
Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Kelly
Date Submitted: 10/14/2020 06:26 AM
Council File No: 16-1095 
Comments for Public Posting:  As a neighbor that lives on Manzanita next to the alley, the idea of

this project brings up so many concerns & fears for residents in
the area, local middle school children, and the current traffic that
used the alleyway. The alley itself is too narrow for two way
traffic and only has room for one vehicle, either direction at a
time. There is already a good amount of traffic, 50-60% of it
being delivery trucks (UPS, FedEx, Amazon, business delivery),
when you add to that the blindness issue that exists at both entries/
exit, you would be taking what already is a precarious &
sometimes dangerous situation and greatly exacerbating. At the
entry off of Sanborn, many turn in quick in order to not block or
stop up traffic coming off of Sunset & Sanborn and because of the
hill can’t always see if there is already upcoming trucks or cars. If
there is, that vehicle now has to back up blindly up over a cross
area (I’m not sure that it’s identified as a crosswalk) where there’s
a steady flow of pedestrians, creating a very unsafe scenario. Even
when you’re driving up the alley onto Sanborn, you must very
slowly proceed as with the lip of the hill and pedestrians, it can be
both dangerous and stressful. On the flip side, I’ve seen many
drivers (often trucks) come down the alley heading towards
Manzanita and because of the hill naturally pick up speed and
come down into the turn onto Manzanita too fast. Mind you,
there’s a slight blind spot there as well. Adding construction
traffic and additional residential parking in the alley seems
completely chaotic and unnerving. Which then brings up the
current parking situation for residents. As it is, there is limited
street parking. Oftentimes residents can’t find parking within a
block or more of their homes, which is frustrating. This also
means that with all spots taken, vehicles coming down the alley,
turning onto Manzanita have limited turn area. Multiple times
every day trucks have to back up & turn 2-3 times to clear the
turn. As I mentioned above, increased traffic would lead to so
much additional congestion and turn issues, entry / exit issues,
would create danger for pedestrians walking in the cross areas,
through the alleyway, and residents that currently enter their home
or parking area from the alleyway. It’s crucial the need to consider
that among these pedestrians are local Middle school children
who also use the alleyway as a thoroughfare. If there is an
increase of traffic as is being considered, it would essentially
block the alley from pedestrians and residents. As one of those



block the alley from pedestrians and residents. As one of those
residents, it sounds like a nightmare and more importantly
increasingly unsafe. What also gives me pause & brings on
concern, is the pushing out of long time residents by big
development of those not intending to call the neighborhood
home. I understand and appreciate the need to update and
renovate and develop, but in the short time I’ve been here (going
on 4 years now) it seems more and more residents like Angela are
being pushed out or pressured to leave for big development from
those who truly aren’t looking to add to our neighborhoods and
become a part of them. Instead it seems it’s those looking to throw
up buildings, charge the most they can for popular areas, without
any real concern or thought for all the surrounding residents. Is
there in-depth thought to the safety concerns? Direct and by the
book processing, permitting and planning with the city ? Working
towards connected and cared for communities with real
communication and neighbor input? I myself have recently been
put in the position to be pressured to leave by a developer
interested in our lot (I am currently a renter) along with other
neighbors on my lot. This is extremely stressful, and learning
about Angela’s story just reinforces the reality that I’ve heard
from many others, that residents are often looked at as obstacles
and not integral valuable parts of the community and
conversation. I’ve come to really cherish the people, the history,
and the local businesses in my neighborhood. Adding unnecessary
danger & concerns and stress to the neighborhood without truly
looking taking in all factors from all sides can only lead to loss for
everyone. I hope you’ll truly hear our concerns and know that we
care. Thank you for taking the time to read my comments. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Kevin and Bo Carney
Date Submitted: 10/14/2020 08:16 AM
Council File No: 16-1095 
Comments for Public Posting:  I am posting regarding this development that will certainly effect

