyard fhr each of the two pairs. All units have 
separate private entries and private garages. " 
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Document 2: Historic Resources Survey Hollywood Redevelopment 
Proiect Area (as prepared (or the CRA) 
(February, 2010 -Page 149) 

Edith Northman was cited as one of the prominent architects for the area, for her 
biography was included: 

"Edith Northman (1893-1956) 

"Architect Edith Mortensen Northman, Los Angeles' only woman 
architect when she was working in the 1930s, was born in Copenhagen 
Denmark in 1893 and immigrated with her family to the U.S in 1914. In 
the 1920s, she worked for Los Angeles architect Henry J Knauer and 
later for Clarence J Smale, under whom she served as chiefdrafisman. 
She was formally educated in architecture at the University of Southern 
California during the years 1927-1930. She is described in the 1937 Los 
Angeles Times as Los Angeles' only woman architect. She had an office 
located at 3052 Pica Blvd prior to 1933. In 1933, her office was moved to 
5639 Pica Blvd, where she also resided In Hollywood, Northman 
designed the 4-story apartment building located at 5600 Fernwood Ave in 
1929 and the 2-story apartment building located at 5400 Carlton Way in 
1941. She is responsible for the design of many other buildings 
throughout the Los Angeles area, including a synagogue located at 5500 
South Hoover Street, a residence for film star Jean Hersholt located at 
602 North Rodeo Drive, Beverly Hills, and a $100,000 studio apartment 
building located on Harper Ave between Sunset and Santa Monica 
boulevards for owner Elwood G. Houseman. She also designed the 
Normandie Mar Apartment Hotel in the Tower District <;fFresno, CA. 
Throughout the course of her career, she designed a wide variety of 
building types, including Union Oil Company service stations (she 
designed at least 50. including a Mediterranean style "superservice 
station" in Westwood Village in 1933). churches, commercial buildings, 
factories, residences, and apartments. During World War 11, she designed 
buildings for the US Army Corps ofEngineers and after the War she 
:>pecialized in design oflarge apartment buildings and hotels in Los 
Angele5; and Palm Springs. She died ofParkinson 's disease in 1956 in Salt 
Lake 
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Document 3 - Miracle Mile North HPOZ Dra(t Preservation Plan 
(November, 2010- Page 22) 

In this document, Edith Northman was identified as one of the prominent 
architects for the area: 

''Other architects represented in the area are: Milton Black, known for his 
Streamline Moderne designs; Eric Black; Beverly Hills architect Gerald 
Colcord; Arthur Hawes; Hollywood architect HJ. Knauer; Edith 
Northman; C.J. Smale; West Hollywood designer Don Uhf; the prolific 
HH Whitely; and Westwood architect Percy P. Lewis. Most of the above 
had worked all over the Westside, building similar residences in period 
revival styles in the communities ofSanta Monica, Westwood. .. " 

Document 4- Proposed Country Club HPOZ: Resources Agency 
State of California -Primary Record 
(May, 2009- Page 16) 

In this State of California document, Edith Northman was one of two architects 
cited in the Postwar Era. 

"Theme: Important Designers (1903-1952) 

"Celebrated architects and designers who worked in Country Club Park 
in the postwar era include Edith Northman and Ralph Vaughn. " 

* * * * * 

In addition to being deemed significant in the of Los Angeles, 
Northman was associated with two historical registrations, just blocks City 
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HISTORIC REGISTERED BUILDING 
(8225 Fountain Avenue, West Hollywood, Los Angeles County, CA 90046) 

In 1986, the Patio Del Moro became individually listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places. Edith Northman is listed in the application as the co-architect. 

The property, built in 1926, is described in a sales brochure by a realtor as: 

"Welcome to Patio Del Moro, a 1920's Andalusian style 8 unit courtyard 
building in the heart lifWest Hollywood designed by Arthur & Nina 
Zwebell & Architect Leland Byrant. A registered Historic Landmark with 
true Hollywood History which Charlie Chaplin, Paulette Goddard, Troy 
Donahue & Joan Fontaine, at one time called horne. The Spanish 
Colonial Revival style with Moorish detailing is manifested in the 
horseshoe-arched entrance & tunnel leading to the courtyard, a copper
domed Tunisian tower, horseshoe & pointed-arch doorways & windows. 
Simple, geometric volumes are sheathed with stucco that has been stained 
with color washes. Gabled & shed rooft are covered with terracotta tile. 
Ornamental ironwork & glazed tile are extensively used throughout. The 
courtyard patio is comprised ofa two-story Spanish baroque open 
fireplace, a blind arch framing a built in bench & wall-mounted tile & 
bas-relief fountain which flows into a tile reflecting pool. " 

HISTORIC DISTRICT 
(North Harper Avenue District, West Hollywood, Los Angeles County, CA 90046) 

Registered on May 28, I 996 with the National Register of Historic Places of the 
National Park Service, the North Harper Avenue District application as one ofthree (3) 
architects for the district. 

From its application, it is described as: 

"The North Harper Avenue Historic District is comprised of eight 
contributing apartment buildings, one contributing automotive garage 
with attached dwelling unit. and two non-contributing apartment 
buildings. The contributing were the 
1923 to 1931 and represent variations in 20th 
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architecture--specifically Mediterranean Revival and Chateauesque. 
They range in height_from one to four stories and are composed as large, 
simplified geometric forms which virtually fill their entire lots. " 

Further in the application, Edith Northman is specifically mentioned: 

"Few publications have appeared on the history and development of 
apartment buildings in West Hollywood and more generally Los Angeles. 
Courtyard Housing in Los Angeles, by Stefanos Polyzoidesl et. al., the 
definitive study of courtyard apartment buildings, is one of the few 
publications on the subject. Polyzoides discusses four of the apartment 
buildings located in the district. Among these, Mexican Village (now 
known as the Villa Primavera, 1300-1308 North Harper Avenue, 
Arthur and Nina Zwebell} and Patio del Mora are seminal works in the 
development of the courtyard apartment building. (I) The authors consider 
Villa Sevilla (1338-1352 North Harper Avenue, Edith M Northman) and 
El Pasadero (1330 North Harper Avenue, Arthur W Hawes) as among the 
'most important courtyards in Los Angeles. '" 

UNITED STATES PATENT OFFICE 

On September 24, 1934, the United States Patent Office awarded two (2) design 
patents (#93,883 and #93,884) for the "Design For A Service Station" by Edith 
Northman. 

Designed for Union Oil Company Of California, the architecture combined a 
geometrically-positioned store and overhang projections over the gas pumps, a forerunner 
oftoday's designs. 

