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June 24, 2016

Honorable City Council Members 
City of Los Angeles 
Room 395, City Hall

Council File 16-0104Re:

Dear Honorable City Council Members:

On June 21,2016, the PLUM committee denied the appeal filed by Doug Tornquist 
(Representative: Robert Silverstein, The Silverstein Law Firm), and sustained the 
decision of the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (CLAAPC) and Deputy 
Advisory Agency to approve Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72367-SL, Mitigated 
Negative Declaration ENV-2013-1998-REC1 and its associated Mitigation Monitoring 
Program.

On June 21,2016, The Silverstein Law Firm submitted a letter (See Exhibit A) with 
objections to the action of the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission in 
granting the appeal in part and agreeing with the Advisory Agency to approve the 
subject subdivision request. Following is a response to the appellant letter:

1- Claim: There is a fair argument of potentially significant traffic and circulation 
impacts, the mitigated negative declaration is not sufficient to review the
cumulative impacts.

In response to this claim, the Advisory Agency submits two letters from the 
Department of Transportation, one dated February 5, 2016 (Exhibit B), and the 
second dated June 23, 2016 (Exhibit C). These letters were written in response 
to appellant’s arguments, including arguments written by the Transportation 
Engineer hired by the appellant. The Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
concluded that the appellant’s analysis “has no merits and based on that analysis 
every project including single-family homes when ‘in combination with the 
proliferation of other projects in the vicinity, may cause and contribute to 
significant unmitigatable cumulative traffic impacts. i »

http://planning.lacity.org
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Furthermore, LADOT asserts that “current CEQA law allows for each jurisdiction 
to set the thresholds based on the trip generation of individual projects and not 
cumulative projects.” The proposed subdivision falls below DOT thresholds 
which otherwise require a traffic study. The project’s net dwelling unit increase is 
just 4 units, and the peak hour increase is 4 or less peak hour trips.

Appellant Transportation Engineer arguments. The appellant’s transportation 
engineer based his response on parameters included in the Silver Lake - Echo 
Park Elysian Valley Community Plan TIMP (Transportation Improvement and 
Mitigation Program) prepared to address that Community Plan circulation 
issues. However, the subject site project located at 2925 Waverly Drive is within 
the Hollywood Community Plan and not within the Silver Lake - Echo Park 
Elysian Valley Community Plan. Therefore, the “fair argument” raised by the 
appellant of potential significant impact is subjective, speculative and irrelevant.

2. Claim: The 15-foot-wide access roadway violated numerous city policies and is 
unsafe.

In response to the alleged violation of city policies regarding the approved access 
easement driveway width (and apron), the Advisory Agency reiterates the 
statements provided to the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission, for 
the appellant did not provide any new information.

First, the proposed small lot subdivision serving 5 units does not involve a private 
street pursuant to LAMC Section 18. The easement access driveway is 
permitted under the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance and its width falls under the 
discretion of the Advisory Agency. Therefore any allegation of violation of private 
street provisions has no merit.

The cited driveway apron widths are recommendations, not requirements, from 
LADOT. In no way does the width of the driveway apron have a direct equivalent 
for the interior driveway easement. The LADOT determines the driveway apron 
width in small lot subdivision projects on a case by case basis after the Advisory 
Agency determine the width of the easement access driveway.

Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.03 exempts small lot 
subdivisions from a uniformly mandated minimum driveway, stating that in a 
“small lot subdivision, a lot need have only the street frontage or access as is 
provided on the recorded subdivision tract or parcel map for the development”. 
The LAMC defers to project-specific recommendations from LADOT, the Fire 
Department, and the Department of Building & Safety under the lead of the 
Advisory Agency to determine the driveway width in each individual small lot 
subdivision project. The Advisory Agency has the discretion in deciding the width 
of the access easement driveway after reviewing agencies feedback (Fire
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Department, DOT, and DB&S), lot layout, proposed building footprint, and 
information contained in the administrative file.

3. Claim: A fair argument exists of potentially significant engineering qeoloqic/soils
impacts from the project as planned.

The Advisory Agency referred the document submitted by Kenneth Wilson, 
Principal Geologist and the appellant’s engineer, to Daniel Schneidereit, 
Engineering Geologist II with the Department of Building and Safety Grading 
Division. The Grading Division provided a response to Mr. Wilson’s arguments 
(Exhibit D). Grading Division asserted that two geotechnical reports were 
submitted by the applicant. The second report included evaluation results of 
deep exploration to determine the geologic structure and rock types at deeper 
depths than was previously explored. The applicant consultant, Novus, 
“excavated a 51 -ft. deep bucket boring at the upper portion of the slope, thus 
obtaining site specific geologic data presented in the 04/05/2014 report. The 
results of the exploration indicated relatively strong, intact sedimentary rock with 
bedding structure inclined to the east steeper than the slope gradient, which is 
favorable. As such, the Department accepted the slope stability analyses 
presented in the initial report.”

The City’s Grading Division further asserted that the project site is not located 
within a State defined Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, or in a City of LA 
Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area, and concluded that “there is no 'fair 
argument’ relative to significant engineering geologic/soils issues impacting this 
project.”

4. Claim: The Silver Lake Neighborhood Council has twice refused to support the 
project.

The full Silver Lake Neighborhood Council has only voted once on this project. 
On October 9, 2013, the Urban Design & Preservation Advisory Committee 
(UD&PAC) of the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council voted 6:5 against the 
project. Projects considered by the UD&PAC typically are not reviewed by the full 
neighborhood council (Exhibit E). In the September 15, 2014 letter (Exhibit F), 
the UD&PAC Chair Scott Plante issued a formal letter to discuss the extensive 
outreach efforts by the applicant and detail the aforementioned UD&PAC vote. At 
the July 23, 2015 continued public hearing, stakeholders requested that the full 
neighborhood council review the project before the Advisory Agency issue the 
letter of determination. The Deputy Advisory Agency agreed and requested that 
the neighborhood council provide reasoning for their vote. On August 4, 2015, 
the full Silver Lake Neighborhood Council (SLNC) voted 12:2 against the project 
(1 member recused, 6 members absent). The Deputy Advisory Agency reviewed 
the Minutes of the Meeting for the August 4, 2015 SLNC meeting and issued the 
letter of determination on September 15, 2015. It can be concluded that there
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was ample stakeholder participation. The letter from the neighborhood council to 
the Advisory Agency recommending disapproval is advisory only as part of the 
administrative process. The Deputy Advisory Agency appreciated all oral and 
written testimony during the administrative process and asserts that all 
community input was considered in making a final decision.

5. Claim: The recommended report response to inconsistencies with the Small Lot 
Subdivision Guidelines is a non-response.

In response to the alleged inconsistencies with the Small Lot Subdivision 
Guidelines, again, the Advisory Agency reiterates the statements provided to the 
Central City Planning Commission, for there is no new substantial arguments 
presented by the appellant in the letter submitted to PLUM on June 21,2016.

The applicant met with the Urban Studio staff of the Planning Department to 
receive recommendations regarding Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines. The 
applicant, in good faith, modified the project to the satisfaction of the Urban 
Studio Staff. In any case, the Small Lot Design Guidelines (the “Guidelines”) 
merely illustrate common design issues, recommended best practices and case 
studies to help shape small lot projects. They are neither requirements, 
regulations nor mandatory standards. Compliance with the Guidelines is not 
mandated by the Subdivision Map Act or the City’s subdivision ordinance. The 
Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines also are not CEQA thresholds legally supported 
by California State Law.

Furthermore, California Subdivision Map Act Section 66427(d) states “Nothing 
herein shall be deemed to limit the power of the legislative body to regulate 
the design or location of buildings in a project by or pursuant to a local 
ordinance.” No ordinance adopting the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines has 
been enacted by the City of Los Angeles. Therefore the appellant’s allegation has 
no merit.

6. Claim: Substantial evidence does not exist to support the findings necessary to 
approve the vesting tentative tract map.

Revised findings were submitted to the Central Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission in conformance with the Subdivision Map Act and the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code. The allegation that the revised findings are not supported by 
evidence is the mere opinion of the appellant, for all findings are conclusions 
based on facts and evidence included in the administrative record and their 
relationship to the rules and policies governing division of land in the City of Los 
Angeles. Findings of consistency, design, suitability, density, and additional 
findings revised and adopted by the Central Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission are solid and adequate. Therefore, the allegation of “fair argument” 
due to lack of evidence supporting the revised findings is unfounded.

7. Claim: Policy grounds also support rejection of this project and others like it.
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Appellant centers his allegation that approving this project is part of a pattern of 
destruction of affordable housing. The City engages affordable housing 
challenges through a variety of efforts and policies, including implementation of 
the Density Bonus ordinance and specific projects intended for that purpose.
The allegation that policy grounds support rejection of this project and others like 
it is speculative and unfounded.

Sincerely,

/

AS.
Jose Carlos Ramero Navarro 
Deputy Advisory Agency

Blake Lamb 
Senior City Planner 
Central Project Planning



EXHIBIT A

The Silverstein Law Firm 215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, California 91101-1504

PHONE: (626) 4494200 Fax: (626) 4494205

dan@RobertSilversteinLaw.com
www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com

A Professional Corporation

June 21, 2016

VIA HAND DELIVERY
Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Los Angeles City Council
City of Los Angeles
200 N. Spring Street, Room 375
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Appeal of Vesting Tract Map No. 72367-SL and ENV-2013-1998-MND- 
REC1 12925 Waverlv Drivel

Re:

Honorable PLUM Committee Members:

I, INTRODUCTION.

This firm represents appellant Doug Tornquist, owner of a single-family residence 
on Waverly Drive, directly adjacent to the proposed project at 2925 Waverly Drive, a 5- 
lot small lot subdivision (“Project”).

As a preliminary matter, please ensure that notice of all hearings, actions, events 
and decisions related to the Project are timely provided to this office. All objections, 
including those regarding proper notice and due process, are expressly reserved. 
Additionally, we adopt by reference all prior objection letters, evidence, and oral 
objections in the record of this proceeding.

THERE IS A FAIR ARGUMENT OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT 
TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION IMPACTS. THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO REVIEW THE CUMULATIVE

II.

IMPACTS.

