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TO:  HONORABLE. CHAIR MARQUEECE HARRIS-DAWSON 
  AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING AND LAND USE    
  MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE  
 
FROM: STEVE MAYER 
 
DATE:  NOVEMBER 4, 20J20 
 
RE:  COUNCIL FILE 19-0342 
  714-718 SWEETZER 
  VTT-74129-CN-2A 
  ENV-2018-2721-CE 
  AGENDA ITEM 11 
 
 Please permit this communication to provide public comment upon the Agenda 
Item 11 (714-718 Sweetzer). 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
 By means of introduction, the purpose of Thursday’s hearing is identical to that 
which occurred on April 16, 2019. 
 
 On that date, April 16, 2019, the PLUM Committee moved the matter forward to 
the Council without recommendation: 
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2019/19-0342_rpt_plum_4-16-19.pdf 
 
 On April 17, 2019, the Council unanimously voted to adopt new Findings, affirm 
the Appeal, and disapprove the Categorical Exemption:  
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2019/19-0342_mot_4-17-19.pdf 
 
 The reason for the re-hearing is ostensibly to save the City some legal expense, 
not to change the original decision by the Council … unless the Applicant provides new 
information.  
 
 The Applicant has not provided any new information that would change the 
original Council decision. 
 
 Nothing has changed in the 18 months. 
 
 Hopefully, the Committee will affirm the Council’s decision.  If not, then it 
should move the matter to the Council without recommendation. 
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WHY ARE WE HERE? 
 
 On July 9, 2019, the Applicant filed a CEQA action with the Superior Court of 
Los Angeles (Case No. 19STCP02926). 
 
 It is highly unusual for an Applicant to utilize the CEQA judicial process.  Most 
all CEQA petitions are from members of the public.   
 
 Indeed, the intent of CEQA is to provide the public a voice in the entitlement 
process.  It was not designed to allow developers a means to bypass a decision they do 
not agree with.  
 
 A successful CEQA action results in a re-hearing by a Committee, Commission, 
and/or Council.  Sometimes, in the most egregious examples, the Court may order the 
entitlement process must be restarted from the beginning.  
 
 Normally, the Court hearing on the “Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate” would 
have already been conducted, with a Judge affirming or denying the Petition.  Covid-19 
delayed the process by only several months. 
 
 That reflects another intent of CEQA is for a legal proceeding to be completed 
within a year. 
 
 Quite frankly, it seems that the Applicant (and apparently permitted to by the City 
Attorney’s office) was slow-walking the discovery process.   
 
 On October 7, 2019 and January 1, 2020, the Court Docket shows that the 
Applicant filed for two “100-Day Stay Of Proceedings”. 
 
 In a CEQA action, the discovery process is manifested by the submission of an 
“Administrative Record.”  In this case, the materials needed from the City of Los Angeles 
to create the Administrative Record could have been provided within no more than 30-60 
days. 
 
 The only apparent explanation why this matter has not been presented to the 
Court is that the Applicant is trying to exploit loopholes in the process … just as they did 
by starting construction on an apartment building, and then requesting Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map. 
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 Is the Applicant’s gamebook legal?  It has never been fully tested in the Courts.   
 
 Without question, however, it is immoral and unethical, when examined the 
perspective of the framers of CEQA.   
 
 The Planning And Conservation League, and advocacy group established in 1965, 
has a Q & A, and one of the questions should be of interest: 
 

4. WHO CAN USE CEQA? 
 
CEQA is intentionally designed for broad public enforcement, and in 
general, anyone who has an environmental concern with a project has the 
standing to bring a lawsuit if the legal violation they are alleging was 
raised during the administrative process. Citizen standing ensures that a 
small project that might escape the attention of the Attorney General but 
nevertheless severely affect a community still can be reviewed by the 
courts. 
 
https://www.pcl.org/campaigns/ceqa/ceqa-faqs/ 

 
 
 
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 There were numerous flaws in the Applicant’s “Verified Petition For Writ of 
Mandate.” 
 
 There were material inaccuracies, along with allegations that there was a cabal of 
mis-doers in City Hall that were conspiring against the Applicant. 
 
 Where are those evil employees and lobbyists, who secretly idle behind closed 
doors, or are they just gnomes that the Applicant is irritated with? 
 
 If City Hall is fraught with such fraud, why would not the Applicant, as a civic 
duty, do everything in their power to ferret out such immoral and unethical City 
employees? 
 
 We will never know, since the Applicant never apparently completed the 
Administrative Record.  Without the submission of the Administrative Record, there can 
be no hearing (nee “trial”) 
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 Perhaps what is most disturbing is that the Appellant was not named as a “Real 
Party In Interest” by the Applicant in the CEQA action. 
 
