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ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other 
items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 532, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for 
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission’s meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in 
court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written 
correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to these programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive 
listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please 
make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978
1295.
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PROJECT ANALYSIS

Project Summary

The proposed project is the subdivision of one parcel located at 5081-5083 North Highland View 
Avenue, consisting of approximately 9,800 square feet of lot area, into a maximum of six (6) 
small lot in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 17.15 and 12.22- 
C,27. The project proposes to construct six (6) small lot homes, each with two covered parking 
spaces.

Background

The project site, 5081 - 5083 North Highland View Avenue, is comprised of a slightly sloping, 
rectangular-shaped parcel of land that is located on the west side of North Highland View 
Avenue. The site is composed of approximately 9,800 square feet of lot area and presently 
occupied by a one-story, single-family residence and a detached garage that will both be 
removed in conjunction with the proposed project. The site is located within the Northeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan, with a land use designation of Low Medium II Residential and is 
zoned RD1.5-1. The land use designation and zone permit a maximum density calculated at 1 
dwelling unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area. For a lot area totaling 9,800 square feet, the 
subject site allows for a density of up to six dwelling units, which is consistent with the proposed 
project. No deviations from the City’s Zoning Code have been requested.

The land use and zoning within 500 feet of the project site is reflective of single- and multi-family 
residential and commercial uses. The northerly adjoining property is zoned RD1.5-1 and 
developed with a two-story apartment building. The southerly adjoining property is zoned 
RD1.5-1 and developed with a two-story single-family residence. The easterly adjoining 
properties, across Highland View Avenue, are zoned RD1.5-1 and are developed with two, two- 
story apartment buildings. The westerly adjoining property, facing Glen Iris Avenue, is zoned 
RD1.5-1 and is developed with a two-story apartment building.

The design and layout of the vesting map is consistent with the design standards established by 
the Subdivision Map Act and Division of Land Regulations of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 
With regards to design, Section 66427 of the Subdivision Map Act expressly states that the 
“Design and location of buildings are not part of the map review process for condominium, 
community apartment or stock cooperative projects.” Section 66418 of the Subdivision Map Act 
defines the term “design” as follows: (1) street alignments, grades and widths; (2) drainage and 
sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; (3) location and size of 
all required easements and rights-of-way; (4) fire roads and firebreaks; (5) lot size and 
configuration; (6) traffic access; (7) grading; (8) land to be dedicated for park or recreational 
purposes; and (9) such other specific physical requirements in the plan and configuration of the 
entire subdivision as may be necessary to ensure consistency with, or implementation of, the 
general plan or any applicable specific plan.

Consistent with the Subdivision Map Act, LAMC Section 17.05-C enumerates design standards 
for subdivision requests and requires that each subdivision map be designed in conformance 
with the Street Design Standards and in conformance to the General Plan. Highland View 
Avenue is a Standard Local Street currently dedicated to a 30-foot half roadway at the project’s 
street frontage. For the purposes of approving a small lot subdivision, the “design” of the tract 
or parcel map refers to the configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the 
proposed site plan layout and building design. The project was reviewed by various City 
agencies (including Department of Building and Safety, Bureau of Engineering, and Bureau of 
Sanitation) which have reviewed the map and found the subdivision design satisfactory. These 
agencies have imposed improvement requirements and/or conditions of approval. With regard
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to public improvements, staff received recommendations from the Bureau of Engineering for the 
construction of the necessary house connection sewers, the reconstruction of a 5-foot concrete 
sidewalk, and suitable surfacing to join the existing pavements. In addition, the Bureau of Street 
Lighting required that one street light on Highland View Avenue be constructed as part of the 
project in the event that street widening is required. All necessary street improvements will be 
made to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. No dedications or other 
improvements were required. The subdivision will be required to comply with all regulations 
pertaining to grading, building permits, and street improvement permit requirements. Conditions 
of Approval for the design and improvement of the subdivision are required to be performed 
prior to the recordation of the vesting map, building permit, grading permit, or certificate of 
occupancy.

In addition, Section 12.22-C.27 of the Municipal Code requires that requested small lot 
subdivisions comply with the required minimum lot width of 16 feet; lot area of 600 square feet; 
lot coverage limitation of 80%; and five-foot setback requirements for the boundary of the 
subdivision. Each of the tentative tract map’s proposed lots have been designed with proposed 
lot width of 35 feet; will contain lot areas ranging from 1,458 to 1,808 square feet; will contain a 
structure that occupies less than 80% of each lot; and will provide at least a five-foot setback for 
the boundary of the entire subdivision.

As described above, the proposed map provides the required components of, both, a tentative 
tract map and a small lot subdivision.

Environmental Clearance

On September 30, 2016, the Department of City Planning issued a Categorical Exemption for 
the proposed project, pursuant to City CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15300-15333, State CEQA 
Guidelines (Class 32, Article III, Section 1).

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site and 
meets the conditions described in this section. The five (5) conditions which the project must 
meet in order to qualify for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption are as follows: (a) The project is 
consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies 
as well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations; (b) The proposed 
development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially 
surrounded by urban uses; (c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species; (d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating 
to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality; and (e) The site can be adequately served by all 
required utilities and public services.

As mentioned, the site is zoned RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low 
Medium II Residential. As a development consisting of six residential units on a lot that is 9,800 
square feet in size, the project is conformance with the General Plan and Zoning designation. 
The subject site is wholly within the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 0.22 
acres. Planning staff evaluated the exceptions to the use of Categorical Exemptions for the 
proposed ordinance listed in "CEQA Guidelines” Section 15300.2 and determined that none of 
the exceptions apply to the proposed project. The project is an infill project located an in an 
existing multiple- and single- family developed residential neighborhood and will not create any 
impacts on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern. The site is not a 
wildland area, and is not inhabited by endangered, rare, or threatened species. There are 
twelve (12) unprotected trees on the site that will all be removed due to the grading required for 
the proposed project, as described in the Tree Report prepared by a registered landscape 
architect. Trees that are removed have been conditioned for replacement pursuant to this 
action. It would not create a significant cumulative impact on the environment nor are any
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unusual circumstances anticipated. The project is not located on or adjacent to a scenic 
highway and has not been identified as a hazardous waste. An approved Phase I Historic 
Resource Assessment Report confirms that that the existing structure on the site, while a small 
bungalow-style hours that was built in 1922, is not a good representation of the Life of 
Independent Eagle Rock, 1886-1923, nor is it a good representation of the Craftsman bungalow 
style, 1905-1930. As such, the existing structure on site was not deemed eligible as an 
individual historic resource. The project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures 
(RCMs), which require compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance; pollutant 
discharge, dewatering, stormwater mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater 
runoff. These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and water to less than 
significant. The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given 
that the construction of a six (6) new residential units will be on a site which has been previously 
developed with a single-family dwelling. Therefore, based on the facts herein, it can be found 
that the project meets the qualifications of the Class 32 Exemption.

Public Responses

Prior to the hearing, staff received three emails from nearby neighbors in opposition and one 
email in support of the project. The emails in opposition stated that the project would add 
unwanted traffic and noise and would be out of character and inconsistent with the original 
craftsman homes and other small existing bungalows on the street. One letter specifically asked 
that the site’s existing bungalow be preserved. An email in support stated that the project would 
add to City’s housing stock and assist with the affordability of homes in the area.

Staff received a letter of support from Abundant Housing, dated October 24, 2016, which urged 
the City to approve of the project and stated that the proposal would provide much needed 
housing in an appropriate part of the City.

At its meeting on August 2, 2016, the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council (ERNC) voted 
unanimously to recommend approval of the applicant’s requests, subject to the following 
conditions:

• Require applicant to replace (not repair) entire sidewalk fronting property, to L.A. City 
standards.

• Install one 24inch box tree to parkway for at least every 30 feet of frontage, subject to 
City of LA Urban Forestry regulations.

Following the public hearing, staff received seven emails from neighboring residents of the 
subject property. The emails echoed similar concerns that were raised prior to and during the 
public hearing. In addition, a letter and a petition of opposition, signed by over 50 individuals, 
was submitted to the case file. An electronic petition of opposition was additionally submitted to 
the case file.

Public Hearing/Decision

On October 26, 2016, the Deputy Advisory Agency held a public hearing for the project. At the 
public hearing, nearby residents of the site spoke in opposition of the project and shared the 
following concerns:

Density is inappropriate for the existing street;
Proposed design is inconsistent with the existing architectural design of the 
neighborhood;
The project will negatively impact the existing integrity of the neighborhood;
The project will remove a historically significant single-family bungalow;
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The project will create added traffic to the area; and
The project would cause an impact on the existing parking issues.

After a brief discussion, the Deputy Advisory Agency stated that he would hold the project under 
advisement to allow for the applicant to submit a revised tentative tract map with an updated 
matrix and to allow time for The Eagle Rock Association (TERA) to submit a letter to the file.

Subsequent to the hearing, the project received conditional support from The Eagle Rock 
Association (TERA), in a letter dated October 29, 2016, with the following qualifications:

“Replace (not repair) entire sidewalk fronting property, to L.A. City standards.”
“Install one 24-inch box tree to parkway for at least every 30 feet of frontage, subject to 
City of LA Urban Forestry regulations.”

The letter stated that the Board reached its decision based on the fact that:

“The project is essentially a “by-right” project, consistent with current zoning 
requirements. No exceptions or waivers are being requested.”
“While the structure that will be demolished is an attractive and valuable reflection of 
architecture of another era, and evokes the small-town feeling that we all cherish in 
Eagle Rock, this parcel is adjacent to and across from other multifamily units. The 
presence of multi-family units in this area is already established.”
“The current owners should not be denied their right to maximize the amount for which 
they may sell the property.”

On November 23, 2016, the Vesting Tentative Tract Map was conditionally approved with an 
appeal period ending on December 5, 2016. During the appeal period, a total of four appeals 
were filed on the project.



VTT-74301-SL-1A PAGE 8

APPEAL ANALYSIS

Staff recommends that the East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission deny the submitted 
appeals and sustain the Advisory Agency’s approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74301- 
SL to permit the subdivision of one lot into six small lots, in conjunction with the construction of a 
maximum of six small lot homes.

The proposed project approval received an appeal from four neighboring residents. Each appeal 
was received with identical language in opposition to the project.

Summary of Appeal

1. The project does not abide with the proposed Small Lot Ordinance Amendment and 
does not comply with the proposed Design Standards that are to be reviewed through 
an Administrative Clearance process.

STAFF RESPONSE:

The Advisory Agency’s authority to approve or deny the proposed small lot subdivision is 
established under Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 17.03 and 12.22-C,27, and 
pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (Division 2, Title. 7 of the Government Code). Approval 
of the proposed project is subject to the state and local regulations including the Subdivision 
Map Act (Government Code Section 66410-66499.58) of the State of California, the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), and the General Plan. The Subdivision Map Act requires 
local municipalities to justify the findings listed in Government Code Section 66474.61 in 
order to approve a subdivision. As provided in these provisions, the City’s Municipal Code 
and the Subdivision Map Act only regulate the design of a subdivision map and currently do 
not regulate the architectural design of the structures that will be built on lots created by a 
tentative tract map. As such, a proposed subdivision cannot be denied based on its design, 
as it relates to its surrounding neighborhood.

With regards to design, Section 66427 of the Subdivision Map Act expressly states that the 
“Design and location of buildings are not part of the map review process for condominium, 
community apartment or stock cooperative projects.” Section 66418 of the Subdivision Map 
Act defines the term “design” as follows: (1) street alignments, grades and widths; (2) 
drainage and sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; (3) 
location and size of all required easements and rights-of-way; (4) fire roads and firebreaks; 
(5) lot size and configuration; (6) traffic access; (7) grading; (8) land to be dedicated for park 
or recreational purposes; and (9) such other specific physical requirements in the plan and 
configuration of the entire subdivision as may be necessary to ensure consistency with, or 
implementation of, the general plan or any applicable specific plan.

The design and layout of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 74301-SL are consistent with the 
design standards established by the Subdivision Map Act and Division of Land Regulations 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Several public agencies (including Fire Department, 
Department of Building and Safety, Bureau of Engineering, and Bureau of Sanitation) have 
reviewed the map and found the subdivision design satisfactory. These agencies have 
imposed improvement requirements and/or conditions of approval. The project has been 
conditioned to construct the necessary house connection sewer to serve each parcel and 
evaluate the efficiency of the existing house connection sewers. The subdivision will be 
required to comply with all regulations pertaining to grading, building permits, and street 
improvement permit requirements. Conditions of approval for the design and improvement 
of the subdivision are required to be performed prior to the recordation of the vesting map, 
building permit, grading permit, or certificate of occupancy. Coinciding with the Subdivision
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Map Act, Section 17.05-C of the Los Angeles Municipal Code enumerates design standards 
for Subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be designed in conformance with 
the Street Design Standards and in conformance to the General Plan.