my retail business that We have had since 2010 at 4011 sunset as
well as 4015 and 4017 Sunset where we have retail shops for
men’s, women’s, and our own brand. We receive all of our goods
twice daily by large UPS, FEDEX, DHL, our private carrier in the
alley behind our shops. We need this alley to be open and free of
any traffic in order to take deliveries of inventory and to ship out
our web orders. We can not operate without this access and
apparently this new development will impair our ability to do so.
As a local Mom and Pop retail shop we strongly oppose this
development and it will definitely effect our ability to operate in
this location. Honestly we may need to move all three locations if
this goes through. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Noel Weiss
Date Submitted: 10/14/2020 09:05 AM
Council File No: 16-1095 
Comments for Public Posting:  The PLUM Committee needs to recommend to the City Council

that the appeal of Sanborn Ave. Neighbors Ass'n and Madeleine
Huttenback to the Class 15 CEQA Categorical exemption be
granted on the following grounds: (1) The exemption can only
apply where the project fully complies with the City's zoning laws
and the development standards incorporated into the zoning laws.
The project does not comply because (i) the mandated 20' fire lane
as per LAMC 57.5301 is not incorporated into the development.
This is because the adjacent alley is only 15' wide; and expanding
the alley portion adjacent to the project by 2.5' still leaves
insufficient space; (ii) the Low Impact Ordinance (LAMC Sec.
64.72) is ignored. This development standard requires that
rainwater run-off from the project and the alley (as reconstructed)
be captured in the required manner, as per the Best Practices
Handbook; and (iii) the Master Land Use Application (signed
under penalty of perjury) is false because (1) the property owner's
name as stated is false, and is contradicted by (2) the name of the
property owner on the proposed tract map (which is also false),
and is otherwise contradicted by (3) the named Grantee on the
grant deed, and (4) the websites of Urban Asset Group (one
falsely stated owner) and "ROQ" (whose website has the 1119
Sanborn property shown as part of its portfolio); all of which is
further contradicted by the architect (whose name cannot be
located on the state's website as a licensee) identified on the
Notice of Exemption and Master Land Use Application as the
"Contact Person" (Yomar De La Vega - OXA Architects). The
appeal must be granted and the matter returned to Planning for
lawful, accurate processing where a competent and thorough
CEQA work-up can be undertaken. The City and the public are
entitled to an honest, accurate presentation as to the developer's
identity. Accountability, accuracy, and the proper application of
the City's zoning and environmental laws are dependent upon it.
Obtaining land use entitlements and CEQA clearances premised
on false and fraudulent information where statements made under
penalty of perjury are false are not to be countenanced. Secondly,
apart from the fact that the Class 15 CEQA categorical exemption
does not apply under the analytical protocol mandated by
Berkeley Hillside Preservation vs. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.
4th 1086. That test requires first that (a) there must be an unusual
circumstance that distinguishes it from others in the exempt class



circumstance that distinguishes it from others in the exempt class
(such as size or location) without evidence of environmental
effect, and then (2) that there is a reasonable probability of a
significant environmental effect due to that unusual circumstance.
(Berkeley Hillside Preservation, supra, at page 1119). What
makes the property unusual is (1) the fact that the adjacent alley,
Witt Place, is only 15' wide, coupled with (2) the fact that the
alley services not just the residential uses to the north, but the
commercial uses to the south. In short, it is a dual use alley.
Commercial deliveries occur daily, 10-14 times a day. This is a
unique circumstance not otherwise applicable to other categorical
15 properties. While technically the density allows for 4 units, in
order to achieve that 4-Unit number, the sq. footage of the alley
(to the mid-line) has to be taken into account. Without using the
alley, the density allowed would only be three units. Also to be
noted is that by expanding the alley, there is less lot area for
building. The reasonable probability of an environmental effect
emanates from the facts that (1) Witt Place (the alley) is sloped
from Sanborn down to Manzanita. This will have the effect that
rainwater run-off will flood Manzanita which itself demonstrates a
need for environmental mitigation of the water run-off (required
under LAMC Section 64.72); (2) public safety in terms of being
able to provide adequate fire protection is lacking because the
width of the alley at 15' less than the 2' width required under the
LAMC; (3) the width of the alley prevents an adequate vehicle
turn-around radius, which, is further exacerbated by the alley's
dual commercial use where 10-14 commercial vehicles use the
alley daily in servicing the commercial uses which front Sunset
Blvd. to the south of the project. The alley is to be the sole use of
ingress and egress to the project. (5) Lastly, pedestrians make,
including students, make regular use of the alley which creates a
further safety hazard. These are all significant environmental
effects which must and will be confronted in a competent CEQA
work-up. The protocol to be established for maintenance and
security of the alley will also, of necessity, be confronted. Further
details will be provided in separate correspondence directed to the
Committee members. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Noel Weiss
Date Submitted: 10/14/2020 02:19 PM
Council File No: 16-1095 
Comments for Public Posting:  Please see detailed letter to PLUM Committee in support of appeal

of CEQA exemption grant allowed by the East Los Angeles Area
Planning Commission. 