 That failure, which when the Court is made aware could result in the dismissal of 
the CEQA action, meant that the Appellant could not take place in settlement discussions, 
making this hearing redundant. 
 

===== 
 
 In conclusion, send the Applicant on their way. 
 
 On April 16, 2019, you unanimously voted to send the matter to the Council 
without recommendation. 
 
 On April 17, 2019, you unanimously voted to adopt new Findings, affirm the 
Appeal, and disapprove the Categorical Exemption. 
 
 Nothing has changed. 
 
 All the Applicant’s CEQA lawsuit effectively asked was for a re-hearing. 
 
 That has been accomplished.   
 
 The Applicant provided nothing new, and neither has Staff. 
 
 The facts are the same. 
 

Please re-affirm the Council’s original decision. 



25 A
MOTION

I MOVE that the Council take the following actions relative to the appeal for the property 
located at 714-718 N. Sweetzer Avenue (Council File No. 19-0342):

ADOPT the recommended FINDINGS dated April 15, 2019 attached to the File in lieu of 
the March 20, 2019 Findings of the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission, as the 
findings of the Council, and in addition that the proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map is not 
consistent with the applicable General Plan, policies relating to the preservation of affordable 
housing, and that the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.

1.

GRANT the appeal filed by Keith Nakata from the decision of the Central Los Angeles Area 
Planning Commission, and thereby OVERTURN the decision of the Central Los Angeles 
Area Planning Commission dated March 20,2019, and DISAPPROVE the Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. VTT-74129 for the merger and re-subdivision of two lots into one lot and a 
26-unit residential condominium building for the construction of a 26-unit residential 
building on a 14, 612 square foot site in the [QJR3-1 Zone.

2.

DISAPPROVE the Categorical Exemption, pursuant to California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15332 (Class 32) and related CEQA findings 
attached to the File.

3.

PRESENTED BY: tsm
PAUL KORETZ 
Councilmember, 5th District

9SECONDED BY:

&

April 17, 2019

rrm
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90069 Members of the Planning and Land Use Committee 200 N.
Spring Street Los Angeles, CA 90012 Attn: Leyla Campos, Legis.
Assist. (clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org) RE: Council File No.
19-0342 714-718 N. Sweetzer Ave. VTT-74129-CN-2A
DIR-2018-2720-WDI ENV-2018-2721-CE Hearing Date:
November 5, 2020 Agenda Item #11 Dear Chair Harris-Dawson
and Members of the PLUM Committee, As the original appellant
in this case that was decided on April 17, 2019 by the full City
Council to support the appeal in a unanimous vote of 12-0-3,
overturning the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
dated March 20,2019 and disapproving the Vesting Tentative
Tract Map No. VTT-74129. Also the motion Disapproved the
Categorical Exemption, pursuant to California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15332 (Class
32) and related CEQA findings that were submitted and the
“Revised Substitute Findings” (attached) were adopted. I request
that you not reconsider your previous positions on the Tract Map,
because nothing has changed with the project. Now, we are back
to supposedly rehear this case. PLUM already heard this case on
April 16, 2019 and voted to unanimously make no
recommendation in a vote of 5-0 and move it forward to the full
city council. Nothing has changed on the project since that time.
Nothing has changed with this project to either bring it into
zoning compliance by providing an alley dedication as required,
nor anything to make it consistent with the General Plan and
therefore compliant to the Subdivision Map Act. The proposed
alley paving made in the settlement discussions at the Budget and
Finance Committee on September 22, 2020, do nothing to meet
the alley dedication required by the Bureau of Engineering in the
original tract map hearing, which make it inconsistent with zoning
requirements (LAMC) Section 17.05 enumerates design standards
for subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be
designed in conformance with zoning and the General Plan. The
Housing Accountability Act (HAA) does not apply if the project
is not consistent with the General Plan and zoning requirements.
The denial of the Tract Map also does not attempt to reduce the
project or number of units, only to decide whether they will be
condominiums or apartments. Etco began the entitlement process
with an apartment project, so they must have determined that it



