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Posted in group: Clerk-PLUM-Committee

To whom it may concern,

i have just become aware of this upcoming meeting.

As an affected neighbor of the proposed project on Etiwanda Avenue 5701 {Case: CPC-2016-4117-GPA- 
VZC,) I request the opportunity to speak in regard to the potential issues facing our community.

I would also like to directly submit documents explaining such issues to the interested parties (see 
attached PDF files)

Regards,

David Herrera

Sent from Outlook
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April 25, 2017

Mr. Oliver Netburn 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801

Re: Rebuttal of Appeal Recommendation Report 
Case: VT-74583-SL-1A 
Related Case: CPC -2016-4117-GPA-VZC 
Address: 5701 Etiwanda Avenue, Tarzana, CA 91356

Dear Mr. Netburn,

In response to the recommended actions noted on the above-mentioned document, and in addition to the 
general and specific objections to the zoning change described on my letter dated March 6, 2017, the 
neighborhood rebuts the following items outlined in such document:

1. The mitigated negative declaration is inadequate

A. Aesthetics

Appellant:

1) Perceptually and physically, it is incorrect that the maximum building height will be less than 45 
feet. As proposed, each of the 16 units has a fairly large stairway/terrace roof that occupies about 
1/3 of the area of each unit. In addition to this, such stairway/terrace roof extends almost 
throughout the whole length of each of the units. When viewed from any angle on the street, the 
massing of the building will be perceived as a block that has a height of 46 feet 9 inches. This 
building mass envelope will actually be taller than the adjoining 4 story buildings in the 
corresponding street corner.
This project will actually degrade the existing visual character of the site.
Moreover, although quite a few of the adjacent lots are zoned as R-3, most of their corresponding 
buildings are 2 stories high. In addition, most these R-3 zoned lots are large enough to 
accommodate higher density without disruption of scale and open space. The proposed 
development does not fit appropriately in such a small infill lot. It creates significant bulk even 
when granted regular code exemptions.

B. Land use and Planning

Appellant:

1) The proposed project will alter the scale and character of the neighborhood.
It is incorrect that the proposed project will be similar to other developments in the area. As 
mentioned above, adjacent lots of similar size are zoned RD3-1 and RD2-1 and are 2 to 3 stories 
in height. The 4 story R-3 buildings in this neighborhood (on the corner of Etiwanda and Collins) 
are actually an anomaly, not the norm, in a consistent low medium residential neighborhood.
The staff response mentions that “only the RD3 zone is found in the immediate area, but would 
nevertheless permit a project at the same mass a height as the proposed project, albeit at a 
reduced density." Why then is not a compatible RD3 zone being proposed? Why maximize 
density and disrupt the scale and character of the neighborhood?

2)

C. Recreation
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Appellant: '

1) Why would the appellant need to provide substantial evidence to support the fact that the “party- 
decks" will impact the privacy of adjacent properties when the City is currently addressing this 
privacy disruption on the Small Lot Ordinance upcoming revised documents?
How do any regulations applicable to rooftop decks reduce the impact on adjacent properties in 
this particular case?

D. Transportation/Traffic 

Appellant:

1) Parking and pedestrian safety are major concerns in this neighborhood corner. There is no 
availability of parking at any time. There is no street preferential parking, traffic lights, or 
pedestrian cross walks. Traffic is congested at peak hours and any neighbor that lives in this area 
suffers from this issue and from the permanent risk of accidents.

2) 4 guest parking spaces seem to correspond to an inadequate ratio. Moreover, the space 
allocated for such parking spaces seem to leave no open space or areas for trash/recycling.

E. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Appellant:

1) Based on only he items mentioned above, the project will have a significant impact on the 
neighborhood. Aesthetics and traffic/parking issues alone will create disruption.

2. The zone change along with the subdivision is inappropriate

Appellant:

1) We understand that the proposed zone change needs final approval from the City Planning 
Commission and the City Council; but such case (No.CPC-2016-4117-GPA-VZC) is directly 
related to this case assumptions; and all proceedings indicate that the Department of City . 
Planning is already advising overall approval based on the proposed building design.

2) The Small Lot Ordinance provides more leeway in terms of setbacks and other zoning issues that 
affect the allowable increase of density.