In the proceedings before the Central Area Planning Commission, appellant 
presented compelling evidence that there was a fair argument that the Project may have 
and contribute to a significant cumulative impact. On July 16, 2015, traffic engineer 
Herman Basmaciyan, P.E. prepared and submitted to our firm a compilation of known 
227 single family and multi-family units, including this Project, that would add

mailto:dan@RobertSilversteinLaw.com
http://www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com
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approximately 1900 local daily trips in the immediate vicinity on a weekday. Mr. 
Basmaciyan estimated that approximately 150 vehicular trips would be added in the 
morning peak and about 140 trips in the afternoon peak to the local street system. As Mr. 
Basmaciyan pointed out, while these individual projects would not trigger LADOT 
standards for evaluating traffic impacts, the approximate cumulative total peak hour trips, 
if they were a single project, would far exceed LADOT’s threshold of 43 trips in the peak 
hour that trigger a requirement for more in depth study.

This case, like other small lot subdivision cases this firm has before the City, rely 
on Mitigated Negative Declarations that contain no cumulative impact analysis of all the 
intense single family and small lot subdivisions being approved and carried out under 
supervision of the City.

“One of the most important environmental lessons evident from past experience is 
that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of small sources. 
These sources appear insignificant, assuming threatening dimensions only when 
considered in light of the other sources with which they interact.” Los Angeles Unified 
School Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1025. “Thus, 
cumulative impacts should be analyzed in order to assess adverse environmental change 
— as a whole greater than the sum of its parts.” Environmental Protection Information 
Center v. Johnson (1985) 170 Cal.App.3d 604, 625.

“Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.” Guidelines §15355. “[IJndividual effects may be changes 
resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects.” Id. § 15355(a). “The 
cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results 
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time.” Id § 15355(b). Even if a proposed project’s individual effects are 
limited, its incremental effects may still be considered “cumulatively considerable.” 
Guidelines §§ 15064(h)(1), 15065(a)(3), 15355(b).

Mr. Basmaciyan, in his letter in the record before you, provided detailed examples 
of nearby intersections that had potential cumulative traffic impacts that were significant 
and unmitigated because the City is not undertaking cumulative traffic analysis in the 
Silverlake and Echo Park communities where intense small lot subdivisions are currently 
threatening the quality of life of existing property owners and residents.
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This was Mr. Basmaciyan’s conclusion:

“To conclude, based upon my analysis of the facts and data 
regarding the proliferation of past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development projects in the Silverlake area, and 
specifically within an approximately 2-mile radius of the 
subject project, and further based upon my experience as a 
traffic engineer, a fair argument exists that the subject project, 
in combination with the proliferation of other projects in the 
vicinity, may cause and contribute to significant, unmitigable 
cumulative traffic impacts, and at various locations 
cumulative pedestrian safety impacts, which should require 
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report to 
properly disclose, study and mitigate these significant 
cumulative impacts.”

As a Civil and Traffic Engineer licensed in California for 50 years, Mr. 
Basmaciyan’s expert opinion, supported with credible and empirical evidence compiled 
and reported in the attachments to his report constitute substantial evidence of a fair 
argument that a significant cumulative traffic (and potentially pedestrian safety) impacts 
may be occurring at one or more intersections or pedestrian walkway points in the 
vicinity of the Project at issue in this case.

This case stands as a warning to elected officials that the failure to compile and 
assess cumulative impact analysis of the boom of construction occurring in Silverlake 
and Echo Park is a failure to proceed in accordance with law. The City has been, and in 
this and other cases in Silverlake continues to be, “whistling past the graveyard.”

The City currently is undertaking proceedings to reconsider and amend its small 
lot subdivision ordinance due to intense criticism of the current law’s failures to protect 
the property rights of adjoining and nearby community members. Part of the extreme 
unhappiness with the City’s actions is the traffic congestion on Rowena Avenue where 
the City implemented a “road diet” which appears to have exacerbated the potential 
negative cumulative impacts of all the incremental single family and small lot 
subdivisions being approved without any plan to mitigate cumulative impacts.

At the Central Area Planning Commission hearing, the staff response to Mr. 
Basmasciyan’s report was deficient. For instance, staff undertook some kind of 
recompilation of the projects identified in the Basmasciyan report, and quibbled around
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the margins to assert a slightly smaller number of cumulative projects and cumulative 
units. As Mr. Basmaciyan points out, however, in his reply to the staff assertion - both 
before the CAPC and in the staff report to PLUM - the City still failed to analyze 
whether that number of projects would generate a potentially significant cumulative 
impact. Even the City’s cumulative numbers would still exceed the threshold of 
significance. The City offers nothing to the contrary. Mr. Basmaciyan’s reply of May 7, 
2016 is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

One of staffs additional attacks on Mr. Basmaciyan’s earlier report is as follows: 
“Some properties along Waverly Drive are not built out, that is, there is a variety of 
single and multifamily developments, with a variety of heights and densities, with many 
properties underutilized. Thus the circulation/street capacity as well as stress on 
infrastructure components are impacted to a less than significant level.” As Mr. 
Basmaciyan’s attached reply notes, this is a meaningless statement. Whether a property 
is underutilized has no bearing on whether street capacity is impacted to a less than 
significant level.

The City’s response is also disturbing and legally incorrect. It is disturbing 
because it suggests a belief by staff that every single family home on Waverly Drive 
should be torn down and replaced with an SLS, utterly destroying a stable, mostly-single 
family neighborhood. It is also legally incorrect because staff is suggesting that project 
impact and project cumulative impacts should be analyzed against the hypothetical 
maximum buildout under the zoning classification. The California Supreme Court has 
emphatically rejected this line of argument. Communities for a Better Environment v. 
South Coast Air Quality Met. Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.3d 310.

Additionally, LADOT sent an email pointing out that the Basmasciyan report 
failed to report whether the new projects were constructed on vacant lots, or replaced 
existing housing. The reality is that single family home projects are proposed in the hills 
of Silverlake and Echo Park on vacant lots or as a replacement of an existing home 
(usually to build larger), and none are likely to be the destruction of a multi-unit project 
to construct a single family home.

As for small lot subdivisions, these projects increase density and add new trips by 
constructing on vacant lots or demolishing a single family home to add multiple units. 
The express purpose of the SLS Ordinance is to increase housing and density. It is also 
designed to accelerate construction of new housing in neighborhoods like Silverlake, 
increasing traffic beyond what might otherwise be considered ambient increases. For the 
City to attempt to deny that is fundamentally dishonest. The current case is a prime
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example as it would demolish a single family home (and also one that has 
historic/cultural significance) and replace it with five units, thereby significantly 
densifying the community, but without cumulative impact analysis. That process is 
multiplied and happening exponentially across multiple project sites in the area, as 
documented in the Basmasciyan report and our prior objections.

Given the magnitude of trips generated by the significant list of projects identified 
in the Basmasciyan report, even if the actual number of trips is higher or lower, the 
ultimate conclusion of the existence of a potential significant cumulative impact remains 
valid. Most significantly, the City refused to prepare its own report and CEQA case law 
is clear that when there is evidence of a fair argument that a project may generate or 
contribute to a significant cumulative impact, a full Environmental Impact Report is 
required to resolve the controversy.

As the Supreme Court observed in No Oil, Inc, v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13
Cal.3d 68, 75:

“. . . since the preparation of an EIR is the key to 
environmental protection under CEQA, accomplishment of 
the high objectives of that act requires the preparation of an 
EIR whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of 
substantial evidence that the project may have significant 
environmental impact.”

The Basmasciyan Report is evidence of a possible significant impact that the City 
has utterly failed to disclose, study and mitigate. Appellant is prepared to file suit against 
the City for its refusal to take seriously the intense concerns raised by so many residents 
that small lot subdivisions are harming their quality of life with cumulative negative 
impacts on the environment. (See also a further objection letter from community member 
supporting this appeal attached at Exhibit 2.) The City has a duty to seriously examine 
this issue and work to mitigate the impacts to the environment. Having failed to do so, 
the City has failed to proceed in accordance with law.

We also point out that Mr. Basmaciyan’s report can actually even be seen as on 
the conservative side because its focus is on cumulative increase in traffic. What has 
occurred contemporaneously with this increase is a reduction in area road capacity. The 
“road diet” on which the City has put Rowena Avenue has reduced four lanes of traffic to
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two,1 exacerbating the cumulative impact. (See Section III, below.) This, also, must be 
addressed in an EIR, along with any other traffic calming measures under study or 
consideration for the Silverlake neighborhood.

THE 15-FOOT-WIDE ACCESS ROADWAY VIOLATES NUMEROUSIII.
CITY POLICIES AND IS UNSAFE.

The L.A.D.O.T. Manual of Policies and Procedures, and the City’s Private Street 
Regulation General Variation No. 2001-1 (both previously submitted), are not the only 
documents that show the substandard nature of the common access driveway, and 
resulting safety hazard. Advisory Agency Policy No. 2006-001 also shows the same. 
The language of the policy is direct and mandatory. “The minimum driveway/fire lane 
width will be 20 feet.” In providing a common access that violates the policy, there 
remains a potentially significant impact to traffic safety/circulation for which use of an 
MND is improper and illegal.

The Project was actually conditioned on a fire lane width of 20 feet. (Condition 
lO.i.) Additionally, at the hearing before the Central Area Planning Commission, the 
City staff asserted that the City’s private street requirements do not apply, but the Project 
is conditioned to provide a street sign for this roadway - a clear indication that the City 
regards the Project’s access road over private lands as a private road. fSee Condition 4 
regarding mandatory requirement that applicant record an agreement to provide name 
signs for the common access driveways.) Even the new April 2016 analysis prepared for 
the project contains mitigation requiring that the plot plan show (where required) a 
minimum 20 foot wide fire lane. (p. 63.)

The failure of the Project to comply with this condition is further evidence of a 
potentially significant traffic and circulation impact, as well as a potentially significant 
public services (fire safety) impact, that has not been appropriately mitigated, and, again, 
for which use of an MND is improper.2

i See http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-silver-lake-road-rage- 
htmlstory.html, incorporated into the administrative record by reference.