With regards to provisions of the City’s Small Lot Ordinance, LAMC Section 12.22-C.27, 
such projects are required to comply with the required minimum lot width of 16 feet; lot area 
of 600 square feet; lot coverage limitation of 80%; and five-foot setback requirements for the 
boundary of the subdivision. As described in the project summary, the proposed tentative 
tract map has been reviewed by the Department of City Planning and has been determined 
to meet the above described requirements. Each of the tentative tract map’s proposed lots 
have been designed with proposed lot width of 35 feet; will contain lot areas ranging from 
1,458 to 1,808 square feet; will contain a structure that occupies less than 80% of each lot; 
and will provide at least a five-foot setback for the boundary of the entire subdivision.

At the current time, the only way for the physical design of small lots homes to be 
considered is if the subject property is located in a community design overlay, a specific 
plan, or is subject to site plan review. The property under discussion, however, is not subject 
to any such level of review.

The City is currently in the process of amending the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance which, 
in addition to amending the City’s Municipal Code, will include an enforceable design review 
process for future projects. The proposed project, however, has been filed prior to the 
adoption of this amendment and cannot be held subject to any proposed regulations (i.e. 
reduced lot coverage limits, increased setbacks, etc.) or design guidelines because they 
have not yet been adopted by the City Council. The use of the City’s proposed amendment 
to the Small Lot Ordinance as a basis to deny a project would violate the Subdivision Map 
Act and the City’s Municipal Code, and constitute an abuse of discretion.

Staff Recommendation

The appeal of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map does not contest the legality of the lots created 
by the map. Rather, the basis of the appeals objects to the manner in which the applicant has 
designed the proposed small lot homes and the proposed project’s conformance to an un
adopted code amendment to City’s Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. Based on the information 
submitted, reports from City agencies, the surrounding land uses and zoning pattern, 
conformance with the General Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code, and the Small Lot 
Subdivision Ordinance, the City maintains that the Deputy Advisory Agency acted reasonably in 
approving the requested subdivision. Therefore, staff recommends that the decision of the 
Deputy Advisory Agency be sustained and the appeals be denied.
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Exhibit A
Vicinity and Radius Map
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RADIUS MAP__________________________
VESTING TENT. TRACT NO: VTT-74301-SL
Owner: Highland View Homes LLC 

1313 Palmetto Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Devyn Miska 
(714) 905-6738 

Net Area: .225 Acres

Use: 0100 - Single Residence 
Thomas Brothers:

APN: 568-600-7003 
Lot: 25

Date: 5.12.2016

Map Reference: M B 10-30

Council District: CD 14 - Jose Huizar

Prepared By: Kevin Wronske 
1313 Palmetto St 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
P: (323)309-2042

pg. 565 - Grid A6
Contact:

♦Community Planning Area: Northeast Los 
Angeles

Scale: V:200'
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Exhibit B
Appeal Documents



ORIGINAL air%
f:

©/' r-TAPPLICATIONS:

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:
/

0"'City Planning Commission□ Area Planning Commission □ City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: VTT-74301-SL

Project Address: 5081 Highland View Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90041 

Final Date to Appeal: 12/05/2016________________________________

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner

0 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved

□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant’s name (print): Thomas A. Levitt

Company: _________________________

Mailing Address: 5064 Hermosa Ave.

City: Los Angeles___________________

Telephone: (323) 551-5819_________

Zip: 90041State: CA

E-mail: tlevitt4@att.net

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

0 Self □ Other:

□ No□ Yes• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:

Page 1 of 2CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016)
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

□ Entire □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

□ Yes □ NoAre specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: _____________________________________

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statemej :omained in thii >li<pams>n are ci >lete and true:

Appellant Signature: Date: 11/30/2016

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

o

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination fora project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only

h / h3

Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:

Receipt No.- Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:30 5 om
□'"-Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 2 of 2



L'gt
APPLICATIONS:

APPEAL APPLICATION

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

0 City Planning Commission □ City Council□ Area Planning Commission □ Director of Planning

-5 LENV-2016-1898-CERegarding Case Number:

Project Address’ 5(^81 -5083 Highland View Ave.

Final Date to Appeal:

Type of Appeal:

December 5th, 2016

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner

0 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved

□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant’s name (print): Stephen Allisoi 

Company: are neighbors - ^ r iwiahbor.

Mailing Address: 5060 Highland View Ave.

Qjty: Los Angeles 90041CAState:

E-mail: steve@tilpr.com

Zip:

323.428.2126Telephone:

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

0 Self □ Other:

□ Yes 0 No• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 1 of 2
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

0 Entire □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

□ Yes □ NoAre specific conditions of approval being appealed? 

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: ________

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true:

Appellant Signature: Date:5^
6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

o

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Date: / /I2-MjfrBase Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):

Deemed Complete by (Project Planner):Receipt No: Date:

£ □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)Determination authority notified

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 2 of 2
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vy'Vr;fV>APPLICATIONS:

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission □ City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number:

•ro&i HMhknl l/!eo)Qut- la- ca lear-l 
l^fzcyc,_____ __________________________________

Project Address:

Final Date to Appeal:

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner

Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved

□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

rh’lja.Appellant’s name (print):

Company: _____

Mailing Address: Stm, tLyhiauA YuulA^
I** MgejcjL

S?>3
CA-City: State: Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

□ Other:

.SCYes □ No

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company: _____

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:



4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

[^-Entire □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: ___ ___

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

I^<Yes □ No

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true:

iL/tTAppellant Signature: Date:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

o

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)j.

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:

12-/r // (.*%cj. o O pft c&7
Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:

33 SO "7
P' Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

fJ^City Planning

vrr-7^Qi -sl___
So & i iHjJsM tJ U kvc^Lo^
tVs/26K, ____________

□ Director of Planning□ Area Planning Commission Commission □ City Council

Regarding Case Number:

i a imi
,-5*.

Project Address:

Final Date to Appeal:

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner

[□Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved

□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

l 1Appellant's name (print):

Company:

kveWIST ffyhW UviMailing Address:

Uk Wt . State: C^T

E-mail: cigry)t-i

City: Zip:1
pa f be It. A<°fTelephone: (Sr\ f - ~L1 LL

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

OKSelf □ Other:

B'lslo□ Yes• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

vIaRepresentative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 1 of 2



4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

IH^Entire □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

□□ YesAre specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: ________

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

No

'POL

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements coi lined in this application are complete and true:

ii \23\2SkmmAppellant Signature: Date:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

Ail appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):

\ 2~j\ j i<p
Date:fl-oCi ©■iv^eT3^ tfr-i

Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:

^J0 Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 2 of 2



REASON FOR APPEAL TO 5061 HIGHLAND VIEW AVE. TEAR DOWN AND SUBDIVISION INTO 
(6) SMALL LOTS

ENV-2016-1898-CE

VTT# 74301-SL

We are appealing the development at 5081 Highland View Ave. because it does 
not abide by the proposed Small Lot Ordinance Amendments as set forth by Simon 
Pastucha, City of Los Angeles Senior City Planner, which includes, but is not limited to the 
Code Amendment requiring greater front and rear yard setbacks and greater setbacks 
when abutting a single-family home. Furthermore, we are appealing the 
development because the current plans do not aesthetically enhance or conform to the 
aesthetic of the majority of Highland View Ave. homes — which are a majority of single
family craftsman's. We feel the developers are not conforming to the design standards 
for all small lots directly abutting single-family residences,... including building orientation, 
primary entryways, facade articulation, roofline variation, building modulation, 
pedestrian pathways, landscaping, and common open space areas.

From our understanding, all small lot subdivisions must comply with the Design Standards 
through an Administrative Clearance process. So we request the project be stopped until 
the Design Standards are issued for implementation, per the Commission's 
recommendation.

AMENDMENT EXAMPLES:

BUILDABLE LOT AREA: Lot coverage limited to 75%.
FRONT LOT LINE: Requires front yard requirements per underlying zone (generally 15') 
along front lot line.
REAR LOT LINE: Requires 10' rear yard.
SIDE LOT LINE: Requires 5' side yard.
FENCES AND WALLS: Limits to 3.5' fence if within the front yard setback, and 6’ if along 
the side and rear yard setbacks.
FACADE: All visible facades of a Small Lot Home shall be architecturally articulated to 
eliminate any blank walls. A “blank wall” shall be classified as an area measured 10 feet 
horizontally and vertically. For any Small Lot Home exceeding two stories in height, the 
first floor shall be architecturally enhanced from the upper levels so as to create human 
scale to the buildings - a la traditional brownstones.
LANDSCAPING: All open areas not used for buildings or parking areas shall be 
attractively landscaped and maintained.
ROOF: For any Small Lot Home fronting a public or private street and exceeding two 
stories in height, the top floor shall provide a pitched roof or an open deck.
BUILDING ORIENTATION & ENTRY: Small Lot Homes abutting a public or private street shall 
orient the primary entryway ("front door”) toward and make visible from the street. Small 
Lot Homes located in the “interior" of the subdivision shall orient the primary entryway 
("front door”) toward and make visible from a pedestrian pathway.



VTT-74301 -SL-1A

Exhibit C
Advisory Agency’s Decision Letter



DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
200 N. Spring Street, Room 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801

City of Los Angeles
CALIFORNIA

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 

DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1271

KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP 
Deputy Director 
(213) 978-1272

DAVID H.J. AMBROZ 
PRESIDENT hRENEE DAKE WILSON 

VICE-PRESIDENT i.

<®j|V !r»
ROBERT L. AHN 

CAROLINE CHOE 
RICHARD KATZ 
JOHN W. MACK 

SAMANTHA MILLMAN 
VERONICA PADILLA-CAMPOS 

DANA M. PERLMAN

\/
USA M. WEBBER, AICP

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213) 978-1274

JAN ZATORSKI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213) 978-1273

ERIC GARCETT
MAYOR

ROCKY WILES
COMMISSION OFFICE MANAGER 

(213) 978-1300

http://planning.lacity.org

Decision Date: November 23, 2016

Appeal Period Ends: December 5, 2016

Hardy Wronske,
Highland View Homes, LLC (O) 
1313 Palmetto Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.: 74301-SL 
Related Cases: N/A
Address: 5081-5083 Highland View Avenue
Community Plan: Northeast Los Angeles
Zone: RD1.5-1
Council District: 14 - Huizar
CEQA No.: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Kevin Wronske,
Highland View Homes, LLC (A/R) 
1313 Palmetto Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013

GM Surveying (E)
3636 Shadow Grove Road 
Pasadena, CA 91107

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 17.15 
and 12.22-C,27, the Advisory Agency approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74301- 
SL, located at 5081 - 5083 Highland View Avenue for a maximum of six (6) small lot 
homes for the purposes of a Small Lot Subdivision as shown on map stamp-dated 
November 17, 2016 in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. This unit density is 
based on the RD1.5-1 Zone. (The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not 
permit this maximum approved density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from 
the Department of Building and Safety, which will legally interpret the Zoning code as it 
applies to this particular property.) For an appointment with the Development Services 
Center call (213) 482-7077 or (818) 374-5050. The Advisory Agency’s approval is subject 
to the following conditions:

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider should follow 
the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain record 
of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present copies of 
the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review.

http://planning.lacity.org


VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74301-SL PAGE 2

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

That if this tract map is approved as ’’Small Lot Subdivision” then, and if 
necessary for street address purposes all the common access to this subdivision 
be named on the final map satisfactory to the City Engineer.

1.

That if this tract map is approved as small lot subdivision then the final map be 
labeled as “Small Lot Subdivision per Ordinance No. 176354” satisfactory to the 
City Engineer.

2.

That if necessary public sanitary sewer easements be dedicated on the final map 
based on an alignment approved by the Central Engineering District Office.

3.

That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer that they will provide name signs for the common access driveways.

4.

That any fee deficit under Work Order No. EXT00691 expediting this project be5.
paid.

Any questions regarding this report should be directed to Mr. Georgic Avanesian 
of the Land Development Section, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 200, 
or by calling (213) 202-3484.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION

6. Comply with any requirements with the Department of Building and Safety, 
Grading Division for recordation of the final map and issuance of any permit.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION

Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, Zoning 
Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject 
site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:

7.

Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the 
site. Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots 
without a main structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and 
signed inspection cards to show completion of the demolition work.

a.

Show all street dedication as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide 
net lot area after all dedication. “Area” requirements shall be re-checked as 
per net lot area after street dedication. Front and side yard requirements shall 
be required to comply with current code as measure from new property lines 
after dedications.

b.

Lots 1 and 4 do not comply with the minimum 15 ft. front yard setback along 
Commonwealth Avenue after required street dedication is taken as required

c.