NOEL WEISS 

______________________________________ 
13700 Marina Pointe Drive, #922 

Marina del Rey, California 90292 

Telephone: (310) 822-0239 

Facsimile: (310) 822-7028 

Email Address: noelweiss@ca.rr.com 
 

                                                   October 14, 2020  

 

MEMBERS OF THE LOS ANGELES 

CITY COUNCIL – PLUM COMMITTEE                                  Via Email 

Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

 

RE:  ITEM NO. 10 – PLUM AGENDA FOR THURSDAY, OCTOBER 15, 2020  

        COUNCIL FILE NO. 16-1095 (Case Nos. DIR-2015-3153-PMLA-SL-1A;  

        ENV-2015-3154-CE) 

 

PROJECT SITE: 1119 North Sanborn Avenue, Los Angeles, 90029  

  

Dear Councilmembers: 

 

I write on behalf of Sanborn Avenue Neighbors Association and Madeleine 

Huttenback, who are championing the within appeal of the CEQA determination of 

the East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission in adopting a Class 15 

Categorical Exemption for the proposed four-unit small lot subdivision project at 

1119 North Sanborn Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90029.  

 

The land use entitlement determination approving the small lot subdivision tract 

map was approved by the East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission on July 6, 

2016. While the land use entitlement action (which itself was infected with fraud 

and/or negligent misrepresentation as to the actual owner/developer of the project 

(see below – a separate ground for granting this CEQA appeal)) may not be directly 

appealable, for the reasons noted below it is indirectly appealable given the fact 

that the land use entitlement conditions directly contravene the LAMC with respect 

to fire safety requirements and storm-water run-off mitigation requirements, both of 

which constitute zoning development standards.1 

 
1 LAMC §57.503.1.6 mandates there be a 20’ safety fire lane. This is to enable fire trucks 

to safety fight a fire, particularly where egress is necessary through Manzanita Street. By 

definition, this requirement cannot be met because Witt Place (the substandard alley) is 

file:///C:/Users/Noel/Documents/My%20Documents/Forms/noelweiss@ca.rr.com
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SUMMARY OF APPELLANTS’ POSITION 

 

1.  The CEQA (Class 15 Categorical) exemption does not apply because the 

project is not in full compliance with the City’s zoning laws. Specifically,  

 

(i) LAMC 57.503.1.6 (a zoning development standard) requires there be 

a 20’ fire lane. This standard cannot be met because the (dual-use) 

driveway (Witt Place) is sub-standard (only 15’ wide). It is used for 

both commercial use (serving the commercial uses of the adjacent 

commercial buildings fronting Sunset Blvd. on the south side of the 

alley uses) and the residential uses contemplated by the four 

residential condos proposed to be constructed. Expanding only the 

portion of the alley adjacent to the project by 2.5’ (to 17.5’) does not 

come close to meeting this important fire safety requirement. The 

developer (whomever it may actually be) instead must procure a 

variance; in which case, the categorical CEQA exemption would not, 

by its terms, apply to this project because the project as proposed is 

not fully compliant with the City’s zoning development standards. 
 

only 15’ wide before the addition; and will only be widened to just 17.5’, and only as to 

the portion of the alley adjacent to the project. This still leaves the portion of the alley off 

of Manzanita with only a 15’ width. The project is thus non-compliant with the zoning 

development standard of providing a 20’ wide clearance as set out in the fire code. There 

is insufficient room for vehicles to turn around in the alley which further makes the project 

“unusual” for purposes of applying the exception to the CEQA Category (Class) 15 

Exemption. Any building permit issued premised on the land use entitlement approval will 

be met with an administrative appeal challenging the building permit, followed by 

litigation against the building permit (if necessary) because Planning cannot lawfully 

provide “clearance” of a building permit which violates the clear mandate of LAMC 

§57.503.1.6. The same analysis applies when it comes to the complete failure and 

omission of City to apply the Low Impact Development Ordinance (LAMC §64.72(C)). 