with an apartment project, so they must have determined that it
was a feasible apartment project only deciding later that they were
going to condominiums. The Housing Element of the General
Plan states: Because it removes affordable rental housing from the
Hollywood Community, the project is also incompatible with the
City’s General Plan Framework Element, Housing Element,
which provides: Goal 1: A City where housing production and
preservation result in an adequate supply of ownership and rental
housing that is safe, healthy and affordable to people of all
income levels, races, ages, and suitable for their various needs.
Objective 1.2 Preserve quality rental and ownership housing for
households of all income levels and special needs. Policies:
1.2.2-Encourage and incentivize the preservation of affordable
units, to ensure that demolitions and conversions do not result in
the net loss of the City’s stock of decent, safe, healthy or
affordable housing Violation of the General Plan means that the
Subdivision Map Act findings cannot be made: (a) THE
PROPOSED MAP WILL BE/IS CONSISTENT WITH
APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. (b) THE
DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED
SUBDIVISION ARE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE
GENERAL PLAN The proposed Tract Map request is therefore
inconsistent with applicable General and Specific Plans and would
not qualify for a CEQA Categorical Exemption and fails to make
findings under the Subdivision Map Act. Etco Homes has
demolished over 100 RSO Units on 3 blocks in my neighborhood,
offering only 2 affordable condos at 714-718 N. Sweetzer,
because of a density bonus that was granted here when it was still
a proposed apartment building. Etco Homes also signed a
declaration on the Demolition Permit #16019-10000- 00573 with
Building and Safety dated February 15, 2017, stating that they
would not be seeking any discretionary zoning or map approvals,
but here we are once again rehearing a Tract Map approval for
this project which Etco Homes declared they would not be
seeking. Further, I was never asked to participate in any way with
the settlement agreement discussions that was triggered by the
lawsuit filed by Etco Homes against the City of Los Angeles and
therefore do not have any knowledge of why the City does not
feel that the they can sustain the decision of the City Council from
April 17, 2019. The City Attorney accepted the Revised
Substitute Findings at the time of the City Council meeting where
they were adopted by the City Council. Sincerely, Keith Nakata 
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REVISED SUBSTITUTE FINDINGS 

Council File 19-0342 

Case No. VTT-74129-CN-2A 

714-718 North Sweetzer Ave 

In support of appeal by Keith Nakata 

 

 