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74301-SL PAGE 3

for the RD1.5-1 Zone. Revise the Map to show compliance with the above 
requirement or obtain approval from the Department of City Planning.

d. Resubmit the map to provide and maintain a minimum 20-foot common 
access strip open to the sky for the Lots 1-6 all the way to the public street for 
access and frontage purpose per Section 12.03 under the definition of “Lot”. 
No projections are allowed into the 20-foot minimum common access strip. 
Provide the 20-foot wide common access open to the sky or obtain approval 
from the City Planning Advisory agency to allow for a reduced and/or 
projection into the common access strip all the way to the public street.

Notes:

The property is located in a Liquefaction Zone.

The proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall comply 
with Building and Zoning Code requirements. With the exception of revised 
health or safety standards, the subdivider shall have a vested right to 
proceed with the proposed development in substantial compliance with the 
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the time the subdivision 
application was deemed complete. Plan check will be required before any 
construction, occupancy or change of use

The proposed buildings may not comply with City of Los Angeles Building 
Code requirements concerning exterior wall, protection of openings and exit 
requirements, with respect to the proposed property line. Compliance shall 
be to the satisfactory of LADBS at the time of plan check.

If the proposed development does not comply with the current Zoning Code, 
all zoning violations shall be indicated on the Map.

Backup space for parking space with less than 26’-8” shall provide sufficient 
garage door opening width to comply with the current Zoning Code 
requirement. Comply with the above requirement at the time of Plan Check 
or obtain City Planning approval.

No parking space can back up onto a street when the driveway is serving 
more than two dwelling unit. Comply with the above requirement at the time 
of Plan Check or obtain City Planning approval.

An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the 
Department of Building and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Eric 
Huang at (213) 482-6876 to schedule an appointment.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

8. Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be made with 
the Department of Transportation to assure:
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A minimum of 20-foot reservoir space be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line.

a.

b. Parking stalls shall be designed so that a vehicle is not required to back into 
or out of any public street or sidewalk, per LAMC Section 12.21-A.5(i)a.

A parking area and driveway plan must be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination section of DOT for approval prior to submittal of building permit 
plans for plan check by the Department of Building and Safety. 
Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 550. 
Please contact this section at (213) 482-7024 for any questions regarding the 
above.

c.

FIRE DEPARTMENT

Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made 
satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to 
the following:

9.

a. Submittal of plot plans for Fire Department review and approval either prior 
to recordation of a final map or the approval of a building permit.

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

10. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP’s Water System Rules 
and requirements. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, 
LADWP’s Water Services Organization will forward the necessary clearances to 
the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time 
the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1.(c).)

Questions should be directed to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
Water Distribution Engineering, P.O. Box 51111, Room 1425, Los Angeles, 
California 90051 -5700 or (213) 367-1120.

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING

11. Prior to the recordation of the final map or issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy 
(C of O), street lighting improvement plans shall be submitted for review and the 
owner shall provide a good faith effort via a ballot process for the formation or 
annexation of the property within the boundary of the development into a Street 
Lighting Maintenance Assessment District.

BUREAU OF SANITATION

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of Sanitation, 
Wastewater Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system

12.
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review and requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, 
the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward the 
necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be 
deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).)

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY

13. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed in the same manner as 
other required improvements, please email cabletv.ita@lacitv.ora that provides an 
automated response with the instructions on howto obtain the Cable TV clearance. 
The automated response also provides the email address of 3 people in case the 
applicant/owner has any additional questions.

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

14. That the Quimby fee be based on the RD1.5 Zone.

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

15. The developer shall plant street trees and remove any existing trees within 
dedicated streets or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry 
Division of the Bureau of Street Services. All street tree plantings shall be brought 
up to current standards. The actual number and location of new trees shall be 
determined at time of tree planting. The contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry 
Division at 213-847-3077 five working days prior to constructing the side walk for 
the marking of the tree(s) locations and species.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

16. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following:

A Certificate of Occupancy (temporary or final) for the building(s) in Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 74301-SL shall not be issued until after the final map 
has been recorded.

a.

b. Limit the proposed development to a maximum of six (6) small lots.

Provide a minimum of two (2) covered off-street parking spaces per dwelling 
unit. (Note: One space may be a compact space. Tandem parking is 
allowable.)

c.

d. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a minimum 6-foot-high 
slumpstone, decorative masonry wall, or wood fence shall be constructed 
adjacent to neighboring residences, if no such wall already exists, except in 
required front yard.

mailto:cabletv.ita@lacitv.ora
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That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Advisory Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit.

That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy and 
consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern California 
Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation measures.

e.

f.

Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling 
of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable material.

Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, such that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties, the public 
right-of-way, nor from above.

A Maintenance Agreement shall be formed, composed of all property owners, 
to maintain all common areas such as trees, landscaping, trash, parking, 
community driveway, walkways, monthly service for private fire hydrant (if 
required), etc. Each owner and future property owners shall automatically 
become members of the agreement and shall be subject to a proportionate 
share of the maintenance. The Maintenance Agreement on shall be recorded 
as a Covenant and Agreement to run with the land. The subdivider shall 
submit a copy of this Agreement, once recorded to the Planning Department 
for placement in the tract file.

Copies of all recorded Covenant and Agreement(s) for all reciprocal private 
easements shall be submitted to the Planning Department for placement in 
the tract file.

9-

h.

i.

J-

Note to City Zoning Engineer and Plan Check. The Advisory Agency has approved the 
following variations from the Los Angeles Municipal Code as it applies to this subdivision 
and the proposed development on the site. Approved Variations as follows:

1) Setbacks shall be permitted as follows:

Setbacks
Lot No. Front Rear Side Side(W)

10’ (E) 0’ (W)1 5’(N) 6” (S)
6’ (S)2 5’ (N) O’ (E) O’(W)
6’ (S)3 5’ (N) O’ (E) 5’ (W)
10’ (E)4 O’ (W) 6’ (N) 5’ (S)
6’ (N) 5^S15 O’ (E) O' (W)
6’ (N) O’(E)6 5- (S) 5’ (W)

Minor deviations to the approved setbacks are allowed in the event 
that such deviations are necessary in order to accommodate other 
conditions of approval as required by other City agencies. In no event 
shall the side yard of the subdivision measure less than 5 feet in 
width.

i.
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The Advisory Agency has approved a 16-foot wide common access 
strips for the approved subdivision.

ii.

17. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, the 
subdivider shall submit the evidence of the tenant relocation (in accordance with 
Ordinance No. 175,980) assistance being paid to the satisfaction of the Advisory 
Agency.

18. Prior to the clearance of any tract map conditions, the applicant shall show proof 
that all fees have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited 
Processing Section.

Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.19.

Applicant shall do all of the following:

Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against 
the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing 
and approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to. an action to 
attack, challenge, set aside, void or otherwise modify or annul the approval 
of the entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the 
approval of subsequent permit decisions or to claim personal property 
damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional 
claim.

a.

b. Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action 
related to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and 
approval of the entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court 
costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City 
(including an award of attorney’s fees), damages and/or settlement costs.

Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. 
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in 
its sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event 
shall the initial deposit be less than $25,000. The City’s failure to notice or 
collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to 
reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (b).

c.

d. Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental 
deposits may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if 
found necessary by the City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure 
to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from 
responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement, (b)

If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interests, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent 
with the requirements of this condition.

e.
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The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt 
of any action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify 
the applicant of any claim, action or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City 
fails to reasonably cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be 
responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City
participateAttorney’s office or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City 

at its own expense in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not 
relieve the applicant of any obligation imposed by this condition. In the event the 
Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in whole or in part, the City may 
withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the entitlement, or take any 
other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with respect to its 
representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or 
settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, 
commission, committees, employees and volunteers.

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held 
under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims or lawsuits. 
Actions includes actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with 
any federal, state or local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights 
of the City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD SMALL LOT HOME CONDITIONS

SL-1. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a 
sales office and off-street parking. If models are constructed under this tract 
approval, the following conditions shall apply:

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot plan 
for approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of City 
Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office and off- 
street parking. The sales office must be within one of the model buildings.

All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-A.10 
and 11 and Section 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied with 
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.

2.

SL-2. Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the final 
map, a landscape plan shall prepared by a licensed landscape architect, be 
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. 
The landscape plan shall identify tree replacement on a 1:1 basis by a minimum
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of 24-inch box trees for the unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the site and shall 
include the following features.

All areas of the property not covered by buildings, driveways, or walkways 
shall be landscaped with low-water, drought-tolerant, and non-invasive 
plant materials and ground cover, in place of turf grass.

a.

b. Any proposed trees shall be shade bearing.

Landscape plans shall organize plants into groupings in accordance to 
proposed water needs.

c.

d. Landscape plans shall incorporate shade trees and ornamental landscaping 
that define an edge and increases visual interest in the public and private 
realms of the development.

Trees, shrubs, and vines shall be planted between property lines where 
appropriate.

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded.

e.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS

S-1. (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of 
the final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of 
the LAMC.

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a manner 
satisfactory to the, City Engineer and located within the California 
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative 
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission of 
complete field notes in support of the boundary survey.

That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and 
the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to 
water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public utility 
easements.

(c)

(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting easements 
be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site easements by 
separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-Way and Land 
shall verify that such easements have been obtained. The above 
requirements do not apply to easements of off-site sewers to be provided 
by the City.

That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer.(e)
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<f) That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as 
required, together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary 
topography of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer.

That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map.

That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements 
of the Zoning Ordinance.

That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of 
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications 
abutting unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall 
include a restriction against their use of access purposes until such time 
as they are accepted for public use.

(g)
(h)

(i)

(!) That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated 
for public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be 
transmitted to the City Council with the final map.

That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements 
constructed herein:

(k)

(I)

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be 
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the 
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be 
followed.

Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation 
with respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs.

All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in 
connection with public improvements shall be performed within dedicated 
slope easements or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by the affected 
property owners.

All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and 
easements shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans and 
specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering.

Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the 
final map.

That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the 
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

S-3.
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(a) Improve Highland View Avenue by the reconstruction of the existing 
sidewalk to provide a new 5-foot concrete sidewalk and landscaping of 
the parkway including any necessary removal and reconstruction of 
existing improvements.

(b) Construct the necessary on-site mainline sewers satisfactory to the City 
Engineer.

(c) Construct new street light: one (1) on Highland View Avenue.

Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets 
or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division 
of the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be 
brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid 
for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban 
Forestry Division (213-485-5675) upon completion of construction to 
expedite tree planting.

Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk 
satisfactory to the City Engineer.

(d)

(e)

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City 
Engineer.

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

NOTES:

The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the tract 
action. However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this density.

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street 
trees in conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street 
Services Urban Forestry Division.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power 
facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the 
underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 17.05N.

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is 
granted before the end of such period.

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, 
as required by the Subdivision Map Act.
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The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy 
saving design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the 
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the 
Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to the 
subdivider upon his request.

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

A Categorical Exemption (Class 32) has been issued by the Department of City Planning 
for the proposed project.

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site 
and meets the conditions described in this section. The five (5) conditions which the 
project must meet in order to qualify for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption are as 
follows: (a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 
applicable general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation and 
regulations; (b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no 
more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses; (c) The project site has no 
value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species; (d) Approval of the project 
would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water 
quality; and (e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public 
services. As mentioned, the site is zoned RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan Land Use 
Designation of Low Medium II Residential. As a development consisting of six residential 
units on a lot that is 9,800 square feet in size, the project is conformance with the General 
Plan and Zoning designation. The subject site is wholly within the City of Los Angeles, on 
a site that is approximately 0.22 acres. Planning staff evaluated the exceptions to the use 
of Categorical Exemptions for the proposed ordinance listed in “CEQA Guidelines” 
Section 15300.2 and determined'that none of the exceptions apply to the proposed 
project. The project is an infill project located an in an existing multiple- and single- family 
developed residential neighborhood and will not create any impacts on an environmental 
resource of hazardous or critical concern. The site is not a wildland area, and is not 
inhabited by endangered, rare, or threatened species. There are twelve (12) unprotected 
trees on the site that will all be removed due to the grading required for the proposed 
project, as described in the Tree Report prepared by a registered landscape architect. 
Trees that are removed have been conditioned for replacement pursuant to this action. It 
would not create a significant cumulative impact on the environment nor are any unusual 
circumstances anticipated. The project is not located on or adjacent to a scenic highway 
and has not been identified as a hazardous waste. An approved Phase I Historic 
Resource Assessment Report confirms that that the existing structure on the site, while 
a small bungalow-style hours that was built in 1922, is not a good representation of the 
Life of Independent Eagle Rock, 1886-1923, nor is it a good representation of the 
Craftsman bungalow style, 1905-1930. As such, the existing structure on site was not 
deemed eligible as an individual historic resource. The project will be subject to 
Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City of Los 
Angeles Noise Ordinance; pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater mitigations; and 
Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs will reduce any potential 
impacts on noise and water to less than significant. The project site will be adequately
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served by all public utilities and services given that the construction of a six (6) new 
residential units will be on a site which has been previously developed with a single-family 
dwelling. Therefore, based on the facts herein, it can be found that the project meets the 
qualifications of the Class 32 Exemption.

