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Re: TT-73037-1A; 800 South Lorraine Boulevard 

Honorable Councilmembers:

We represent Kamran Khoubian (the “Applicant”), the applicant for Tentative Tract Map 
No. 73037 (the “Tentative Tract Map”), which is before the City Council on appeal following 
approvals by the Advisory Agency on July 15, 2016 and the Central Area Planning Commission 
on October 25, 2016. We are writing to request that the PLUM Committee uphold the decisions 
of the Advisory Agency and Central Area Planning Commission and recommend denial of the 
appeal.

The proposed Tentative Tract Map would not authorize development of the subject 
property but rather raises only one limited issue: Is the 7-foot strip of excess right of way on 8th 
Street, which has been identified by the Bureau of Engineering for vacation to the Applicant’s 
property, “unnecessary for present or prospective public purposes.” As discussed below, it is 
clearly unnecessary.

Both the 2035 Mobility Plan and the Community Plan designate 8th Street as a “collector” 
street. See Mobility Plan at p. 19. City standards call for collector streets to consist of 66 feet of 
right of way, or 33 feet half street right of way. 8th Street adjacent to the Property has a current 
half-street width of 40 feet, which is 7 feet more than the City’s collector street standards. 
Therefore, the Bureau of Engineering recommended that the 7 foot strip of excess right of way 
along 8th Street adjacent to the Property be vacated, finding that it is “unnecessary for present 
or prospective public purposes” under the Mobility Plan. See July 15, 2016 Advisory Agency 
Letter of Decision at p. 2, 9. The Bureau’s recommendation reflects the fact that the excess 
strip will not be used for street purposes, and City policy supports vacation of such excess right 
of wav in order to avoid maintenance costs, unnecessary municipal liability, and the creation of 
eyesores and nuisances.

As the Certificate of Exemption reflects, the proposed vacation project is categorically 
exempt under Class 5, Category 3 of the City’s CEQA Guidelines because it is a minor street 
vacation where not associated with the development of more than 25 residential units. It is also
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exempt under Class 32 because it is intended for a subsequent in-fill project consistent with the 
property’s zoning and general plan designation and would not result in significant effects relating 
to traffic, noise, air quality or water quality.

As discussed above, the Tentative Tract Map does not propose or authorize any 
construction or development, and there is no project currently before the City Council. Any 
development of the property would be in accordance with applicable planning and zoning 
standards, and would be subject to review by the Windsor Square HPOZ Board.

Contrary to the assertions of the appellant, the vacation is not necessary to enable the 
Applicant’s 11-unit density bonus project, which has been the subject of two previous public 
consultation hearings before the HPOZ. The Property currently contains approximately 7,853 
square feet, which allows a base density of 9 units. With the inclusion of one very low income 
unit (11%), the existing Property would be entitled to a 35% density bonus, allowing up to 4 
additional units, for a total of 13 units. An 11-unit project would therefore be permitted even 
without the merger of the excess right of way.

Nor is the proposed vacation material to the location of driveway access for any project 
on the property. Driveway location for a specific project is established in consultation with the 
Department of Transportation. The subject vacation implements the right of way policies of the 
Mobility Plan and Community Plan. The Mobility Plan’s street standards are not subject to ad 
hoc modification for individual project driveways, and the proposed merger on 8th Street would 
neither authorize nor preclude any particular driveway access for the Project.

Finally, the appellant asserts that the Tentative Tract Map’s requirement for dedication of 
additional right of way and sidewalk easements on Lorraine Boulevard would be inconsistent 
with the historic streetscape of that street. The Applicant did not request any dedication or other 
change on Lorraine Boulevard. Rather, it was recommended by the Bureau of Engineering to 
address the current substandard condition of Lorraine Boulevard, which is designated as a local 
street. We also note that the appellant incorrectly states that the Bureau of Engineering 
required 12.5 feet of widening when the condition was modified to provide for 9.5 feet of 
additional right of way, a portion of which would be used to complete a 18 foot half roadway.
See Conditions of Approval 1 and S-3.

The appeal should be denied because, as found by the Advisory Agency and the Central 
Area Planning Commission, (a) the 7 foot strip is “unnecessary for present or prospective public 
purposes”; and (b) future development will be subject to City review.

Conclusion

Sincerely,

Elizabeth A. Camacho 
Senior Counsel
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