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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 Area Planning Commission 
Secretariat, 200 North Spring Street, Room 532, 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 its 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) 978-1300.



AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL-1A Page 3

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Background 4

Appellant’s Statements/Staff Responses 5

Staff Recommendation 11

Exhibits:

A. Preliminary Parcel Map
B. Appeal Document
C. Letter of Determination
D. Environmental Document
E. Portions of Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Survey LA Historic Districts, 

Planning Districts and Multi-Property Resources Report



AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL-1A Page 4

STAFF APPEAL REPORT

Background

The subject property is a slightly sloping, rectangular-shaped, interior, record lot, having a 
frontage of 50 feet on the west side of Lucile Avenue and a uniform depth of 150 feet. The subject 
property is zoned RD2-1VL and designated Low Medium II Residential in the Silver Lake-Echo 
Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan.

The subject property is currently developed with a single-family dwelling which will be demolished. 
Surrounding properties to the north, south, and west are zoned RD2-1VL and are improved with 
single-family and multi-family dwellings. Surrounding properties to the east are zoned R2-1VL 
and are developed with single-family and multi-family dwellings.

The project proposal is for three residential dwelling units on three lots under the Small Lot 
Ordinance. As designed, Parcel A will be 2,279 square feet; Parcel B will be 2,221 square feet; 
and Parcel C will be 2,400 square feet. Lot coverage will range from 42 percent to 53 percent, 
which is less than the 80 percent permitted for each lot. The lots meet the minimum 600 square- 
foot lot size of the Small Lot Ordinance. All lots also meet the minimum lot width of 16 feet. There 
will be a minimum 5-foot setback between the subdivision and the adjoining properties to the north 
and south, and a 10-foot setback from the adjoining properties to the west. The Parcel Map 
indicates that Parcel A will be set back 15 feet from Lucile Avenue. Separate trash enclosure 
areas will be located in each parcel. As required by the Small Lot Ordinance, the proposed project 
is consistent with the density requirements of the RD2 Zone. A maximum of three lots/dwelling 
units are permitted on the site. Each dwelling unit will be three stories with a maximum height of 
34 feet. The permitted height in Height District No. 1VL is 45 feet. The Advisory Agency approved 
the Preliminary Parcel Map on October 12, 2017.

Parking for all three units will be enclosed within two-car garages for a total of six on-site parking 
spaces. No guest parking spaces are being provided. Entrance to the garage on Parcel A will 
be directly off of Lucile Avenue. Entrance to the garages on Parcels B and C will be via a 10-foot 
common access driveway. Provided vehicular back up space between Parcels B and C will be 27 
feet. The Bureau of Engineering is requiring that a 3-foot strip of land be dedicated along Lucile 
Avenue to complete a 33-foot wide half right-of-way in accordance with Collector Street 
standards.

The subject property is located in a hillside area. There are no other known hazards associated 
with the site. A tree report was submitted indicating that there are no protected trees on the site.

PUBLIC HEARING

A public hearing was held for the Preliminary Parcel Map on July 12, 2017. The applicant’s 
representative, a representative from Council District 13, and several members of the public 
spoke. The issues raised were the presence of ‘flex’ units, height and size or proposed structure, 
the potential historic nature of the existing house, the project does not conform to the Small Lot 
Guidelines, too little setbacks, lack of a soils report, and removal of trees.

The Deputy Advisory Agency took the case under advisement, requiring the applicant to revise 
the map and matrix to account for the required dedication along Lucile Avenue.
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A revised map was submitted on September 8, 2017, and the Preliminary Parcel Map was 
approved.

THE APPEAL

One appeal was filed by Peter Bibring of the Lucile Avenue Neighbors Association.

Appeal Point No. 1

The appellant states that the advisory agency failed to treat the project as having between 4 to 6 
units, rather than 3 units, based on the definition of "flexible units” in Section 12.21 A.1 (b) of the 
LAMC. Section 12.21 A.1(b) states that "Whenever a layout within any dwelling unit or guest room 
is designed with multiple hallway entrances, multiple toilet and bath facilities or bar sink 
installations, so that it can be easily divided into or used for separate apartments or guest rooms, 
the lot area requirements and the automobile parking requirements shall be based upon the 
highest possible number of dwelling units or guest rooms obtainable from any such arrangement.” 
The appellant claims that framing a lockable door between the guestroom hallway and the stair 
landing in Parcel A could create two separate units, framing a lockable door in the small hallway 
outside the bath and laundry would allow for use of the office/den as a guestroom with full bath in 
Parcel C, and also claims that Bedroom 3 in Parcel B on the ground floor has "direct exterior 
access and an attached full bath, and that a lockable door between Bedroom 3 and the laundry 
hallway would render it easily usable as a separate guest room.”

Staff Response

In order to approve to a Parcel Map, the Advisory Agency considers 7 findings, listed below:

The proposed map is consistent with applicable general and specific plans.
The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are consistent with 
applicable general and specific plans.
The site is physically suitable for the proposed type of development.
The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development 
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.
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.

a.
b.

c.
d.
e.

f.

g.

The findings limit the Advisory Agency to considering only the "design” and "improvements” 
of the proposed subdivision. According to the Subdivision Map Act, which regulates 
subdivisions of land throughout the State of California, "design” is defined as

"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) other specific physical requirements in the plan and 
configuration of the entire subdivision that are necessary to ensure consistency with,
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or implementation of, the general plan or any applicable specific plan as required 
pursuant to Section 66473.5.

Further, “improvement” is defined as

"Improvement" refers to any street work and utilities to be installed, or agreed to be 
installed, by the subdivider on the land to be used for public or private streets, 
highways, ways, and easements, as are necessary for the general use of the lot 
owners in the subdivision and local neighborhood traffic and drainage needs as a 
condition precedent to the approval and acceptance of the final map thereof. (b) 
"Improvement" also refers to any other specific improvements or types of 
improvements, the installation of which, either by the subdivider, by public agencies, 
by private utilities, by any other entity approved by the local agency, or by a 
combination thereof, is necessary to ensure consistency with, or implementation of, 
the general plan or any applicable specific plan.

As can be seen by the definitions from the Subdivision Map act above, the Advisory Agency, 
in reviewing proposed subdivisions of land for approval - including Small Lot Subdivisions 
- consider only the ‘design’ and ‘improvements’ of the proposed subdivision, as defined by 
the State of California. Design and improvement includes issues such as lot size and 
configuration, dedications, easements, infrastructure, and other such concerns. The 
Advisory Agency does not review, and has no authority to review or condition, the internal 
layout or construction of any proposed building or structure on the individual lots that result 
from the subdivision. The Advisory Agency reviews the Preliminary Parcel Map, and in this 
instance, approved Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL. The Advisory 
Agency did not review nor approve any architectural or structural plans for any of the 
proposed structures. The Parcel Map that was approved for three small lots, pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 176,354, as the RD2 zone allows for a maximum of three units on the subject 
property. The review of the layout the structures, including review for the possible 
applicability of the “flexible units” regulations, will be completed by the Department of 
Building and Safety during the standard plan check process. If at that time LADBS were to 
determine the units as possible “flexible units”, then the unit layout would have to be 
modified in order to obtain clearance.

Therefore, the Advisory Agency did not err in failing to treat the proposed development as 
4 to 6 units, as the Advisory Agency’s scope in this instance is limited to reviewing the layout 
of the lots, footprint of buildings, and in approval or disapproval of Parcel Maps themselves 
and not the layout of structures or buildings.

Appeal Point No. 2

The appellant claims the Parcel Map should not have been approved without a Soils Report. The 
appellant claims that maps submitted with the appeal documents show several properties with 
landslides in the immediate vicinity in all directions, and that “the 1928 USGS map2 shows the 
site near the base, and on the edge, of a canyon slope”. In addition, the appellant states that the 
site “has a significant overall ground slope of at least 6 degrees based an estimate using TOPO 
program, the adjoining property to the south at 1341 Lucile has large retaining wall (about 12') at 
the rear lot line at the rear showing the steepness of the topography, a 2005 USGS Geologic 
Map3 shows sedimentary bedrock with layering sloping to northwest at 5-degrees in some areas. 
This layer "dip" that indicates movement could happen out of a north or northwest facing slope. 
This makes these slopes of questionable stability regarding future landsliding especially when the
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weight of three 3-story buildings is added to the ground”. Lastly, the appellant states that a soils 
report is needed because the applicant has applied for a grading permit.