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74301-SL, the 
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 
and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes 
the prescribed findings as follows:

THE PROPOSED MAP WILL IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL 
AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

(a)

The Tentative Tract Map was prepared by a Registered Professional Engineer and 
contains the required components, dimensions, areas, notes, legal description, 
ownership, applicant and site address information as required by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (“LAMC”).

The subject site is located in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, which 
designates the subject property for Low Medium II Density Residential land uses 
with the corresponding zone of RD15, RD2, RW2, and RZ2.5. The property is not 
located within a Specific Plan. The property contains approximately 0.22 net acres 
(9,800 square feet) after the required dedications. The applicant is proposing to 
develop six (6) small lot homes on a site consisting of six (6) small lots, per the 
Small Lot Ordinance and the Subdivision Map Act.

The Tentative Tract Map describes and illustrates a land use consistent with the 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Density Residential land 
uses with the corresponding zone of RD1.5. Apartments, condominiums, and 
other multi-family are permitted in said land use designation and zone. Small Lot 
Subdivision maps are required to have the plan of the building envelope showing 
the height, size, number of units, and approximate location of buildings, and 
driveways. The project’s density is consistent with the site’s existing zoning 
regulations. In accordance with LAMC Section 12.22-C,27, the requested small lot 
subdivision complies with the required minimum lot width of 16 feet; lot area of 600 
square feet; lot coverage limitation of 80%; and setback requirements. The map 
provides the required components of, both, a tentative tract map and a small lot 
subdivision.

Therefore, the proposed map is substantially consistent with the applicable 
General Plan affecting the project site and demonstrates compliance with Sections 
17.01, 17.05(C) and 12.22-C,27 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.
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(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

The adopted Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan designates the subject 
property for Low Medium II Density Residential land uses with the corresponding 
zone of RD15, RD2, RW2, and RZ2.5. The property is not located within a Specific 
Plan. The Low Medium II Residential land use designation and the RD1.5 Zone 
permit the small lot development subject to density calculated at 1 unit per 1,500 
square feet of lot area (Sections 12.09.1 and 12.22-C,27 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code). The property contains approximately 0.22 net acres (9,800 
square feet) after the required dedications. The applicant is permitted to construct 
six (6) residential condominiums or apartment unit’s by-right per the RD1.5 Zone. 
The applicant is proposing to develop six (6) small lot homes on a site consisting 
of six (6) small lots, consistent with the RD1.5 Zone and in accordance with the 
Small Lot Ordinance and the Subdivision Map Act.

Section 66418 of the Subdivision Map Act defines the term “design” as follows: 
“Design” means: (1) street alignments, grades and widths; (2) drainage and 
sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; (3) location 
and size of all required easements and rights-of-way; (4) fire roads and firebreaks; 
(5) lot size and configuration; (6) traffic access; (7) grading; (8) land to be dedicated 
for park or recreational purposes; and (9) such other specific physical requirements 
in the plan and configuration of the entire subdivision as may be necessary to 
ensure consistency with, or implementation of, the general plan or any applicable 
specific plan. In addition, Section 66427 of the Subdivision Map Act expressly 
states that the “Design and location of buildings are not part of the map review 
process for condominium, community apartment or stock cooperative projects.”

Section 17.05-C of the Los Angeles Municipal Code enumerates design standards 
for Subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be designed in 
conformance with the Street Design Standards and in conformance to the General 
Plan.
calculations include the areas for residential use and areas designated for public 
uses, except for land set aside for street purposes (“net area”). In addition, Section 
12.22-C,27 of the Municipal Code requires that requested small lot subdivisions 
comply with the required minimum lot width of 16 feet; lot area of 600 square feet; 
lot coverage limitation of 80%; and five-foot setback requirements for the boundary 
of the subdivision. The map provides the required components of, both, a tentative 
tract map and a small lot subdivision.

Section 17.05-C, third paragraph, further establishes that density

The design and layout of the vesting map is consistent with the design standards 
established by the Subdivision Map Act and Division of Land Regulations of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. Several public agencies (including Department of 
Building and Safety, Bureau of Engineering, and Bureau of Sanitation) have 
reviewed the map and found the subdivision design satisfactory. These agencies 
have imposed improvement requirements and/or conditions of approval. Sewers 
are available and have been inspected and deemed adequate in accommodating
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the proposed project’s sewerage needs. The subdivision will be required to comply 
with all regulations pertaining to grading, building permits, and street improvement 
permit requirements. Conditions of Approval for the design and improvement of 
the subdivision are required to be performed prior to the recordation of the vesting 
map, building permit, grading permit, or certificate of occupancy.

Furthermore, the design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are 
consistent with the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan and are not subject to 
any Specific Plan requirements. Highland View Avenue is a Standard Local Street 
currently dedicated to a 30-foot half roadway at the project’s street frontage. For 
the purposes of approving a small lot subdivision, the “design” of the tract or parcel 
map refers to the configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the 
proposed site plan layout and building design. Easements and/or access and 
“improvements” refers to the infrastructure facilities serving the subdivision. The 
project was reviewed by various city agencies that have the authority to make 
improvement recommendations. Staff received recommendations from the Bureau 
of Engineering for the construction of the necessary house connection sewers, the 
reconstruction of a 5-foot concrete sidewalk, and suitable surfacing to join the 
existing pavements. In addition, the Bureau of Street Lighting required that one 
street light on Highland View Avenue be constructed as part of the project in the 
event that street widening is required. All necessary street improvements will be 
made to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. No 
dedications or other improvements are required.

Therefore, as conditioned, the design and improvement of the proposed 
subdivision is consistent with the intent and purpose of the applicable General and 
Specific Plans.

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT.

The subject site is not located in a hazardous zone and does not contain any 
known hazards. The property is a level, rectangular-shaped parcel of land and is 
not located in a slope stability study area high erosion hazard area, or an Alquist 
Priolo fault-rupture zone. The site is located on the east side of Highland View 
Avenue, between Chickasaw Avenue and Colorado Boulevard and is currently 
occupied by a one-story single-family residence. It is an in-fill lot in a substantially 
developed urban area. The site is composed of approximately 9,800 square feet 
of lot area and would contain a proposed land use that is consistent with local plans 
and policies. The lots created by this subdivision would comply with area 
requirements of the RD1.5 Zone. At a permitted density of 1 unit per 1,500 square 
feet, a maximum of six (6) units is otherwise permitted on a lot with a total of 9,800 
square feet.

The proposed project is considered an infill development in a neighborhood that is 
developed with mixed residential land uses. Multi-family zones and uses are 
located on the residential streets to the north (across Colorado Boulevard), south, 
east and west. While there are single family homes located on the same block as
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the subject property, these properties are zoned for low medium residential uses. 
The project site is located with a fault and liquefaction zone, however an initial 
geological and soils engineering report, dated May 16, 2016, was deemed 
acceptable for the filing and subject to further review during permitting to ensure 
the safety on proposed on-site structures. The site is not in a landslide area, flood 
zone, a tsunami-inundation zone, flood-prone area, or a High Wind Velocity Area. 
The site is not located in a Methane Zone and is not identified as having hazardous 
waste or past remediation.

The site is not subject to the Specific Plan for Management of Flood Hazards 
(floodways, floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard, and flood-related 
erosion hazard areas). The Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, 
reported that geology/soils reports are not required prior to approval of the map as 
the property is located outside of a City of Los Angeles Hillside Area; is exempt or 
located outside of a State of California liquefaction, earthquake induced landslide, 
or fault-rupture hazard zone; and does not require any grading or construction of 
an engineered retaining structure to remove potential geological hazards.

On September 30, 2016, the Department of City Planning determined that the City 
of Los Angeles Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental 
Quality Act designates the subject project as categorically exempt under Class 32 
for infill development (Case No. ENV-2016-1898-CE). (See CEQA Findings.)

Therefore, material evidence supports that the project site is physically suitable for 
the proposed type of development.

THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT.

(d)

The General Plan identifies (through its Community and Specific Plans) 
geographic locations where planned and anticipated densities are permitted. 
Zoning applying to subject sites throughout the City are allocated based on the 
type of land use, physical suitability, and population growth that is expected to 
occur.

The adopted Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan designates the subject 
property for Low Medium II Density Residential land uses with the corresponding 
zone of RD15, RD2, RW2, and RZ2.5. The property is not located within a Specific 
Plan. The Low Medium II Residential land use designation and the RD1.5 Zone 
permit the small lot development subject to density calculated at 1 unit per 1,500 
square feet of lot area (Sections 12.09.1 and 12.22-C,27 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code). The property contains approximately 0.22 net acres (9,800 
square feet) after the required dedications. The applicant is permitted to construct 
six (6) residential condominiums or apartment unit’s by-right per the RD1.5 Zone. 
The applicant is proposing to develop six (6) small lot homes on a site consisting 
of six (6) small lots, consistent with the RD1.5 Zone and in accordance with the 
Small Lot Ordinance and the Subdivision Map Act.
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There are no known physical impediments or hazards that would be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the 
same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. Therefore, the project site is 
physically suitable for the proposed type of development.

(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT.

On September 30, 2016, the Department of City Planning issued a Categorical 
Exemption (Class 32) for the proposed project.

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an 
infill site and meets the conditions described in this section. The five (5) conditions 
which the project must meet in order to qualify for the Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption are as follows: (a) The project is consistent with the applicable general 
plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well as with the 
applicable zoning designation and regulations; (b) The proposed development 
occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially 
surrounded by urban uses; (c) The project site has no value as habitat for 
endangered, rare or threatened species; (d) Approval of the project would not 
result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality; 
and (e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public 
services. As mentioned, the site is zoned RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan Land 
Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential. As a development consisting of six 
residential units on a lot that is 9,800 square feet in size, the project is conformance 
with the General Plan and Zoning designation. The subject site is wholly within the 
City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 0.22 acres. Planning staff 
evaluated the exceptions to the use of Categorical Exemptions for the proposed 
ordinance listed in “CEQA Guidelines” Section 15300.2 and determined that none 
of the exceptions apply to the proposed project. The project is an infill project 
located an in an existing multiple- and single- family developed residential 
neighborhood and will not create any impacts on an environmental resource of 
hazardous or critical concern. The site is not a wildland area, and is not inhabited 
by endangered, rare, or threatened species. There are twelve (12) unprotected 
trees on the site that will all be removed due to the grading required for the 
proposed project, as described in the Tree Report prepared by a registered 
landscape architect. Trees that are removed have been conditioned for 
replacement pursuant to this action. It would not create a significant cumulative 
impact on the environment nor are any unusual circumstances anticipated. The 
project is not located on or adjacent to a scenic highway and has not been 
identified as a hazardous waste. An approved Phase I Historic Resource 
Assessment Report confirms that that the existing structure on the site, while a 
small bungalow-style hours that was built in 1922, is not a good representation of 
the Life of Independent Eagle Rock, 1886-1923, nor is it a good representation of 
the Craftsman bungalow style, 1905-1930. As such, the existing structure on site
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was not deemed eligible as an individual historic resource. The project will be 
subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance 
with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance; pollutant discharge, dewatering, 
stormwater mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. 
These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and water to less than 
significant. The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and 
services given that the construction of a six (6) new residential units will be on a 
site which has been previously developed with a single-family dwelling. Therefore, 
based on the facts herein, it can be found that the project meets the qualifications 
of the Class 32 Exemption.

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS.

The proposed subdivision and subsequent improvements are subject to the 
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (e.g., the Fire Code, Planning and 
Zoning Code, Health and Safety Code) and the Building Code. Other health and 
safety related requirements as mandated by law would apply where applicable to 
ensure the public health and welfare (e.g., asbestos abatement, seismic safety, 
flood hazard management).

The project is not located over a hazardous materials site, flood hazard area and 
is not located on unsuitable soil conditions. The project would not place any 
occupants or residents near a hazardous materials site or involve the use or 
transport of hazardous materials or substances.

The Bureau of Engineering has reported that the proposed subdivision does not 
violate the existing California Water Code because the subdivision will be 
connected to the public sewer system, where collected sewage is directed to sewer 
treatment plants, which have been upgraded to meet Statewide Ocean Discharge 
Standards. Additionally, the project was identified as being Categorically Exempt 
from further CEQA review pursuant to Class 32 for infill development. No adverse 
impacts to the public health or safety would occur as a result of the design and 
improvement of the site. Therefore, the design of the subdivision and the proposed 
improvements are not likely to cause serious public health problems.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT 
LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE 
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION.