To the extent Planning, Building & Safety, or Sanitation have failed to establish 

procedures to implement this law in this small lot subdivision context, then they must do 

so in the context of this project, including the CEQA work-up component. Relying on a 

Category 15 CEQA exemption will not suffice given the project’s non-compliance with 

the foregoing development standards incorporated into the zoning code. None of the 

exceptions in LAMC §64.72(D) apply to this project. As a practical matter, even if the 

small lot subdivision tract map cannot be appealed to City Council, as written, a challenge 

to the building permit will be initiated for the reasons cited herein. Better this be done now 

in the context of a competent CEQA work-up. 
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(ii) The Low Impact Ordinance (LAMC §64.72) is not just violated, it is 

completely ignored. The Ordinance creates a development standard 

which is incorporated into the City’s zoning code. No provision is 

made to manage or capture the stormwater run-off from the project 

or from the alley (as expanded). The alley is sloped an estimated 15-

20 degrees downward from Sanborn to Manzanita. The absence of 

control of rainwater run-off down the alley to Manzanita as 

mandated by the Low Impact Safety Ordinance means that the 

project is not in compliance with the City’s zoning development 

standards. As such, the project is not entitled to the category 15 

CEQA exemption. The necessary rainwater mitigation must be 

included if the project is to rely on this exemption. 

 

2.  The exception to the Class 15 categorical exemption allowed for under the case 

of Berkeley Hillside Preservation vs. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal. 4th 1086, 

1005, applies in this case because: 

 

(i) There is an unusual circumstance in this case which distinguishes the 

1119 Sanborn property from the other standard Category 15 

properties contemplated by the exemption in that (i) the alley, Witt 

Place, is substandard at 15’ wide, and widening it 2.5’ does not 

resolve the issues attendant to (1) the added congestion created by the 

alley’s dual commercial use (daily deliveries (10-14) to the 

commercial businesses occupying the south side of the alley); (2) the 

fact that the project will allow for an added 8 vehicles to use the 

alley; (3) where there is already an insufficient amount of space to 

turn-around; and (4) where access to the condos via vehicle is solely 

through the alley; (ii) the width of the alley does not meet the 20’ 

requirement set out in LAMC §57.503.1.6 for a safe fire lane; and 

(iii) the alley is used regularly by students and others as a pedestrian 

walk-way. If the alley were not taken into account when calculating 

density, the project would only support a density of three units not 

four. So this property can reasonably be deemed to be “unusual” and 

different from the properties which comprise the standard class 15 

category of properties which populate the properties included within 

the class 15 categorical CEQA exemption; 
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(ii) Given unusual characteristics of the 1119 Sanborn property cited 

above, there also exists a reasonable possibility of a significant 

environmental effect given that the alley’s substandard width, its 

topography (it slopes down from Sanborn to Manzenita) coupled with 

its dual commercial/residential use reasonably will impact traffic 

safety, fire safety, and pedestrian safety; particularly given the fact 

that 8 vehicles are now added to the mix and the alley is not wide 

enough to allow for vehicle turn-around. These combined facts add 

up to a reasonable possibility of significant adverse environmental 

effect which can and should be taken into account as part of a 

competent CEQA work-up, with full public participation. 

 

3. The project’s proponent has submitted false information respecting the identity 

of the property’s owner. An intentionally false Master Land Use Application 

submitted under penalty of perjury cannot support a CEQA exemption. Part of 

any competent CEQA work-up will be to identify the true property owner and 

developer; the person or entity responsible for compliance with any mitigation 

measures and the zoning development standards. Any entitlements or CEQA 

exemption granted pursuant to false information respecting the property owner 

and developer should be deemed void ab initio. In summary, there are 

inconsistencies which cannot be reconciled. The grantee pursuant to the deed is 

different that the “owner” identified on the small lot subdivision tract map; 

while the “applicant” (Alan Quash and/or Urban Asset Group) is a stranger to 

the project in that neither Mr. Quash, nor the Urban Asset Group (whose 

address is a house in Alhambra) has been shown to have any formalized, 

proven, documented connection with the project except via another entity 

(“ROQ”) of which Mr. Quash is affiliated, which shows the project on its 

website as part of its portfolio. Meanwhile, Urban Asset Group, on its website 

does not show the 1119 Sanborn property/project as part of its portfolio. All of 

this merits the granting of the appeal, and a return to Planning with full and 

accurate transparency as to the developer’s true identity. Granting a CEQA 

exemption under these circumstances where the City and the public are being 

gamed this way is not warranted. 
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The “Faux Applicant” 