Staff Response

The Municipal Code gives the Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), or the Bureau 
of Engineering, the authority to require or waive the requirement for the submittal of a Soils 
Report. LADBS’ Grading Division is the body charged with reviewing Parcel Maps as to the 
necessity of a Soils Report, as well as reviewing and approving grading permits. Pursuant 
to correspondence from LADBS’ Grading Division on November 30, 2016, a soils reports 
was not deemed to be necessary prior to the Advisory Agency’s approval of the Preliminary 
Parcel Map. However, approval of the Parcel Map by the Advisory Agency does not construe 
approval of any future grading plans or permits. According to the Grading Division’s 
November 30, 2016 correspondence,

“Per Sec. 17.56 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, each approved Parcel Map 
recorded with the County Recorder shall contain the following statement; “The 
approval of this Parcel Map shall not be construed as having been based upon 
geological investigation such as will authorize the issuance of building permits on the 
subject property. Such permits will be issued only at such time as the Department of 
Building and Safety has received such topographic maps and geological reports as it 
deems necessary to justify the issuance of such building permits."

If the applicant seeks grading permits, grading plans will be reviewed at that time, and all 
requirements of the LADBS’ Grading Division would be fulfilled prior to clearance. Moreover, 
the site is not in any hazard area, including a landslide area, liquefaction area, or fault zones. 
Furthermore, the maps submitted with the appeal application do not indicate that the subject 
site is susceptible to landslides in any way. The maps identify retaining walls at nearby 
properties, as well as five properties in the general area of the subject site that may or may 
not have experiences landslides at some point in the past. However, LADBS has stated that 
a Soils Report is not necessary at this time. As mentioned above, this does not construe 
approval of any grading or earth removal, and all such activity will be subject to the standard 
review process.

Appeal Pont No. 3

The appellant claims that the proposed development will have a significant impact on historic 
resources. The appellant claims that the property is within the Childs Heights Tract Residential 
Historic District, which may be eligible for designations a historic district. The appellant further 
claims that the development of the subdivision would threaten the historic integrity of the potential 
district.

Staff Response

Survey LA is the City’s comprehensive survey of historic and potentially historic resources 
within the City’s boundaries. The May 9, 2014 Survey LA report and findings for the Silver 
Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan does in fact identify the Childs Heights 
Residential Historic District as a potential district. However, contrary to the applicant’s 
claims, the report states that
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Of the 151 properties within the district boundaries, 91 buildings (60%) are contributing 
to the district. Due to the relatively low percentage of district contributors, the 
Childs Heights Residential Historic District may not retain sufficient integrity for 
National Register eligibility [emphasis added]. Common alterations include 
replacement windows, stucco over original siding, and the removal of features such 
as window and door surrounds.

The structure at the subject site is not identified as a potential contributor to any potential 
district, and further the report states that the district does not retain sufficient integrity for 
eligibility in a register for historic resources. Moreover, the subject site is not identified as an 
individual resource within Survey LA. Therefore, there is no evidence to show that the site 
is a historic resource, nor is there any evidence to show that the proposed project would 
have any adverse impacts on any historic resource.

Appeal Point No. 4

The appellant claims that the project will have impacts to the environment. The appellant states 
that the project will lead to micro-climate impacts due an increased ‘urban heat-island effect’, will 
increase greenhouse gas emissions, and will result in the loss of wildlife habitat, all resulting from 
the removal of trees and vegetation.

Staff Response

As stated above, there are 7 findings that need to be made in order to approve a Parcel 
Map. Effects on micro-climate effects of greenhouse gas emissions are not included in the 
mandatory findings. However, a finding must be made as to the project’s potential effects 
on the environment at large, as well as impacts to wildlife. In order to assess a project’s 
impacts to the environment, the City must comply with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and analyze the project’s impacts, issuing wither a Categorical Exemption (CE), 
Negative Declaration (ND), Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), or Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR).

The State of California has defined certain classes of projects that are exempt from the 
requirements of CEQA. The Class 15 Categorical Exemption consists of

The division of property in urbanized areas zoned for residential, commercial, or 
industrial use into four or fewer parcels when the division is in conformance with the 
General Plan and zoning, no variances or exceptions are required, all services and 
access to the proposed parcels to local standards are available, the parcel was not 
involved in a division of a larger parcel within the previous 2 years, and the parcel does 
not have an average slope greater than 20 percent.

The property is zoned for residential uses, and is being divided into three parcels. As 
discussed above, the subject site is zoned RD2-1VL, allowing three units by right, and is 
thus in conformance with the General Plan and zoning. No variances or exceptions for any 
zoning regulations including height, yards, or parking, having been requested or approved. 
The Preliminary Parcel Map was distributed to a variety of City agencies including, but not 
limited to, the Bureau of Engineering, Bureau of Street Lighting, and the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and not City agency objected to the proposed subdivision. The parcel was not 
involved in any larger subdivision in the previous 2 years, and the parcel has a slope of less 
than 20 percent.
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Moreover, all Categorical Exemptions are subject to 5 exceptions: (a) cumulative impacts,
(b) significant effects. (c) Scenic highways, (d) hazardous waste sites, and (e) historical 
resources.

All exemptions for this class are inapplicable if a cumulative impact will occur from 
successive projects of the same type in the same place. Within 500 feet of the subject site 
there is one Small Lot subdivision that was approved and constructed in 2013. Therefore, 
there are not successive projects of the same type in the same place, and there will be no 
cumulative imapcts. The project proposes three small lot dwellings on a site that is permitted 
to have a maximum density of three dwelling units. The small lot dwellings will have a 
maximum height of 34 feet. The site is located in Height District 1VL which permits a 
maximum height of 45 feet. Existing building heights range from 19 feet to 39 feet on the 
west side of Lucile Avenue within 500 feet of the site. Therefore, the project is similar to 
existing structures in the area, and there will be no unusual circumstances leading to a 
significant effect. The only State Scenic Highway within the City of Los Angeles is the 
Topanga Canyon State Scenic Highway, State Route 27. The site is not close to Topanga 
Canyon, and therefore will not create any impacts within a state scenic highway. According 
to Envirostor, the State of California’s database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the 
subject site, nor any site in the vicinity is identified as a hazardous waste site. Furthermore, 
as discussed in detail above, the project will not have any impacts to historical resources.

Therefore, the project will not have any significant or adverse impacts to the environment, 
and is categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to State of California CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15315.

Appeal Point No. 5

The appellant claims that the project violates the building and zoning code because the site plans 
does not include separate vehicular and pedestrian access, Parcel A (1345) has an inadequate 
turning radius because cars must back out onto the street, and expanded curb cuts will impacts 
street parking.

Staff Response

There is no zoning code requirement that there be separate vehicular and pedestrian access 
to any unit. The LAMC does require a minimum passageway width of 10 feet from the 
entrance to a dwelling unit to the street. However, Section 12.22 C.27 (f) exempts Small Lot 
Subdivisions from this requirement. The project provides a 10-foot vehicular access 
driveway open to the sky, which also serves as the pedestrian access to Parcels B and C 
of the proposed subdivision.

Section 12.21 A.5(i) of the LAMC states that

Each automobile parking stall shall be so located that:

(1) No automobile is required to back onto any public street or sidewalk to leave the 
parking stall, parking bay or driveway, except where such parking stalls, parking 
bays or driveways serve not more than two dwelling units and where the 
driveway access is to a street other than a major or secondary highway.
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(2) Parking maneuvers can be accomplished without driving onto that portion of a 
required front yard where driveways are prohibited. Car stops or other barriers 
shall be provided in accordance with Section 12.21-A.6.