3. Conditions and Findings in the Letter of Determination

A. Conditions

Appellant:

1) Regarding Conditions 15,16, and 17, the appellant questions not the processes per se, but the 
approval of items that do not comply with general zoning and building codes. The purpose for the 
disregard of specific code rules and regulations seems to provide maximum and unique privileges 
to maximize the density and footprint of the proposed development, which when in conjunction to 
all the issues mentioned above, negatively affect the scale and character of the neighborhood.

B. Findings 

Appellant:

1) We understand that the proposed zone change needs final approval from the City Planning 
Commission and the City Council; but such case (No.CPC-2016-4117-GPA-VZC) is directly 
related to this case assumptions; and all proceedings indicate that the Department of City 
Planning is already advising overall approval based on the proposed building design.
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March 6, 2017

Case VTT-74583-SU CPC -2016-4117-GPA-VZC
5701 Etiwanda Avenue 
Tarzana, CA 91356

Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration Comments

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

In general terms, mandatory findings of significance (besides Biological Resources) should 
include the following categories: Aesthetics, Land Use and Planning, Recreation, and 
T ransportation/T raffic.

I- Aesthetics

c. The project will have a potential significant impact

It will potentially degrade the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings.

(see attached comments at end of document)

X. Land use and Planning

b. The project will have a potential significant impact.

It will potentially conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance (adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect.

Changing the Zone Change from RA-1 to (T)(Q)R3-1, and implementing the Small Lot Homes 
Ordinance at the same time, will dramatically alter the scale and character of the existing 
neighborhood.
Let’s also take into account that the property is subject to the Baseline Mansionization 
Ordinance.

(see attached comments at end of document)

XV. Recreation

b. The project will have a potential significant impact.

It will potentially include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
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Each of the proposed 16 dwelling units include a large rooftop deck with an attached 
stairway/mechanical enclosure that substantially project above the allowable 45 ft. height limit. 
These features have become typically become “party-decks" that also infringe on the privacy of 
the immediate neighbors. In addition, with the lack of HOA regulations, these spaces could 
potentially be added on with roofs, canopies, umbrellas, etc.; which will contribute to the 
perception of a much taller building(s)

(see attached comments at end of document)

XVI. Transportation/Traffic

a. The project will have a potential significant impact.

It will potentially conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.

Not included in the report is the lack of available off-site parking throughout the neighborhood 
area. Not addressed either is the heavy impact of existing traffic at the corner of Etiwanda 
Avenue and Collins Avenue.

(see attached comments at end of document)

XIX. Mandatory Findings of Significance

b. The project will have a potential significant impact.

it will have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulative considerable (“cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects 
of probable future projects)

This massive development will have a negative impact on the quality of the existing residential 
fabric, the character and integrity of the neighborhood, real estate property values, access to 
light, air, ventilation, automobile traffic, parking, as well as utilities and services.
Its bulk, size, articulation, and setback locations will be detrimental to its location at the corner of 
Etiwanda Avenue and Collins Avenue.

(see attached comments at end of document)
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March 6, 2017

Case VTT-74583-SL/ CPC -2016-4117-GPA-VZC
5701 Etiwanda Avenue 
Tarzana, CA91356

Proposed Project Description

Proposed project wili demolish existing family dwelling and subdivide its 2 existing 
corresponding Sots for the construction of 16 Small Lot Homes (per City of Los Angeles Small 
Lot Ordinance No. 176354)

Introduction

This massive development will have a negative impact on the quality of the existing residential 
fabric, the character and integrity of the neighborhood, real estate property values, access to 
light and air, automobile traffic, parking, as well as utilities and services.

Background and Precedent Development Case Study

18245 Burbank Boulevard at Etiwanda Avenue Developmenta)

This development approved by the City of Los Angeles in 2002 raises legitimate 
concerns about the impact of zoning and building variances with the resulting 
consequence of buildings of lesser quality development, and their negative impact on 
the quality and value of the urban environment.
Having to live with an eyesore of a building in our neighborhood should force us to 
consider carefully any proposed development that alters the scale and appearance of 
the street frontage, the public realm, and the devaluation of property real estate values, 
(see pages 6 and 7)

5688 Etiwanda Avenue and 18300 Collins Avenue Developmentsb)

Both these developments are 4 story buildings that were built without much concern for 
open space requirements (5668 Etiwanda being built around 1990; and 18300 Collins 
being built around 1980)
These buildings already crowd and loom over the corner of Etiwanda Avenue and 
Collins Avenue where the project in question is being proposed.
This intersection of collector streets also suffers from traffic and parking congestion as 
explained further below.