 

Land use entitlements and CEQA exemptions are to be procured, pursued, and 

granted to legitimate and lawful property owners and developers. That has not 

occurred here. The representations to the Planning Department and the public are 

incomplete, inaccurate, and/or false by omission. Representations made to 

Planning under penalty of perjury in the Master Land Use Application in this case 

were and are false, as reflected by the facts noted below. The CEQA Notice of 

Exemption dated January 25, 2016 (which will have to be refiled) has (falsely) the 

architect (Yomar de la Vega (OXA Architects) falsely identified as  “The 

Applicant”.  

 

 
 

The refiling of the Notice of Exemption cannot be accurate until the 

misrepresentations contained in the paperwork are completely and accurately 

reconciled after this appeal has been granted and the matter returned to Planning. 

 

What is contained on the Notice of Exemption is contradicted by the false and 

misleading representations on the Master Land Use Application dated August 6, 

2015. In the application, the “Applicant” is falsely listed as “Alan Quach”, who is 

said to be affiliated with “Urban Asset Group”.  
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 The property owner’s name on the Master Land Use Application is said to be 

“Thomas Bayles”: 

 

 
 

This representation is contradicted by the Grant Deed which shows the Grantee to 

be “T. Bayles & Co., LLC”: 

 

 
Meanwhile, the “owner” as shown on the proposed small lot subdivision tract map 

is said to be “Urban Asset Group”. This cannot all be simultaneously accurate. 
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Notwithstanding the foregoing, the 1119 Sanborn property is shown in the portfolio 

of another entity known as “ROQ” (“Q” = Alan Quales). . https://www.roq.la/, 

but (v) not shown as being part of the inventory of Urban Asset Group. 

https://www.urbanassetgroup.com/project. (Note: The Urban Asset Group website 

has been apparently scrubbed from the internet which is another cause for caution 

and concern and reflective of the fact that honest transparency is lacking). 

 

 

           
 

 

https://www.roq.la/
https://www.urbanassetgroup.com/project
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The address of “ROQ” group is a mail box drop in Westwood. . . . 

 

 
 

While the address of Urban Asset Group is a residential home in Alhambra. . . 

(this is the address used for Notice of this Hearing). 
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While the Master Land Use Application does contain a statement by Thomas 

Bayles “appointing” Alan Quach to act as “agent for the owner”, the owner’s 

accurate identity remains unknown. So the appointment, because it is ambiguous, 

further contributes to the confusion of the situation.  

 

 
Planning did not do an adequate job in processing this application. The “applicant” 

is false; the “representative” is false; and the actual “owner” is not known given the 

inconsistencies noted above.  

 

The official record needs to be clarified by Planning once this appeal is granted and 

the file returned back to Planning for lawful processing. 

 

The Project 

The project is the construction of a four unit small lot subdivision (four luxury 

multi-million condos) replacing three units of affordable housing (so much for the 

City’s concern about the diminution of affordable housing). The only vehicle 

access will be through Witt Place, a sub-standard 15’ wide alley. The structures on 

the property (a bungalow built in 1923 (524 sq. ft.); and a duplex (2264 sq. ft.) built 

in 1919 are to be demolished. Here are the Zimas zoning maps 
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The 1119 Sanborn property is outlined in Blue on this Google Map. Note how much space 

the vehicle shown in the alley occupies. There is not enough room for another car to pass. 