The Preliminary Parcel Map clearly shows that Parcel A (1345 Lucile) has a private driveway 
leading only to the parking area for Parcel A, and not to the common access driveway 
leading to the parking areas for Parcels B and C. Moreover, Lucile Avenue adjacent to the 
subject site is designated as a Collector Street. Therefore, because the driveway leading to 
Parcel A only serves one dwelling, and the Lucile Avenue is a Collector Street, the zoning 
code allows vehicles from Parcel A to back out onto the street.

Furthermore, there is no zoning code requirement that projects retain any on-street parking, 
nor any requirement that all on-street parking be retained when creating new curbs. The 
retention of on-street parking is not included as part of any mandated finding, nor is it a 
consideration for the project’s CEQA analysis. Therefore, the project is in conformance with 
all zoning code requirements. The Advisory Agency has no authority over the building code, 
and the project will be reviewed for compliance with the building code by LADBS through 
the standard review and plan check process.

Appeal Point No. 6

The appellant claims that the project provides insufficient setbacks. The appellant claims that the 
setbacks of the RD2 zone should still apply.

Staff Response

Section 12.22 C.27 of the LAMC which regulated Small Lot Subdivisions, states that

(e) No front, side, or rear yard shall be required between lots within an approved small 
lot subdivision. However, a five-foot setback shall be provided where a lot abuts a lot 
that is not created pursuant to this subdivision.

The Code section clearly states that when lots are created pursuant to the Small Lot 
ordinance, no yards are required between those lots. However, the Code Section also 
clearly states a minimum 5-foot setback shall be provided between lots created to the Small 
Lot Ordinance and lots not created pursuant to the ordinance. Contrary to the appellant’s 
claim, Section 12.22 C.27 does in fact supersede all yard requirements of the applicable 
zone when applying for a Small Lot Subdivision. The approved Preliminary Parcel Map 
created new lots, with new lot lines.

The plain language of Section 12.22 C.27 states that a minimum 5-foot setback shall be 
provided where a lots created pursuant to the subdivision abuts a lot not created pursuant 
to the subdivision. The Oxford English Dictionary defines abut as "be next to or have a 
common boundary with”. Therefore, the proposed projects would require a minimum 5-foot 
setback between the new lots and lots to the north, south, and west, which the lots have a 
common boundary with. The project provides a minimum 5-foot setback to the north and 
south, and a 10-foot setback between Parcel C and the abutting lot to the west. Because 
Parcel A, a new lot created pursuant to the Small Lot Subdivision ordinance does not abut 
a lot to the east, but rather abuts Lucile Avenue, there is no minimum setback requirement. 
The applicant, however, has provided a 12-foot setback from the property line. Therefore, 
the project is in compliance with all setback requirements.

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(lamc)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%2712.21.%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_12.21.
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Appeal Point No. 7

The appellant claims that the project is not in conformance with the Small Lot Subdivision 
Guidelines.

Staff Response

The Small Lot Design Guidelines are recommended best practices and case studies to help 
shape small lot projects. They are neither requirements nor standards. The Small Lot Design 
Guidelines are not regulations, but illustrate a series of common design issues, best 
practices, and case studies. The Guidelines are not included in the Zoning Code, nor in the 
Subdivision Map Act, and compliance with the Guidelines are not part of any mandatory 
finding for approval. While the Advisory Agency stresses compliance with the Guidelines 
while reviewing proposed Parcel Maps and Tract Maps for approval, compliance with the 
Guidelines may not always be possible. The Guidelines are not mandates for a project’s 
approval, but rather suggestions.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

In consideration of the foregoing, it is submitted that the Advisory Agency acted reasonably in 
approving Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL. Staff recommends that the East 
Los Angeles Area Planning Commission deny the appeal, sustain the action of the Advisory 
Agency in approving AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL, adopt the Findings of the Advisory Agency, and 
affirm that the Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2017-3793-PMLA-SL is Categorically Exempt from 
environmental review pursuant Section 15300 and 15315 of the California Public Resources Code 
and Article III, Section 1, Class 15, of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines.
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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 Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission □ City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL

Project Address: 1347 North Lucile Avenue______

Final Date to Appeal: 10/27/2017_______________

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
IZi 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): Peter Bibrinq________

Company: Lucile Avenue Neighbors Association

Mailing Address: 1337 Lucile Ave____________

City: Los Angeles__________________________

Telephone: (213) 700-8965___________

State: CA Zip: 90026

E-mail: info@lucileave.org

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

□ Other: Lucile Avenue Neighbors Association & attached individuals0 Self

□ Yes □ 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: ____________________

State: Zip:City:

E-mail:Telephone:

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

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

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, fist the condition number(s) here: ______ ______

□ Yes El No

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

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

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

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

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

Date: 10/27/2017Appellant Signature:

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).

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 got 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:Reviewed & Acci y (DSC Planner):

lofey-fatf-
Base Fee: 60

J.
Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:Receipt No: 0I07S0SOIZ

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

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





Attachment — Appeal Application 
Case No. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL

Project: 1347 North Lucile Avenue — Small Lot Development proposal
Decision date: Oct. 12, 2017

Appellants: Appellants are “Lucile Avenue Neighbors Association,” a group of more than a 
dozen neighbors who live on Lucile Avenue in the vicinity of the proposed small lot 
development at 1347 North Lucile Avenue (the “Project”), some of whom also own rental units 
along the street. Our group includes neighbors Elena Dorfman, Annette Takashima, Peter 
Bibring, Michelle Chihara, Michelle Carr, Paul O’Bryan, Ken Christianson, Dominique 
Generaux, Michelle Meyers, Robin Strober, Catherine Gudis, Michael Alexander, Katherine 
Pease, Tim Fleming, and Craig Gilmore. Most of Appellants live within 500 feet of the Project, 
and Appellants include owners and renters who are immediately adjacent to the Project and 
directly across the street. Appellants submitted written objections to the proposal and provided 
oral comment at the hearing on July 12, 2017,

Appellants hereby appeal the October 12, 2017 Letter of Determination (the “Decision”) 
by the Deputy Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles (the “Agency”) approving the parcel 
map for the Project in case number AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL. (For purposes of this Appeal, the 
proposed project that is the subject of the Agency Decision will hereinafter be referred to as the 
“Project” as submitted by the “Applicants.”)

While Appellants embrace the idea of development of the property beyond the current 
bungalow that occupies it, we have serious concerns about the proposed plans to create three 
dwellings of 2315, 2150, and 2310 sq.ft, on a lot of 7,350 sq. ft. The scale, massing, and design 
of the buildings is out of character with the neighboring properties and raises serious 
environmental, safety, traffic, aesthetic and other concerns.

We are open to these concerns being addressed by the Applicants, but urge the East Los 
Angeles Area Planning Commission to reverse the Agency’s determination and deny the 
Applicants’ request for a categorical CEQA exemption so that a more thorough study can be 
performed, and to deny the parcel subdivision under the California Map Subdivision Act until 
the concerns can be resolved.

Appellants Are Aggrieved Parties

As neighbors and property owners in the immediate vicinity of the Project, most of whom 
are within 500 feet of the Project, including neighbors immediately adjacent on both sides and 
directly across the street, the Agency's Decision will negatively affect the Appellants because the 
Project fails to comply with applicable State and local ordinances and plans, thereby permanently 
debasing the character, scale, and livability of the neighborhood and raising raises serious 
environmental, safety, traffic, aesthetic and other concerns. Additionally, the Agency’s Decision 
negatively impacts Appellants by eroding long established, community consistent standards as 
they relate to side yards and setbacks, scale and massing, and neighborhood character.

I.