The February 19, 1933 edition ofthe Los Angeles Times described an under
construction Union Oil station as: 

"That Westwood Village continues to be recognized as an increasingly 
active outlet for retail merchandise is indicated by the announcement 
week of a I 0-year lease involving $30,000 of a corner 100 by 85 feet on 
Westwood Boulevard and Lindbrook Drive made by Westwood Mortgage 
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& Investment Company and Union Service Stations, Inc., who have 
already started work on the construction of a super-service station. 

"The service station that will be of Mediterranean architecture, was 
designed by Edith Northman and will ftature a 69-foot-tower capped with 
a Neon sign publicizing gasoline in seven-foot letters. " 

OTHER SOURCES 

In the Los Angeles Times, "construction notices" of selected projects were 
published in the 1920's and 1930's. Often the names ofthe architects were included. 

Researching the Los Angeles Times archives, projects involving Edith Northman 
numbered eighteen (18). Of those all but two (2) were in the City of Los Angeles. 

In 1936 and 1937, there were ten (1 0) listings of construction notices where Edith 
Northrnan was the architect. The aggregate value of such construction was $274,200. 
Today, the value of such new construction would be in the tens of millions of dollars: 
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Religious Institutions 

Another prominent endeavor Edith Mortensen were religious institutions. 

Under the headline of"Plans Told For Sacred Structure," the October 21, 1924 
edition of the Los Angeles Times, the groundbreaking for Sephardic Hebrew Center at 
Hoover and 55th Street synagogue and community center was announced. 

The Times reported that: 

"This new structural development will comprise a synagogue, auditorium, 
classrooms, library, and other facilities. " 

The Rhodes Jewish Museum cites: 

''The synagogue was built during the Depression. It cost $26 000 to 
purchase the land and to pay for the construction. Three adjacent 
properties were acquired at the corner of 55th and Hoover a small store 
on the corner an empty lot and a small house. It was built by the Zimmer 
Construction Company. The architect was Edith Northman. The 
sanctuary seated 550 persons including a balcony ezras nashim usedfiJr 
seating the women. The auditorium and dining room seated 400. The 
building gave great pride to the Sephardic community. It was the center 
of the religious and social life for the Rhodes/is for about twenty years." 

The structure remains active today as a religious institution as the Second AME 
Church at 5500 South Hoover Street. 

In 1937, Edith Northman designed a structure reflecting her heritage. In relating 
its history in Southern California, the Emmanuel Danish Evangelical Lutheran Church in 
Yorba Linda reported: 

.. In I 93 7 the Danish people in Southern Calilorniafinally reached their 
ultimate goal: They had raised enough money to build a typical Danish 
country church with a meeting hall and a parsonage. This church was 
built on the corner of 43rd Street and 3rd Avenue in Angeles . .. 
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The structure remains active today as a religious institution as the Victory 
Christian Center at 4270 Third A venue. 

Academia 

In 1990, a traveling exhibition, starting at UCLA, featured Edith Northman along 
with three other noted women architects. The exhibition was titled: 

"A Life in Architecture, Four Women in Los Angeles, 1900-1950, featured 
drawings and scale models by Constance Austin, Edith Northman, Edia 
Muir, and Julia Morgan. " 

The April 29, 1990 edition of the Los Angeles Times, briefly was described the 
exhibition as: 

"The works ofjour prolific women architects in the firstfifty years of this 
century are on exhibit through May 11 at UCLA 's Graduate School of 
Architecture and Urban Planning in Gallery 1220. " 

The exhibition was part of a course for a seminar entitled, "Women and Minority 
Architects in Southern California"- Dr. Diane Favro, instructor. 

The exhibition was curated by Diane Favro, a prominent UCLA architecture 
professor. 
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332-336 North Oakhurst Drive -letter for File 

Shena Rojemann <srojemann@beverfyhills.org> 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Matthew Hayden (matthew@three6ixty.net)" <matthew@three6ixty.net> 

Hello Luci, 

11' at 5:36PM 

Pursuant to our pre\1ous conversations, the City of Beverly Hills has engage Historic Resources Group (HRG) to research the 300 block of North Oakhurst Drive to determine if the project sites at 332-336 North Oakhurst Drive, or the surrounding neighborhood, are potentially historically significant. HRG has completed their re\1ew and attached is a letter from the City along with the historic memo prepared. The City asks that the attached document be added to the project file and be considered by the re\1ewing authority. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, comments, or concerns at this time. 

Best regards, 

Shena 

Associate Planner 

Community Development Department 

City of Beverly Hills 

455 North Rexford Dri've 

Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

Direct: 310-285-1192 

Fax: 31 0-858-5966 

E-mail: s rojemann@beverlyhills. org 

The keeps a copy of all received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained,_.....,,."''""'' 
treated as a Public per the California Records and may to msc1a•sw 

of that Act. 
to 
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June 11,2014 

LuciraHa Ibarra 
City Planner - Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: 332-336 North Oakhurst Drive (Case No. VI'T-70499-CN and CEQA No. EVN-2001-
3325-MND) 

Dear Ms. Ibarra, 

As you are aware, the City of Beverly Hills serves as a responsible agency pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act for the purposes of processing the subject project, 
while the City of Los Angeles serves as the lead agency. Previously, the City of Beverly Hills 
requested that additional analysis of potential impacts to historic resources be undertaken 
as part of the proposed mitigated negative declaration (MND). ln response to this request, 
the project applicant engaged Kaplan Chen Kaplan to further assess potential impacts. The 
City is aware that the applicant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation concludes that the 
subject properties are not potentially historic, and the City further understands that the 
City of Los Angeles intends to support this conclusion. The purpose of this letter is to notify 
the City of Los Angeles that the City of Beverly Hills has engaged its own historic 
consultant, Historic Resources Group, to study the subject properties. Contrary to the 
conclusions of the applicant-prepared assessment, the assessment prepared by Historic 
Resources Group concludes that the subject properties are located within a potential 
historic district, which is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the 
California Register of Historical Resources, and as a City of Beverly Hills historic district 
due to the notable concentration of Period Revival style multi-family residences from the 
1930s. The assessment prepared by Historic Resources Group is attached for your 
information. 