The alley is too narrow; and it not likely widening it 2.5 feet will resolve this obstacle. The 

substandard alley, Witt Place, is identified; along with the commercial properties serviced 

by Witt Place to the south. The fact that there are commercial vehicles using the alley on a 

daily basis (10-14 per day) makes this circumstance unique which triggers the exception to 

the Category 15 CEQA exemption relied on by the project proponents. To be noted is that 

the alley slopes downward from Sanborn to Manzanita. This will impact the rain-fall 

water run-off which the LAMC mandates be dealt with as part of the zoning development 

protocol. In addition, because the narrow alley will compete with another 8 cars, there is a 

meaningful traffic issue which should be evaluated by a competent CEQA work-up. The 

same obtains with respect to the safety issues attendant to the fact that (i) the 20’ fire lane 

mandated by LAMC §57.503.1.6 is completely non-existent (meaning that the project 

proponents need to procure a variance), and the alley is used regularly as a pedestrian 

thoroughfare. The lack of any of the mandated rain-water run-off mitigation measures 

required under LAMC §64.72 creates a significant environmental issue with respect to the 

need to conserve and properly account for rain-water run-off. 



MEMBERS OF THE PLUM COMMITTEE – 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

OCTOBER 14, 2020 

PAGE ELEVEN 
 

 
 

This is the Zimas zoning map of the area. The 1119 Sanborn site is shown with a blue 

border. The commercial buildings identified on the map fronting Sunset are directly across 

the alley (Witt Place – substandard width at 15’ (to be widened to 17.5 feet; but only the 

portion adjacent to the project, leaving the balance of the alley between the project’s 

westerly boundary and Manzanita Street still at a 15’ width). This has substantial adverse 

environmental implications given the fact that (i) traffic along the alley (already used 

regularly for commercial purposes) is going to increase, (ii) there is no practical way for a 

turn-around of vehicles; (iii) fire safety is compromised because there is inadequate fire 

safety lanes as mandated by the LAMC (Section 57.503.1), (iv) the absence of provision 

for adequate rain water run-off compromises the environmental impacts of water run-off 

onto Manzanita which is below Sanborn because the alley is sloped toward Manzanita; 

and (v) the alley is regularly used as a pedestrian walkway by kids from the neighborhood 

schools. All of these difficulties and environmental problems within this contemplated use 

and infrastructure configuration are evident and merit a CEQA work-up. 
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This is how the project is depicted on the “ROQ” website: https://www.roq.la/ 

 

 
and on the proposed tract map (again where the “owner” is falsely identified as 

“Urban Asset Group“) 

 

       

https://www.roq.la/
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The Law 

 

The category 15 CEQA exemption reads as follows: 

 

 
 

Reliance on the exemption therefore is keyed to whether the project “is in 

conformance with the [development standards incorporated into the zoning laws]”. 

 

Fire safety zoning development standards and requirements are noted in LAMC 

Sections 57.503.1.4 and 57.503.1.6 below. The requirement for a 20’ fire lane is 

clearly set forth. This requirement cannot be met in this case without a variance 

being procured. 

 
SEC. 57.503.1.4.  BUILDING STRUCTURE MORE THAN 150 FEET FROM 

THE EDGE OF THE ROADWAY. 

  

   If any portion of the first story exterior walls of any building structure is more than 

150 feet from the edge of the roadway of an approved street, an approved fire lane shall 

be provided so that such portion is within 150 feet of the edge of the fire lane. 

  

   EXCEPTION:  An entrance to any dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 

150 feet in distance of horizontal travel from the edge of roadway of an improved street or 

approved fire lane. 

 

SEC. 57.503.1.6.  EASEMENTS. 

  

   Where fire lanes are required under Section 57.503.1.4 of this section to provide access 

for Fire Department emergency vehicles, and such fire lanes are other than access roads, 

they shall be granted to the City without cost as easements from a public street or alley to 

the required terminal point. Provided, however, that the easement requirement may be 

waived, unless otherwise required by the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, where 

the Department determines that the acquisition of an easement is not necessary for the 

protection of the public safety and welfare.  Fire lanes shall be designated and maintained 

as follows: 

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california%28lamc%29$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%2757.503.1.4.%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_57.503.1.4.
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
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   1.   Fire lanes shall have a minimum clear roadway width of 20 feet when no parking 

is allowed on either side. 

  

   2.   Those portions of a fire lane which must accommodate the operation of Fire 

Department aerial ladder apparatus shall have a minimum clear roadway width of 28 feet 

when no parking is allowed on either side. 