Backgroundn.
CEQA Exemption

The Agency found that a categorical exemption from CEQA applied under Class 15, Minor Land 
Divisions, applicable to “the division of property in urbanized areas zoned for residential, 
commercial, or industrial use into four or fewer parcels when the division is in conformance with 
the General Plan and zoning, no variances or exceptions are required, all services and access to 
the proposed parcels to local standards are available, the parcel was not involved in a division of 
a larger parcel within the previous 2 years, and the parcel does not have a slope greater than 
20%.” All CEQA exemptions require demonstration that the following exceptions do not apply: 
a) cumulative impacts, b) significant effect, c) scenic highways, d) hazardous waste sites, and e) 
historical resources. Categorical exemptions to CEQA are construed strictly, shall not be 
unreasonably expanded beyond their terms, and may not be used where there is substantial 
evidence that there are unusual circumstances (including future activities) resulting in (or which 
might reasonably result in) significant impacts which threaten the environment. McQueen v. 
Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136.
As set forth below, we believe that due to flexible units in the site plan, the proposal does not 
conform to the underlying zoning and so is ineligible for a Class 15 CEQA exemption. We also 
believe that the exemption should not be granted to do significant effects, cumulative effects, and 
historical resources.

1.

2. Parcel Map Approval

Section 66474 of the State of California Government Code (the “Subdivision Map Act”) states 
that the Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles shall deny approval of a tentative map, or a 
parcel map for which a tentative map was not required it it makes any of the following findings:

(a) That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans as 
specified in Section 65451.
(b) That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with 
applicable general and specific plans.
(c) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
(d) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development.
(e) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause 
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or 
their habitat.
(f) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious 
public health problems.
(g) That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with 
easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property within 
the proposed subdivision.
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As set forth below, Applicant has not adequately shown evidence to support findings (b), (c), (d), 
and (e).

DiscussionIII.

The Agency Erred by Failing to Treat the Project as 4 to 6 Dwelling Units 
Based on Flexible Units

L.A.M.C. 12.21(A)(1)(b) requires that when a dwelling unit “is designed with multiple hallway 
entrances, multiple toilet and bath facilities or bar sink installations, so that it can be easily 
divided into or used for separate apartments or guest rooms,” the lot area and parking 
requirements shall be based upon the highest possible number of dwelling units or guest rooms 
obtainable from any such arrangement.

1.

On an updated site plan submitted to the Neighborhood Council (“Updated Site Plan”), attached, 
each of the three dwellings is designed so that the ground floor could “easily be divided into” 
separate apartments or guest rooms, including for short-term rentals (e.g., AirBnB):
• 1345 Unit (Parcel A): On the site plan submitted to this agency, framing a lockable door 

between the guestroom hallway and the stair landing would create two separate units, an 
upper unit entering through the garage and guest unit consisting of the guestroom with full 
bath and entry foyer. On the Updated Site Plan, framing a door in the narrow hallway 
dividing the base of the stairs would create a downstairs unit with the entrance foyer, library, 
and Bedroom 4, with the laundry easily converted to a kitchen.

• 1349 Unit/(Parcel C): On the site plan submitted to this agency, framing a lockable door in 
the small hallway outside the bath and laundry would allow for use of the office/den as a 
guestroom with full bath (and possibly a kitchen converted from the laundry room). On the 
Updated Site Plan, adding a lockable door on the entrance to the Family Room and a 
lockable door at the base (or top of) of the stairs divides the building into two separate units. 
The laundry room could easily be converted to a small kitchen and 2nd floor powder room 
could be converted to a laundry room for that unit.

• 1347 Unit (Parcel B): On the Updated Site Plan, Bedroom 3 on the ground floor has direct 
exterior access and an attached full bath. A lockable door between Bedroom 3 and the 
laundry hallway would render it easily usable as a separate guest room (particularly if the 
door were converted to a regular door with side lites). A lockable door at the base of the 
stairs would allow the foyer entrance as a common entrance to a 2 unit building. A lockable 
door between foyer and laundry room would allow easy conversion of the laundry into a 
kitchen for Bedroom 3.

Because under LAMC 12.21(A)(1)(b) the inclusion of flexible units means the proposal must be 
treated as creating four to six units for purposes of lot area, it no longer conforms to the RD2 
zoning for a 7,350 sq.ft, lot, and the Agency’s approval of the parcel map based on the proposed 
site plan was in error.
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Parcel Map Should Not Be Approved Without A Soils Report

The Grading Division has recommended approval of the parcel map without a 
geology/soils report because it is out of a liquefaction, earthquake-induced landslide or fault- 
rupture zone. However, the parcel is in a Hillside Area by ordinance and, as set forth in the 
attached diagram & pictures:

the California Dept, of Mines & Geology Open File Report 98-171 shows several 
properties with landslides in the immediate vicinity in all directions 
the 1928 USGS map2 shows the site near the base, and on the edge, of a canyon slope 
the site has a significant overall ground slope of at least 6 degrees based an estimate using 
TOPO program
the adjoining property to the south at 1341 Lucile has large retaining wall (about 12’) at 
the rear lot line at the rear showing the steepness of the topography 
a 2005 USGS Geologic Map3 shows sedimentary bedrock with layering sloping to 
northwest at 5-degrees in some areas. This layer “dip” that indicates movement could 
happen out of a north or northwest facing slope. T his makes these slopes of questionable 
stability regarding future landsliding especially when the weight of three 3-story 
buildings is added to the ground.
Applicant has applied for a grading permit

2.

Given these potential problems, evidence must be provided to show that the lot has stable 
geology and soils for building foundations and that no fill have been piled on the lot to level the 
edge of the canyon. Without at least a soils/geology report to identify any risks would be unusual 
and involve unnecessary risk (such as earthquake or slope instability).

i

For these reasons, we believe that the Agency’s approval of the proposed parcel map without an 
environmental impact report to show feasibility was in error.

The subdivision and proposed project will have significant effect on 
historical resources

3.

The proposed development is within the Childs Heights Tract Residential Historic District, 
which appears eligible for both California Register and local listing or designation through 
survey evaluation (3CS, 5S3) and is significant as an intact example of a residential development 
adjacent to a major streetcar line (see Survey LA “Silver Lake—Echo Park—Ely sian Valley 
Report—5/09/14”). The proposed subdivision threatens the integrity of the historic district in 
“setting, feeling, and association”—three of four characteristics for integrity identified under

http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/evalrpt/la eval.pdf
2 https://prd-tnm.s3.amazonaws.eom/StagedProducts/Maps/HistoricalTopo/2/14680/4988909.pdf
3 https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1019/
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criterion A/1/1 employed for the district by SurveyLA. Moreover, the 1923 structure on the 
property falls within the period of significance (1888-1933) and street-level reconnaissance by a 
preservation consultant who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards indicates that the building meets standards to serve as a contributor to the historic 
district. For this reason, CEQA analysis should be required to further study the proposal’s effect 
on historical resources, and the Agency’s determination the Project falls into a CEQA categorical 
exemption was in error.

4. The proposed project will have significant effects on environment, micro-climate, 
and solar access

The Agency erred by approving the Project when Applicant has not demonstrated that the 
proposed subdivisions and improvements will not cause substantial environmental damage or 
impacts to wildlife or their habitat. The proposed project is likely to result in significant 
environmental impacts such as alteration of the micro-climate and increased urban-heat-island 
effect, loss of wildlife habitat, and increased greenhouse gas emissions.The current development 
at 1347 Lucile Ave consists of a small single family home (712 ft2) with a large yard and many 
large trees. While the trees are not protected species, they provide significant ecosystem services 
such as shading, cooling, wildlife habitat, and carbon sequestration. The impacts of the proposed 
removal of these trees and green space need to be better understood through additional studies 
with impacts identified and avoided and/or mitigated.