Because the attached assessment concludes that 100% of the buildings located along the 
east side of North Oakhurst Drive between Alden Drive West 3rd Street contribute to 
the potential historic district, demolition of structures to make way for the proposed 
project would result in impacts to the potential 

Hills 455 N. Rexford Drive Beverly California 90210 p 285-1141 



332-336 North Oakhurst Drive 
Historic Analysis 
June 11, 2014 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 21080(d), 
if there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, that the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) shaH be prepared. For the purposes of CEQA, substantial evidence includes fact, a 
reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact. Historic 
Resources Group is recognized as an expert in the field of historic preservation, and their 
expert opinion (based on facts developed through intensive fieldwork and investigations) 
that the subject properties contribute to a potential historic district qualifies as substantial 
evidence. Because there is conflicting expert opinion regarding the potential historic 
district, the City of Beverly Hills respectfully requests that an EIR be prepared for the 
project to fully assess and disclose the project's impacts, and to identify any mitigations or 
project alternatives that can eliminate or reduce the project impacts. In preparing the EIR 
required for the project, the appropriate public review and evaluation guidelines for EIRs 
must be met pursuant to CEQA statutes and Guidelines. 

The City of Beverly Hills remains committed to processing the subject project in a 
cooperative manner with the City of Los Angeles, and is available to meet with the City of 
Los Angeles and the project applicant to explore possible mitigation measures and/ or 
project alternatives. Thank you for your attention to this important matter, and please feel 
free to contact me directly to discuss the information provided in this letter. I can be 
reached at 310-285-1192 or via email at srQjernann®beyerlyhills.or&. 

S~. Associate Planner 

Attachment City of Beverly Hills- Historic Memo (prepared by Historic Resources Group) 
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To: Reina Kapadia, Shena Rojemann 

City of Beverly Hills 

From: Christine Lazzaretto 

Date: May 29, 2014 

Per your request, the survey team for the 20 t 4 Beverly Hilts Citywide Survey Update has 
reviewed the potential historic district along North Oakhurst Drive for potential historic 
significance. North Oakhurst Drive was identified as a potential historic district during the 
preliminary reconnaissance for the survey update, and that finding has been confirmed 
following completion of an intensive level survey of the area.' The team has determined 
that North Oakhurst Drive is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, 
the California Register of Historical Resources, and as a City of Beverly Hills historic 
district. The district overall, as well as the individual buildings, retain an unusually high 
level of historic integrity. 

DESCRIPTION 

The Oakhurst Drive Residential Historic District is a multi-family historic district located 
along the eastern edge of Beverly Hills at the city's boundary with Los Angeles. The district 
is one block in size and comprised of nine multi-family residences on the east side of 
North Oakhurst Drive between Alden Drive and West 3rd Street. The topography of the 
district is flat and the lots are uniform, with a rectangular form, modest size, and consistent 
setback. The residences are two-story duplexes, four-plexes, and small-scale apartment 
houses predominantly in the Spanish Colonial Revival or Minimal Traditional styles with 
Monterey Revival and American Colonial Revival features. They have concrete walkways 
and rear, detached garages accessible via a rear alley. Significant district features include a 
concrete sidewalk and parkway, with mature Jacaranda trees lining both sides of the street. 
All nine properties contribute to the district Common alterations include window 
replacements and the addition of window security bars. 

1 Per the identified fieldwork methodology for the project, the reconnaissance survey was undertaken by the entire project 
team; intensive level fieldwork was cooducted by Architectural Resources Croup 

MEMO 

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP 

12 S. Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena, CA 91105-1915 
Telephone 626 793 2400, Facsimile 626 793 2401 
historida.com 



SIGNIRCANCE 

The North Oakhurst Residential Historic District is significant as a notable concentration of 
Period Revival style multi-family residences from the 1930s. Its period of significance has 
been defined as 1930 to 1939, which encompasses the earliest and latest residences 
constructed during the district's development. The historic district is part of a tract that was 
originally subdivided in 1922 by the Rodeo Land and Water Company and the residences 
were constructed in the subsequent decade by individual property owners. Various 
architects and builders contributed to the district with notable local architect, S. Charles 
Lee, designing the building at 344 North Oakhurst Drive. One hundred percent of the 
residences contnbute to the district's significance, making the North Oakhurst Residential 
Historic District a cohesive representation of Period Revival style multi-family residences. 

MEMO 

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP 

12 S. Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena, CA 91105-1915 
Telephone 626 793 2400, Facsimile 626 793 2401 
historicla .com 
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Potential Historic District 
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TO: 
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RE: 

LUCIRALIA IBARRA 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

STEVE MAYER 
(310-275-8423] 

APRIL 17,2014 

CEQA NO. ENV -2011-3325-MND 

Please permit this communication to provide comments upon, and proposed 
additional conditions for, the "Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration- CEQA No. 
ENV-2011-3325-MND" (MND). 

Such comments and recommendations on the MND are incorporated herein with 
respect to the application for a Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 70499-CN, and as 
appropriate, should be incorporated as Mitigated Measures (MM) in the Covenant and 
Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770). 

In summary, the topics of comments and recommendations can be highlighted as: 

Aesthetics 

Air Quality 2 

Biological Resources 3 

Cultural Resources 3 

Geology and Soils 4 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 5 

Hydrology and Water Quality 5 

Land Use Planning 6 

Population and Housing 7 

Public Services 8 

l 1 



ENV-2011-3325-MND 

(COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS] 

I. AESTHETICS 

c. Substantiallv degrade the existing visual character or gualitv of the 
site and its surroundings? 

COMMENT: 

The character of the neighborhood will be radically changed by the proposed 
project. 

It is difficult to envision any mitigating remedy that would be compatible with the 
applicant 's objectives. 

While not a solution for the applicant, an alternative would be to replace the 
existing buildings with three-story buildings on the existing footprints of each building 
(and their garages), with similar existing architecture. The character ofthe 
neighborhood could be maintained, but unfortunately, the density_from three three-story 
buildings would not likely be sufficient for the applicant. 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

COMMENT: 

For the properties abutting the North. South and East sides of the property, the 
immense unyielding continuous sheer height of those sides olthe buildings will generate 
heat and glare during the day. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

Make the coloring and construction of those sides olthe buildings so that they do 
not reflect heat or light, beyond a reasonable amount. 
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III. AIR QUALITY 

III-10. Air Pollution (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities) 

COMMENT: 

A recent project at Wetherly and Third (''Wetherly Project") has had little impact 
upon the community, relative to air quality. Following their examples would lessen the 
impact of Oakhurst 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS TO MND: 

(I) All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted every hour 
during excavation and destruction 

(2) A fence similar to the Wetherly Project should be in place during 
construction. That ftnce is a semi-permanent structure that is 18' to 20' in height and 
fronted by trees. 

(3) A street-sweeping water truck should operate continually during the dirt 
evacuation process for not only the immediate neighborhood, but for a reasonable 
distance (i.e. one mile) along the evacuation route. 

III-SO. Air Pollution (Stationary) 

COMMENT: 

The existing project promotes airflow with three separate buildings and detached 
garages. 

It is difficult to envision any mitigating remedy that would satisfY both the local 
homeowners and applicant's objectives. 