  

   3.   Those portions of a fire lane 30 feet on either side of a private fire hydrant shall have 

a minimum clear roadway width of 28 feet. No parking shall be permitted within those 

portions of the roadway which are within 30 feet of and on the same side of the roadway 

as a private fire hydrant. 

  

   4.   Where parking is allowed on only one side of a required fire lane parking shall be on 

the same side of the roadway as the hydrants. 

 

Rain-water run-off zoning development standards are set out in LAMC 

Section 64.72 (omitted completely from the land use entitlement conditions; 

the failure of which to embrace evidences a reasonable, significant 

environmental hazard unless properly mitigated and the law followed): 
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Berkeley Hillside Preservation vs. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal. 4th 1086, 1105: 

 

“A party invoking the [CEQA] exception may establish an unusual circumstance 

without evidence of an environmental effect, by showing that the project has some 

feature that distinguishes it from others in the exempt class, such as its size or 

location”.  

 

“In such a case, to render the exception applicable, the party need only show a 

reasonable possibility of a significant effect due to that unusual circumstance.” 

 

THE CEQA EXEMPTION DOES NOT APPLY BECAUSE THE PROJECT 

AS ENTITLED VIOLATES KEY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS SET OUT 

IN THE ZONING LAW AND A VARIANCE FROM THE 20’ FIRE SAFETY 

LANE MANDATE IS REQUIRED. 

 

As noted above, LAMC Section 57.503.1.6 mandates a fire safety lane which is 20’ 

wide. That is a development standard imposed under the City’s zoning law. By 

definition, this standard cannot be met because the sub-standard alley, Witt Place, 

is but 15’ in width; and expanding it to 17.5’ as to the portion which is adjacent to 

the site is not sufficient to meet this fire safety mandate. Accordingly, the project  
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proponents must seek a variance. This disqualifies the project under the Category 

15 CEQA exemption. 

 

The same circumstance exists with respect to the development standard mandate 

under LAMC §64.72, and the implementing regulations set out in the Low-Impact 

Development Handbook. This project is not exempt from this zoning code 

development mandate and standard. Nothing in the land entitlement conditions deal 

with the application or implementation of the Low-Impact-Development Mandate. 

Accordingly, because the project is non-compliant with the LID standards and 

mandates, it cannot qualify for the Category 15 CEQA exemption, which, by its 

terms, requires that there be full compliance with all zoning laws and development 

standards in order to qualify. 

 

THE EXCEPTION TO THE CEQA EXEMPTION APPLIES UNDER THE 

RULING OF BERKELEY HILLSIDE PRESERVATION vs. CITY OF 

BERKELEY – (1) THE EXISTENCE OF UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES, 

COUPLED WITH (2) A REASONABLE PROBABLITY OF A 

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT DUE TO THAT UNUSUAL 

CIRCUMSTANCE. 

 

As noted above, Witt Place is a dual use sub-standard width alley servicing the 

commercial uses in the structures to the south and the residential uses to the north. 

It is just 15’ wide. This is not the usual situation contemplated by the categorical 

exemption. The alley is heavily used for commercial purposes (10-14 trucks per 

day). The alley is too narrow to allow for the kind of auto and commercial truck 

traffic which the combined dual use contemplates. There is insufficient turn-around 

space (or radius); and widening just one section of the alley adjacent to the site 

another 2.5 feet will not solve the problem.  

 

The code-mandated 20’ fire lane which is intended to facilitate public safety is non-

existent. Add to that the regular pedestrian use the alley generates and one can 

reasonably conclude that there could be a significant effect on the environment 

which must be reviewed under the auspices of a competent CEQA work-up.  

 

Ignoring these facts, along with the needed public review and discussion of the 

mitigation of water and rain flow from the alley (including the new addition) 

undermines the purpose of CEQA and the purpose of the exemption. Because the  
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alley slopes down from Sanborn to Manzanita, how that water flow is to be handled 

is a significant environmental issue. In addition, there are issues related to the  

maintenance of Witt Place by the adjacent property owners. Provisions do exist in 

law to create a special tax assessment district which will provide for the alley’s  

maintenance and public safety. Those provisions can be employed and 

implemented as part of a cogent and competent CEQA work-up. Because the alley 

serves three other major adjacent parcels, there is logic in employing the CEQA 

process to ensure that environmental mitigation measures stemming from water and 

urban run-off; traffic congestion, public safety of pedestrians using the alley, and 

fire safety be attended to as part of the CEQA work-up.  