The urban-heat-island effect is a well-documented phenomenon in which urban areas with more 
asphalt and buildings, and less green space have higher temperatures than rural or natural areas 
with less asphalt, fewer buildings, and more green space4 5. The hard, typically dark surfaces 
absorb and retain heat, warming the surrounding areas. Climate can vary at very small 
geographic scales'^; the proposed project has the potential to alter the micro-climate at the site 
and for surrounding parcels by removing trees and green space and increasing hardscaping 
(buildings and driveways). Vegetation provides cooling to the environment through evaporation 
and transpiration (evapotranspiration), as well as through shading. Vegetation has an average 
cooling effect of 1-4.7° C, and that effect spreads lOO-lOOOm 6. Even small vegetated areas can 
provide significant cooling effects; for instance, an area of 0.16 ha (or 0.37 acres) was found to 
have an average cooling effect of 1.5 °C and reached a 3° C difference at noon7. The proposed

4
Bomstein, R.D. 1968. Observations of the urban heat island effect in New York City. Journal of Applied 

Meteorology 7: 575-582; Oke, T.R. 1982. The energetic basis of the urban heat island. Quarterly Journal of the 
Royal Meteorological Society 108: 1-24.
5 Hart, M.A., and DJ. Sailor. 2009. Quantifying the influence of land-use and surface characteristics on spatial 
variability in the urban heat island. Theoretical and Applied Climatology 95: 397-406.
6 Kleerekopper, L., van Esch, M., and T.B. Salcedo. 2012. How to make a city climate-proof, addressing the urban 
heat island effect. Resources, Conservation, and Recycling 64: 30-38.
7 Ibid.
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project will remove significant amounts of vegetation, mature trees, and green/open space, 
replacing it with it with buildings and driveways. The proposed buildings alone cover 3382 
square feet of the 7350 square foot lot (46%) whereas the previous building only covered 712 
square feet (10%) of the lot. The proposed driveway appears to be approximately 10 ft. wide by 
99 ft. long, creating another 990 square feet of hard surface area, bringing the total coverage of 
hard surfaces of the property to 59%. The loss of vegetation coupled with the replacement green 
space with hard impervious surfaces will contribute to the urban-heat-island effect, warming the 
microclimate and likely impacting nearby parcels. In 2015, the City of Los Angeles released a 
City Sustainability pLAn8, which sets goals for a cleaner environment. The pLAn includes goals 
for reducing the urban-heat-island effect by 1.7° F by 2025 and by 3° F by 2035. Techniques for 
reducing the urban-heat-island effect are to increase vegetation, promote cool or green roofs, 
promote softening of hardscapes, and install cool-pavement. We ask that the Applicant conduct a 
study to assess the impacts on the micro-climate and urban-heat-island effect of the project. Any 
impacts should be mitigated for through additional green space, use of cool/green roofs, and 
cool-pavement for the driveways.

In addition to the impacts to the micro-climate and urban-heat-island, the proposed project will 
increase greenhouse gas emissions through loss of trees and vegetation. Trees are natural carbon 
sinks, storing carbon in their tissue, and continually sequestering carbon as they photosynthesize 
and grow. The Applicant proposes to remove nine large trees (see Applicant’s Tree Report) as 
well as other smaller undocumented trees and vegetation. This property is quite unique in the 
number of large trees, with at least six trees over 30 ft. tall and one tree that is approximately 60 
ft. tall (see Applicant’s Tree Report). Utilizing information from the Applicant’s Tree Report and 
the ecoSmart Landscape tool developed by CAL FrRE, USDA Forest Service, UC Davis, and 
EcoLayers9, we estimated the carbon impact of the trees on 1347 Lucile Ave. We used the 
information from the Applicant’s Tree Report on species, tree size (we assumed caliper 
measurements were diameter at breast height (DBH)), tree height, and tree crown width to 
estimate the amount of carbon stored in the current trees as well as the amount of carbon that is 
sequestered annually. We found that, currently, the nine trees store approximately 23,884 lbs. of 
carbon and they sequester an additional 1224 lbs. per year. Removal of these trees for the 
proposed project will have negative environmental impacts by releasing carbon emission and 
contributing negatively to climate change. We ask for additional studies to assess these impacts 
and identify appropriate mitigation measures.

Moreover, building three approximately 34’ structures five feet from the lot line will leave a 
significant portion of the lot immediately to the north in shadow much of the time, limiting 
access to direct sun and limiting ability to use solar panels. The Agency erred in approving the 
subdivision without a solar study.

8 http://plan.lamavor.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/the-plan.pdf
9

https://www.fs-usda.gov/ccrc/tools/eeosmart-landscapes
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Finally, the removal of trees will negatively impact wildlife habitat, particularly birds that may 
utilize the trees for nesting. Appropriate measures should be taken to minimize and avoid 
impacts, namely that any tree removal occur outside of bird nesting season (March 1 - August 
31) with additional surveys completed before removal to ensure that no raptors are nesting in the 
trees since they are known to nest outside of this time period. The California Fish and Game 
Code prohibits the destruction of bird nests and eggs (Section 3503) and the take of birds of prey 
(Section 3503.5) and nongame birds (Section 3800)'°. Nesting birds are also protected under 
federal law protecting migratory birds1 ’. The Applicant has not adequately shown that the project 
will not cause damage to wildlife or their habitat as is required by the Map Act. Again, we ask 
for additional studies and appropriate mitigation measures to be taken, such as replacement of 
trees removed at a 1:1 ratio and any removal to take place outside bird nesting season with 
surveys conducted by an approved biologist.

We ask that additional studies be conducted to determine the impacts and appropriate mitigation 
measures. Due to these deficiencies in the Applicant’s proposal, the Agency erred in not denying 
the Preliminary Parcel Map for a small lot subdivision.

The site plan violates zoning and building requirements5.

The Agency approved the subdivision notwithstanding that Applicants’ site plan violates zoning 
and building requirements in a number of ways, including:

• The site plan does not provide separate pedestrian and vehicle access. In the proposed site 
plan, vehicles and pedestrians access the two rear units along a common 10’ driveway, 
creating potential hazard for pedestrians accessing the units.

• Inadequate Vehicle Turning for 1345 Unit Garage. Zoning requires that new construction 
provide adequate turning areas so that vehicles do not need to back from parking into 
streets. The 1345 Unit provides no such turning area, so that cars parked in its garage 
would be required to back up onto the street to leave. The Proposal appears to call the 
garage from the front unit a separate driveway, ignoring that it is contiguous with and 
merges into the driveway that serves the other two dwellings, and recognizing an 
exception here would allow avoidance of the code prohibition on backing onto a street in 
every case.

• Expanded Curb Cut Impacts Parking. The project calls for expanding the present curb cut 
on the property from to 21 ’, taking a parking space from a street already heavily impacted 
by parking.

10 httPs://Ieginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/eodesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=FGC
https://www.fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest/migtrea.htmlH
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Setbacks On the Proposed Site Plan Are Insufficient6.

The Agency erred by approving the Project with insufficient setbacks.

Los Angeles’s small lot ordinance provides: “No front, side, or rear yard shall be required 
between lots within an approved small lot subdivision. However, a five-foot setback shall be 
provided where a lot abuts a lot that is not created pursuant to this subdivision.” LAMC 12.22-C- 
27(e). The first sentence provides no front, side or rear yard along the lot lines created by the 
subdivision, but it does not remove the yard requirements along the original lot. The second 
sentence provides that a five-foot setback shall be required where a newly created lot abuts a lot 
not created pursuant to this subdivision, but does not purport to supercede yard requirements 
greater than five feet along the original lot lines. Applicable front, rear and side yard 
requirements for RD2 should still apply, requiring front and rear yards of 15 feet, and side yards 
for this 50 ft. lot of 5 feet plus 1 foot for each story over 2. But the Agency erred by approving 
the Project with a front setback of only 12 feet and rear yard setback of only 10 feet.