While not likely realistic with the applicant's density objectives, if the applicant 
created a plan that could incorporate the existingfi)()tprints ofthe three buildings 

of having one structure), airjlow be promoted, with air quality 
maintained. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

COMMENT: 

One individual submitted a written communication highlighting the unique nature 
ofthe squirrels in the area. No assessment has been made upon the impact on the 
squirrels during construction and post-construction. The population of squirrels is 
unique to the neighborhood. 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

IV -70. Tree Removal (Non-Protected Trees) 

COMMENT: 

The Jacaranda trees are unique to Oakhurst and Palm. When they bloom, they 
create a picturesque environment that cannot be duplicated. 

While not a traditional "protected" species of trees (i.e. Oak, Sycamore, Bay, or 
Walnut), to the neighborhood, they are distinctive and enhance both quality of life as well 
as promotes economic benefits, during their blooming season. 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The project involves the 
demolition of three older, apartment buildings built in the 1930's. However, the project 
site is not designated a historic monument nor listed as a significant historic resource. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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COMMENT: 

The Wilshire Community Plan Objective 1-3 states: "Preserve and enhance the 
varied and distinct residential character and integrity of existing residential 
neighborhoods. 

The character of the block (which is its own unique neighborhood) would be 
destroyed by having a six-story structure abutting one and two story structures with 
architecture that is incompatible with the 1930's. " 

This block has a unique character. While the individual properties on the block 
may or may not be a significant historic resource, the block could be found to be 
significant. It is one of the last blocks in Beverly Hills where all the structures on the 
East side of the block date to the 1930's. 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

b. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects. 
including the risk of loss, injury. or death involving: Strong seismic ground shaking? 

VI-10. Seismic- Environmental impacts to the safety of future occupants may 
result due to the project's location in an area of potential seismic activity. However, this 
potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following 
measure: 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. 

COMMENT: 

There is increasing concern on the block that construction with subterranean 
excavation can cause permanent destabilization for the adjoining properties. While the 
soil reports do not project liquejixtion, the initial application did indicate that the subject 
properties were constructed on two feet of fill. 

If the adjoining properties were also constructed onfill during the same time 
period, it is reasonable to project the vibration of the excavation and compacting could 
have afJect upon the abutting properties 
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PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

The applicant will provide an insurance policy (via a single premium) for a 
reasonable period (i.e. jive or ten years) for the abutting and adjoining properties.from 
the risk<; those properties incur due to the potential consequences of the construction. 

VII. GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 

COMMENT: 

The nature ofthe neighborhood (and the expectation ofthe neighborhood), is 
increasing demanding that all Applicants be fully proactive environmentally. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

The project will be designed and constructed to qualifY for the LEED Platinum 
rating. 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g .. the production rate of preexisting 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

COMMENT: 

This is more a question to the City of Beverly Hills whose water supplies this 
property. During the drought conditions. the City is contemplating various actions to 
maintain their water supply. 

Even though it is a comparatively small increase in density. is there sufficient 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

a. NO IMPACT The project will not divide the community as the 
residential building will be similar to other buildings in an area planned for residential 
uses. The project will also replace older apartment buildings. 

COMMENT: 

The project has divided the community. Scores ofresidents responded in person 
at the hearings and in written communication to the City Planner. 

On the block, there was only one supporter ofthe project. }or the 500 'foot 
radius of the project, the applicant could only find. 04% support (3 property owners) in a 
500' radius out of782 owners. 

Lastly, the Applicant's residential building will not be "similar" to the immediate 
neighborhood 

XII. NOISE 

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

COMMENT: 

During construction the groundborne vibration and noise is ojien excessive to 
experience. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

To a reasonable number ofneighbors, Applicant will provide alternative housing 
and/or activities when construction causes groundborne vibration and/or excessive noise. 
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XII-20. Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction 
Activities) 

COMMENT: 

The higher thefimce, the less the noise. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

Emphasizing the recommendation in Air Quality section, the construction fencing 
shouldfollow the model ofthe Wetherly Project, being 18' to 20' in height, with trees 
fronting the fimce. 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

XIII-30. Tenant Displacement- Impacts to the existing tenant population will 
result from project implementation due to the displacement of families. However. these 
potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level through the following: 

(Apartment Demolition) Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit. and pursuant 
to the provisions of Section 4 7.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, a tenant relocation 
plan shall be submitted to the Los Angeles Housing Department for review and approval. 

COMMENT: 

The fact is that there is there is no equivalent housing in the immediate area at the 
rents that are being paid by the current tenants. Where is the new replacement housing 
going to be constructed? Replacing $2000 a month rentals with condos that requirement 
a minimum mortgage payment of'at least $4000 displaces both the housing stock and the 
residents. 

tenant relocation plan is insufficient at present levels to pay for the rent 
which tenant relocation fee is a part). 
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PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

if the applicant is unable to provide equivalent housing to existing tenants, any 
relocation foes will also incorporate a rent differential (the extra amount the tenant must 
pay for equivalent housing in the immediate area) for a stated period agreeable by both 
the applicant and the tenant. 

c. NO IMP ACT - No residents will be displaced since the historic Linda 
Vista Hospital is currently vacant. There will be no impact. 

COMMENT: 

There is no historic Linda Vista Hospital in the area. 

More significantly, while the displacement ofl7 units oftenants may not seem 
large, this portion of the Wilshire Community Plan has seen a continual erosion of rental 
housing. Pre- and post-WWII rental housing is being replaced with condominiums that is 
out of the price range of the existing renters. 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The project is located in an area 
with adequate fire response times. Furthermore, the project will be reviewed by the LA 
Fire Department to ensure adequate response times are maintained. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The project site is located in an 
urbanized area and is located within the response time of the Wilshire Division of the 
LAPD. Impacts should be less than significant. 

COMMENT: 

The project is served by the Beverly Hills Fire and Police. 

It is not served by either LAFD or LAPD, nor will it be. 
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e. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT -The buildings and street 
improvements are existing. No new construction or expansion (other than parking lots 
across the street) is proposed. This impact will be less than significant. 

COMMENT: 

There is no proposed parking lot in a square mile of the Applicant's site. 

There is a problem with the condition ofthe entire alley. In 2012, the Bureau of 
Engineering would approve only if the alley was reconstructed_from the proposed project 
to Third Street. In fact, the alley will be in such a poor condition from the dirt excavation 
that the entire will need replacement. Moreover, the above ground utilities will be 
further compromised by the construction. 