(9)

There are no recorded instruments identifying easements encumbering the project 
site for the purpose of providing public access. The site is surrounded by private 
properties that adjoin improved public streets and sidewalks designed and 
improved for the specific purpose of providing public access throughout the area. 
The project site does not adjoin or provide access to a public resource, natural 
habitat, Public Park or any officially recognized public recreation area. Necessary 
public access for roads and utilities will be acquired by the City prior to recordation
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of the proposed map. Therefore, the design of the subdivision and the proposed 
improvements would not conflict with easements acquired by the public at large 
for access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision.

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE 
EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR 
COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in 
the proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted 
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the parcel(s) 
to be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements.

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in 
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by 
a building or structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time 
the tentative map was filed.

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of the 
north/south orientation.

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or 
natural heating and cooling opportunities.

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider 
building construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of windows, 
insulation, exhaust fans, planting of trees for shade purposes and the height of the 
buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development.

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 74301-SL.

Vincent P. Bertoni, AICP 
Advisory Agency

JORDANN TURNER 
Deputy Advisory Agency

JT:JM

Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the 
decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the East Los 
Angeles Area Planning Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City 
Planning Department and appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 1 Q-dav 
time limit. Such appeal must be submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 
at the Department’s Public Offices, located at:
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Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213 482-7077

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley 
Constituent Service Center 

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
818 374-5050

Forms are also available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org/.

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code 
of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that 
section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the 
City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial 
review.

If you have any questions, please call Development Services Center staff at (213) 
482-7077 or (818) 374-5050.

http://planning.lacity.org/
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SCALE: I--S'

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT. NO. 74301
IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION PURPOSES

BEING A SUBDIVISION OF LOT 26 OF OAKMONT TRACT, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 10, PAGE 30 OF MAPS, RECORDS OF L08 ANGELES COUNTY

APN : 5686-007-003
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ATTN: JENNA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE# VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE

As the homeowners at 5056 Highland View Ave and board members of the 
Eagle Rock Valley Historical Society, we are strongly opposed to the proposed 
demolition of the single family craftsman style bungalow at 5081 Highland View 
Ave. We feel that the demolition of this 1922 bungalow, which dates from the 
historically significant period of Eagle Rock cityhood (1911- 1923), would be a 
huge detriment to the historic character and charm of our street. All of the single 
family homes on this street date from this very important and vital historic period 
of Eagle Rock. The demolition of one of the homes would disrupt the historic 
fabric and aesthetic unity of our neighborhood.

The charm and beauty of the historic single family homes on our street are the 
reason we purchased a home here and they are what make our neighborhood 
great. We feel that the proposed development is grossly inappropriate both in 
style and scale, and would negatively impact the quality of life in our 
neighborhood. We are also opposed to the increase in traffic, pollution, noise, 
and parking issues that would accompany the proposed high density 
development.

f

miSigned

lAl N0V o i m
/

"•wntsasgsI SEcT«

Cory and Sarah Stargel
Board members of Eagle Rock Valley Historic Society
Authors of the books Early Los Angeles County Attractions, Early Downtown Los 
Angeles, and Vanishing Los Angeles County.
Homeowners of historic 5056 Highland View Ave.



ATTN: JENNA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE# VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE

As the homeowners at 5056 Highland View Ave and board members of the 
Eagle Rock Valley Historical Society, we are strongly opposed to the proposed 
demolition of the single family craftsman style bungalow at 5081 Highland View 
Ave. We feel that the demolition of this 1922 bungalow, which dates from the 
historically significant period of Eagle Rock cityhood (1911- 1923), would be a 
huge detriment to the historic character and charm of our street. All of the single 
family homes on this street date from this very important and vital historic period 
of Eagle Rock. The demolition of one of the homes would disrupt the historic 
fabric and aesthetic unity of our neighborhood.

The charm and beauty of the historic single family homes on our street are the 
reason we purchased a home here and they are what make our neighborhood 
great. We feel that the proposed development is grossly inappropriate both in 
style and scale, and would negatively impact the quality of life in our 
neighborhood. We are also opposed to the increase in traffic, pollution, noise, 
and parking issues that would accompany the proposed high density 
development.

jr
Signed

l
S^'0/v

Cory and Sarah Stargel
Board members of Eagle Rock Valley Historic Society
Authors of the books Early Los Angeles County Attractions, Early Downtown Los 
Angeles, and Vanishing Los Angeles County.
Homeowners of historic 5056 Highland View Ave.



November 1,2016

Re: 5081 HIGHLAND AVENUE STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

To whom it may concern,

Please STOP the structure of multi-complex residences on this property for several reasons:

• It is wrong to destroy a well built "historical"craftsman style house because it typifies the 
Eagle Rock architectural landscape.This part of Los Angeles is very desirable to live in and 
property values here have gone way up more than other neighborhoods.

• Construction of 6 condos with S floors (each) in a small property (10,018 sqft) is abominable. 
All surrounding single homes will lose their privacy and sky view. This alone could justify a 
lawsuit.

♦ We do not want to over-populate this neighborhood. It is not gentrification. Lack of parking 
in the street will exacerbate. The most common crime in Eagle Rock is car burglary, car theft 
and home burglary, in that order.

• If this construction happens, others will follow suit (our zoning is 4). Eventually Eagle Rock 
will lose many of its appeal and attractiveness. This is also not an answer to a need of more 
housing. Instead, please explore other areas of Los Angeles that can use more upgrading.

• This is pure GREED to the benefit of a few.

Sincerely,

May Gajmson 
bcladsign@gmail.com

mailto:bcladsign@gmail.com


I^GEECS Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

opposition to 5081 Highland View building; case no VTT 74301-SLArthur Hans's
hilja keading <hiljakeading@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Dear Jenna,

Mon, Oct 31, 2016 at 9:17 AM

I am writing this on behalf of Mr. Arthur Hanson at 5056 North Glen Iris Ave. I believe he will bring in the hard copy of this 
letter to your office. Here is the content of his letter:

The applicants failed to post LA Building And Safety Written Notification that a building was intended to be demolished, 
and six new buildings were to be erected at the old house lot, soon enough for the neighborhood to respond.

Due to the failure of the applicaticant(s) to comply with the posting of notices, the applicants have to return to that step 
before coming before the Planning Commission.

The buildings are incompatible with the existing single family residences. This proposed six unit condo style home 
project is the only one east of Eagle Rock Blvd. that I am aware of. This is a prima facie example of non compatibility 
with existing dwellings. The builder has no plan indicated to mitigate construction, dust and debris in the air.

Donald Brown has a medical condition that is serious. Judy Brown also has a serious medical condition. They live at 
5076 North Glen Iris Ave. The apartment house at 5089 Highland View has two or more residents that have medical 
conditions that would be aggravated by construction air bom debris. This is also true of Mai Clemson, who lives at 5060 
Glen Iris, Molly Squire-Hanson, who livas at 5056 N. Glen Iris, and the Le's and their elderly renters that live in the rear 
house at 5082 Glen Iris. Stanley Fehr, who was a Senior Planner for Orange County, used to interview the neighbors 
prior to issuing permits. If someone were to do so in this case, there would likely be more persons apparent with 
disabilities that wouid have to be accommodated prior to the issuance of any permit.

The neighbors have easements for light and air that can be possibly exercised in court. I believe that since the existing 
buildings at or on 5081 Highland View Ave have been so constructed in excess of five years, a legally enforceable 
easement exists according to California Law. If an easement does exist for light and air, the Planning Department cannot 
approve the plans as proposed.

Thank you,
Arthur Hanson 
5056 N Glen Iris Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90041 
(805) 616 0434

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:hiljakeading@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org


Date: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability.
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely

Address:

Email:



2016

Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

/ am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

\
\

JiSQLlS 

SOS'/ "Wi-HiANP v'/W
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,



/)
fl> 2016

Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,



I biz 2016Date:

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

L.h, _____________

HaJr-ir. \A4c~hv

Address:

Email:



2016

Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

lam in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

'(mA4D/D a • P£

Uf C /h fyn Lfj



Date: /O ' ^ u - 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document f chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.
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Mr. Arthur Hanson 
5056 Glen Iris Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 90041-2049 r/
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housingl as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city’s urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Hidhl eve.

Sincerely, 5
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

rJ A'lci\jcjrY\r\ At/SAddress:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely, j WoT
_£
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

Address:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city’s urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely, C AW

Ea.qle, RooHSO60
3
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THE EAGLE ROCK ASSOCIATION

October 29, 2016

Phillip Bazan
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
phillip.bazan@lacitv.org

Re: 5081 Highland View Ave, / Case VTT 74301

Dear Mr. Bazan,

Please be advised that TERA conditionally supports the proposed small lot development at 
5081 Highland View, Los Angeles, CA 90041 with the following qualifications:

Qualifications:

• Replace (not repair) entire sidewalk fronting property, to L A. City standards.

• Install one 24inch box tree to parkway for at least every 30 feet of frontage, subject to 
City of LA Urban Forestry regulations

The TERA Board reached this decision based on the following considerations:

The project is essentially a “by-right” project, consistent with current zoning 
requirements. No exceptions or waivers are being requested.

While the structure that will be demolished is an attractive and valuable reflection of 
architecture of another era, and evokes the small-town feeling that we all cherish in 
Eagle Rock, this parcel is adjacent to and across from other multifamily units. The 
presence of multi-family units in this area is already established.

The current owners should not be denied their right to maximize the amount for which 
they may sell the property.

Sincerely,

Robert Gotham, President

cc:
Office of Councilmember Jose Huizar / Kevin Ocubillo 
Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council / David Greene

TERA The Eagle Rock Association • PO Box 41453 • Eagle Rock CA 90041 ■ 323.799.1190 * www.tera90041.org

mailto:phillip.bazan@lacitv.org
http://www.tera90041.org
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely, (JM-^ Soniif

6v<>T rtf- uQJU.Address:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

LAJ^ASincerely,

£
Address:

Uv, ck
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

Address:

Email:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

Address:

CCS-

Email:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely, J?h
19^2- /VR___
Us ArvyAaL, CAr 303*41

AVyg ry\<@ A.

Address:

Email:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., anc( 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

NE2-/A J~ yuzaO

M !

Sincerely,

Address:

S'Email:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character•, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5 ighland View Ave.

Sincerely,

\onAddress:

LJf A4 fOOAl
0k.rEmail:



Date: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city’s urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

CU&Afi. ifJ /WAddress:

la Cm

Email:



OctDate: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city’s urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely, x
s'

i

f3 /K/0Address:

Ik \

l € ■ k i'Wa,r. iEmail:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

£7/71 WfSincerely,

Ofif (fiS
/ / j

nAddress:

ttys ,

!JA(p BoftiArfn .Email:



oct nDate: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely, [ i

.fo7^ Cj\e^ Iris

U Ar - Cfr
Address:

0 u\^|, Cqia,'\OUiEmail:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing-) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

yj\4^Address:

A/y eft tfc b 4 /

Yak, •'1 ! 771^f,/t .i
A'/Email:



<3d «Date: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. [LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

O.

/Sincerely,
W Meni

S&l S' fj Av-r'Address:

L&<, (M gwi

Email:



OcUlDate: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

50 GO \\\Gjk}VfCV /jV?,dress:

U, ca_ _ mu
S4 eye (S- '1~"i \ {\C0MOEmail:
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,



OcJ-ttDate: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

____________

... ______________________________

£05 7Address:

Email:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

/Vl&rjLljih'i

S07L 0~rir\ f\

Ins /9/yfegj cf\ 9ooyV

Sincerely,

Address:

■ COmEmail:



Date: 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document fchapter on 
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,
■

K;V? AveAddress:
1

tk/jucAki 7.cOimlV}GEmail:
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Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA Ci on
housing! as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city’s urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family development 
have been constructed cheaply and without design amenities. (LA City 
Planning Framework Element document; Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

6*/y So5 ^ H 'I h Uyji— - 4; vvZAddress:

Email:
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

font ttostJukuA Ufa4#^ 
k-i CA ^ooqj



11/3/2016 City of Los Angeles Mail - 5081 Highlanditsto A/f ^041

i LA Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>GEECS

5081 Highland View Ave. 90041
1 message

Jean Steele <jsteele04@verizon.net> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Fri, Oct 28, 2016 at 9:24 PM

Dear Ms Monterrosa.

Please do not allow a greedy developer ruin a beautiful Eagle Rock neighborhood by tearing down a classic 1920s 
bungalow.

I grew up in Eagle Rock and, to this day, admire its unique and lovely homes. Highland View has special importance 
to me as my grandfather built the first family home there. These homes are of historical significance, and are 
important to our heritage as Angelinos and Eagle Rockers.

I have been so disappointed over the years to see so many memories torn down for the sake of so-called 
modernization which is, in all reality, just another name for tacky mini-malls and apartment buildings and the lining 
of some developer s pocket.

Do not let this happen!