2 Moreover, any permits or other approvals granted in furtherance of a project that 
violates a condition of the tract map would be null and void pursuant to Section 11.02 of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-silver-lake-road-rage-htmlstory.html
http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-silver-lake-road-rage-htmlstory.html
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The environmental documentation also fails to take into account changing 
circulation patterns in Silver Lake that affect Waverly Drive. The City has put Rowena 
Avenue on what media accounts refer to as a “road diet” in an attempt to calm traffic and 
increase pedestrian safety. This reduction in road capacity, however, especially when 
combined with increased cumulative traffic, has had the unintended consequence of 
increasing cut-through traffic on nearby side streets, including Waverly.3 Until this issue 
is addressed, use of an MND in inadequate.

IV. A FAIR ARGUMENT EXISTS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIC/SOILS IMPACTS FROM THE PROJECT AS
PLANNED.

As noted in the attached report from Principal Geologist Ken Wilson (Exh. 3.), a 
fair argument exists that the project as designed may have significant, unmitigable 
impacts related to geologic and soils conditions, and thus may present a hazard, 
particularly to adjacent properties down slope along Riverside Drive and possibly 
neighboring properties to the northwest and southeast down-slope.

The problems with the project MND’s current deficient “analysis” of geologic and 
soils conditions is more fully described in the attached, but include the following: The 
potential stability of the steep slope bordering the site is in question based specifically on: 
a) the lack of geologic bedding and joint orientations within almost all of the site that 
would define potential landslide planes; b) the lack of integration and explanation of the 
Dibblee, Lamar, and 2926 Waverly adversely oriented bedding planes adjacent to the 
site; c) the lack of bedding and joint plane measurements in bedrock apparently exposed 
at the base of the steep slope; and d) the lack of consideration in slope stability analyses 
of joint plane measurements in TP-2 in concert with the potentially adverse bedding 
planes. Individually and combined, these present a fair argument that the project as 
proposed, given the potential geology and soils conditions of the subject property, may 
result in significant, unmitigable impacts related to long term stability of the site.

3 It is, of course, difficult to portray a video in a letter, but the link is at 
http.7/laist.com/2015/09/30/road rage rawrrrr.php, and is incorporated into the 
administrative record herein by this reference. Other news outlets have also documented 
the consequences of the ‘road diet,’ http://abc7.com/news/rowena-road-diet-creating- 
unnecessarv-traffic-headaches/1010975/. and are also incorporated herein into the 
administrative record by reference.

http://abc7.com/news/rowena-road-diet-creating-unnecessarv-traffic-headaches/1010975/
http://abc7.com/news/rowena-road-diet-creating-unnecessarv-traffic-headaches/1010975/
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THE SILVER LAKE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL HAS TWICEV.
REFUSED TO SUPPORT THE PROJECT.

An earlier version of the Project was reviewed by the Silver Lake Neighborhood 
Council. It was first rejected by the Urban Design and Preservation Advisory Committee 
by a 6-5 vote on October 9, 2013. Based on this and other community concerns, a 
hearing before the Advisory Agency of July 9, 2014 was continued.

Subsequent to this first Advisory Agency hearing, the full Neighborhood Council 
voted not to support the proposed Project and recommended denial in correspondence 
dated September 15, 2014. /See Planning Department Staff Report of July 23, 2015 at p. 
2.)4

There was confusion at the Advisory Agency hearing of July 23, 2015 as to 
whether the Neighborhood Council had been given the opportunity to review the 
amended Project, and the agency requested that the amended Project application be 
reviewed by the Neighborhood Council. At its meeting of August 4, 2015 the 
Neighborhood Council again refused to support the Project, this time by a 12-2 margin.

The Recommendation Report’s response is to dismiss the Neighborhood Council’s 
action because it did not make findings. The Neighborhood Council, however, was not 
instructed or informed in any way that findings were required. We are unaware if

4 We also note, and object for the record, that there has been intentional spoliation 
of evidence when all of the planning files for Council District 4, where this project is, 
were destroyed by outgoing Councilman Tom LaBonge, as confirmed by CD4 Chief 
Planning Deputy Renee Weitzer at the July 2015 hearing officer hearing on this very 
project. See, incorporated by reference, the following:
http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-labonge-documents-20160129-storv.html 
and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SX560T2Gf5U “All our files in the past 
administration have been destroyed.” See 2:14-2:34.

As our Supreme Court has held: “[T]he law provides that the victims of 
intentional spoliation may seek sanctions, including: (1) monetary penalties; (2) 
contempt of court; (3) issue sanctions, including orders: (a) that specified facts be taken 
as established; or (b) precluding the offender from asserting or opposing certain claims 
and defenses; and (4) evidentiary sanctions, including striking all or a portion of the 
pleadings, dismissal or partial dismissal, or entry of default.” Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center v. Superior Court (1998) 18 Cal.4th 1, 12.

http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-labonge-documents-20160129-storv.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SX560T2Gf5U
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neighborhood councils are ever instructed or required to provide findings. This appears 
to be nothing more than an excuse by staff to ignore the Neighborhood Council. The 
Recommendation Report’s treatment of the Neighborhood Council’s vote in this manner 
is capricious and abusive. If there is any written policy or history of this requirement, we 
have previously asked to see it immediately, but were provided with nothing. Apparently 
it does not exist, showing the abusive nature of staffs actions. But if it exists, we ask 
that the matter be remanded to the Neighborhood Council for issuance of such findings 
while this process is temporarily placed on hold for that to occur. However, if there is no 
written policy or history of this requirement, then we ask that you direct that the actions 
of the hearing officer(s) in this regard be investigated, with appropriate remedial action 
against those City officials being requested.

VI. THE RECOMMENDATION REPORT RESPONSE TO
INCONSISTENCIES WITH THE SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION
GUIDELINES IS A NON-RESPONSE.

The Recommendation Report’s response to the issue of inconsistencies with the 
SLS Guidelines is simply to say they are not mandatory or a regulatory requirement. 
That, however, is non-responsive. We acknowledged in our July 17, 2015 
correspondence that they were not mandatory or otherwise adopted by ordinance. But 
what the Recommendation Report ignores is the context provided by the General Plan. 
As we noted in the July 17, 2015 correspondence:

“While the Guidelines are not mandatory, the discretionary 
nature is beside the point here. Conformity with the 
Guidelines is an indicator of conformity with the residential 
policies of the Community Plan enacted to protect single
family hillside neighborhoods from out-of-scale development.
Failing to conform to the SLS Design Guidelines, whether 
mandatory or not, thus means that the Project is inconsistent 
with the relevant residential policies of the Hollywood 
Community Plan.”

Put another way, the SLS Guidelines are what the City recognizes as “best 
practices” for complying with the relevant residential and urban design policies of the 
Community Plan and General Plan. Failure to apply “best practices” means the project 
fails to conform to those policies.

The introduction to the SLS Guidelines themselves recognizes this. “The 
recommendations are not mandatory, but help to guide decision-makers to ensure that a
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project is compatible with its surroundings. Projects that are not in compliance with the 
Guidelines may be subject to delays, redesign, and community appeals. ... Small lot 
projects must substantially comply with the Small Lot Design Guidelines in order to 
receive project approval. However, some leniency and creativity is permitted in 
implementing these Guidelines.” (SLS Guidelines, p. 5 [emphasis added] <Guidelines 
http://planning.lacitv.org/PolicvInitiatives/Housing/SmallLot/SmallLotPolicv DesignGui 
de.pdf> accessed April 25, 2016.)

This was reinforced by a memorandum from the City Planning Director entitled 
“Advisory Agency Policy” from January 29, 2014, that accompanied the release of the 
Guidelines, which stated: “all small lot subdivisions filed after February 1, 2014 must 
comply with or meet the intent of the attached 2014 Small Lot Design Guidelines 
through either methods listed in the Guidelines or through alternative methods that 
achieve the same objective.” (Emphasis added.)

Compliance with the Guidelines is a measure of compliance with the City General 
Plan. Given this linkage between the SLS Guidelines and the Community and General 
Plans, the SLS Guidelines are relevant to evaluating the merits of whether or not this 
Project should be approved.

VII. SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE DOES NOT EXIST TO SUPPORT THE 
FINDINGS NECESSARY TO APPROVE THE VESTING TENTATIVE
TRACT MAP.

The lack of suitability for the proposed density of development was detailed in the 
appeal and attachments. The City Council has generally recognized that, is some cases, 
small lot subdivisions have disrupted the character of existing neighborhoods, contrary to 
the goal of compatibility with the existing neighborhood context.

This is such an instance. Dropping a small lot subdivision with multi-story homes 
into what is a predominantly low-slung single family neighborhood is contrary to the goal 
of compatibility with the existing neighborhood context. A substandard common access 
driveway onto a substandard street, with the potential problems that creates is further 
indication that the site is not physically suited for the density sought.

Although it was addressed in our correspondence of July 23, 2015, another point 
bears repeating because it is such a common refrain to any argument that the site is not 
suited for the proposed density of the development or is not consistent with the General 
Plan: that the maximum number of units permitted under the zone in question is higher
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than what is being sought and is consistent with the relevant general plan land use 
designation.

A general plan residential land use designation does nothing more than establish a 
density range for dwelling units per gross acre. It is but a single standard among a 
myriad of other policies that impact a Project, some complimentary and some competing. 
To address only the land use designation to the exclusion of all other policies is both 
misleading and improper by the City.

Similarly, the zoning on every property does more than establish a maximum 
permitted density. It also establishes the range of uses and a host of other regulatory 
requirements, including yards, height, and parking requirements. The site may also be 
subject to other regulatory restraints, such as grading restrictions. There may also be 
external considerations that impact density, such as the adjacent street design and 
network. Thus, a site may be developed to the maximum density only provided it 
conforms to all applicable provisions of the zone. The maximum density practical or 
suitable for a site is not necessarily the same as the maximum density theoretically 
permitted for the site. Such is the case here. Thus, given the physical constraints and 
other aspects of this particular hillside lot, it is more accurate to say that this particular 
small lot subdivision is being developed at the maximum density practically possible 
given not only its theoretical density, but the practical constraints of the site.