Due to the damage caused by the dirt excavation and construction at 320 North 
Oakhurst (the next block south), that alley is at times impossible. The same would occur 
for this project, unless mitigated 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITION TO MND: 

The applicant will replace the entire alley from (Third Street to Alden), replace 
the water main that runs the center ofthe alley. and, as appropriate, place above-groZfnd 
utilities underground. 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION!fRAFFIC 

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections. 
streets. highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths. and mass transit? 

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program. including. 
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures. or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways? 
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d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

COMMENT: 

The public testimony and written comments highlighted the problem of traffic and 
congestion. 

The increase in the number of vehicles by four times (from 17 vehicles to 82 
vehicles) in the alley will have a deleterious effict not only for the immediate users of the 
alley but for the traffic along Third Street. 

The addition offour times the vehicles will "significantly increase the level of 
service for the project area. " 

The local residents believe that the increased number of vehicles will also be the 
tipping point for Alden. Traffic is often at a standstill on Alden and Doheny. 

While the Applicant presented a traffic consultant at the March 19th hearing, 
there is no evidence that traffic consultant has ever been to the property, especially 
during the morning and evening rush hour periods. 

The current Applicant has also failed to adhere to the specifications established in 
the letter (dated September 11, 2011) sent from the City of Beverly Hills to the former 
Applicant. The City of Los Angeles has failed to adhere to the spec~fications established 
in the letter sent to it (dated November 7, 2011) regarding traffic. Pertinent excerpts 
from those letters append this communication. 

Lastly, there has been a significant decrease of public transportation serving the 
proposed development. In particular, the reduction of service on Line 14 and the 
elimination of Line 714 (and to a lesser extent on Line 16) makes use of public 
transportation for the proposed development much less likely. 
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PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS TO MND: 

(I) Applicant will perform a limited traffic study, that will include a 
circulation analysis to present trip generation comparisons, a study of alley circulation, 
construction impacts, on-street parking demands, the amount of increased traffic (both 
past and future) on Third Street and Alden, and the increase of traffic due to decreased 
public transportation. 

(2) Applicant will install a four-way traffic light at Alden and Doheny. 

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

COMMENT: 

Again, this is a question for the City of Beverly Hills whose water supplies this 
property. During the drought conditions, the City is contemplating various actions to 
maintain their water supply. 

Since all of the water for the City of Beverly Hills is currently imported, even 
though the project is a comparatively small increase in density, will this project, along 
with others, cause water bills to increase? 
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Excerpt from a 09115/11 letter from Nathan Gapper (Limited Term Planner- City of 
Beverly Hills) to Abraham Goldman (Applicant): 

" ... Since the proposed 37 units would be replacing 16 residential units, it would be 
useful for the application to include a focused circulation analysis to present trip 
generation comparisons, study ofalley circulation, internal garage circulation, 
construction impacts, on-street parking demands, trash collection arrangements, t,TUest 
parking and other circulation issues. It is therefore recommended that a traffic 
consultant be retained either by the application team or as on-call to assist presenting the 
application to the City's staff and Planning Commission " 

Excerpt from a 11/07/11 letter from Nathan Gapper (Limited Term Planner City of 
Beverly Hills) to Ifa Kashefi (Chief of Engineering Bureau, Department of Building and 
Safety, City of Los Angeles): 

" ... Traffic would likely be the category that presents the greatest potential for 
environmental impact. Therefore, the results of traffic studiesfor the project may play a 
significant role in dictating the level ofimpact the project may have. ·· 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 70499-CN 

By means of introduction, I am a resident within the affected 500' radius area for 
the proposed development at 332-336 Oakhurst Drive ("Oakhurst"). 

I am also the friend of an elderly owner, Joe Syseskey, of a single-family 
residence, at 9135 West Third Street, that abuts the proposed project. Joe just wants to 
live his life in peace. 

The purpose of this communication is to identifY discrepancies in "Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No.70499-CN" (VTT) application. Separately, comments will be 
provided upon, with recommendations for, the "Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 
- CEQA No. ENV-2011-3325-MND" (MND). Such comments and recommendations on 
the MND are incorporated herein with respect to the VTT. 

Such recommendations can become additional Mitigated Measures (MM) in the 
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770). 

While by no means a land use planning expert, I believe there are elements of the 
VTT and the MND there can be addressed by a non-expert and still be relevant to the 
process. 



VTT -70499-CN 

[DISCREPANCIES] 

SUMMARY 

There are numerous discrepancies in the application, its accompanying 
documentation, public testimony before two (2) public authorities. 

The highlights of such discrepancies can be characterized as: 

Topic Page 

Site Information 2 

Relevant Cases 2 

Community Outreach 3 

Non-Comparable Projects 5 

Public Hearing March 19th 6 

Reports Received 7 

Geology 8 

Shadow Ownership? 9 

Stakeholder Intimidation 10 
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INTRODUCTION 

There are numerous discrepancies in the application (and the accompanying 
documentation) and in public testimony. 

While describing some discrepancies might seem small and petty, they are often 
very, very important to the stakeholders. 

For example, when the Applicant states there are no single-family homes abutting 
the site, it may seem just a casual, inadvertent oversight. To the owners of those homes, 
however, they feel that it is not an unintentional error and/or incompetence of the 
Applicant, but, instead, a clear attempt to defraud them and intentionally try to fool the 
Planning Department. 

Or, alternatively, if the APN numbers are routinely incomplete, what else in the 
application is inaccurate? 

SITE INFORMAITON 

Site Identification 
{Source: Attachment A (12113113)- Revised Application Page 1] 

Assessor's Parcel Numbers are incorrect. In fact, there are six (6) parcels, not 
three (3), starting at 4335-007-005 contiguously extending to 4335-007-010. The Master 
Land Use Permit Application is incorrect (in the same section) as well. 

RELEVANT CASES, AFFIDAVITS, PERMITS, ETC. INFORMATION 

History o(Application 
[.')ource: Attachment A (12/13// 3) Revised Application Page 2} 

.. The case was scheduled for a public hearing on April 4, 2012, but the applicant 
did not attend and subsequently put the case on hold " 
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That is a direct misrepresentation of the facts: 

( 1) The hearing was cancelled 

(2) The hearing was cancelled at the request of the Applicant 

Relevant Cases 
[Source: Staff Report (031 14) Page 11 

"TF-63533. On September 29, 2006, the Advisory AgenLy approved a one-lot 
subdivision for 20 condominium units for a property located at 14 7 S. Doheny Dr. " 

This property was subsequently approved to be utilized apartments, and is 
operated as such today. There are no apparent owner-occupants. Using it as a 
comparable to the proposed development at Oakhurst is not accurate. 