 

Planning admits that the alley is sub-standard in width, but its analysis completely 

ignores the practical and legal questions which flow from that fact.  

 

This is in addition to Planning’s maladministration of this file where the real 

property owner does not even appear to be prosecuting or promoting or 

shepherding this project through, and indeed where the entire land use entitlement 

and CEQA analysis seems to be promoted by complete legal strangers to the 

property owner identified on the Grant Deed. As such, the granting of this appeal is 

made even more necessary so that full public discussion of all of all mandated 

aspects of the development, as proposed, can be discussed openly and in an honest 

and transparent manner.  

 

This project replaces three affordable housing units with four luxury condos; a 

result which promotes rabid speculation in land use entitlement rights at the 

expense of needed affordable housing. This impact, under these facts, also renders 

a CEQA work-up necessary and proper, given the project’s clear impact on what 

are clear affordable housing constraints that are being exacerbated by projects such 

as this. It can also be reasonably contended that the elimination of much needed 

affordable housing in this circumstance also can be considered to be “unusual” in 

the context of when and under what circumstances this kind of in-fill development 

is to be considered “usual” or “normal”. 

 

It is not “normal” or “ususal”; and should not be so considered in this instance;  

particularly when the entire Master Land Use Application and request is so infected 

with fraud, false information, or (to be charitable) either ignorance or massive 

negligent misrepresentations as to the identity of the true real party in interest who 

is pursuing the development rights and CEQA approvals. 





Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Denise Venable
Date Submitted: 10/14/2020 03:50 PM
Council File No: 16-1095 
Comments for Public Posting:  I lived down the street until I moved because the traffic on the

little streets is impossible. The alley is a nightmare. It’s two ways
and if I pull on and get stuck behind a UPS truck unloading to one
of the businesses I have to back up and it’s so hard because there’s
so much traffic there now. It didn’t use to be like this but now it’s
headache inducing. Kids walk up and down the alley coming
from the school trucks unload. It’s soooo skinny there and very
hazardous! 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name:
Date Submitted: 10/14/2020 05:08 PM
Council File No: 16-1095 
Comments for Public Posting:  The proposed small lot subdivision that would run down the alley

at Wit place is a traffic disaster added onto what’s a bad situation
even now. Please see The pictures in this file. Two cars can’t pass
side by side. In fact one car cannot drive besides a pedestrian, it’s
that thin. ITs 15 feet wide At its widest point and narrower in the
middle. The alley services the businesses that back up onto it.
This alley is parallel to sunset and During normal many trucks per
day load and unload to the several stores and restaurant. A crane
also Services the cell phone tower on top of the apartment
building On the alley. At least once a day a car turns onto the
alley and has to back up because they are blocked either by
another car or a truck. If they have to back out onto Sanborn they
are backing up a hill and over a sidewalk and it’s completely
blind. This is at Sunset Junction and next to the dispensary MottA
so there is quite a bit of foot traffic here. If the car has to back
onto manzanita then the can’t be seen by cars coming down
Manzanita. Even as it stands now that alley is a death trap. This
project wants to add 4, two car garages to the alley. So 4 to 8 cars
that will HAVE to enter the alley and park there. You don’t need a
scientific study to see what a bad traffic and safety situation exists
on the alley right now as it stands. That’s because this 100 year
old alley was never meant to carry the traffic it carries daily. Ups
trucks didn’t exist when someone had the bright idea to have a
skinny alley that could unload onto the shops on sunset. if you go
see the location and don’t look at it on just a map it will be plain to
you. Please please realize this is an obviously unsafe situation and
traffic needs to be addressed before anything is built there . 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Noel Weiss
Date Submitted: 10/14/2020 06:15 PM
Council File No: 16-1095 
Comments for Public Posting:  Photos of Sub-Standard Alley - Witt Place. 



 

Autos at entrance to Witt Place (Alley) off of Manzanita 



 

Students traversing Witt Place – Looking down from Sanborn toward Manzanita – Notice the Slope 



 

Looking down Witt Place from Sanborn toward Manzanita. 