VIII. POLICY GROUNDS ALSO SUPPORT REJECTION OF THIS PROJECT
AND OTHERS LIKE IT.

The City and developers of small lot subdivisions often generically claim there is a 
housing crisis that somehow justifies approval of housing that is targeted to the luxury 
housing market. The latest City report on apartment housing in Los Angeles shows that 
there is no housing crisis in market rate apartments. In fact, the vacancy rate of such 
housing stands at 12% suggesting that the City is overbuilding market rate housing. See 
City of Los Angeles November 2015 Consolidated Housing Report.

There is an affordable housing crisis in the City and it is driven by the City 
allowing widespread destruction of affordable housing in older apartments and single 
family homes. Residents of such housing are forced out when development encouraged 
by the City destroys the older housing and replaces it with housing affordable to far fewer 
households.
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IX. CONCLUSION.

Substantial evidence in the record exists to support a fair argument that the Project 
may have significant, unmitigated impacts that have not been mitigated. As a result, the 
Project cannot be approved through use of an MND. Additionally, the required findings 
to approve a vesting tentative tract map cannot be made. The Silver Lake Neighborhood 
Council has consistently opposed the Project for many significant reasons.

We respectfully ask that you grant the appeal and reject the Project. Thank you 
for your courtesy and attention to this matter.

Very truly yoprs, „ ^

DANIEL WRIGHT
FOR

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC
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IIERMAK BASMACIYAE, F.E.
Traffic, Transportation, Parking
Expert Witness and Consulting Services
701 Marguerite Avenue
Corona del Mar, CA @2625
Tel; 949-903-5738
herman.b@roadrunner.com

May 9, 2016

The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Att: Mr. Dan Wright

Project Number: 150602

Subject: Case No. VTT-72367-SL-1A ENV-2013-1998-MND-REC1 
Proposed Project Location: 2925 W. Waverly Dr, 90039

Dear Mr. Wright:

By letter to your firm, dated July 16,2015,1 presented my findings pertaining to the lack of and 
need for the City of Los Angeles to prepare and publicly circulate, as part of the environmental 
review documentation, a cumulative analysis of traffic impacts in conjunction with the proposed 
project at 2925 W. Waverly Drive. More recently, I reviewed City staffs Recommendation 
Report, dated December 22,2015 and a document dated April 2016 and identified as “Appendix 
A: Environmental Impact Explanations.” Also recently, I reviewed the “Silver Lake - Echo 
Park Community Plan Update, Transportation Improvement & Management Program,” dated 
July 2003 and prepared by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning and the 
Department of Transportation.

The Silver Lake - Echo Park Community Plan Update, Transportation Improvement & 
Management Program, referenced as TIMP throughout this letter, is based on information dating 
back to as early as the 1990 US Census, updated by the City Planning Department to represent 
1995 conditions. While the development of the UMP followed an analytical process based on 
procedures commonly used by transportation planners and engineers, it cannot be used for 
informed decision-making in 2016 because of the age of the data used (base data as much as 25 
years old and modeling base year and procedures long superseded) and because TIMP planning 
horizon year was 2010, a date which has long passed. I have found no evidence that there have 
been any more recent studies, or that the findings presented in the TIMP have been either 
confirmed or refuted. Thus the TIMP is the most recent cumulative traffic analysis available for 
the Silver Lake - Echo Park Community Plan area, and it documents congested traffic conditions 
in the area.

mailto:herman.b@roadrunner.com
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The TIMP concluded that (Table 12 on Page 74) in the planning horizon year of 2010, the 
volume-weighted average V/C on all streets classified as Major Arterial, Secondary Arterial, and 
Collector would be 2.036 without traffic management measures and 1.976 with traffic 
management measures. Local streets are excluded from the analysis. For comparison purposes, 
according to the TIMP, the “Existing” volume-weighted average V/C was 0.933, presumably in 
1995; the weighted 2010 V/C ratio for the “Market with TTMP” scenario would be 1.976, more 
than double Existing, meaning congestion levels would be twice as bad as conditions in the mid- 
1990s. For the reader who might be unfamiliar with the term, on Page 2 the TIMP explains that 
the volume-weighted average V/C computation is the metric used to compare the performance of 
various alternatives. The combined weighted average V/C is computed by multiplying the traffic 
volume on each street segment by its corresponding V/C, then summing all the products, then 
dividing by the sum of all traffic volumes.

The TIMP (Page 71) states that in 2010, with traffic management measures, 80 individual street 
segments would have operating conditions characterized as Level of Service D or better, 17 
would be rated as LOS E, and 171 as LOS F. Clearly, 1he TIMP demonstrated that congestion 
would prevail in 2010 throughout the Silver Lake - Echo Park Community Plan area.

Table 14 on Page 78 - last page before Appendix A - the TIMP presents the results of the 
Congestion Management Program, indicating that Alvarado Street/Glendale Boulevard/Glendale 
Freeway would be severely congested (LOS F) for the entire length between Temple Street and 
1-5 in 2010 with any projected growth scenario; with very high V/C ratios at some locations.

On Page 11, the last sentence in the incomplete paragraph at the top of the page is “The 
Hollywood Freeway experiences congestion in both directions in the peak hours and often on 
weekends. ”

Based on the information in the TIMP, it is clear that the street system in the Silver Lake - Echo 
Park area had congested conditions in the mid-1990s and was projected to be severely congested 
in 2010 under any projected growth scenario. Further development will continue to add traffic to 
the street system and worsen existing conditions.

My review of documents that have become available since my letter of July 2015 solidify my 
conclusion that there is a lack of, and need for, the City of Los Angeles to prepare and publicly 
circulate a cumulative analysis of traffic impacts in the Silver Lake - Echo Park area before the 
approval of the proposed project at 2925 W. Waverly Drive or any other projects. This is 
essential for the benefit of not only the current project under review but also for other “small” or 
“infill” projects within the Community Plan area, but more specifically, in and near the area 
bounded approximately by State Route 101 (SR-101) on the South, Glendale Boulevard/and 
Glendale Freeway (SR-2) on the East, Interstate 5 (1-5) on the North, and roughly Vermont 
Avenue /Santa Monica Boulevard/Hoover Avenue on the West and Northwest.

According to information available as of July 2015, within the specific area described above 
there were approximately 45 known residential development projects in various stages of 
planning, development, or construction within a radius of less than two miles from the 
approximate center of this irregularly shaped area. It is acknowledged that since this information

Herman Basmaciyan, P.E\
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was compiled, the number may have changed for a variety of reasons. Some development 
proposals may have been withdrawn, some revised, some may have been completed and already 
adding traffic to the street system in the area; new development proposals may also have been 
brought forth or become “known or reasonably anticipated” projects. When developed, these 45 
proposals combined would provide a total of approximately 250 single-family and approximately 
650 multi-family dwelling units, for a total of approximately 900 dwelling units. Collectively, 
the 900 dwelling units would add about 6,800 daily trips to the street system and about 500 trips 
in the morning peak hour and also about 500 trips in the afternoon peak hour, (hi addition to 
these residential projects, there may be commercial or other non-residential projects.) Taken as a 
single project, a residential project proposal of about 900 units would be subjected to intense 
environmental review to identify any impacts, including traffic and circulation, and to present 
appropriate mitigation measures. This type of cumulative impact analysis has not been 
performed to support the City staffs various assertions in support of the recommendation that 
the proposed development should be approved. The Appeal in this case should be upheld and 
the City should undertake a true cumulative impact analysis.

Specific comments about the City staffs assertions in the December 22, 2015 Staff Report are 
presented in the following paragraphs. Listed below are the key points of the assertions that 
appear on Pages 11 through 15, under the heading Objection No. 4. Because the documents that 
have become available recently do not present substantive new information about traffic and 
circulation matters, my comments below are in response to the staff report, dated April 25, 2015, 
submitted to the Planning and Land use Committee (PLUM), including the critique by the Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) of the information I developed in support of 
the Appeal. For each assertion by City staff, I have added my response(s) and comments.

1. On Page 11, the staffasserts that (paraphrasing) the scope of the project is self-mitigating 
because of the small amount oftraffic it will add and because it will have fewer units than 
allowed and because of several other features. The proposed project, by itself, should not 
have a significant impact on traffic, although there is still a fair argument that, in light of the 
substandard street and the unique traffic and pedestrian (school children) patterns associated 
with the nearby Ivanhoe School, traffic and pedestrian safety matters should be considered 
carefully and any potential issues be identified.

Also the assertion paraphrased at the beginning of this bullet item is fallacious for the 
following reasons. First, under CEQA, impacts are to be evaluated against existing 
conditions and not against a hypothetical future or plan condition. Therefore, the proposed 
number of units cannot be considered a mitigation measure for the reason that it is a smaller 
number than what might have been allowable. Secondly, any project features proposed by 
tiie developer are not mitigation measures; they are part of the proposed project. Mitigation 
measures are identified during the environmental review process in order to mitigate or 
eliminate impacts, if any. Likewise, how additional traffic, no matter how small, can be 
considered mitigation? The assertion of “self-mitigating” is absurd and spurious.

2. In the second to last bullet item at the top of Page 12, the staff states: “Some properties along 
Waverly Drive are not built out, that is, there is a variety of single and multifamily 
developments, with a variety of heights and densities, with many properties underutilized.

Herman Basmaciyan, P.E.
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Thus the circulation/street capacity as well as stress on infrastructure components are 
impacted to a less than significant level. " First, the City’s statement is meaningless. Just 
because some properties are underutilized has absolutely no bearing on whether current 
conditions and infrastructure are stressed. This claim by the City is fallacious and could be 
applied to any condition where there already are significant impacts. The mere fact that even 
greater intensity of development could occur, cannot possibly mean that traffic or noise or air 
quality conditions are not yet significantly impacted. The City’s position makes no sense and 
is a non sequitur.