Jean Steele

https://mail.goog Ie.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1580eaec89b51429&siml=1580eaec89b51429 1/1
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1' LA
I®..?* GEECS

Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>

Highland View development - CASE # VTT -74301-SL
1 message

david.dellinger@me.com <david.dellinger@me.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Fri, Oct 28, 2016 at 6:02 AM

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA# ENV-2016-1898-CE

Jenna,

I just heard about the developer who wants to buy up houses along Highland Mew and convert them into high density 
modern condominiums. My wife and I moved to Eagle Rock in 2012 because we enjoyed the small-town feel inside a big 
city. Many of my neighbors have mentioned the same feeling. Eagle Rock is so popular with film crews due to it’s small 
town, time capsule feel. I used to work in Glendale, and I have seen what high density apartments and condos can do to 
neighborhoods, and it’s not good. Apartments jammed in, leaving the residents with substandard life experiences.

When we purchased our house, we worked closely with the City to achieve cultural historical status for our house, 
because we wanted to preserve the house, and generally the feel of the neighborhood. I’m not against all development. 
Development done right can have a positive impact on a city or neighborhood. This doesn’t sound like it will have any 

positive impact.

I am not familiar with the developer but it seems as just a money grab. They will buy a house, build condos and leave. 
They then leave a blight that is irreversible while they just have fat pockets. Single family homes are rarer and rarer in 
new developments, especially of the size of house currently along Highland View.

Please consider denying this project.

David Dellinger 
The Egasse-Braasch House 
Historic-Cultural Monument no. 1042 
2327 Hill Drive
Los Angeles/Eagle Rock, CA 90041

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1580b6275cb41bf9&siml=1580b6275cb41bf9 1/1

mailto:david.dellinger@me.com
mailto:david.dellinger@me.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1580b6275cb41bf9&siml=1580b6275cb41bf9
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

\JX> fcfiGybeZ
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

P'oto U ka bieKjCu>f_
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October 27, 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family 
development have been constructed cheaply and without design 
amenities (LA City Planning Framework Element document; 
Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

U K - cf\ ^004 \

Address:
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October 27, 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family 
development have been constructed cheaply and without design 
amenities (LA City Planning Framework Element document; 
Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

I - l/V\ ,ns\ 6, lA € | It <i r (s\
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

^ lHut Q* MuLf



October 27, 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing] as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city’s urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family 
development have been constructed cheaply and without design 
amenities (LA City Planning Framework Element document; 
Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,

O °\ Hil/icu) A\7g-
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October 27,2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing] as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family 
development have been constructed cheaply and without design 
amenities (LA City Planning Framework Element document; 
Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

X1^Sincerely,
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October 27, 2016

Jenna Monterrosa and Advisory Agency
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Jenna Monterrosa:

I am in opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new townhomes would replace 
the historically significant 1922 single family home, be substantially higher than any 
structure on the block, and inconsistent with the predominantly single family 
homes.

The Department of City Planning is required to respect the concerns and guidelines 
set forth in the LA City Planning Framework Element document (chapter on 
housing) as stated below:

Residential development which has occurred in the City has 
been at the expense of the integrity and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Existing single-family neighborhoods 
are important components of the city's urban character, and 
residents have expressed a strong desire to preserve their 
stability. The physical design of many multi-family residential 
projects has been out of scale and incompatible with the character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family 
development have been constructed cheaply and without design 
amenities (LA City Planning Framework Element document; 
Chapter on Housing)

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

c-Lew kiLLer^ASincerely,

j ficu £Address:
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
Expedited Processing Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301 -SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square 
foot lot with two parking spaces each. The proposed new structure is completely out of 
scale and incompatible with the character of the homes on the street, many of which 
are historically significant, including 5081 Highland View Ave.

The neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many 
homes are historically significant. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the 
small existing bungalows.

Kevin Wronske Highland View Homes LLC would destroy the character of a 
neighborhood, add congestion, noise, and disturb the historical significance of the 
street, yet does not live on the street or suffer the consequences of the unwanted new 
units.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Sincerely,
OL H'r L cpyu
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11/14/2016 City of Los Angeles Mail -1 oppose the destruction r 01 Highland

i LA Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>GEECS

I oppose the destruction of 5801 Highland
1 message

Michael Miller <michaelmiller@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Thu, Oct 27, 2016 at 5:06 PM

5081 Highland View Ave, 90041 
CASE # VTT-74301 -SL 
CEQA# ENV-2016-1898-CE

Hello,

In regards to the above case numbet I would like to express my extreme opposition to the destruction of this address in 
order to build high-density housing.

Eagle Rock is a historic neighborhood with a wonderful personality that would surely be permanently injured by this 
project.

Thanks, 
Michael Miller

https://mail. google.Com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=158089be9af04d1a&siml=158089be9af04d1a 1/1

mailto:michaelmiller@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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V of Los Angeles Mail - Please don't destroy 5081 H'11/14/2016 ■'nii'Wave!!!

Iff LA
GEECS Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>

a

Please don't destroy 5081 Highland V iew ave!!!
1 message

Ninada Hebbar <ninadahebbar@gmail.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

I recently heard the proposed demolition of 5081 Highland view avenue.Eagle rock has already lost so many beautiful 
homes to bad development.Please eagle rock historic!!!

Thu, Oct 27, 2016 at 5:25 PM

CASE # VTT-74301 -SL 
CEQA# ENV-2016-1898-CE

Regards, 
Ninada Hebbar

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15808acfe2edec09&siml=15808acfe2edec09 1/1

mailto:ninadahebbar@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15808acfe2edec09&siml=15808acfe2edec09


11/14/2016 Oity of Los Angeles Mail -1 oppose demolition of 50F ghlaridW

-S- LA Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>-n GEECS

I oppose demolition of 5081 Highland V iew
1 message

Allen Gittelson <Allen@mentalwires.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Thu, Oct 27, 2016 at 5:05 PM

5081 Highland View Ave, 90041 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA# ENV-2016-1898-CE

I am against the destruction of the bungalow at 5081 Highland View Ave in Eagle Rock. We don't need any more high- 
density housing that destroys the historic nature of Eagle Rock.

Thanks,
Allen Gittelson

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=158089ba70f77217&siml=158089ba70f77217 1/1

mailto:Allen@mentalwires.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=158089ba70f77217&siml=158089ba70f77217


Wednesday, October 26, 2016 3:52:07 AM Pacific Daylight Time

Subject: Fwd: Letter for city hall

Wednesday, October 26, 2016 at 8:46:55 AM Pacific Daylight Time 

Steve allison 

Heather Hope-Allison

Date:

From:

To:

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Cory Stargel <leodinusbarcq@vahoo.com > 
Date: October 25, 2016 at 6:44:10 PM PDT 
To: Steve Allison <steve@tilpr.com>
Subject: Letter for city hall
Reply-To: Cory Stargel <leodinusbarca@vahoo.com>

Hey Steve,

Here is the text for you to record on our behalf during the hearing:

As the homeowners at 5056 Highland View Ave and board members of the Eagle 
Rock Valley Historical Society, we are strongly opposed to the proposed 
demolition of the single family craftsman style bungalow at 5081 Highland View 
Ave. We feel that the demolition of this 1922 bungalow, which dates from the 
historically significant period of Eagle Rock cityhood (1911- 1923), would be a 
huge detriment to the historic character and charm of our street. All of the single 
family homes on this street date from this very important and vital historic period 
of Eagle Rock. The demolition of one of the homes would disrupt the historic 
fabric and aesthetic unity of our neighborhood.

The charm and beauty of the historic single family homes on our street are the 
reason we purchased a home here and they are what make our neighborhood 
great. We feel that the proposed development is grossly inappropriate both in 
style and scale, and would negatively impact the quality of life in our 
neighborhood. We are also opposed to the increase in traffic, pollution, noise, and 
parking issues that would accompany the proposed high density development.

Signed

Cory and Sarah Stargel
Board members of Eagle Rock Valley Historic Society
Authors of the books Early Los Angeles County Attractions, Early Downtown Los 
Angeles, and Vanishing Los Angeles County.
Homeowners of historic 5056 Highland View Ave.

Page 1 of 1

mailto:eodinusbarcq@vahoo.com
mailto:steve@tilpr.com
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'.y of Los Angeles Mail - 1922 Bungalow on Highland10/26/2016 «, Eagle Rock

J LA Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>CEECS

1922 Bungalow on Highland Avenue, Eagle Rock
1 message

Arlene Bernholtz <arlenebernholtz@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Arlene Bernholtz <arlenebernholtz@yahoo.com>
To: "jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org" <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Tue, Oct 25, 2016 at 11:12 PM

October 25, 2016

Attn: Jenna Monterrosa,

I would like to see the 1922 bungalow preserved. T oo often the history of the area 
disappears while many are willing to work to save the history for the future. 
Remember the road to the future is thru the past.
Sincerely,
Arlene E. Bernholtz, Charter Member Calabasas Las V irgenes Historical Society 
PO Box 8008 
Calabasas, CA 91372 
310+850+8508

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&q=highland&qs=true&search=query&thf8te5®fo043d9c&siml=15T9ec7b043d9c 1/1

mailto:arlenebernholtz@yahoo.com
mailto:arlenebernholtz@yahoo.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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City of Los Angeles ' - support for proposed 6-unit small lot subdivision at 81 Highlaed'WVe, case VTT74301-SL10/26/2016

I LAJ ■ SEECS Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>

support for proposed 6-unit small lot subdivision at 5081 Highland V iew Ave, case 
VTT-74301-SL
1 message

Abundant Housing <abundanthousingla@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Mon, Oct 24, 2016 at 7:49 PM

To whom it may concern,

Attached, please find our letter of support for the proposed 6-unit small lot subdivision at 5081 Highland View Ave, case 
VTT-74301-SL.

Best regards, 
Matt Dixon 
for AH LA

Abundant Housing LA
Housing for all

5081 Highland View letter.pdf
m 149K

1/1https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&q=74301&qs=true&search=query&th=157f9bdc50b18d50&siml=157f9bdc50b18d50

mailto:abundanthousingla@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&q=74301&qs=true&search=query&th=157f9bdc50b18d50&siml=157f9bdc50b18d50


Abundant Housing LA

October 24, 2016

Jenna Monterossa 

Department of City Planning 

City of Los Angeles 

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To whom it may concern,

We are writing to you to in support of the proposed 6-unit small lot subdivision at 5081 Highland View 

Ave, case VTT-74301-SL. We urge the city to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map for this project.

The greater Los Angeles region is facing a severe housing shortage. This project will provide much 

needed housing. By creating new housing in a desirable neighborhood, it will help to reduce issues of 

gentrification and displacement in other parts of the region. Abundant Housing LA believes that these 

housing challenges can only be addressed if everyone in the region does their part. The small lot 

subdivision ordinance is one of the best tools that LA has to increase the supply of housing. The city 

should be proud of the work it has done towards meeting our regional housing needs through small lot 

subdivisions, and should continue to encourage and facilitate these projects.

This project is in a good location for housing. It is just steps from frequent Metro bus service (Routes 81, 

83, and 180/181 on Colorado). In addition, many desirable neighborhood amenities such as retail are in 

easy walking and bicycling distance.

This project is a good project for Los Angeles and for the region. Again, we urge the city to approve the 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map for this project.

Best Regards,

z OH<7‘/vr
y

Josh Stephens 

11645 Chenault St #401 

Los Angeles 90049

Mark Vallianatos 

3591 Canada St 

Los Angeles 90065

Matt Dixon

620 W Wilson Ave Unit H 

Glendale 91203

Abundant Housing LA
Housing for all



'ity of Los Angeles Mail Letter of support for develop "'nt in Eagle Rock10/26/2016

'I LA
*P-rs» GEECS Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity .org>

4*5

Letter of support for development in Eagle Rock
Tom Wesley <tomwesley@live.com>
To: "jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org" cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Mon, Oct 24, 2016 at 12:50 PM

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

While undoubtedly you've received lots of vocal backlash against the project at 5081 HighlancfayMn 
Eagle Rock, I wanted to let you know that I support it. I am a resident of Eagle Rock and believe that 
the housing prices are way too high, caused in part by the NIMKtfi of residents and the lack of 
housing stock. It'd be lovely to have more homes in Eagle Rock so prices could come down and more 
working class families could aford to live in our fine city

Thank you kindly

Tom Wesley

1600 Campus Rd, F301, LA CA 90041

https://mail.google.eom/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&q=highland&qs=true&search=query&msg=157f83ec4fd69f37&siml=157f83ec4fd69f37 1/1

mailto:tomwesley@live.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
https://mail.google.eom/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&view=pt&q=highland&qs=true&search=query&msg=157f83ec4fd69f37&siml=157f83ec4fd69f37


10/20/2016 City of Los Angeles Mail -5081 Highland Vie " e

jJrGEECS Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>
m -

5081 Highland View Ave
1 message

Paul Vandeventer <paulv@communitypartners.org>
To: "jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org" cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Ms Monterrosa
My family lives in Eagle Rock. We believe the proposed development of the property at 5081 Highland View Ave., a 3- 
story, 6-unit building, is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood and therefore inappropriate. We object to 
random density imposed on neighborhoods like Eagle Rock diminish the character of the community. We would, 
therefore, like to register strong objection to the proposed development and ask that the City of LA respect the similar 
wishes of our many neighbors who also want to see neighborhood character preserved and enhanced.
Sincerely,

Thu, Oct 20, 2016 at 12:03 PM

Paul Vandeventer 
1743 Hill Drive 
Los Angeles CA 90041 
323-254-8150 h 
213-346-3201 w

https://mail.google.corrVmail/Li/1/?ui=2&ik=f07dd55e72&Vew=pt&search=inbox&th=157e379f071d43d0&sirrrl=157e379f071cl43d0 1/1

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:paulv@communitypartners.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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'V 2016 188 CE, hearing 10/16/16Cityof Los Angel ‘ail - petition against case No VTT-74301-SL, CEQA nc10/19/2016

fi* Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>OEECS

petition against case No VTT-74301-SL, CEQA no. ENV 2016 188 CE, hearing 
10/16/16
1 message

Tue, Oct 18, 2016 at 6:23 PMhilja keading <hiljakeading@gmail.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Dear Jenna-
I am in absolute opposition to the proposed demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave and building of 6 units on 
the property. Since I teach at UCR I am not able to attend any hearing in the mornings, but I sent a certified letter to you 
today. I am emailing to ask you to please be on the lookout for the letter. This email serves as my email opposition to 
the proposal, and I have copied the contents of the letter below.
Thank you.