Adjustment Findings 
[Source: Attachment A (1211311 3)- Revised Application Page 31 

'The project also will not increase building height, which is unlimited for the Los 
Angeles portion of the property. " 

In fact, there is a height restriction of 60' imposed by the City of Beverly Hills. 
That was found in a copy of a letter to the original applicant, dated September 15, 2011 
from the City of Beverly Hills included in the initial filing. 

COMMUNTY OUTREACH 

The Applicant purports to have engaged in continual attempts at community 
outreach. 

Planning and Land Use Committee Meeting (03111114) 

There were a number of errors of fact in the Planning and Land Use Committee 
<H'-"'-''L ... ,F, ofthe Mid West Council on 11,2014: 
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* The applicant's representative stated the development team appeared 
before the Design Review Commission of the City of Beverly Hills in early January, 
2014. In fact, they appeared before the Architectural Commission of the City of Beverly 
Hills in November, 2013. Two members of the team present at the Architectural Review 
in November, failed to correct their colleague. 

* The applicant's representative stated that the applicant was in compliance 
with the Ellis Act. In fact, the applicant is not. 

In a supplement to the application dated 02/10/14, it used a tenant list 
dated December 7, 2011 to apparently satisfY the need to tile Form CP-6345, including 
address labels template (from 2011). 

* A tenant testified that she had moved in within the past year and was pays 
rent to the former owner, and never informed that an application was on file with the 
Planning Department. She was never informed of an ownership change. 

Petition from Existing Tenants Supporting the Project 
{Source: Email From Matthew Hayden (the applicant's agent) To Luciralia Ibarra (a City 

Planner with the City ofLos Angeles) (03112114)} 

The email from the applicant's agent (Matthew Hayden) to the Department of 
Planning (Luciralia Ibarra) covered a number of subjects: 

* It presented a petition of four ( 4) tenants who were in favor of the project. 
In fact, one of the tenants was unaware that she had signed a petition. She was told it was 
for a different purpose. She has always been opposed to the project. 

Owning to the illegibility of both the printed name and signatures, it is 
difficult to assess if any of the other signatories are valid. 

Letters o{Support From Community 
{Source: Email From Matthew Hayden (the applicant's agent) To Luciralia Ibarra (a City 

Planner with the of Los Angeles) (03112114;} 

* It presented three (3) letters of support, purportedly from property owners. 
one three conformed to names on the list. It is not clear who 

the other two owners are. 
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Also, as a minor point, there are 782 names on the ownership list. The 
applicant could only find .04% support in the 500' radius? 

NON-COMPARABLE PROJECTS 

Comparahles Not In Neighborhood 
[Source: Email From Matthew Hayden (the applicant's agent) To Luciralia Ibarra (a City 

Planner with the City of Los Angeles) (03112114) and Public Testimony at March 19th Hearing] 

* The applicant presented photos of five (5) other close-by multi-family 
residential projects, apparently to show that the Applicant's project would not be an 
anomaly to the neighborhood. The problem is that not one of the properties was in the 
block where the Applicant's project resides. 

The Oakhurst project neighborhood is the immediate block from 3rd Street 
to Alden. The applicant projects that the neighborhood extends from Burton Way to 
Beverly Boulevard. That is not correct. 

There are no non-conforming properties in the immediate block, on the 
east side of the street. 

* The Applicant's artist renderings tend to portray the top of the Oakhurst 
Project will only touch the top of the Jacarandas, in fact the property will tower over the 
canopy by another 20 feet (20'). 

* In particular, the Applicant's agent made reference in the March 19th 
public hearing to an apartment project at 320 North Oakhurst. 

The differences to 332 North Oakhurst are: 

(A) Even though is situated amongst three- and four-story buildings, at 
six stories, it is even completely out of scale among its brethren. 

(B) 320 Oakhurst replaced apartments with apartments, not condos. It 
apartment buildings, but the density remained the same. That 

apartment provided larger and off-street 
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* Lastly, the Applicant agent made reference in the March 19th public 
hearing to a recently-opened condo project at 340 North Oakhurst. 

differences to 332 North Oakhurst are: 

The project is located in a different neighborhood. 

(B) The units in that development are tar larger than the Applicant 

It should be noted that the development is reportedly only half sold after 
six months. 

PUBLIC HEARING -MARCH 19TH 

During the Public Hearing of March 19th, the Applicant conveyed two (2) very 
important misstatements: 

Tenants. Not Owners 

Continually, the Applicant's agent made reference to the "tenants" ofthe project 
not owners. 

It is unusual for an Applicant to continually make a mistake of that significance. 
What was the motivation? It is the intent of the Applicant not to sell the units but to 
develop over-priced apartment units? If that is the case, where are the affordable units? 

Architectural Commission 

The Applicant's agent stated that the Architectural Commission had approved the 
project. In fact, only a review was conducted in November, 2013. 

The Applicant has continually asserted that it has engaged in "community 
outreach." If such was the case, the Applicant would have been informed the 
immediately affected neighborhood, so they could have attended that public meeting, to 
review the Applicant's plans. 
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REPORTS RECEIVED 

Transportation 
[Source: Planning Department Staff Report- March. 2014- Page 3} 

·'DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: Reports that the Tract Map layout is 
satisfactory as submitted and recommends approval subject to conditions pertaining to 
improvements along the alley in a memo dated January 16, 2012. See recommended 
conditions in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under department. " 

Over a score of people express concern over the increased traffic that the project 
will generate on adjoining street and the alley, during public testimony and emails to the 
City. Their concern is that the project will be the "tipping point" for the area. In 
addition, two communications from the City of Beverly Hills specified that traffic is a 
critical issue (excerpts appended). 

In addition, the lack of adequate public transportation is not addressed in the Inter 
Department Correspondence from the Department of Transportation. Lastly, a two year
old memo from 2012 cannot adequately address concerns raised by the current public 
testimony from a score of stakeholders. 

Tenants 
{Source: Planning Department Staff Report- March, 2014-- Page 4} 

"The subdivider did provided a list of tenants. The site is currently comprised of 
three apartment structures with a total of 17 dwelling units. with two vacant units. " 

The list of tenants submitted by the Applicant was from 2011, along with the 
address labels for those 2011 tenants. The property owner has owned the property from 
April, 2013. There is no adequate explanation how 2011 address labels for tenants can be 
used in 2014, and not be in compliance with noticing requirements. 
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Densitv 
[Source: 

The proposed development of 31 dwelling units is allowable under the current 
adopted zone and the land use designation. The project will provide much needed new 
home ownership opportunities for the Community Plan area. 

There is adequate existing home ownership opportunities for the Western portion 
of the Community Plan area. In fact, there is a surplus of existing home ownership 
opportunities, including a property at 340 North Oakhurst, that is reportedly half sold. 