Existing Zoning Conditions

The 2 lots of the property in question are zoned as an RA-1 classification. The 2 lots have a 
combined area of approximately 19,337.50 square ft.
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Such classification currently allows for one single family residential dwelling with a minimum 
area per dwelling of 17,500 square ft.; a maximum height of 45 ft.; and in general terms, a front 
setback of 20% of lot depth/25 feet maximum; a side setback of 10 ft. or 10% of lot width; and a 
rear setback of 25% of the lot/25 ft. maximum.

Proposed Zoning Changes

The proposed project intends not only to change the existing single family lot(s) into a dense R3 
multifamily zone area; but it also intends to make use of the City of Los Angeles Small Lot 
Ordinance to increase even more the allowable buildable area of the development:

a) An R3 rezoning classification would allow for a multifamily residential building with a 
minimum area per dwelling of 800 square ft.; a maximum height of 45 ft.; and in general 
terms, a front setback of 15 ft.; a side setbacks of 5 ft. plus 1 ft. for each story over the 
2nd story; and a rear setback 15 ft.

An R3 multiple dwelling zoning also needs to comply with Open Space requirements (for 
six or more residential units) per LAMC Section 12.21G. In general, usable open space 
requirements dictate that new construction shall provide 175 square ft. of area for each 
unit having more than 3 habitable rooms.
Moreover, parking areas, including access aisles, driveways, and required front and side 
yards do not qualify as such open space.

b) The Small Lot Ordinance was envisioned to allow the subdivision of land in multi-family 
and commercial areas for the creation of up to 15 lots with detached single family homes 
(per Small Lot Policy Design Guide, LA Department of City Planning, 2014.) “It was not 
intended to generate a request for a General Plan amendment and zone change to 
permit the development.”
This ordinance also reduces the minimum lot size and side yard requirements: only a 5
ft. setback is required between the subdivision and adjoining properties; and allows all 
structures on the lot to occupy at least 80 percent of the lot area. Parking and driveway 
space would be considered as open space under these rules.
Guest parking requirements are minimal, with only 0.25 spaces per unit (unless locally 
adopted specific plans require more parking)

General Objection to the Zoning Change

Changes in zoning boundaries can be justified only when they have the purpose of promoting 
health, safety, morals, or the general welfare of the community. Furthermore, they must be 
made in accordance with and adherence to a comprehensive community plan.
The City must justify to the neighborhood that the project is beneficial to the community before 
considering any change in the zoning regulations.

The community plan should seek a high degree of compatibility and landscaping for new infill 
development to protect the character and scale of existing residential neighborhoods. It should 
also consider factors such as neighborhood character and identity, compatibility of land uses, 
impact on livability, impacts on services and public facilities, and impacts on traffic levels when 
changes in residential densities are proposed.
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General Objection to the Application of the existing Small Lot Ordinance

Most of the developments under this ordinance appear oversized and inconsistent with the 
character of their surroundings.
Due to community concerns about the massive appearance and bulk of new developments 
allowed by the Small Lot Ordinance in different neighborhoods, the Department of City Planning 
has already proposed a Citywide Zoning Code Amendment (CPC-2015-4499-CA.)
The proposed changes include bigger setbacks (such as a 10-ft. setback alongside the rear lot 
line,) reduced lot area coverage, and bigger setbacks from the street.

Since this is an ordinance that is being justly considered for modification; the City should well 
consider the adverse implications of proceeding to apply the zoning change to accommodate 
further densification in the existing local neighborhood.

Specific Objections to the Zoning Change, application of the Small Lot Ordinance, and the 
Proposed Development Plans

In addition to the general objections and concerns mentioned above, there are many specific 
issues that need to be addressed:

All the adjoining lots along the Etiwanda Avenue block, where the property in question is 
situated, have been zoned with a (Q) RD zoning classification. All these lots are similar 
in size, scale, and dimensions; and accommodate from 6 to 8 condominium units.
The proposed massive densification on this corner lot does not correspond to, or match 
the size, scale, or number of units of buildings on almost identically sized adjoining lots. 
It would not be in conformance with its immediate land uses for a similar lot size (see 
page 9)

1)

