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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:

□ Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission pi City Council

iITTM

Atou io, _____________________

□ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number:

Project Address:

Final Date to Appeal:

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner

El 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

TD|\on>Appellant s name (print):

MA.Company:

CAWT7i^L'TZT}\
Mailing Address:

Zip: ilQkCity: State:

Telephone: E-mail:

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

■pT Self

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

3, REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

□ Other:

& No□ Yes

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

Zip:City: State:

Telephone:
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4, JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

M EntireIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? □ Part 

0 No□ 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

• 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 -ieation are complete and true:

Appellant Signature: Date:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFO ION

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

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
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.

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 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 (0SC Planner): Date:

89. oc 4//0//7Jauw
Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:

□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)Determination authority notified
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April 10,2017

Department of City Planning 
Major Projects Section 
Attn: Milenna Zasadzien 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351 
VanNuys, CA 91401

RE: Justification of Appeal of March 30, 2017, City Planning Commission approval of Andora 
Subdivision, VTTM 73427, CEQA ENV-2014-3995-EIR

Dear Sirs:

I am writing as a concerned citizen, as an expert in equine disaster care and management, 
and as an individual who would be severely impacted by this proposed project to appeal the City 
Planning Commission’s approval of the “Andora Subdivision Project” located at 9503 N. Andora 
Place, in Chatsworth (hereafter referred to as “The Project”) and the related Environmental 
Impact Report. This property has been the site of proposed development before, however, there 
are logistical and market-driven reasons why prior owners of the property did not develop it. A 
common thread between the current proposal and past are impacts to the community and 
environment.

1 object to the City’s approval of zone changes, Equine Keeping District, ZA 
determination to allow retaining wall height up to 13 feet, and to allow four retaining walls on 
one lot for the project. The project would create an unimaginable hazard for horses and residents 
in the area. It would severely impact local residents in the area of development, destroy their 
quality of life, and represent a potential health hazard. Finally, alternatives to the proposed 
project have neither been investigated nor considered. The decision makes in the project abused 
their discretion by not considering these issues prior to approval of the Project.

HAZARD TO HORSES AND RESIDENTS

I am an equine veterinarian of 34 years’ experience. I served for two years on the 
Welfare Committee of the American Association of Equine Practitioners. I am trained in equine 
disaster management, and have taught courses on the subject at the University of California, 
Davis. I have developed programs for, and trained Los Angeles and Riverside County Animal 
Welfare Personnel in. equine welfare. I am routinely called into equine disaster situations by 
Los Angeles County Animal Welfare personnel; for example, in 2016, I assisted LA County 
Fire, Police, and Animal Welfare personnel with horses in the Calabasas Fire and Sand Canyon 
Fires (where I sadly had to put one horse to sleep). I am thoroughly invested, both professionally 
and personally, in equine welfare, and disaster planning and management.



The Project is in an area of high fire danger, as noted by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department. The area has already had at least one major fire, most recently in 2008. I live at 
9615 Andora Ave., in Chatsworth, and vividly recall the firetrucks parked across from my home, 
and at the end of the street, and the helicopter drops a few hundred feet from my home.

Quite simply, had an evacuation been necessary in 2008, it would have been very 
difficult to leave. The area has only one egress point, Andora Ave., a 40-foot-wide rood. People 
were pouring into the area to see the fire up close, rendering prompt evacuation essentially 
impossible. It was a danger to everyone

The developer of the Project paid one resident for an easement on his property, and 
proposes to build an 18-foot-wide emergency access road, down a steep grade, with several 
hairpin turns, in hopes of allowing adequate egress for 33 additional homes, as well as resident 
horses. The proposed project, “Would involve the construction of an equestrian-oriented 
residential community along two new residential streets extending from the current terminus of 
Andora Avenue.'’ For this proposed community, the developer has proposed an emergency 
Access Road with several 90 degree turns, a possible slope of 17-20 degrees, with large 
protected rocks blocking the road, with 18 to 18.5 width maximum. The proposed road does not 
meet the required width standard in this area per fire department regulations. In a disaster, the 
steepness of the grade at certain points, road width, and turning radii would be a death trap for 
people and horses. It is barely possible for two pickup trucks to pass on an 18-foot-wide road. 
Two vehicles pulling horse trailers could not pass each other on the road as designed, much less 
negotiate hairpin turns. One vehicle with a horse trailer could not pass a firetruck coming in the 
other direction.