Moreover, there is a lack of affordable housing in the Community Plan area. The 
Applicant fails to provide affordable housing that is a critical element in City of Beverly 
Hills (for which the projects must also comply for a density bonus). For example, a 
project on Burton Way in Beverly Hills originally envisioned two (2) affordable housing 
units for a 5-story, 25-unit project. 

GEOLOGY 

The issue of vibration by excavation and construction may not have been 
adequately addressed. 

According to a letter from the Geology section of the Department of Building and 
Safety, the soil reports depict that the existing property is situated on two-feet (2') of fill 
dirt. 

There have been other soil reports on the block. Such reports were not examined 
to see if the same degree of fill dirt exists throughout the block, and the potential effect 
upon the adjoining properties. 

Vibration = Damage? 

One property owner reported an email that the mere process of replacing a roof 
on an adjoining property created cracks, and other damage, their property. 
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The recent earthquake affected the main water lines of two (2) adjoining 
properties. 

No mitigation measures have been proposed for the neighborhood owners. 

SHADOW OWNERSHIP? 

There is considerable concern as to whether all owners have been identified. 

The nominal owner is listed as Oakhurst 9021 0, LLC with the members being 
Terry J. Moore & Associates, Inc., Durtex, LLC, and Camreal Estate Investment & 
Development. 

There is evidence, however, there may be other owners: 

Current Tenant Purporting To Be An Owner 

In March, 2014, a resident at 336 North Oakhurst reportedly represented that he 
was the owner and tried to browbeat and bully at least two (2) tenants and another 
individual for not being supportive of "his" attempt to develop the property. This 
individual was reportedly once an attorney. 

With two public meetings scheduled, this is the equivalent of witness intimidation 
and undoubtedly is in violation of a municipal code, state law, and/or federal statute. 

Propertv Management 

A member of the previous ownership entity (Pinnacle North LLC) was reportedly 
the manager of the property, even though this individual is not found to be a real estate 
licensee. 
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Planning and Land Use Committee Meeting (03111114) 

As revealed at the Planning and Land Use Committee meeting of the Mid City 
West Neighborhood Council on March 11, 2014, a tenant testified that she was paying 
rent to an individual who had been the managing member of the previous owner (the 
original applicant, who was also the signatory to the original application). 

There must be full transparency in every application. Non-disclosure is not 
permitted. 

If, in fact, the current owner's representative is a "straw man" for the former 
owner, the application must be terminated. 

STAKEHOLDER INTIMIDATION 

In the application file, there is an email that states several tenants and an adjacent 
property owner were threatened by the owner of332-336 North Oakhurst, ifthey 
opposed the project. 

In addition, the adjacent property owner attempted to raise the issue of his being 
threatened during the March 19th hearing. The Hearing Officer, however, refused for 
that testimony to be heard, citing that it was not on point to the application. 

The Hearing Officer was in error. Anything that can inhibit public testimony, no 
matter how idle the threat, is central to the process and must be exposed and considered. 

In conclusion, there are too many discrepancies and misrepresentations in the 
VTT application. 

There are numerous problems in the revived Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 
70499-CN application, including those relating to the purported actions ofthe former 
owners/applicants. The new owner does not seem to understand that by continuing the 

application, they are bound by the problems owner. 
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Owing to a confusion of ownership issue alone, the proper course of action should 
have been to commence a brand new application, with complete disclosure and 
transparency, all aspects, including providing copies of closing escrow documents and 
any subsequent agreements. 

Also, due to the hiding of an inducement for the 300 Wetherly project (two blocks 
away) wherein the developer provided preferential financial incentive of millions to an 
opponent, there should be a stipulation that there be full disclosure of all payments 
aligned for approval and/or to the tenants. 

Lastly, the proposed Mitigation Measures are insufficient, compared to the public 
testimony and emails to the City, in the areas of: 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

Privacy 
Blocking of Airflow 
Increased Heat 
Construction Air Quality 
Inadequate Alley Reconstruction 
Design is Out-Of-Scale For the Block 
Construction Vibration 
Oversupply of Condominium Stock 
Economic Impact on Neighborhood Apartment Owners 
Increased Traffic 
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Excerpt from a 09/15111 letter from Nathan Gapper (Limited Term Planner City of 
Beverly Hills) to Abraham Goldman (Applicant): 

" ... Since the proposed 3 7 units would be replacing 16 residential units, it would be 
useful for the application to include afocused circulation analysis to present trip 
generation comparisons, study of alley circulation, internal garage circulation. 
construction impacts, on-street parking demands, trash collection arrangements, guest 
parking and other circulation issues. It is therefore recommended that a traffic 
consultant be retained either by the application team or as on-call to assist presenting the 
application to the City's staff and Planning Commission. " 

Excerpt from a ll /07/11 letter from Nathan Gapper (Limited Term Planner -City of 
Beverly Hills) to I fa Kashefi (Chief of Engineering Bureau, Department of Building and 
Safety, City of Los Angeles): 

" ... Traffic would likely be the category that presents the greatest potential for 
environmental impact. Therefore, the results of traffic studiesfor the project may play a 
significant role in dictating the level ofimpact the project may have. " 
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Oakhurst Proposed Condo Development 
From: "Oakhurst Apts" <xxxxxxxx@gmail.com> 
To: "Steve Mayer" <xxxxxxx@gmail.com> 
Date: Feb 1 2015 11:20:16AM 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I have been a landlord for 47 years of properties located at 343 and 345 North Oakhurst 
Drive, Beverly Hills Ca. This lovely jacaranda lined street and neighborhood, with its 
rows of harmonious sized buildings, is about to undergo a drastic change with the 
proposed condo development at 332-336 North Oakhurst Drive. I don't believe it is a 
positive change. 

My objections to this development is two-fold, environmental and economic. 

Environmentally the light, air and space on Oakhurst will be affected by the massive 
proposed design that will dwarf all other buildings. The developers should focus on 
building smaller, more in keeping with the character of the street. The airiness and 
brightness of the street will be replaced with darkness and shadows. If this project goes 
through as is it will set a precedent that will tum the area into another Century City, 
modem and impersonal. The identity of a Beverly Hills neighborhood will be gone 
forever. 

Economically it will have a long term distressed impact on me. Rents will be driven 
down and tenants will move due to the inability to find parking spaces . The condo 
parking for guests won't be enough, so they will park on the street. There will be 
excessive traffic on Oakhurst and 3rd street, which is already difficult to maneuver. 

Affordable housing and apartment living for the average person will be replaced with 
expensive condo ownership. 