Here is my official opposition to the proposed demolition and building:

Oct. 18, 2016

Los Angeles City Planning Department

Expedited Processing Section

200 North Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL

CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., and the construction, use, and 
maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 square foot lot with two parking spaces each. I am an educator and not 
able to attend meetings that are scheduled in the morning regarding this matter.

This neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and many homes are historically significant. 
Our home for instance, was the first home built on this block in 1908. People who live on this street wish to have a quiet 
neighborhood with homes that maintain it’s history and character. The proposed multi home units will add unwanted 
traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with these original craftsman homes or the small existing bungalows.

This is another instance of someone with a lot of capital coming in and destroying the character of a neighborhood by 
tearing down existing homes and building multiple units just to make money. Yet they do not live on the street they 
disrupt or suffer the consequences of added noise and congestion. People here work hard and many have multiple jobs 
in order to maintain their home and the quality of community. Most homeowners here spent their savings and invested

https ://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=28iik=f07dd55e72&vieMppt&q=74301&qs=true&search=quer>&th=157da89cd52a5ab5&siml=157da89cd52a5ab5 1/2

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:hiljakeading@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org


Hilja Reading
5076 Highland View Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90041

Oct. 18,2016

Los Angeles City Planning Department 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I am in serious opposition to the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View 
Ave., and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 9800 
square foot lot with two parking spaces each. I am an educator and not able to 
attend meetings that are scheduled in the morning regarding this matter.

This neighborhood is comprised of families and elderly community members and 
many homes are historically significant. Our home for instance, was the first home 
built on this block in 1908. People who live on this street wish to have a quiet 
neighborhood with homes that maintain it's history and character. The proposed 
multi home units will add unwanted traffic, noise, and will not be consistent with 
these original craftsman homes or the small existing bungalows.

This is another instance of someone with a lot of capital coming in and destroying 
the character of a neighborhood by tearing down existing homes and building 
multiple units just to make money. Yet they do not live on the street they disrupt or 
suffer the consequences of added noise and congestion. People here work hard and 
many have multiple jobs in order to maintain their home and the quality of 
community. Most homeowners here spent their savings and invested quite a bit to 
improve their homes because they liked this street as it is. If we had known that 
there would be construction of the multiple new units proposed we would not have 
purchased this home. We are not in a financial position to move, yet the new 
property owner is in a position to destroy the neighborhood.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing property and 
construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.

Feel free to contact me if you have any further questions. 
Yours Kindly,

Hilja Reading Q



Julie Shafer
5076 Highland View Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 90041

Oct. 18, 2016

Los Angeles City Planning Department 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles CA 90012

CASE No: VTT-74301-SL 
CEQA No: ENV-2016-1898-CE

Dear Planning Department:

I strongly oppose the demolition of the home at 5081 Highland View Ave., 
and the construction, use, and maintenance of six small lot homes on the 
9800 square foot lot with two parking spaces each. I live directly across 
the street from the proposed construction, and would be gravely affected 
should this be approved. I am a professor at Cal State Los Angeles, and 
teach during the scheduled meeting, and will not be able to attend in 
person to voice my concerns. This letter acts as my opposition.

Eagle Rock is known as a quiet neighborhood comprised of families and 
elderly community members and many homes are historically significant. 
Our home for instance, was the first home built on this block in 
1908. People who live on this street wish to have a quiet neighborhood, 
with homes that maintain the history and character of the architecture. The 
proposed multi home units will add unwanted traffic, noise, and will not be 
consistent with the original craftsman homes or the small bungalows.

People here work hard and many have multiple jobs in order to maintain 
their home and the quality of community. Most homeowners here spent 
their entire savings and invested quite a bit to improve their homes with the 
assumption that the neighborhood would stay as it is. We have personally 
spent a lot of money fixing up our home to maintain its craftsman 
character. If we had known a multi-unit building was going in across the 
street from us we would not have purchased this home. We are not in a 
financial position to move.

Please accept this official request to deny the demolition of existing 
property and construction of multiple new units at 5081 Highland View Ave.



Feel free to contact me if you have any further questions.

Yours Kindly,

ulie Shafer
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RESIDENT PETITION
TO

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978.1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6) small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot. Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident’s home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners (all within a 500' radius) are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
project @ 5081 Highland View Ave.
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RESIDENT PETITION
TO

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE# VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978,1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6) small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot. Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident's home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners (all within a 500' radius] are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
project @ 5081 Highland View Ave.
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CASE # VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978.1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6) small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot. Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident's home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners (all within a 500' radius] are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
project @ 5081 Highland View Ave.
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RESIDENT PETITION
TO

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978.1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6] small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot. Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident's home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners (all within a 500' radius] are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
$rojed£(9f5081 Highland View Ave.
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RESIDENT PETITION
TO

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978.1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6) small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident’s home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners (all within a 500' radius) are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
project @ 5081 Highland View Ave.
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RESIDENT PETITION
TO

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978.1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6} small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot. Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident's home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners (all within a 500’ radius) are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
project @ 5081 Highland View Ave.
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RESIDENT PETITION
TO

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978.1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6) small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot. Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident’s home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners (all within a 500' radius] are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
project @ 5081 Highland View Ave.
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RESIDENT PETITION
TO

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
CASE # VTT-74301-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2016-1898-CE 
10/20/2016

TO: Jenna Monterrosa
213.978.1377 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
LA City Hall 10/28/16 
200 N. Spring St. room 1020 
LA, CA 90012

We the residents of Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris strongly do not want the 
single-family home at 5081 Highland View Ave. demolished with the intent to create 
(6) small lot homes on a 9,800 square-foot lot. Even as suggested, with (2) parking 
spaces per unit, this project would harm both the quality of life due to further 
parking congestion on our streets. Furthermore, this project would diminish, the 
property value of every resident's home on both Highland View Ave. and Glen Iris 
due to the height of the proposed project and loss of aesthetic value in regards to the 
inappropriate size of such a structure on a street that is a majority of single family 
bungalow homes.

All of the signatures below of individual homeowners [all within a 500' radius) are 
strongly opposed to applicant; KEVEIN WRONSKE, HIGHLAND VIEW HOMES, LLC 
project @ 5081 Highland View Ave.
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This petition has collected 
139 signatures
using the online tools at iPetitions.com

Printed on 2016-10-26
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Conserve Historic 1922 Home in Eagle Rock

About this petition

This charming 1922 California bungalow at 5081 Highland View Avenue (between Colorado and 
Chickasaw) is registered to be demolished to build six (6) small lot contemporary town homes. The 
buildings will be approximately 3 stories tall, including parking for each home underneath. This 
original 4 bedroom, 2 bath home was built when Eagle Rock was its own city, before it joined Los 
Angeles in 1923. The home is currently 1,749 square feet. The proposed buildings will utilize the 
entire 9,800 square foot lot. Please help us conserve this home, which has historic significance to 
Eagle Rock as well as the charming aesthetic we know and love in our community.

ATTEND THE HEARING: This Wednesday, October 26th at 10am at City Hall 200 North Spring 
Street Room 1020 Los Angeles, CA 90012.

CITY CONTACT: Email jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org or you can write a letter now to: LA City 
Planning Dept. Expedited Processing Section, 200 North Spring Street, Room 763, Los Angeles 
90012, Attn: Jenna Monterrosa.
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Signatures

on 2016-10-24 17:56:30Name: Johnny DeVilla 
Comments:

1.

on 2016-10-24 17:59:082. Name: Heather Hope-Allison 
Comments: Spread the word!

on 2016-10-24 18:02:34Name: Carrie Hansen 
Comments:

3.

Name: Elizabeth morales 
Comments: Keep the home... keep family town alone... no more building!!

on 2016-10-24 18:03:554.

Name: Martha Quesada 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:07:235.

on 2016-10-24 18:08:116. Name: K Cisneros 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:08:39Name: Jessica Torres 
Comments:

7.

on 2016-10-24 18:11:028. Name: Ellen R 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:12:289. Name: Mitch Durette
Comments: Preserving these historical houses over profit from multi-units should be a 
priority for this community. Especially when the occupancy rate in LA is as low as it is.

10. Name: Kathryn Regan 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:13:24

Name: Jim Freeman 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:16:1411.

on 2016-10-24 18:16:53Name: Stephen Allison 
Comments: I live on this street and have talked to all the residents... there is not one that

12.

supports this project and all the problems it would create outside of the historical 
significance of the home itself.

Name: Miry whitehill
Comments: Thank you for this campaign to protect our historical buildings in ER!

on 2016-10-24 18:20:2413.
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Name: Natalie Quezada 
Comments: Concern of turning our home town into a downtown,not OK :\

on 2016-10-24 18:22:2114.

Name: Denise Castro 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:23:3215.

Name: Luis Montenegro 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:25:3416.

Name: Jennifer Baloian 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:34:5117.

Name: Hilja keading 
Comments: I oppose demolition and construction; too much congestion, it is am 
historically significant home, and totally disrupts our quiet enjoyment

on 2016-10-24 18:37:4318.

Name: Nancy Grubb 
Comments: We should preserve our history

on 2016-10-24 18:40:4319.

20. Name: gabrielle dicke 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:40:48

Name: Liam Roth 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:42:4921.

Name: Anna Lapin 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 18:46:0022.

Name: Brooke Millis
Comments: Im tired of seeing beautiful homes, like this one, getting destroyed so ugly 
apartments can go up... we are way to over populated in this town.

on 2016-10-24 19:20:5523.

on 2016-10-24 19:27:09Name: Nikolaus Hoffman 
Comments: This type of development is totally innapropriate for the neighborhood.

24.

Name: Cecily Frank 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 19:46:3425.

Name: Rafael M 
Comments:

26. on 2016-10-24 19:51:34
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27. Name: Kattya izquierdo on 2016-10-24 20:01:28 
Comments:

Name: daniel leist
Comments: No more modern buildings! At least have some sort of architectural rules 
regarding how ugly the buildings are. Those cookie cutter blocks are horrible

on 2016-10-24 20:03:3928.

29. on 2016-10-24 20:06:29Name: April Mendoza 
Comments:

Name: Steve Thompson 
Comments: Save this historic house!

on 2016-10-24 20:07:0130.

on 2016-10-24 20:08:2031. Name: Sarah Bucolic 
Comments:

32. Name: Jennifer Root
Comments: Eagle Rock is starting to look like any other neighborhood in America. After 
the continual tear downs and modern complex build ups, we will lose our history and 
uniqueness and just become another overcrowded, traffic-bound, ugly suburb.

on 2016-10-24 20:12:31

Name: Gian Schwehr 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 20:28:1933.

Name: Michael Carroll 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 20:31:1734.

35. Name: Rachel Estrada 
Comments: Please don't allow for small lot development to erode the character of our 
neighborhood!

on 2016-10-24 20:40:29

Name: Dave Rogers on 2016-10-24 20:56:31 
Comments:

36.

Name: Melanie Willing 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 21:06:5137.

38. Name: Mark Hermogeno on 2016-10-24 21:18:41 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 21:40:2639. Name: Christa wagner 
Comments:
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40. Name: Julie Harris
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 21:56:43

Name: Christopher Vapenik 
Comments: I would greatly appreciate not having another apartment complex in my 
neighborhood.

on 2016-10-24 22:12:5741.

on 2016-10-24 22:28:0742. Name: Mary morano 
Comments:

Name: Kimberly Vazquez 
Comments:

on 2016-10-24 22:42:1443.