Contents: REVISED SUBSTITUTE FINDING RE RSO HOUSING (pp. 2-4) REVISED SUBSTITUTE FINDING RE CLASS 32 CEQA EXEMPTION (pp. 5-8) REVISED SUBSTITUTE FINDING RE 2.5 FOOT ALLEY DEDICATION (pp 9-12) 
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REVISED SUBSTITUTE FINDING RE RSO HOUSING:   
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DEPUTY ADVISORY AGENCY/CAPC FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT), 
Finding (a) (at pg. 20 of Letter of Determination): (a) THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE/IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.  Section 66411 of the Subdivision Map Act (Map Act) establishes that local agencies regulate and control the design of subdivisions. Chapter 2, Article I, of the Map Act establishes the general provisions for tentative, final, and parcel maps. The Vesting Tentative Tract Map was prepared by a Registered Professional Engineer and contains the required components, dimensions, areas, notes, legal description, ownership, applicant and site address information as required by the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC"). The Vesting Tentative Tract Map has been filed for the purposes of the merger and resubdivision of two (2) lots into one (1) lot in conjunction with the construction, use, and maintenance of a proposed five-story, 26-unit residential condominium building.  The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) implements the goals, objectives, and policies of the Community Plan through adopted zoning regulations. The Zoning Code regulates, but is not limited to, the maximum permitted density, height, and the subdivision of land. The adopted Wilshire Community Plan does not address subdivision explicitly, however, the plan does provide for land designations with corresponding zones. The subject property is designated for Medium Residential land uses corresponding to the R3 Zone.  The project site is zoned [Q]R3-1, consistent with the zone under the site's land use designation. The construction of 26 dwelling units on the project site would be consistent with the land use designation of the site and the applicable zoning of the site. The Community Plan's designation of the site for medium residential density and uses was completed in anticipation of environmental impacts based on the maximum allowable density for the project site and the surrounding area. The proposed project is not requesting any deviations from what is otherwise permitted by the underlying zoning of the site or what was previously granted under Case No. DIR-2014-4763-DB.  The Vesting Tract Map for the proposed development of a residential condominium building is allowable under the current adopted zone and the land use designation, consistent with the General and Community Plans and the request is consistent with Article 7 (Division of Land Regulations) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The project site is not governed by a specific plan.   
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SUBSTITUTE FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT), Finding (a): (a)  THE PROPOSED MAP IS INCONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. Under the Ellis Act and the City’s implementing ordinance, all 26 rental units in the presently permitted apartment building are subject to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) and thus their conversion to condominiums would result in a net loss of 26 RSO units.   The Ellis Act provides that if units are withdrawn from the rental market under the Ellis Act and the building is demolished, and then new rental units are constructed on the same property, the provisions of the RSO shall apply to the newly constructed rental units.  (LAMC sec. 151.28(A).)  The conversion of these 26 apartment units into condominiums by way of this tract map would forever preclude the construction of 26 new rental units, and therefore would permanently remove 26 units of RSO rental housing, which would be subject to restrictions on rent increases, eviction protections, and other provisions of the RSO. The loss of these RSO units is part of a severe cumulative impact in this neighborhood and citywide.  In 2018, the City lost 2,007 units of RSO housing to demolition. According to the Coalition of Economic Survival, between the years 2001 and 2018, 24,903 units of RSO housing were lost.  This applicant alone has demolished more than 70 units of RSO housing within 3 blocks of the project site. Because it removes RSO rental housing from the Hollywood community, the project is incompatible with the adopted Hollywood Community Plan, which provides: Objective 3.  To make provision for the housing required to satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice. Because it removes RSO rental housing from the Hollywood community, the project is also incompatible with the City’s General Plan Framework Element, Housing Element, which provides: GOAL 1: A City where housing production and preservation result in an adequate supply of ownership and rental housing that is safe, healthy and affordable to people of all income levels, races, ages, and suitable for their various needs. Objective 1.2: Preserve quality rental and ownership housing for households of all income levels and special needs. Policy 1.2.2: Encourage and incentivize the preservation of affordable housing, including non-subsidized affordable units, to ensure that demolitions and conversions do not result in the net loss of the City’s stock of decent, safe, healthy or affordable housing. 
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REVISED SUBSTITUTE FINDING RE CLASS 32 CEQA 
EXEMPTION: 
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DEPUTY ADVISORY AGENCY/CAPC FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA), Finding (a) (at pp. 15-
16 of Letter of Determination): (a)  THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION AND ALL APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AS WELL AS WITH APPLICABLE ZONING DESIGNATION AND REGULATIONS. The project site is located within the adopted Hollywood Community Plan area, and is designated for Medium Residential land uses corresponding to the R3 Zone. The property is zoned [Q]R3-1. This permits a maximum residential density of one dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area in areas designated for Medium Residential Land Uses and the overall required minimum lot size is 5,000 square feet. The proposed density of 26 dwelling units on an approximately 14,612 square-foot lot is greater than what is allowed under the [Q]R3-1 Zone, however the building that is currently under construction was approved for a Density Bonus pursuant to Case No. DIR-2014-4762-DB to allow for a maximum density of 26 units along with a maximum building height of 56 feet and a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3.971:1.  As proposed, the project would comply with all other applicable regulations of the Zoning Code. Consistent with the Community Plan, the proposed 26-unit condominium development would add new, multi-family housing to Los Angeles' housing supply, in a neighborhood which is conveniently located to a variety of community services.   