I appeal to the city of Beverly Hills to curb this project so that it conforms to the fine 
standards that Beverly Hills is identified with. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra A. Adams 



Reasons I oppose to new Building 
From: "Mayte Landeros" <xxxxxxx@hotmail.com> 
To: "Steve Mayer" <xxxxxx@gmail.com> 
Date: Feb 12,2015 11:51:00 AM 

Hi Steve, 

As per Robert's request I am sending you this information. 

1.- Noise: There would be a constant loud noise during the daytime from equipment, 
construction and digging which will make it impossible for my 18 month old son to take 
his afternoon nap, which is important for his development and health (and my sanity). 
Furthermore I run a small home based business and the loud noise will make it very hard 
to establish phone conversations which are essential to my business, this will have a very 
important impact on my finances. 

2.- Pollutants: Due to demolition, digging and construction there would be an incredible 
amount of dust and other particles in the air which some of them could be toxic, during 
the hot summer months we would not be able to open windows, which will make the heat 
intolerable as these old buildings do not have air conditioning. 

3.- Structural damage: I am concerned that all the digging and construction could have a 
negative impact in the structural integrity of my building, I know these are really old 
buildings and as a homeowner I would hate to see my investment compromised by this 
project. 

4.- Disturbance of our way oflife: A big part of why we live in this neighborhood and 
specifically this street, is due to its charming "old town" feel and its peaceful atmosphere 
where we can walk around with our dogs at any time of the day and go outside to our 
front lawn to play with our kids, none of that will be possible anymore should this project 
take place. 

5.- Curb appeal: Our street is the last untouched street in Beverly Hills, it preserves the 
history and look of what this city was when it was built. The new building is not 
consistent with the look or feel of the rest of the street and will forever eliminate the 
beauty and uniqueness of it. Furthermore I believe the approval of this project will trigger 
a domino effect where other beautiful and charming buildings will be demolished to 
build more high density housing developments, which in return will make our street just 

another overpopulated street of Los Angeles. 

Mayte 
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Clark Strategic Partners 
Sustaining the Earth 
7klliiB'* 
P.O. Box #17975 
Beverly Hills, CA 90209 
Website: www .clarkstrategicpartners.net 

Report: 

Reference: 
Address: 

TO: 
FROM: 

DATE: 

Submitted on December 3, 2014 
Sent to community on February 3, 2015 
And '·Appeal Period Ends: February 13, 2015" 

Vesting Tentative Tract No.: 70499-CN 
332-336 North Oakhurst Drive, Los Angeles, CA. 
Los Angeles Council District: 5 
Existing Zone: [Q] R4-l-O 
Community Plan: Wilshire 
CEQA NO: ENV-2011-3325-MND-REC 

Mr. Jae Kim, Deputy, LA Advisory Agency, City Planning Commission 
Dr. Woodrow W. Clark, II, Qualitative Economist 
And local resident at 321 N. Oakhurst Drive, Beverly Hills, 90210 
February 13, 2015 

The above Report is illegal and violates due process both in terms 
of its distribution time requirements (see above) and review by the City 
of Beverly Hills, which never happened other than an emergency meeting 
ofthe City Council at 5PM on Thurs February 12, 2015, the day before an 
appeal is due. 

While the Beverly Hills City Council was split on its vote to take action against this 
Report. The deciding City Council vote was home due to her mother's passing away 
less than a week before. Her vote would be to Appeal the Report. 

The basic process issues (with some significant legal, economic, environmental and 
traffic issues also) are what need to be addresses and rectified: 

1) Continued use of subjective terms and words throughout the Report that are not 
clear, scientific, and objective. Cases are: "pg.3 "Satisfactory arrangements shall 
be"; "suitable arrangements shall be" etc. p4, "Satisfactory Arrangements"; pg 4 
'That Satisfactory arrangements " and more throughout 

2) Specifics details and data pg3 from Dept of Transportation and Fire Department 
are not there. NOTHING is certain there plus the next 2 pages (4-5) in other areas. 

3) Environmental and Mitigation Measures are NOT defined. Nor specific in MM-1 
through MM-17 

Telephone + 1 0) 858-6886 Fax + 1 0) 858-6881 Email: 
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Clark Strategic Partners 
Sustaining the Earth 

4) There is more regarding the school district and related areas. See sections on 
CEQA (p 19-25) that make references to the historical aspects of the building and 
the need to measure and assess these areas. NOTHING. 
The biggest problem is the lack of process and due diligences is however with the 
role of the City of Beverly Hills in a review of the project. The BH Planning 
Commission got this Report but never had either a presentation on it or the time 
spent to review it, get testimony and hence issue its own opinion. In short the 
City of BH and its residents were ignored. 

6) Finally even the City of Los Angeles, District #5 was ignored. The Council 
member, Paul Koretz had NO idea that this Report was drafted and then 
submitted. His staff member came also to testify against the Report and asked for 
an Appeal. 

I strongly recommend that this Report be Appealed and examined in detail. It is illegal 
and subject to multiple legal actions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Woodrow W. Clark II, PhD 
Managing Director 

Contact info below. 

Telephone +1 (310) 858-6886 Fax +1 (310) 858-6881 Email: 
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EXPEDITED 
PROCESSING SECTION 

DEEMED COMPLETE AND DISTRIBUTION 
DATE: 12/18/2013 

(X) COUNCIL DISTRICT NO: 5 Hillside: ()Yes (X) No 
(X) Neighborhood Planning (Check Office below) 

( ) Valley ( ) Community Plan Revision 
( ) West Los Angeles (X) Department of Recreation and Parks 
{ ) Harbor (X ) Department of Telecommunications 
{X) Metro E!S (X) Bureau of Street Lighting (No. P.S.) 

1 
Department of Public Works ( ) Community Redevelopment Agency 

! {X) Bureau of Engineering (5 copies) {See Counter Map) (No. P.S.) 
(X) Bureau of Sanitation ( ) Animal Regulation (Hillside) 

Department of Building and Safety (X) Housing Department 
{X) Grading Engineer (specify revision) (X) Board of Education (No P.S.) 
{X) Zoning Engineer (X) Los Angeles County Health Department 

(X) Department of Transportation (No P.S.) 
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(X) Real Estate (X} Valley DOT - Vicente Cordero 
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______ __,__,c..;X::t....:..:.M:..:.:id=-C=i ~:....W.:....:...::es::=.t Neighborhood Council 

The above tract has been filed with the Advisory Agency. 

The Advisory Agency will await your report and recommendation regarding the above matter for 39 days. 
If we have not received a written report from you after 40 days from the date of filing, we will assume that 
you have no report to make. 

Michael J. Lo Grande 
Director of Planning 

~~Pr J 
Jae Kim 
Senior Planner 