7. The Agency Erred by Approving the Project Despite Obvious Noncompliance 
with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines

The City of Los Angeles’s Small Lot Design Guidelines (2014) (the Guidelines) set out design 
standards to ensure infill development harmonizes with existing single and multi-family housing. 
All small lot subdivisions filed after Feb. 1, 2014, must comply with the intent of the Guidelines. 
But the site plan for the Project fails to meet the design guidelines in a number of respects:

The Guidelines state that “well-designed buildings do not ‘max out’ the allowable 
building massing permitted by the code—height limits, yard, setbacks” (p. 24), yet the 
November 2016 Parcel Map for the proposed subdivision show the height, excluding 
balcony guardrails, at exactly the legal limit. Moreover, this maintains an excessive 
difference in height with the adjacent buildings.
Guidelines also indicate “the front yard setback should be within 5 feet of the average 
setback of adjacent properties” — which is not met in the current plans. The home to the 
north has 63 feet setback and the home to the south has a setback to the garage (the 
closest structure to the street) of more than 25 feet.
Privacy Guidelines indicate that “...improperly designed developments result in balconies 
overlooking neighboring yards” (p. 32), and the current plans indicate that the new 
subdivision will have views over the adjacent houses and their yards from above, which 
violates the neighbors' privacy and reduce their comfort level.
Additionally, the current plan does not follow Guidelines regarding taking advantage of 
existing “natural features (i.e. existing trees)” (p. 12).
The Guidelines call for small lot developments to “Design and configure housing to be 
compatible with the existing neighborhood context” (p. 6) and “supplement to and 
enhance the overall quality of the neighborhood.” (p. 8). The height and massing of the
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proposed project are grossly out of proportion compared with other homes on the west 
side of Lucile, where houses are primarily one story from the street against the falling 
hillside. This is at odds with height and massing guidelines, which call for developments 
to “avoid excessive differences in height between the proposed development and adjacent 
buildings” and to “be appropriately designed and scaled to transition from single-family 
properties using methods such as step backs, building placement,... [and] variation in 
height.” (p. 24). The effort to max out the building envelope also results in violation of 
privacy guidelines, with windows “overlooking neighboring interior private yards,” and a 
rooftop deck running to the edge of the building also overlooking neighboring yards, (p.
32).

The proposed site plan fails to meet the City of Los Angeles’s own Small Lot Design Guidelines. 
For that reason alone, the Agency erred in denying the application.

For all the reasons set forth above, we respectfully appeal the Agency’s Decision to approve the 
proposed Parcel Map without requiring a soils report, and ask the Area Planning Commission to 
reverse the Agency and deny Applicant’s request for a categorical exemption to CEQA, which 
would allow further study of the issues set forth above through an EIR or mitigated negative 
declaration.

Respectfully,

Lucile Avenue Neighbors

Attachments: Soils/Geology map; Updated site plan (from Silverlake NC); Birdseye re retaining 
walls
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October 12, 2017

Case No. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL 
Related Case: none 
1347 North Lucile Avenue 
Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley 

Planning Area 
Zone: RD2-1VL 
District Map: 144-A201 
Council District: 13 
CEQA: ENV-2016-3794-CE 
Legal Description: Lot 8, Block 12, 

Childs Heights Tract

Mark Panasuk, Trustee (A)(0) 
1347 Lucile Trust 
8188 Gould Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Larry Mondragon 
Craig Fry and Associates 
1010 South Arroyo Parkway 
Pasadena, CA 91105

In accordance with the provisions of Section 17.53 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
Advisory Agency approved Parcel Map AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL composed of three (3) 
lots, pursuant to the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance No. 176,354, as shown on revised 
map stamp-dated September 8, 2017 This unit density is based on the RD2 Zone and 
subject to the following conditions. The subdivider is hereby advised that the Municipal 
Code may not permit this maximum approved density. Therefore, verification should be 
obtained from the Department of Building and Safety which shall legally interpret the 
Zoning Code as it applies to this particular property.

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. A copy of the first page of this grant and all conditions and/or any 
subsequent appeal of this grant and its resultant conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be 
printed on the building plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for purposes of 
having a building permit issued.

http://planning.ladty.org


PARCEL MAP NO. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL PAGE 2

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

That a 3-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Lucile Avenue adjoining the 
subdivision to complete a 33-foot wide half right-of-way dedication in accordance 
with Collector Street based on the Mobility Plan Designation.

1.

That if necessary and for street address purposes, if this parcel map approved as 
“Small Lot Subdivision”, then all the common access area to this subdivision be 
named on the final map.

2.

That if this parcel map is approved as small lot subdivision, then the final map be 
labeled as “Small Lot Subdivision per Ordinance 176,354”.

3.

That any necessary public sanitary sewer easement be dedicated within the 
common access area on the final map based on an alignment approved by the 
Central Engineering District Office.

4.

That if necessary and for street address purposes, the owners of the property 
record an agreement satisfactory to the City Engineer that they will provide name 
signs for the common access driveways.

5.

That the existing sanitary sewer within the parcel map area be correctly delineated 
on the final map.

6.

That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded advising all future owners and 
builders that prior to issuance of a building permit, a Notice of Acknowledgement of 
Easement be recorded and an application to do work in any sanitary sewer 
easement and to construct over the existing sewer facilities must be submitted to 
the City Engineer for approval.

7.

That the final map show parcels are labeled as Parcel “A”, Parcel “B”, and Parcel8.

C”.

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

9.

Improve Lucile Avenue adjoining the subdivision by the construction of a 13- 
foot wide concrete sidewalk; integral concrete curb and gutter; plant street 
trees as required, including tree well and cover.

a.

b. Construct the necessary mainline and house connection sewers within the 
common access area to serve each parcel, evaluate the efficiency of the 
existing sewer house connection; or any other arrangement acceptable to 
the Central Engineering District Office.

That the following street lighting facilities to serve the parcel map as required by the10



PARCEL MAP NO. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL PAGE 3

Bureau of Street Lighting be either constructed prior to recordation of the final map 
or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

No street lighting requirements.a.

NOTES:

The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly during the plan check 
process based on illumination calculations and equipment selection.

Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3) by other 
legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering condition(s) above, requiring 
an improvement that will change the geometries of the public roadway may require 
additional or the reconstruction of street lighting improvements as part of that 
condition.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION

That 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:

11.

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.

b. Resubmit the map to provide and maintain a minimum of 20 ft. common 
access strip open to the sky for the lots 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 ft. minimum common access strip. 
Provide the 20 ft. 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 ail the way to the public street.

Show all street dedication(s) as required by Bureau of Engineering and 
provide net lot area after all dedications. “Area” requirements shall be 
rechecked as per net lot area after street dedication.

c.

Notes:

Any proposed structures or uses on the site have not been checked for and 
shall comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements. 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
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Code requirements concerning exterior wall, protection of openings and exit 
requirements with respect to the proposed and existing property lines. 
Compliance shall be to the satisfactory of LADBS at the time of plan check.

Backup space for parking space will less than 26’-8” shall provide sufficient 
parking stall width and garage door opening width to comply with current 
Zoning Code requirement. Verification of compliance with the above 
requirement shall be to the satisfaction of Building and Safety at Plan Check 
time or per City Planning approval.

No parking space can back up onto a street when the driveway is serving 
more than two dwelling units. Verification of compliance with the turning 
radius and backup distance requirements shall be to the satisfaction of 
Building and Safety at Plan Check time or per 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 Laura 
Duong at (213) 482-0434 to schedule an appointment.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

A parking area and driveway plan be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation for approval prior to 
submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of Building and 
Safety.

12.

FIRE DEPARTMENT

Submit plot plans for Fire Department review and approval prior to recordation of 
this Parcel Map Action. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied:

13.

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all 
structures shall be required.

a.

The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety 
shall be incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of 
a plot plan for approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation 
of a final map. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design 
features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; 
all structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and 
entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet 
in distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the roadway of an improved 
street or approved fire lane.

b.

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet 
from the edge of roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated

c.
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fire lane.

The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 
feet from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or 
designated fire lane.

d.

Site plans shall include all overhead utility lines adjacent to the site.e.

f. Any roof elevation changes in excess of 3 feet may require the installation of 
ships ladders.

Note: The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these 
conditions must be with the Hydrant and Access Unit. This would include 
clarification, verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit 
applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in 
order to assure that you receive service with a minimum of amount of waiting 
please call (213) 482-6909. You should advise any consultant representing 
you of this requirement as well.

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

That the Park Fee paid to the Department of Recreation and Parks be calculated as 
a Subdivision (Quimby in-lieu) fee.