Name: Sylvia Aguirre 
Comments: Please preserve this house

on 2016-10-24 23:20:2244.

Name: Jessica
Comments: please preserve the culture of or city and neighborhoods.

on 2016-10-24 23:34:0345.

Name: Julie Shafer
Comments: There are historically significant homes on this street. The developers initially 
tried to buy multiple homes in a row, so they could build a large cluster of these three- 
story buildings, which would span most of the block.

on 2016-10-24 23:36:3646.

Name: Nahara Zazueta 
Comments: We need to keep our history alive and not demolish beautiful homes.

on 2016-10-24 23:37:4447.

on 2016-10-25 00:01:3348. Name: Suzanne Freeman 
Comments:

Name: Paulina Gras 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 00:02:1349.

Name: Matt Cowan
Comments: We live a few streets over and six town homes will congest the already 
strapped street parking plus this is a amazing example of the architecture and character 
Eagle Rock is interested in preserving. Do not demolish this amazing home!

on 2016-10-25 00:04:5050.

on 2016-10-25 00:08:1551. Name: Nicole Russell 
Comments:

Name: Kristyan M Kouri 
Comments: We need to preserve the history of our City!!! And we need to preserve its

on 2016-10-25 00:11:0452.
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character. Tearing down old houses to build modern town homes destroys the character 
and charm of our city.

Name: David Heimerl 
Comments: Maintain Old Los Angeles craftsman charm!

on 2016-10-25 00:19:0653.

Name: jacci den hartog 
Comments: preserve single family homes in Eagle Rock!

on 2016-10-25 00:20:4254.

Name: Mary Anne Balleza 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 00:33:0555.

on 2016-10-25 00:36:48Name: J Morris 
Comments:

56.

Name: Richard Heimerl 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 00:38:3857.

on 2016-10-25 00:48:4658. Name: Nancy Robbins 
Comments: Preserve this historic building and the charm that makes Eagle Rock unique.

Name: Sant Khalsa 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 00:54:4359.

Name: Tony Shipley 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 01:13:3660.

Name: Cristi Lyon on 2016-10-25 01:27:03 
Comments: Inappropriate development

61.

Name: Libby Wilkison 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 01:44:4562.

Name: Mady Schutzman 
Comments: Please do not demolish a historical 1922 California bungalow in Eagle Rock. 
Eagle Rock wants to preserve its heritage and community.

63. on 2016-10-25 01:51:02

Name: Amy sloboda 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 01:55:3364.

on 2016-10-25 02:09:0565. Name: Nancy Enriquez 
Comments:

i
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on 2016-10-25 02:27:3466. Name: I van leer
Comments: A three story structure will be out of scale with the neighborhood fabric of 
single family dwellings. Inappropriate scale in this location!

Name: Carlos chiffer 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 02:45:3567.

Name: CS Wood 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 02:56:5268.

Name: Marya Alford 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 03:14:2869.

Name: Lindsey Lopez on 2016-10-25 03:18:07 
Comments:

70.

Name: JUDITH D GRIMES 
Comments: We need some beauty in the world. Please leave this great home right where 
it is.

on 2016-10-25 03:55:1171.

Name: Linda Shafer
Comments: Preserve the unique community and charm of Eagle Rock. Craftsman homes 
are works of art and need to be protected

on 2016-10-25 04:02:4372.

Name: Valeria Leininger 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 04:06:1573.

Name: Shaun Newton 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 04:10:5074.

75. Name: Mia Williams 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 04:27:55

76. Name: JAMES SHAFER 
Comments: We need to preserve the unique and special charm of this and other homes 
in Eagle Rock.

on 2016-10-25 05:11:45

Name: Nancy hopkins 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 06:36:0877.

Name: Casey Luna on 2016-10-25 07:31:3678.
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Comments:

Name: Sabrina Grimes 
Comments: We do not need any more overcrowding in Eagle Rock. 
Keep the single family home.

on 2016-10-25 12:58:0079.

Name: Kathleen Brennan 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 13:30:2980.

Name: James Arredondo 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 13:59:4381.

Name: Steven Rosenthal 
Comments: Preserve history. Once its gone our children will never know it.

on 2016-10-25 14:09:0682.

83. Name: Nicole Fiorentino 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 14:36:46

84. Name: Alice Wood 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 17:19:25

on 2016-10-25 17:31:3885. Name: Joanne 
Comments:

Name: Lindsay Shafer 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 17:45:3886.

Name: Osman Shariff 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 18:56:5387.

Name: Alayna Neelin 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 19:10:2388.

Name: cynthia herrera 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 19:59:1389.

Name: Kate Wolf 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 20:25:4090.

Name: Brendan Sullivan 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 22:20:1391.
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92. on 2016-10-25 22:59:31Name: Denise Johnson
Comments:

Name: Millie Wilson 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 23:11:4893.

on 2016-10-25 23:47:57Name: Eric Warren 
Comments:

94.

Name: Patrick 
Comments:

on 2016-10-25 23:53:3195.

Name: Maria Basaldu 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 00:27:1396.

Name: Lois Kern 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 03:39:3797.

on 2016-10-26 03:49:2698. Name: JoAnn Anderson 
Comments: Preserve the history and charm of Eagle Rock!! Don't give in to greed and 
over development.

Name: Sarah Stargel on 2016-10-26 04:42:04 
Comments: Preserve the historic homes of Eagle Rock!

99.

100. Name: Cory Stargel
Comments: We need to preserve the history of our street and the history of our city!

on 2016-10-26 04:42:41

Name: Jacqueline Cavanagh 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 05:01:26101.

on 2016-10-26 05:06:23102. Name: Lisa Karahalios 
Comments: Zoning states that the minimum lot size is 5000 sq. ft.. This lot qualifies for 
one house. Why do some applicants get approval for variances and others don't? 
Someone is being bought off. Developers should not be given carte blanche todestroy the 
quality of life of the neighbors of this property. They bought their houses in good faith that 
it was a residential neighborhidd, not a high density zone.

103. on 2016-10-26 05:11:45Name: Jeane harris 
Comments: Please save this beautiful, historic home!!!

on 2016-10-26 05:15:17104. Name: yvonne 
Comments:
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Name: Katie Taylor
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 05:22:36105.

Name: Robert Jones 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 05:28:30106.

on 2016-10-26 05:32:34107. Name: Becky Patel 
Comments:

Name: Julia Nukaya on 2016-10-26 05:38:26 
Comments:

108.

Name: Jeremy on 2016-10-26 05:39:42 
Comments:

109.

on 2016-10-26 05:49:22110. Name: Rosalva Perdomo 
Comments:

Name: Peter Helenek 
Comments: Over development is not acceptable in a place like Eagle Rock.

on 2016-10-26 05:56:41111.

Name: Joan Mason Crawford 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 06:04:04112.

on 2016-10-26 06:07:57113. Name: Pamela wegner 
Comments:

Name: Mark Whitney on 2016-10-26 06:11:02
Comments: Why don't they tear down one of the many terrible homes around Eagle 
Rock? Better yet, why don't they build something where those abandoned pillars are on 
Colorado.

114.

on 2016-10-26 06:13:39115. Name: Jennifer Pitt 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 06:21:31116. Name: Melody Peterson 
Comments: This teardown business has become a creeping menace in Eagle Rock.
What can we do on a larger scale?

Name: Kathy Dupree on 2016-10-26 06:48:47
Comments: Do not like the sound of this at all. There has to be some ordinance against

117.
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this sort of building.

Name: Karie Prescott
Comments: I am sickened by all the recent tear downs in our sweet city, including one of 
my all time favorite houses on Hill for the last 17 years...it's now GONE with a monstrosity 
built in its place. This has to stop.

on 2016-10-26 06:54:20118.

Name: Margaret Arnold 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 08:06:34119.

Name: Lori Holloway on 2016-10-26 10:18:11 
Comments:

120.

121. Name: Bart Boydston 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 12:22:15

Name: Keith Sellers 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 12:35:32122.

Name: Jennifer Ford 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 13:02:50123.

Name: Mylene Keipp 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 13:13:30124.

125. Name: Jude Pauli 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 13:20:52

126. Name: Tassie parker 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 13:21:25

Name: Bob Arranaga 
Comments: No high density small lot three story buildings in this area.

on 2016-10-26 13:36:10127.

Name: Chris Willman 
Comments:

128. on 2016-10-26 14:05:00

Name: Don Sharpe 
Comments:

on 2016-10-26 14:08:30129.

Name: Kim Fay on 2016-10-26 14:13:39
Comments: The city of Los Angeles must protect the treasures of its past. All around. L.A.

130.
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is beginning to look like every big city in America with its mixed-use condos and generic 
town homes. L.A. has a rich architectural heritage the deserves to be preserved.

on 2016-10-26 14:31:28131. Name: Alicia Nakata 
Comments: Please do not demolish this home!

Name: Rosario Lopez on 2016-10-26 14:45:14 
Comments:

132.

Name: Sally Peterson 
Comments: Yes do not demolistion!!!!

on 2016-10-26 14:46:50133.

on 2016-10-26 14:52:14Name: Christine hine 
Comments:

134.

on 2016-10-26 14:52:34135. Name: Emily James 
Comments:

Name: Vicki Ray 
Comments: Please don't demolish this part of our city's history!

on 2016-10-26 15:01:16136.

Name: james radon
Comments: Eagle Rock must retain its history and not become what so much of city has 
turned into. There must be an end to this destruction at least in the neighborhoods that 
have been seriously impacted.

on 2016-10-26 15:09:41137.

Name: Teresa Delgado on 2016-10-26 15:28:00
Comments: Developers tried to do similar plan on Mount Royal. Street residents fought 
hard to defeat it.

138.

Name: Elizabeth Costello 
Comments: enough! our Eastside can't handle anymore. Too much too fast and no 
concern for history or current residents.

on 2016-10-26 15:34:45139.

i
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10/24/2016 '!ty of Los Angeles Mail - Letter of support for de\«1opme Eagle Rock

1 LA 
GEECS Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Letter of support for development in Eagle Rock
1 message

Tom Wesley <tomwesley@live.com>
To: "jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org" <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Mon. Oct 24, 2016 at 12:50 PM

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

While undoubtedly you've received lots of vocal backlash against the project at 5081 Highland Way in 
Eagle Rock, I wanted to let you know that I support it. I am a resident of Eagle Rock and believe that 
the housing prices are way too high, caused in part by the NIMBYism of residents and the lack of 
housing stock. It'd be lovely to have more homes in Eagle Rock so prices could come down and more 
working class families could afford to live in our fine city.

Thank you kindly,

Tom Wesley

1600 Campus , F301, LA CA 90041

https://mail.goog le.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ikFf07dd55e72&view=pt&search=inbox&th=157fl33ec4fd69ra7&siml=157B3ec4fd69f37 1/1

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:tomwesley@live.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
https://mail.goog


EAGLE ROCK
NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA erneExecutive Committee
eagle rock neighborhood council

Lisa Kable Blanchard, President 
Cyndi Otteson, Vice President 

Miry Whitehill, Treasurer 
Pat Niessen, Communications 

Matt Hemingway, Secretary 
David Greene, Immediate Past President

P.O. Box 41652 
Los Angeles, CA 90041my

WWW.ERNC.LA
tNEa@ERNC-M

August 23, 2016

Phillip Bazan
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
phillip.bazan@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Bazan,

This letter regards Case VTT-74301-SL, 5081 N HIGHLAND VIEW AVE, 6 SMALL LOTS. Please place 
it in the case file, and please acknowledge receipt of this letter to: info@ernc.la

At its meeting on August 2, 2016, the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council (ERNC) voted unanimously to 
recommend approval of the applicant’s requests, subject to the following conditions:

- Require applicant to replace (not repair) entire sidewalk fronting property, to L.A. City 

standards.

■ Install one 24-inch box tree to parkway for at least every 30 feet of frontage, subject to 

City of LA Urban Forestry regulations.

This case was heard both at the Land Use and Planning Committee of the ERNC, and at our full board 
meeting, where community members had a chance to speak on the application and hear from the 
applicant. As with all ERNC recommendations, we hope that the Planning Dept will consider it with the 
care and attention that we put into all of our decisions.

Respectfully,

David Greene
Immediate Past President and Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee 
Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council

cc:
Office of Councilmember Josd Huizar 
The Eagle Rock Association

http://WWW.ERNC.LA
mailto:phillip.bazan@lacity.org
mailto:info@ernc.la


VTT-74301-SL-1A

Exhibit F 
Site Photos



SITE PICTURE INDEX
5084+ 5081 N HIGHLAND VIEW AVENUE 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90041

VTT-74301-SL-1A Site Photos
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