Second, this statement acknowledges that additional development is likely to occur, yet 
presents no analysis to support the conclusion that the circulation/street capacity as well as 
stress on infrastructure components are impacted to a less than significant level. Does this 
mean that it is OK to add development on a first-come/ first-served basis, until the 
infrastructure is even more stressed? If this argument were to be accepted, the conclusion 
would be reached that any impacts of individual projects would be considered less and less 
severe over time because each successive project would be judged against a larger base 
amount. As an example, if a project were to add 15 daily vehicles to a street with a traffic 
count of 1,500 vehicles per day, it would result in a 1% increase to file base traffic of 1,500 
vehicles per day. If the impacts of this project were to be ignored because the added amount 
is minimal, and more projects were to be approved, the traffic count on the street would rise 
(for purposes of this hypothetical example) to 3,000 vehicles per day. The next project under 
consideration, again for purposes of the example, would also add 15 vehicles per day to the 
then existing traffic count on the street. But the percentage increase would be 0.5%, even 
more minimal than the same project that was approved earlier, and any potential impacts 
would be easier to dismiss. Thus, the true condition of the existing circulation/street 
capacity as well as stress on infrastructure components would not be known, and it would 
become increasingly unlikely that any future “small” project would be judged to have 
significant impacts, and nothing would be done to mitigate or eliminate the problems. Before 
the City approves individual “small” projects, a true cumulative analysis should be conducted 
and appropriate and effective mitigation measures should be formulated.

3. On Page 13, in the “Matrix of Cases Provided by Appellant,” for each of the listed projects, 
the City staff presents a comparison of the approved/proposed dwelling units to the 
maximum allowable on the parcel(s). The City staff does not explain, however, that the 
developers’ proposals and the City’s approvals are based on prevailing market conditions. 
There is certainly no assurance that home-buyers’ or renters’ preferences will remain as they 
are now. Changes in economic and market conditions may lead developers to submit 
projects with lower or higher densities than recent trends.

4. On Pages 12 through 15, the staff presents a number of reasons why the staff claims the 
appellant has not presented adequate information to support Objection No. 4. The key points 
are addressed below:

The list of 12 projects in the appeal is inaccurate. The list of projects in the appeal is 
based on information available as of July 2015. Over time, development proposals are altered, 
some applications may be withdrawn, and some are completed and become “existing” projects.

a.

Herman Basmaciyan, P.E
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The “accurate” list presented in the staff report has a total of205 units, compared to the total of 
231 in my letter, both including the proposed 5-unit development It should be recognized that 
the staff list excludes a “terminated” project of 6 single family units and excludes a 7-unit single 
family development that was listed as “under construction’ in my letter. On the basis of the 
staff’s list, the number of daily trips generated would be approximately 1,650 daily, 
approximately 139 in the morning peak hour and approximately 120 in the afternoon peak hour. 
For comparison, on Page 13, the staff presents an estimate of “87 trips generated for Single
Family Dwelling Units” and “64 trips generated for Multi-Family Dwelling Units,” for a total of 
151 trips. The staff does not provide a daily trip number; it is not clear what the numbers cited 
by City staff represent, but they appear to be peak hourly numbers. Whether they represent 
morning or afternoon peak hourly traffic figures, the City staff’s trip estimate is higher than the 
numbers presented in support of the Appeal.

Regardless of the exact numbers, it is clear that the known projects within two miles of the 
proposed project, if considered collectively, would trigger the preparation of a Traffic Study for 
die evaluation of potential traffic impacts, since the amount of traffic exceeds the threshold of 43 
trips in the peak hour established by the LADOT (as stated on Page 5 of the LADOT Traffic 
Study Policies and Procedures).

b. On Page 12 (second to last paragraph), the staff states that “The appellant's reference to 
the 12 residential projects (Exhibit 4) lacks an analysis, the listed projects offer inaccurate 
information, and his arguments have no merits and amount to speculation. The appellant not 
only included the list ofprojects as part of the appeal, but also is part of the transportation 
consultant ‘traffic analysis. ’ " The matter of the minimal alleged inconsistencies of the list of 
projects is discussed in the previous paragraph, and does not amount to “inaccurate information,' 
certainly not as to alter the fact-based conclusions previously reached. Nor does the prior study 
“amount to speculation” that is unsupported or lacking foundation. The City staff’s assertions 
here, in fact, appear to be the ones largely based on mere assertion and unsupported statements.

In this case, my assignment was to assess whether or not cumulative traffic impacts have been 
analyzed adequately by the City and whether or not traffic operational matters and potential 
safety issues have been addressed adequately. It is my expert opinion, based on facts in the 
record, that the City has: (1) failed to assess or mitigate this project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts in conjunction with a multiplicity of past, present and reasonably probable future 
projects; and (2) that a fair argument exists that the project may contribute to significant, 
immitigable cumulative traffic (and parking and pedestrian safety) impacts.

i

It appears that the word “is” in the last sentence of the quoted text at the top of this paragraph 
should have been “as” because it is true that the list of projects used in my letter was in fact 
based on information provided by the appellant. If the word “is” was used intentionally, the 
sentence would imply that the appellant was a part of the traffic analysis this would be a false 
allegation. The analysis I performed was independent and fact-based.

c. In the last paragraph on Page 12, the staff states in reference to the map on Page 14, that 
“Circles depict location of projects listed, and triangles depict alleged “impacted” intersections 
by the four new am peak hour trips.” It has never been claimed that the proposed project alone,

Herman Basmaciyan,
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in isolation, would “impact” any intersections. The intersections depicted were identified as 
examples of where potential impacts might be revealed when all known development projects 
were to be analyzed collectively as a single project in a truly cumulative analysis.

d. In the first Paragraph on Page 15 and in the first bullet item following that paragraph, the 
staff report addresses once again the issue that the count of dwelling units I used is inaccurate. 
This has been addressed above.

e. In the first paragraph on Page 15, die staff report states that "The consultant’s alleged 
overall daily trips generated by these projects is grossly arbitrary at 1902 trips. ” The number of 
daily trips was calculated on the basis of information available at die time and in accordance with 
a documented process. Following the same procedure, the number of trips on the current list of 
projects provided by the City is approximately 1,650 - this number is about 13% lower than the 
original figure. Since the City has presented no estimate of its own, the use of the words 
“alleged” and “arbitrary” is inappropriate.

5. On Page 15, in the Paragraph just above Objection No. 5, the staff report refers to LADOT’s 
review of my letter. The LADOT comments pertain to the issue of alleged inaccuracies in 
the list of development proposals that we have discussed previously. In addition, the 
LADOT describes how cumulative studies should be conducted. The procedures described 
by the LADOT are exactiy how a cumulative traffic study should be conducted, taking into 
consideration all known projects in the area.

Staff then proceeds to speculate that, if such a study were conducted, no impacts would be 
revealed. It would be highly desirable for the City to undertake such a study so that the City 
can present facts and conclusions based on sound analysis, rather than the City’s gross 
speculation.

In conclusion, in view of the information presented in my letter of July 16,2015 and in this 
letter, my conclusion remains unchanged that if all known development proposals were to be 
analyzed collectively as part of a proper cumulative impacts analysis, significant cumulative 
traffic impacts may be identified. Such potential cumulative traffic impacts would include:

Level of Service (LOS) impacts at some signalized intersections
LOS impacts on Caltrans facilities: 1-5, SR-I01, and SR-2 Freeways; as well as freeway
ramp
Traffic operational and safety considerations at unsignalized intersections 
LOS impacts at Congestion Management Program (CMP) monitoring intersections 
and/or on CMP facilities, including 1-5, SR-I01, and SR-2 
Addition of vehicular traffic on local streets

In addition, potential conflicts between vehicular and pcdestrian/bicycle traffic would increase 
due to the addition of substantial daily and peak hourly traffic to be added throughout the area by 
the known development proposals; this is an increasingly important matter because of the 
recently intensified emphasis on pedestrian and bicycle-oriented mobility.

Herman Basmaciyan, P J.
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To conclude, based upon my analysis of the facts and data regarding the proliferation of past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable development projects in the Silver Lake area, and specifically 
within an approximately 2-mile radius of the subject project, and further based upon my 
experience as a traffic engineer, a fair argument exists that the subject project, in combination 
with the proliferation of other projects in the vicinity, may cause and contribute to significant, 
immitigable cumulative traffic impacts, and at various locations, to pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety impacts.

Please contact me if I can provide further details or answer any questions about this matter.

Sincerely, /

0Herman Basmaciyan, P.E.
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February, 7th, 2016Silvia Moore
2929 Waverly Drive, Apt 310 
Los Angeles, CA 90039

City Clerk
Room 395, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Planned Development at 2925 Waverly Drive 
Council File No. 16-0104

To Whom it May Concern:

I am strongly OPPOSED to the planned development at 
2925 Waverly Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90039

I am a direct neighbor of the planned development, with my bedroom 
and bathroom window facing east directly at the property in question.
I live on the third floor of the 3-story condo building next door to 2925 
Waverly Drive. I have unobstructed views from downtown to Mount 
Washington including views of the San Bernadino Mountains as there 
is currently a single story single family home at 2925 Waverly Drive.

The planned development would take most of my view, since there 
are 5 three-story houses planned there. This is only one of the many 
problems with the planned development.

The development would also significantly reduce light in my 
apartment and rob me of my privacy by being relatively close to our 
building and having windows and/or balconies of the two planned 
buildings to the north of the property at 2925 Waverly Drive.



Most troubling to me is the noise such a development would mean to 
me and other neighbors, especially because the two planned 
buildings on the north also would have two double garages facing 
south and a garage yard which would be directly under my bedroom 
window. The two northern houses planned would be build 
approximately where the pool is currently located at 2925 Waverly 
Drive. Since the developer bought the property there have been 
several loud pool parties there which have already led to 
disturbances of the peace and quiet enjoyment in our building to the 
point of where police had to be called. This shows that if a pool party 
disturbs the neighbors’ peace and quiet, a garage yard with garage 
doors opening and closing, engines being started and parking 
maneuvers in and out of those garages, would most definitely impact 
the noise levels in our apartments. The garage yard I am referring to 
is marked as two Backup-Spaces on Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
72367, those of Lot 4 and Lot 5. This is especially troubling to me as 
my bedroom window faces that way and I am afraid of not being able 
to get sufficient sleep if the development is permitted.

Another problem with the proposed development is the proposed 
removal of 18 mature trees. Part of the appeal of living up here on 
Waverly Drive is the green and trees, especially for me the ones on 
the site of the proposed development. With it also is the multitude of 
animals, birds, humming birds, wild ducks on the pool at 2925 
Waverly Drive and other animals. The proposed development would 
leave little space for green and especially mature trees would be 
mostly obsolete.