14.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

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:

15.

Use. Limit the proposed development to a maximum of three (3) parcels.a.

b. Parking. That a minimum of two (2) parking spaces per dwelling unit shall be 
provided, for a minimum of six (6) on-site parking spaces. All exterior 
parking area lighting shall be shielded and directed onto the site.

Note to City Zoning Engineer and Plan Check. The Advisory Agency has 
reviewed and approved the following locations of the following item as it 
applies to this subdivision and the proposed development on the site:

c.

The project shall comply with the setbacks as indicated in the table 
below:

1.

Setbacks
Parcel East West North South
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A 12 feet 3 inches 5 feet 10 feet
5 feetB 3 inches 5 feet 10 feet

C 5 feet 5 feet10 feet 5 feet

2. Provide a minimum 10 foot wide common access strip clear to the sky

d. Landscape Plans. That a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect, be submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in 
accordance with CP-6730 prior to obtaining any permit The landscape plan 
shall identify tree replacement on a 1:1 basis by a minimum of 24-inch box 
trees for the unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the site. Failure to 
comply with this condition as written shall require the filing of a 
modification to this parcel map in order to clear the condition.

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the 
recordation of the final map, the following statement shall appear on the plan 
and be recorded as a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory 
Agency guaranteeing that:

The planting and irrigation system shall be completed by the 
developer/builder prior to the close of escrow of each housing unit.

The developer/builder shall maintain the landscaping and irrigation for 
60 days after completion of the landscape and irrigation installation.

The developer/builder shall guarantee all trees and irrigation for a 
period of six months and all other plants for a period of 60 days after 
landscape and irrigation installation.

Fence. That prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a minimum 6- 
foot-high wooden fence or decorative masonry wall shall be constructed 
adjacent to neighboring residences, if no such wall already exists, except in 
required front yard. The fence or wall shall be covered with clinging vines or 
screened by vegetation capable of spreading over the entire wall.

e.

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

f.

Air Filtration. The applicant shall install air filters capable of achieving a 
Minimum Efficiency Rating Value (MERV) of at least 8 or better in order to 
reduce the effects of diminished air quality on the occupants of the project.

9-
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INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS.h.

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.
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 $50,000. 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 (ii).
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 in paragraph (ii).
If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, 
execute an indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City 
under terms consistent with the requirements of this condition.

(0

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

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, of 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 
Attorney’s office or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may 
participate at its own expense in the defense of any action, but such
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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, 
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers.

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those 
held under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or 
lawsuits. Action 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.

A Community Maintenance Agreement shall be prepared, 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 party to the agreement and shall be subject to a 
proportionate share of the maintenance. The Community Maintenance 
Agreement 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 parcel file.

i.

That copies of all recorded Covenant and Agreements for all reciprocal 
private easements shall be submitted to the Planning Department for 
placement in the parcel file.

J*

That the subdivider shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6974) that a Certificate of Occupancy (temporary or 
final) for the buildings shall not be issued until the final map has been recorded.

16.

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Class 15315 (Class 15). Categorical Exemption No. ENV- 
2016-3794-CE was issued on February 17, 2017 for minor land divisions meeting the 
conditions described in this section.
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There are five (5) Exceptions which must be considered in order to find a project exempt 
under Class 15315 (Class 15): (a) Cumulative Impacts; (b) Significant Effect; (c) Scenic 
Highways; (d) Hazardous Waste Sites; and (e) Historical Resources.

Cumulative Impacts: All exemptions for this class are inapplicable if a cumulative 
impact will occur from successive projects of the same type in the same place. The 
project proposes the subdivision of land into three parcels for the construction of 
three single-family dwellings under the Small Lot Ordinance in an area zoned and 
designated for such development. Within 500 feet of the subject site there is one 
Small Lot subdivision that was approved and constructed in 2013. Therefore, the 
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over 
time is not significant.

(a)

Significant Effect: The project proposes three small lot dwellings on a site that is 
permitted to have a maximum density of three dwelling units. The small lot dwellings 
will have a maximum height of 34 feet. The site is located in Height District 1VL 
which permits a maximum height of 45 feet. Existing building heights range from 19 
feet to 39 feet on the west side of Lucile Avenue within 500 feet of the site. Thus, 
there are no unusual circumstances which may lead to a significant effect on the 
environment.

(b)

Scenic Highways: The only State Scenic Highway within the City of Los Angeles is 
the Topanga Canyon State Scenic Highway, State Route 27, which travels through 
a portion of Topanga State Park. The proposed project is located in the Silver 
Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Panning Area, which is not in close proximity to 
State Route 27. Therefore the subject site will not create any impacts within a 
highway designated as a state scenic highway.

(c)

Hazardous Waste Sites: According to Envirostor, the State of California’s database 
of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, nor any site in the vicinity is 
identified as a hazardous waste site.

(d)

Historical Resources: The project site has not been identified as a historic resource 
by local or state agencies, and the project site has not been determined to be 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of 
Historical Resources, the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or 
any local register; and was not found to be a potential historic resource based on 
the City’s HistoricPIacesLA website or SurveyLA, the citywide survey of Los 
Angeles. Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a historic resource. 
Based on this, the project will not result in a substantial adverse change to the 
significance of a historic resource and this exception does not apply.

(e)

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval of Parcel Map No. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL, pursuant to 
Section 66474 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), the
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Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles makes the prescribed findings as follows:

(a) PROPOSED MAP IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND 
SPECIFIC PLANS.

The adopted Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan designates the 
subject property for Low Medium II with the corresponding zones of RD1.5, RD2 
RW2, and RZ2.5. The 0.17 acre property is zoned RD2-1VL. The adopted Plan 
and corresponding zone allows for the proposed subdivision. The proposed map 
meets all of the lot area regulations of the zone. The subject property is not located 
in a Specific Plan. Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed parcel map is 
consistent with the intent and purpose of the applicable General and Specific Plans.

(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

The proposed subdivision is to create three lots for three residential dwellings under 
the Small Lot Ordinance. Lot sizes will range from 2,221 square feet to 2,729 
square feet, thereby meeting the minimum lot size requirement of 600 square feet 
per the Small Lot Ordinance. Lot coverage will range from 42 percent to 53 percent, 
which is less than the permitted 80 percent. All lots meet the minimum lot width 
requirement of 16 feet.

The Bureau of Engineering has reviewed the proposed subdivision and found the 
subdivision layout, without consideration of the common access area, generally 
satisfactory. There is an existing sanitary sewer in Lucile Avenue adjoining the 
subdivision. The construction of mainline sewer and house connection sewers 
within suitable easement will be required to serve each parcel. As a condition of 
approval, the subdivider is required to dedicate a 3-foot wide strip of land along 
Lucile Avenue adjoining the subdivision to complete a 33-foot wide half right-of-way 
dedication in accordance with Collector Street standards based on the Mobility Plan. 
In addition, the subdivider is required to improve Lucile Avenue by constructing a 
13-foot wide concrete sidewalk, and integral concrete curb and gutter. The design 
and improvement of the proposed subdivision are therefore consistent with the 
applicable General and Specific Plans.

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

The subject property is a slightly sloping, interior, record lot. The Grading Division 
of the Department of Building and Safety reviewed the Preliminary Parcel Map and 
determined that geology/soils reports are not required prior to approval of the Parcel 
Map as the property is exempt or located outside of a State of California 
liquefaction, earthquake induced landslide, or fault-rupture hazard zone; and, 
although it is located within a City of Los Angeles Hillside Area does not require any 
grading or construction of an engineered retaining structure to remove potential



PARCEL MAP NO. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL PAGE 11

geologic hazards. The site is therefore physically suitable for the proposed type of 
development.

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT

The site is designated for Low Medium II Residential land uses in the Silver Lake- 
Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan and is currently zoned RD2-1VL. Per the 
provisions of the Small Lot Ordinance, a parcel of land may be subdivided into small 
lots provided that the density of the subdivision complies with the minimum lot area 
per dwelling unit requirement established for the zone. The subject site is 7,200 net 
square feet in size. Based on the minimum area per dwelling unit requirement of 
2,000 square feet in the RD2 Zone, a total of three lots/units are permitted on the 
site. The proposed density of development is three lots with three residential 
dwellings.