In disasters, the ability to move people in and out of the area is critical. The project, as 
designed, fails to provide a reasonable secondary access in an area in which egress is already 
inadequate. Adding 33 additional homes into a crowded development, plus an unknown number 
of horses would create a danger to everyone. In addition, the Andora Estates project essential 
redefines equine-keeping standards for all of Chatsworth. Why should the developer be allowed 
to effectively nullify meaningful horse-keeping standards? Where has there been any indication 
given that the developer has actually considered horses, as opposed to simply adding them as 
window dressing in order to get approval for the development?

It is inconceivable that this project is even being considered with such an obviously 
inadequate ingress and egress. At the very least, no grading on this project should be allowed 
until the fire department and civil engineers have done an on-site visit and have issues a very 
specific letter addressing concerns, and about the conditions that they find. The limitations in the 
easement conditions must be assessed PRIOR to any grading (not at the end of the project, as we 
have been told would be done).
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THE DEVELOPMENT ITSELF

Andora Ave. is a mature neighborhood, with large lots, and single family homes of 
unique and individual character. The proposed development is completely out of character with 
the local neighborhood.

The current project proposes to add 33 homes (in its current iteration) in a cluster that 
would be completely unlike anything in the area. It adds almost half of the number of homes as 
exist in the area (71) in approximately 1/5 the space. Add to that issues of light pollution in the 
wildlife corridor, lack of sufficient wildlife corridor, a failure to adhere to the Plummer/Valley 
Circle Scenic Corridor Plan, and a failure to comply with the Baseline Hillside Ordinance, and 
one can legitimately wonder how this plan can be considered for approval at all.

The development that has been presented represents a logical fallacy known as a “false 
dilemma.” The developer initially presented a really terrible plan involving 44 homes, massive 
amounts of grading, huge retaining walls, no egress, etc. As an alternative, he presented the 
current, merely terrible, plan.

What has not been considered is alternative “good” plans. For example, why not 
consider a development with larger lots, far fewer homes, much less grading, and no walls?
Why is in necessary to provide waiver after waiver, allow construction of massive walls that 
exceed current allowances, ignore existing ordinances, and go through all sorts of regulatory 
contortions in order to allow a project that is so obviously flawed? Why not request that the 
developer submit a plan that conforms with the area, and at the same time does not require so 
much destruction of the land?

IMPACT ON LOCAL RESIDENTS

Finally, while there has been an environmental impact report, and proposed (albeit 
inadequate) mitigations, there is no consideration made for local residents whose lives will be 
disrupted for years by this development. This development puts local residents in the middle of 
a massive construction project with attendant dust, grading, noise, and itinerant workers. It 
creates traffic congestion. It will devalue properties at least during the construction period, and 
make it virtually impossible for residents to sell their properties if they desire to do so. Where is 
any proposal for mitigation of the impact on local residents? If a road were being built, and land 
taken by imminent domain, the impacted residents would be reimbursed. The developer stands 
to make millions and millions of dollars if this project is approved, but is that the only 
consideration? The rights of the individuals already in the area to peace and security must be 
considered in this project.



In summary, the proposed development would be disastrous for the local area, on many 
fronts. It would create a hazardous situation for residents, and put horses in the development at 
risk. It would destroy scenery, including protected heritage oaks, impede movement of wildlife, 
be at total odds with pre-existing development, decrease air quality, increase the likelihood of 
water damage and flooding, threaten the safety of residents and their animals, and add a huge 
traffic burden. It would severely impact the lives of local residents. There is simply no way for 
this project to proceed in a way that is consistent with safe, responsible and environmentally 
sustainable development, for people, for animals, or for the local landscape.

Sincerely,

,C'r

y

David W. Ramey, DVM 
9615 Andora Ave. 
Chatsworth, CA 91311 
(818)512-3123

W/0//7