I'm also concerned with more traffic on Waverly Drive, as our street is 
narrow with no sidewalks on either side of the street. We are also 
affected by parents picking up and dropping off children at Ivanhoe 
Elementary School, where cars will double-park on adjacent streets, 
especially on Herkimer Street and many parked or maneuvering cars 
also on Waverly Drive. During those pick-up and drop-off times at 
school, it is already near impossible to find parking in the 
neighborhood. The proposed development has no plans that include 
any kind of guest parking, so even more cars would clog Waverly 
Drive and surrounding streets and parking would be even more 
difficult to find.



V *

Lastly our neighborhood has been inundated with new development 
recently. There is a new development on Auburn Street, a gigantic 
development called “The Latitudes" on Glendale Boulevard and 
Waverly Drive, a construction on Hyperion Avenue, where “The 
Coffee Table" once stood, a proposed small lot subdivision at 2901
2905 Waverly Drive, just to name a few.

These developments altogether have increased traffic in the 
neighborhood significantly, especially since the “The Road Diet” on 
Hyperion Avenue has been implemented. During rush hour especially 
cars are piling up bumper to bumper on Hyperion Avenue adding to 
the congestion and bad air quality in our neighborhood. Too many 
developments have already been allowed.

i*

f
*

The developer has argued that he is adding much needed housing to 
the neighborhood, but what is needed is AFFORDABLE housing. The 
developer has made it know that he intends to sell each proposed 
new house for $ 700,000 to $ 900,000. This is obviously not the 
affordable housing mentioned and shows that the only reason for the 
developer for his proposed development is in making a personal 
profit.

i
X
s

*

'i
•j

i

I find it unconscionable to allow a development, which clearly only 
benefits the developer, but leaves a neighborhood struggling with 
nothing but negative effects of such a development.

jii
!
i

Please kindly take my points into consideration.f

i Sincerely,|

t

Silvia Moore

t
j
i
\

|
t

\
,3i
i

1
}
jl
?



Exhibit 3



June 20, 2016

Robert P. Silverstein, Esq.
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 N. Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101

Engineering Geology Review of NOVUS GEOCONSULTANTS Geotechnical 
and Addendum Geotechnical Reports, Proposed 5 Unit Residential Development, 
2925 W. Waverly Drive, Los Angeles, California, dated June 16, 2013 and April 
5, 2014

SUBJECT:

REFERENCES: See attached References Cited

Dear Mr. Silverstein:

Introduction
At your request, we have reviewed the subject reports with regard to the proposed grading and 
development for the proposed Small Lot Subdivision project at 2925 W. Waverly Drive, Los 
Angeles, and the engineering geology conditions at the project site. The subject report 
references and incorporates other maps and reports that are discussed within. The subject 
NOVUS GEOCONSULTANTS (NOVUS) reports were provided as 58- and 14-page Adobe 
Acrobat files with a site geologic map and one geologic cross-section. No data was incorporated 
by NOVUS from the earlier reports at the site or in the vicinity of the site. NOVUS conducted 
field studies (four test pits and one bucket auger boring), performed laboratory tests, and 
prepared slope stability analyses. One City of Los Angeles (LADBS) Geologic and Soils Report 
Comment Letter and one Approval Letter have been issued for the subject report, dated October 
28, 2013, and April 29, 2014, respectively.

Background
The proposed development property consists of one lot (Lot 44) approximately 295 feet long and 
55 feet wide elongated northeast-southwest (NOVUS, 2014, Geologic Map, their Figure 2). The 
proposed project consists of five, two-story single-family homes, with two car parking on the 
bottom floor. Homes would be side-by-side, staggered across the lot from southwest to 
northeast. Prior to the existing land use, the property sloped downward to the northeast 
approximately 90 feet across the property (ZIMAS, 2016).

Proposed grading is to remove all uncertified fill down to bedrock where structures are proposed. 
NOVUS indicates foundations would consist of spread footings for the three westerly units and 
the two units adjacent to the steep northeast-facing slope would be on cast-in-place piles. 
Temporary cut slopes would not be necessary, except where existing unsuitable uncertified 
artificial fill and weathered bedrock are excavated. No permanent cut slopes are proposed.

Investigation methods said to have been employed at the site included surface geologic mapping, 
four hand-dug test pits, and a 24-inch diameter machine dug bucket auger boring to a depth of 
51-feet. The bucket auger boring was sampled and logged to depth. Samples were subjected to
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laboratory testing. There is no indication for any of the studies referenced that historic aerial 
photographs were interpreted to determine pre-development geologic conditions at the site, for 
example evidence of landslides or pre-development ground disturbance.

The site ground elevations are approximately 447 to 524 feet along the north property line and 
445 to 525 on the south property line, with an elevation difference of approximately 75 to 80 feet 
over a distance of 295 feet (ZIMAS, 2016). However, the lot is a relatively flat dome shape from 
Waverly Drive to the top of the steep northeast-facing slope. At the top edge of the slope the 
elevation drops approximately 70 feet to northeast property line making a slope of approximately 
45 degrees to the northeast. Cadastral maps with 5-foot topographic contours from ZIMAS (City 
of Los Angeles, 2016) were reviewed. Lot 44 is classified as “Hillside Area (Zoning Code)”.

General Geologic Conditions
This area was previously mapped by Lamar (1970), Dibblee (1991) and Yerkes and Campbell 
(2005) as Monterey Formation or Puente Formation bedrock. NOVUS’ initial report (2013) 
contained no regional or area-specific geologic map and called the bedrock Topanga Formation. 
The only geology map referenced was the 1962 1:250,000 scale Geologic Map of California Los 
Angeles sheet. Following comments by the City (2013) NOVUS (2014) acknowledged Lamar 
(1970) and adopted the Dibblee (1991) map terminology “for clarity and conformity”. Their 
2013 geotechnical report describes three geologic units within the project site: 1) Man-placed 
artificial fill (map symbol af), 2) residual soil (Rs), and 3) Tertiary sandstone and siltstone 
(Topanga Formation) bedrock. The NOVUS 2014 report adopts the Dibblee map symbol Tmss 
for Monterey Formation sandstone.

As shown on the NOVUS geologic cross-section A-A’ (see Appendix Figure 1 below) bedrock 
(Tmss) is covered with man-made artificial fill (map symbol Af), over most of the slightly 
domed portion of the site, between 2- and 3-feet thick as measured by three test pits (TP-1, -3, 
and -4). Artificial fill would be removed (NOVUS, 2014), so that either Monterey Formation 
bedrock (Tmss) or residual soil (Rs) would remain. The residual soil is a few feet thick and 
described as a tan to dark brown very clayey sand; it would likely be removed where structures 
are planned. Some engineered compacted fill would be placed on the lots where necessary to 
create the desired surface grades.

NOVUS (2013) indicates the bedrock consists of fine-grained sandstone, massive bedding, no 
observable joints/bedding planes, slightly moist, and moderately- to well-cemented. Dibblee 
describes the Tmss as a “tan to light gray friable semi-sandstone; includes interbeds of 
micaceous silty clay shale”. Yerkes and Campbell (2005) describe the Puente Formation (Tpn) 
as “Marine siltstone, sandstone, and shale; locally diatomaceous.” While no static groundwater 
surface was encountered in the one bucket auger boring B-l, seepage on the upslope side of the 
boring was noted at 24-feet deep.

Geologic faults, which can be classified as non-active, potentially active, or active, are not 
mapped through the subject site. However, Dibblee (1991), Lamar (1970), and Yerkes and 
Campbell (2005) show an unnamed fault north and west of the site. NOVUS (2013 and 2014) 
does not mention this fault in their report. Yerkes and Campbell (2005) show the fault mapped 
within approximately 250 feet of the site on the northwest. While neither the Dibblee, nor Lamar
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nor Yerkes and Campbell considered the fault active, the presence of overturned bedding dipping 
76-degrees north indicates this could be a significant thrust fault with movement similar to the 
active Hollywood fault. The Hollywood fault is approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the 
unnamed fault. This was not mentioned or otherwise considered by NOVUS.

Slope Stability Considerations
NOVUS provided a geologic cross-section A-A’ (see Appendix Figure 1) to depict the 
distribution of geologic units in the subsurface and the dip of geologic bedding planes within the 
project site. The five residences are proposed between stations 400 and 254 (NOVUS, 2013, 
their Figure 2). Within roughly 95 percent of the site, the four test pits provided only depth to 
bedrock, two joint surface orientations (strike and dip attitudes), and no geologic bedding 
attitudes. None of the Dibblee, Lamar, or Yerkes and Campbell geologic bedding attitudes was 
cited to provide corroborating evidence or context for the bedrock bedding attitudes measured by 
NOVUS in their boring B-l. No geologic/geotechnical data were used by NOVUS from other 
nearby projects (e.g., 2929 W. Waverly Drive immediately to the northwest). Our research 
indicates geologic data for 2926 W. Waverly Drive (Rybak Geotechnical, Inc., 2010; across the 
street) shows a north 20-degree west bedding plane strike and 25-degree northeast dip similar to 
Dibblee (1991).

No bedding attitudes were obtained by NOVUS from geologic mapping of the northeast facing 
steep slope bordering the rear of commercial lots along Riverside Drive at the base of the slope. 
Observations of the steep slope below 2929 W. Waverly indicate a rather high retaining wall was 
constructed at the down slope edge of the 54-unit apartment building built in 1971-1973. A brief 
visual inspection of the down slope area below 2925 and 2929 indicate apparent sandstone 
bedrock exposures with measurable bedding and joint surfaces (Figures 2A and 2B) behind the 
businesses along Riverside Drive. With no permission to be on these properties, we made no 
measurements. Bedding appeared to be dipping at a relatively low angle to the north toward 
Riverside Drive.

In our Figure 1 we have added information to the NOVUS Figure MX-1 from their 2014 report. 
If the Dibblee (1991) and Lamar (1970) true bedding dip angles measured nearby are projected 
on to A-A’ at 90-degrees to the section, the dip of the bedding varies between 20- and 45- 
degrees. Apparent dips could be shallower. Without additional deeper exploration within the 
property (bucket auger borings or a number of deep test pits) and geologic mapping of the steep 
slope face, there is no logical way from the single boring B-l to predict bedding attitudes 
southwest and northeast of B-l. There could be an out-of-slope bedding condition at the site 
showing a potential for translational slope stability issues. Some of the upper bedding planes 
could daylight. Even deeper bedding planes could “kick out” of the steep slope because they 
could have sufficient driving force to cut through cross bedding particularly considering the 
potential for movement along steep joint planes trending along the direction of potential down 
slope movement (NOVUS TP-2). An assessment of this potential would require static and 
dynamic translational slope stability analysis, not done by NOVUS, to assess the effect of this on 
the proposed development.