With the determination by the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, 
that a geology/soils report is not required, the site is therefore physically suitable for 
the proposed density 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.

The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Class 15315 (Class 15). 
Categorical Exemption No. ENV-2016-3974-CE was issued on February 17, 2017 
for a minor land division meeting the conditions described in this section (see above 
CEQA Findings).

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

There are no apparent health problems that might be caused by the design or 
construction of the proposed small lot subdivision. The Bureau of Engineering has 
reported that an existing sanitary sewer is available under Lucile Avenue adjoining 
the subdivision. This development is required to be connected to the City’s sewer 
system where the sewage will be directed to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, 
which has been upgraded to meet Statewide ocean discharge standards.

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



PARCEL MAP NO. AA-2016-3793-PMLA-SL PAGE 12

There is an existing 10-foot utility easement located along the western property line 
of the subdivision. The easement is within the 10-foot rear yard setback of Parcel 
C. No structures are allowed to encroach within the setback. During plan check the 
Department of Building and Safety will review the plans to ensure that no structures 
encroach on the easement and right-of-way, and thereby cause no conflict.

THE FOLLOWING NOTES ARE FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES AND ARE NOT
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL OF THIS PARCEL MAP:

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 Section 17.05-N of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code.

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

The above action shall become effective upon the decision date noted at the top of this 
letter unless an appeal has been submitted to the East Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission within 15 calendar days of the decision date. If you wish to appeal, a Master 
Appeal Form No. CP-7769, must be submitted, accepted as complete, and appeal fees 
paid by date October 27, 2017 at one of the City Planning Department Public Counters, 
located at:

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley Constituent Service Center 

6262 Van Nuys Bl., Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050

Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa St,. 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077

West Los Angeles 
Development Services Center 
1828 Sawtelle Blvd., 2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2912

*Please note the cashiers at the public counters close at 3:30 PM.

Appeal forms are available on-line at www.lacity.org/pln.

There is no longer a second level of appeal to the City Council for Parcel Map actions 
of the Advisory Agency.

mailto:cabletv.ita@lacitv.org
http://www.lacity.org/pln
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The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may 
seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is 
filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City’s decision becomes 
final, including all appeals, if any.

No sale of separate parcels is permitted prior to recordation of the final parcel map. The 
owner is advised that the above action must record within 36 months of the date of 
approval, unless an extension of time has been requested in person before 5:00 p.m. 
October 27, 2017.

No requests for time extensions or appeals received by mail shall be accepted.

If you have any questions, please call staff at (213) 978-1160

Vincent P. Bertoni, AICP 
Advisory Agency

KEVIN S. GOLDEN 
Deputy Advisory Agency

BLAKE E. LAMB
Senior City Planner

VPB:BEL:KSG.AK
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Silver Lake - Echo Park - Elysian Valley Report

Historic Districts, Planning Districts and Multi-Property Resources - 05/09/14 SurveyLA

Districts

Name: Childs Heights Tract Residential Historic District

■ ■I

Description:

The Childs Heights Residential Historic District is located within the southwestern portion of the Silver Lake neighborhood, 
directly south of Sunset Boulevard. It is generally bounded by Sunset Boulevard on the north, Marcia Drive on the south, 
Hyperion Avenue on the west, and Maltman Avenue on the east. The district consists of 151 properties on modest, regularly 
sized rectangular parcels. Of the 151, 91 are contributors and 57 are non-contributors. The remaining properties could not be 
evaluated for lack of visibility. The topography of the district has a gentle, undulating grade. The streets are generally gridded, 
running northeast-southwest.

The district primarily contains single-family residences and a small number of multi-family properties such as duplexes and 
apartment houses, which are scattered throughout. The oldest residences date from the 1910s and are mostly Craftsman in 
style. The majority of the residences from the 1920s are designed in the Mediterranean or Spanish Colonial Revival styles. The 
buildings have a uniform setback from the street, leaving room for small front lawns. Many properties do not have 
accommodations for automobiles; those that do frequently have detached garages. Most of the buildings are elevated from the 
sidewalk level and are accessed by a set of concrete steps leading to walkways. The district is further characterized by its wide 
streets - much wider than many of the surrounding streets - sidewalks and curbs. There does not appear to be a uniform street 
tree pattern, but there is an abundance of various mature trees and vegetation lining the streets on individual parcels.

Significance:

The Childs Heights Residential Historic District is significant as an intact example of a residential development adjacent to a 
major streetcar line. The period of significance is 1906 to 1933, the period during which the majority of the buildings within the 
district were constructed. Of the 151 properties within the district boundaries, 91 buildings (60%) are contributing to the 
district. Due to the relatively low percentage of district contributors, the Childs Heights Residential Historic District may not 
retain sufficient integrity for National Register eligibility. Common alterations include replacement windows, stucco over 
original siding, and the removal of features such as window and door surrounds.

The Childs Heights Residential Historic District is comprised of a portion of the Child Heights Tract that was subdivided in 1906. 
The subdivision extended further north to Effie Street, but that northern portion of the original tract no longer retains sufficient 
integrity for historic district eligibility. A 1906 display ad emphasizes the subdivision's proximity to the Sunset Boulevard 
streetcar line, its large, "ridiculously cheap" lots, and views of both the ocean and the mountains. The advertisement boldly 
claimed that the climate was free from winter frosts and would help to cure asthma and other ailments. Protective building 
restrictions were put into place which may indicate a wealthier demographic.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION: Division of property in urbanized areas zoned for 
residential, commercial, or industrial use into four or fewer parcels when the division is in 
conformance with the General Plan and zoning, no variances or exceptions are required, all 
services and access to the proposed parcels to local standards are available, the parcel was not 
involved in a division of a larger parcel within the previous 2 years, and the parcel does not have 
an average slope greater than 20 percent.

There are five (5) Exceptions which must be considered in order to find a project exempt 
under Class 15315 (Class 15): (a) Cumulative Impacts; (b) Significant Effect; (c) Scenic 
Highways; (d) Hazardous Waste Sites; and (e) Historical Resources.

(a) Cumulative Impacts: All exemptions for this class are inapplicable if a cumulative impact will 
occur from successive projects of the same type in the same place. The project proposes the 
subdivision of land into three parcels for the construction of three single-family dwellings under 
the Small Lot Ordinance in an area zoned and designated for such development. Within 500 feet 
of the subject site there is one Small Lot subdivision that was approved and constructed in 2013. 
Therefore, the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over 
time is not significant.

(b) Significant Effect: The project proposes three small lot dwellings on a site that is permitted to 
have a maximum density of three dwelling units. The small lot dwellings will have a maximum 
height of 34 feet. The site is located in Height District 1VL which permits a maximum height of 45 
feet. Building heights range from 19 feet to 39 feet on the west side of Lucile Avenue within 500 
feet of the site. Thus, there are no unusual circumstances which may lead to a significant effect 
on the environment.

(c) Scenic Highways: The only State Scenic Highway within the City of Los Angeles is the 
Topanga Canyon State Scenic Highway, State Route 27, which travels through a portion of 
Topanga State Park. The proposed project is located in the Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley 
Panning Area which is not in close proximity to State Route 27. Therefore the subject site will not 
create any impacts within a designated as a state scenic highway.

(d) Hazardous Waste Sites: According to Envirostor, the State of California’s database of 
Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, nor any site in the vicinity, is identified as a 
hazardous waste site.

(e) Historical Resources: The project site has not been identified as a historic resource by local 
or state agencies, and the project site has not been determined to be eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local register; and was not found to be a 
potential historic resource based on the City’s HistoricPIacesLA website orSurveyLA, the citywide 
survey of Los Angeles. Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a historic resource. 
Based on this, the project will not result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of a 
historic resource and this exception does not apply.
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