The site plan of the proposed buildings does not respect the existing and prevailing 
setback on Etiwanda Avenue. The typical setback along the street is approximately 15 ft. 
The proposed development shows a setback of 8 ft.
Per the Small Lot Design Guidelines, “in areas with an existing prevailing setback, align 
the small development consistent with this setback and provide continuity along the 
street edge”
Having a tall building (3 stories at approximately 38ft-6 inches high with an added 
rooftop area up to 46 ft-9 inches) so close to the street will significantly alter the scale 
and character of an already impacted neighborhood corner.
(see page 8)

2)

The immediately adjacent lots to 5701 Etiwanda Avenue are 2 stories high with low 
slope pitched roofs. The height to the top of the ridge of the pitched roofs seem to be 
approximately 25 ft. or less.
The proposed development shows buildings with 3 stories at approximately 38 ft-6 
inches high with an added rooftop up to 46 ft-9 inches high.
The Small Lot Design Guidelines recommend “avoiding excessive differences in height 
between the proposed development and adjacent buildings.”
The proposed height differences in this development are too significant and not 
desirable. It would help to see full elevations of the buildings facing the street and its 
relationships with the immediately adjacent buildings.

3)
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The proposed height of the building seems to make generous use of LAMC section 
12.21.1B.3 regarding exceeding allowable building heights. This section allows for 
certain items such as stairwells and ventilation fans to exceed the allowable 45 ft. height 
limit.
Per the current design, the roof enclosing the stairwell and mechanical equipment (at 46 
ft-9 inches,) extends almost throughout the whole length of each unit depth. The 
enclosed roof area seems to cover approximately 25 to 30 % of the area of each unit.
If we multiply these height encroachments 15 times (the proposed number of units,) we 
end up with an excessively high building that will completely alter the scale of the street.

4)

The proposed 8 ft. setback along Etiwanda Avenue does not seem to allow for the 
planting of big trees. Street trees and generous landscape areas are currently present ail 
throughout Etiwanda Avenue.

5)

Several large trees will be removed from the existing site. In addition to any site 
landscaping and new tree planting, the City should provide input and assume 
responsibility to provide and integrate street trees on the right of ways. As the 
development on 18245 Burbank Boulevard shows, after more than 12 years of getting 
built, the public street shows no significant tree planting growth or landscape. This is 
unacceptable (see pages 6 and 7)

6)

Trash and recycling areas are not shown in the building site plans. Every effort should 
be made to keep these areas out of sight; and to prevent the placement of trash bins or 
recycling bins in areas facing the public street.

7)

Private patios are being proposed along the whole length of the dwelling units facing 
Collins Avenue. The plans show no indication of the height or articulation of these 
features. As the development on 18245 Burbank Boulevard shows, the street edges of 
these patios have the potential to create another undesirable wall barrier devoid of any 
landscaping to soften the street edges. The corner unit also seems to encroach into the 
corner lot setbacks. Further development information needs to be provided.

8)

The current and existing single family residential lot provides some significant open 
green areas with trees. This green space will be eliminated with the new proposed 
development. The proposed driveway and parking areas take up almost all the available 
open area; and the new proposed driveway does not indicate if pervious surfaces will be 
specified to ameliorate the surface of hardscape.

9)

10) The intersection of Etiwanda Avenue and Collins Avenue, as well as Etiwanda Avenue 
between Burbank Boulevard and Oxnard Street, is currently operating at maximum 
capacities.
There is constant traffic congestion at an intersection that does not have pedestrian 
cross walks or any traffic signal lighting. What exacerbates the problem even more is the 
location of entry/exit driveways and curb cuts facing directly into this intersection (see 
page 8.) Large trash compactor trucks also contribute to the problem at the intersection 
on collection dates; and chances of accidents are common to observe.

11) Off-street parking is almost completely unavailable or non-existent at all hours due to the 
density of the existing multifamily buildings. The proposed density of this development
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will create a much bigger problem of traffic and parking. The site plan only shows 4 
guest parking spaces at a ratio of 0.25 per dwelling unit. This ratio should be increased 
to prevent further negative impact on the streets and the safety of the pedestrians.

12) The building elevations facing Etiwanda Avenue do not have much articulation for a big 
surface area. Also, due to the effort to max out density, the top floors of the building 
cantilever over the driveway creating a top-heavy building mass. Consequently, the 
buildings look and feel more massive.
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