Dibblee states that the Tmss includes “interbeds of micaceous silty clay shale.” The bedrock 
characterization from B-l indicates the Monterey Formation is sandstone and siltstone. With no
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deep boring information to describe the geology under most of the site and with the observation 
of seepage at 24-feet deep in B-l, wet micaceous silty clay shale could provide one or more low 
strength layers affecting slope stability. This is important because the residual strength used for 
along-bedding analysis would be lower for micaceous silty clay shale than for sandstone.

Engineering Geologic and CEQA Conclusions
Available data from published geologic maps (Dibblee, 1991; Lamar, 1970) were not utilized or 
explained in the context of stability analyses for cross-section A-A’. The apparent retaining wall 
structure at 2929 W. Waverly is not discussed by NOVUS. No measurements are shown in the 
NOVUS report for apparent bedrock outcropping on the steep slope below both 2925 and 2929 
W. Waverly. With the conditions shown in Figure 1, the consultant would need to provide slope 
stability analyses and provide recommendations for mitigation measures as necessary in 
compliance with the California Building Code (2014) and the City of Los Angeles Building 
Code (2015). The absence of such information is problematic in that it limits our ability to reach 
a sound geologic understanding of site slope stability. In turn, this lack of complete information 
denies the decision makers and the general public the ability to conclude that the project does not 
pose the potential for significant, unmitigable geology and soil impacts. Any necessary retaining 
walls arising out of these analyses should be designed for any lateral surcharge from potential 
daylighted bedding planes. In this case, a substantiated residual along-bedding angle of internal 
friction should be utilized, otherwise, the City of Los Angles presumptive value may be assumed 
for wet micaceous silty clay shale. The City of Los Angeles (LADBS, 2015) requires a formal 
static and pseudo static (slope deformation analyses) slope stability analysis for Hillside Area 
lots and/or for slopes: “where adverse geologic conditions are encountered, the soils report shall 
provide slope stability analysis in accordance with P/BC 2015-049 and P/BC 2011-050 where 
applicable.” P/BC 2015-049 requires the studies for all slopes that expose unfavorable geologic 
structure such as unsupported bedding.

The nearby fault parallel to the active Hollywood fault should be discussed in terms of the 
location accuracy and the evidence for its degree of seismic activity.

Meridian’s Exhibit A Appendix A - Geology and Soils section regarding mitigation measures 
says (pages 27 and 29) that MMs VI-10 and -60 are “proposed to reduce the potentially 
significant archaeological impacts”. These proposed mitigation measures should be related to 
engineering geology and geotechnical/soils impacts. This should be explained to the public and 
decision makers in a revised environmental document.

It is recommended that any changes to the design or grading plans resulting from additional 
geotechnical or geologic investigation and analysis be considered relative to the adequacy of the 
current Geology and Soils analysis checklist items Vl.a.i, Vl.a.ii, Vl.a.iv, and VI.c in the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration.

To conclude, the potential stability of the steep slope bordering the site remains in question based 
specifically on a) the lack of geologic bedding and joint orientations within almost all of the site 
that would define potential landslide planes, b) the lack of integration and explanation of the 
Dibblee, Lamar, and 2926 Waverly adversely oriented bedding planes adjacent to the site, c) the 
lack of bedding and joint plane measurements in bedrock apparently exposed at the base of the
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steep slope, and d) the lack of consideration in slope stability analyses of joint plane 
measurements in TP-2 in concert with the potentially adverse bedding planes. It can be fairly 
argued (CNRA, 2016) that the project as proposed, given the potential geology and soils 
conditions of the subject property described herein, may result in significant, unmitigable 
impacts related to long term stability of the site. While we believe there is insufficient site data 
to estimate the extent and severity of the potential impacts of this instability, they could be 
significant for the property and for surrounding properties, particularly the down slope properties 
along Riverside Drive.
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Closure
This report has been prepared for the sole use and benefit of our client. The analysis, results, and 
conclusions were prepared in general compliance with normal industry practice in Los Angeles 
County. Other consultants may arrive at different results and conclusions with the same 
information. The intent of the report is to advise our client of geotechnical and engineering 
geologic conditions at the subject site, and the possible effects of these conditions on the 
proposed development and surrounding properties. It should be understood that the geotechnical 
engineering and engineering geologic consulting provided represents professional opinions and 
the contents of this report are not perfect. Any errors or omissions noted by any party reviewing 
this report should be reported to Wilson Geosciences Inc. in a timely fashion. Only the client 
can authorize subsequent use of this report. No warranty is either expressed or implied.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

WILSON GEOSCIENCES INC.

Kenneth Wilson 
Principal Geologist 
P.G. #3175, C.E.G. #928 
(626) 791-1589
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APPENDIX
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FIGURE 1 - POSSIBLE GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS CONSIDERING DIBBLEE AND LAIVIAR
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FIGURE 2 - PHOTOGRAPHS AT THE BASE OF THE STEEP SLOPE NORTHEAST OF 2925
AND 2929 W. WAVERLY DRIVE
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EXHIBIT BCITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

2925 W. Waverly Dr.

Date: February 5, 2016

To: Jose Romero-Navarro 
Department of City Planning

Taimour Tanavoli, Associate Transportation Engineer III 
Department of Transportation

From:

Subject: VESTING TRACT MAP NO. 72367-SL-1A

Reference is made to your request for review of this case regarding potential traffic access 
problems. Based upon this review, it is recommended that:

The current CEQA law allows for each jurisdiction to set the thresholds on which a traffic study 
is required, The City of Los Angeles has set thresholds based on the trip generation of individual 
projects and not cumulative projects. Cumulative projects are taken into account when the traffic 
study is performed for an individual project of potential significance. While the letter points out 
a list of related projects within two miles of the project in question, there is no mention of what 
existing uses were removed (if any) as a result of these projects. Also, without distributing the 
trips over a network of intersections, there is no way to tell if these projects would impact the 
same intersections as the propose project.

If the number of cumulative trips were to be considered as a factor to determine whether a 
project needs a study or not, almost every potential project would require a traffic study. 
However, it is very unlikely that most of these projects would generate enough trips (when 
distributed over a network of study intersections) would cause a significant impact. The 
cumulative projects would raise the background traffic, but the actual project trips for small 
developments would be insignificant. Lager projects that meet the threshold have a far greater 
potential to impact an intersection chosen for study.

Please contact this section at (213) 482-7024 for any questions regarding the above.

Council District No. 4 
Hollywood-Wilshire District

Vm733«7-Sl-1A .doc



EXHIBIT CCITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

2925 W. Waverly Dr.

Date: June 23, 2016

To: Jose Romero-Navarro 
Department of Ci y Planning

Taimour Tanavoli^Associate Transportation Engineer III 
Department of Transportation

From:

Subject: VESTING TRACT MAP NO. 72367-SL-1A

Reference is made to communication which was prepared and hand delivered to the PLUM 
committee for an appeal of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 72367-SL and ENV-2013-1998- 
MND-RECI by the Silverstein Law Firm. This report included comments from a traffic engineer 
Mr. Herman Basmaciyan, P.E. Mr. Basmaciyan’s analysis and concluding remarks has no merits 
and based on that analysis every project including single family homes when “in combination 
with the proliferation of other projects in the vicinity, may cause and contribute to significant, 
unmitieable cumulative traffic impacts”. Therefore, any new development would be 
discouraged due to the hardship to the developer community which would require the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Report for every project.

The current CEQA law allows for each jurisdiction to set the thresholds on which a traffic study 
is required, The City of Los Angeles has set thresholds based on the trip generation of individual 
projects and not cumulative projects. Cumulative projects are taken into account when the traffic 
study is performed for an individual project of potential significance. While the letter points out 
a list of related projects within two miles of the project in question, there is no mention of what 
existing uses were removed (if any) as a result of these projects. Also, without distributing the 
trips over a network of intersections, there is no way to tell if these projects would impact the 
same intersections as the propose project.

If the number of cumulative trips were to be considered as a factor to determine whether a project 
needs a study or not, almost every potential project would require a traffic study. However, it is 
very unlikely that most of these projects would generate enough trips (when distributed over a 
network of study intersections) would cause a significant impact. The cumulative projects would 
raise the background traffic, but the actual project trips for small developments would be 
insignificant. Lager projects that meet the threshold have a far greater potential to impact an 
intersection chosen for study.

Please contact this section at (213) 482-7024 for any questions regarding the above.

Council District No. 4 
Hollywood-Wilshire District

:r*et\ConditioiAVTT72367-SI.-lA Acklitior



EXHIBIT D6/23/2016 City of Los Angeles Mail - (no subject)

I I LAcrtrsV-vj '
Jose Romero-Navarro <jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org>

(no subject)
2 messages

Daniel Schneidereit <daniel.schneidereit@lacity.org>
To: Jose Romero-Navarro <jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org>, John Weight <john.weight@lacity.org>

Wed, Jun 22, 2016 at 1:33 PM

Hi Jose

As you requested, I have renewed geologic portion of the PLUM Committee letter by the Silverstein Law Firm regarding 
Tract 72367 (2925 Waverly Drive), as well as the attached Engineering Geology Review letter by Kenneth Wilson. In 
general, the geologic concerns raised by Wilson include failure to integrate regional geologic data and lack of data 
regarding geologic structure at the site as related to the stability of the high descending slope on the east side of the 
property.

The Grading Division of the Department and Building and Safety has reviewed two geotechnical reports by Novus 
Geoconsultants (dated 06/16/2013 and 04/05/2014). During the review of the initial report by Novus (06/16/2013), the 
Department essentially had the same concerns as stated by Wilson. As a result, the Department issued a Correction 
Letter (dated 10/28/2013) to request that regional geologic maps be used tor the analysis and the deep exploration be 
conducted to determine the geologic structure and rock types at deeper depths than was previously explored. 
Subsequently, Novus excavated a 51-ft. deep bucket boring at the upper portion of the slope, thus obtaining site specific 
geologic data presented in the 04/05/2014 report. The results of the exploration indicated relatively strong, intact 
sedimentary rock with bedding structure inclined to the east steeper than the slope gradient, which is favorable. As 
such, the Department accepted the slope stability analyses presented in the initial report.

Therefore, the concerns raised by Wilson are unfounded. The Department stands by its approval dated 04/29/2016 and 
does not consider it reasonable to ask Novus to address Wilson’s letter when the essential concerns where already 
addressed by the response to the Department’s Collection letter.

The Wilson letter also mentions geologic faults mapped to the west of the site and states that the geologists who 
mapped these faults did not consider them active. Please note that the project site is not located within a State defined 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, or in a City of LA Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area.

Given the above discussion, it is the Department’s opinion that there is no "fair argument" relative to significant 
engineering geologic/soils issues impacting this project.

Daniel Schneidereit 
Engineering Geologist II

iUI DBS
DEPARTMENT Of BUILDING ANDSAFETT
(2131 482-0430

https ://mai I .g oog le.conVmai l/u/0/?ui=2&i te= 6&497675e9&vi ew= pt&search= i nbo>&th=15579d 12bffc 198f&s i rrt=15579d 12bffc 198f&s i m!=1557a0c9183d4a67 1/2

mailto:jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org
mailto:daniel.schneidereit@lacity.org
mailto:jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org
mailto:john.weight@lacity.org


EXHIBIT E

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
CaliforniaSILVER LAKE 

NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 
OFFICERS

SILVER LAKE
NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Serving the Silver Lake 
Community Since 2003

PO Box 26385 
Los Angeles, CA 90026 

Contact: board@silverlakenc.org
TELEPHONE: (323) 413-SLNC (7562)

Amy Clarke
Charles Herman-Wurmfeld

CO-CHAIRS
Ted Adams

VICE-CHAIR
Georgene Smith-Goodin

TREASURER
Teresa Sitz
SECRETARY

El Corcojo Vecinat
CilveT Jak

W $ver]akce
Neirjhbortood Council

Silver Lake Urban Design & Preservation Advisory Committee

Guidelines for Development Proposals and 
Conditional Use Permit Applications
(except minor additions to and the remodeling of single family or duplex dwellings)

Revised July 2014

PROCEDURES

In the interest of uniform treatment, any Applicant approaching the SLNC should 
immediately be referred to the UD&PAC. The Applicant should not meet with any other 
committee. If the development is at a preliminary stage, the UD&PAC is willing to meet 
with the Applicant and will encourage the Applicant to maintain communication with the 
committee and the community throughout the development process. If a development 
application has already been submitted, the steps below should be worked through.

At the time of the Master Land Use Permit Application ("MLUPA”) submission to the 
Department of Planning, the Applicant will be required to submit an extra copy of the 
application which the Department of Planning will mail to the SLNC for consideration. 
Once the Chair(s) of UD&PAC gets this application and it becomes an agenda item, a copy 
of this application is forwarded to all committee members.

The SLNC process may take a minimum of 60 days. If an Applicant pleads lack of time 
because of an impending hearing, the City Council office, or the Department of City 
Planning should be contacted to request an extension in the case's comment period.

STAGE f

The UD&PAC Chair(s) shall communicate with the Applicant to provide general 
guidelines for the particular application and instructions with regards to the SLNC 
process.

1.

The UD&PAC Chair(s) will then schedule an application presentation at a regular 
monthly UD&PAC committee meeting (held on the second Wednesday of each month). 
Following the presentation, a Q&A period will be allowed for discussion and possible 
action.

2.

mailto:board@silverlakenc.org


3. Applicant will mail or deliver the meeting notice, using the suggested format, to each & 
every occupant and owner within a 500-foot radius, for Applicant's upcoming 
presentation at the UD&PAC meeting. (This is completely separate from the public 
hearing notice mailed from the City Planning.)

4. The Applicant is requested to bring the following to the UD&PAC meeting:

• A summary of their request. Be prepared to describe the project
• The proposed plans mounted (if possible) for presentation, or via projection.
• Proof of outreach to neighbors/stakeholders, and the outreach notice that was 

utilized.
• Site plans, elevations, sections, and renderings, and in context if possible.

STAGE 2

5. If the UD&PAC finds that the application is of such magnitude or importance that it 
triggers a major impact on the community, then the UD&PAC will sponsor a meeting 
("Community Outreach Meeting") at a location, date and time allowing the attendance 
by local stakeholders and the Applicant.

6. Notice for a Community Outreach Meeting should be carried out in the following ways:

• The Applicant should assist with outreach to neighbors/stakeholders.
« An outreach flyer (using the suggested format) for this meeting shall be forwarded 

to the entire SLNB Board, and the appropriate SLNC Regional Board Members shall 
be requested to disseminate this flyer, as well as post to the appropriate posting 
locations.

• The UD&PAC shall arrange for posting to the following: SLNC Website, SLNC 
Facebook Page, UD&PAC Facebook Group, and SLNC Twitter account.

« The UD&PAC shall assist with outreach for the meeting.

7. The UD&PAC will facilitate the Community Outreach Meeting.

8. Community Outreach Meeting* sample agenda:

• UD&PAC Chair(s) give background and other pertinent info, and introductions.
• Applicant gives presentation.
• General Q&A and comment period facilitated by the UD&PAC Chair(s).
• Suggestions for follow-up.
• Invitation to next UD&PAC meeting.

(*Note: Community Outreach Meetings are informational only.)

9. UD&PAC discusses the project, including input from the Community Outreach Meeting, 
at its next regularly scheduled meeting (if practical), to which the Applicant and anyone 
else interested may attend.



STAGE 3

10. UD&PAC will then decide whether further action shall be taken. UD&PAC may 
recommend support for the project to the SLNC Governing Board, or may make no 
recommendation. If UD&PAC recommends support for the project, Applicant may be 
invited to make a brief presentation at the next possible SLNC Governing Board 
meeting.

11. If the SLNC Governing Board recommends support of the project, a document stating 
the position will be sent to City Planning and the appropriate City Council office(s), and 
shall be available on request to the Applicant and local stakeholders.

General Note:
The procedures listed above should be followed by all parties as closely as possible, with 
the understanding that some of the steps and meetings may be modified by the Chair(s).
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September 15,2014

Mr. Jose Romero-Navarro 
Community Planner 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012

VIA EMAIL

Re: Case Number ZA-2013-2288-ZAA; Subdivision Case Number VTT-72367-SL 
2925 Waverly Drive

Dear Mr. Romero-Navrarro:

Per your request, I would like to confirm that Sam Trude, the applicant for the project at 2925 
Waverly Drive, updated the community at the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council’s Urban Design 
and Preservation Committee (SLNC UD&PAC) monthly meeting on August 13,2014. About 30 
people were in attendance at this meeting. Please see attached meeting minutes that document Mr. 
Trude’s appearance and presentation of his project (see highlighted area on page 2).

The "Informational Update" for Mr. Trude was similar to those the Committee has had in the past 
for other community issues: a brief presentation and some questions for the applicant No formal 
action was taken, and there were very few questions.

The project on Waverly Drive held a significant number of community meetings as it progressed 
through the Neighborhood Council. During this process, it was discovered that many residents felt 
they were not notified about the project Further, many neighbors were not responding to Mr. 
Trude’s initial efforts at outreach. As a result, I began to monitor the situation as claims of a lack of 
outreach are a stalling tactic that has been used on other projects that have come before the 
Committee. Therefore, I asked for copies of all outreach to verify the applicant's efforts, ensure the 
community was being informed of the project as required, and to counter any potential 
misinformation.

Below is a summary of Neighborhood Council Committee meetings and outreach expended on 
behalf of the 2925 Waverly Drive project:

August 14,2013 - SLNC UD&PAC Meeting
Action: Item tabled to address notification concerns of neighbors.
Link to minutes:
http://silverlakenc.org/2013/09/08/urban-design-preservation-advisory-
committee-draft-meeting-minutes-8-14-2013/
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August 23,2013 - Mailing to Neighbors
Letters sent to neighbors within 500’ due to concerns expressed at the August 13, 
2013 SLNC meeting that many were unaware of the project. See 'Exhibit A.'

August 28,2013 - Email from Trude Regarding Outreach with Stakeholder 
See 'Exhibit B.'

September 11,2013 - SLNC UD&PAC Meeting
Project was reviewed, neighbors expressed concern, tabled to address further concerns. 
Link to minutes:
http://silverlakenc.org/2013/10/26/urban-design-preservation-advisorv-
committee-meeting-minutes-9-11-2013/

September 18,2013 ■ Mailing to Neighbors
See ‘Exhibit C.'

September 28,2013 - Informational Session at Citibank
Per the request of the SLNC UD&PAC, an informational session was held to discuss 
the project with the neighbors. See attached 'Exhibit D.’

September 30,2013 - Email to Stakeholder
Encouragement for a neighbor to respond to outreach. See ‘Exhibit E.’

October 1,2013 - Outreach Follow-up to September 28 Informational Session
Example of letter sent to attendees at 9/28/13 outreach meeting. See 'Exhibit F.’

October 2,2013 - Outreach Letter to UD&PAC Membership
Example of letter sent to UD&PAC membership. See 'Exhibit G.’

October 6,2103 - Onsite Informational Session at Waverly Drive

October 9,2013 - SLNC UD&PAC Meeting
Project was reviewed and a vote taken. Vote was 5 YES, 6 NO - therefore, the project 
did not receive support from SLNC UD&PAC.
Link to minutes:
http://silverlakenc.org/2013/ll/17/urban-design-preservation-advisorv-
committee-meeting-minutes-10-09-2013/

Eleven meetings were held to discuss neighbor and Committee member concerns. Other meetings 
may have been held that the Committee is not aware of.

Please let me know of any questions.

Sincerely yours,

Scott D. Plante, AIA
SLNC Urban Design and Preservation Committee Chair
ScottPlante(5)silverlakenc.org

Sam Trude, AAREIcc:
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