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SUBSTITUTE FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA), Finding (a): (a)  THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AS WELL AS WITH APPLICABLE ZONING REGULATIONS. Under the Ellis Act and the City’s implementing ordinance, all 26 rental units in the presently permitted apartment building are subject to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) and thus their conversion to condominiums would result in a net loss of 26 RSO units.   The Ellis Act provides that if units are withdrawn from the rental market under the Ellis Act and the building is demolished, and then new rental units are constructed on the same property, the provisions of the RSO shall apply to the newly constructed rental units.  (LAMC sec. 151.28(A).)  The conversion of these 26 apartment units into condominiums by way of this tract map would forever preclude the construction of 26 new rental units, and therefore would permanently remove 26 units of RSO rental housing, which would be subject to restrictions on rent increases, eviction protections, and other provisions of the RSO. The loss of these RSO units is part of a severe cumulative impact in this neighborhood and citywide.  In 2018, the City lost 2,007 units of RSO housing to demolition. According to the Coalition of Economic Survival, between the years 2001 and 2018, 24,903 units of RSO housing were lost.  This applicant alone has demolished more than 70 units of RSO housing within 3 blocks of the project site. Because it removes RSO rental housing from the Hollywood community, the project is incompatible with the adopted Hollywood Community Plan, which provides: Objective 3.  To make provision for the housing required to satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice. Because it removes RSO rental housing from the Hollywood community, the project is also incompatible with the City’s General Plan Framework Element, Housing Element, which provides: GOAL 1: A City where housing production and preservation result in an adequate supply of ownership and rental housing that is safe, healthy and affordable to people of all income levels, races, ages, and suitable for their various needs. Objective 1.2: Preserve quality rental and ownership housing for households of all income levels and special needs.  Policy 1.2.2: Encourage and incentivize the preservation of affordable housing, including non-subsidized affordable units, to ensure that demolitions and conversions do not result in the net loss of the City’s stock of decent, safe, healthy or affordable housing. 
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The design and improvements of the proposed subdivision are also inconsistent with the applicable General and Specific Plans and with the zoning ordinance because the tract map does not provide the dedication necessary for a 10-foot wide half alley.  Section 17.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) enumerates design standards for subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be designed in conformance with the zoning and the General Plan.  Section 17.05-E provides that alleys shall be not less than 20 feet in width.   The Bureau of Engineering requested the inclusion of a condition of approval requiring that a 2.5-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along the alley adjoining the tract to complete a 10-foot wide half alley.  This dedication is necessary to accommodate existing and future traffic on the alley, and emergency access.  The Vesting Tract Map does not contain this 2.5-foot dedication.     The alley between Sweetzer and Harper avenues is 315 feet long.  The subject property alone accounts for 180 feet, or about 60%, of that distance.  The subject property is located at the corner of Sweetzer Avenue and the alley, rather than mid-block, so any widening would widen the entrance to the alley.  Directly to the south across the alley are two commercial properties.  The property at 8275 Melrose Avenue is developed with a three-story commercial building built in 1963, and the property at 8271 Melrose Avenue is developed with a two-story commercial building built in 1957.  The dedication of 2.5 feet along the southern edge of the subject project would allow the alley to be widened to 17.5 feet for a linear distance of 180 feet, beginning at Sweetzer Avenue and continuing for 180 continuous feet.  This would immediately improve access for through traffic on more than half of the 315-foot long alley, as well as for backing and other maneuvers in and out of the project site and in and out of the properties at 8271 and 8275 Melrose Avenue. In addition, the current zoning of 8271 and 8275 Melrose Avenue (C4-1XL) allows for far larger buildings to be built on those sites.  If future projects at those sites are required to widen the south side of the alley, the combination of those future widenings and the widening by the subject project would result in a 20-foot alley for the full 180 feet.   The remaining portion of the alley is occupied by several one- and two-story commercial and residential buildings, all constructed before 1950.  If these properties are redeveloped in the future those projects would also likely require alley dedications, making the alley 20 feet wide for its full 315-foot length.     
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REVISED SUBSTITUTE FINDING RE 2.5 FOOT ALLEY 
DEDICATION:   
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DEPUTY ADVISORY AGENCY/CAPC FINDINGS OF FACT, (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 
Finding (b) (at pp. 20-21 of Letter of Determination): (b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. Pursuant to Section 66418 of the Subdivision Map Act, "design" of a map refers to street alignments, grades and widths; drainage and sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; location and size of all required easements and rights-of-way; fire roads and firebreaks; lot size and configuration; traffic access; grading; land to be dedicated for park or recreational purposes; and other such specific physical requirements in the plan and configuration of the entire subdivision as may be necessary to ensure consistency with, or implementation of, the general plan or any applicable specific plan. In addition, Section 66427 of the Subdivision Map Act expressly states that the "design and location of buildings are not part of the · map review process for condominium, community apartment or stock cooperative projects." Section 17.05-C of the LAMC enumerates design standards for Subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be designed in conformance with the Street Design Standards and in conformance to the General Plan. Section 17.05-C, third paragraph, further establishes that density calculations include the areas for residential use and areas designated for public uses, except for land set aside for street purposes ("net area"). The requested map meets the required components of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map. The project site is not located in a flood zone, very high fire hazard severity zone, liquefaction or a landslide area. The design and layout of the Vesting Tract Map are consistent with the design standards established by the Subdivision Map Act and Division of Land Regulations of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Several public agencies (including Department of Building and Safety, Bureau of Engineering, and Bureau of Sanitation) have reviewed the map and found the subdivision design satisfactory. These agencies have imposed improvement requirements and/or conditions of approval. Therefore, as conditioned, the design and improvements of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the applicable General and Specific Plans.  
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SUBSTITUTE FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT), Finding (b):  (b)  THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE INCONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.  Pursuant to Section 66418 of the Subdivision Map Act, "design" of a map refers to street alignments, grades and widths; drainage and sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; location and size of all required easements and rights-of way; fire roads and firebreaks; lot size and configuration; traffic access; grading; land to be dedicated for park or recreational purposes; and other such specific physical requirements in the plan and configuration of the entire subdivision as may be necessary to ensure consistency with, or implementation of, the general plan or any applicable specific plan.  The design and improvements of the proposed subdivision are inconsistent with the applicable General and Specific Plans and with the zoning ordinance because the tract map does not provide the dedication necessary for a 10-foot wide half alley.  Section 17.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) enumerates design standards for subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be designed in conformance with the zoning and the General Plan.  Section 17.05-E provides that alleys shall be not less than 20 feet in width.   The Bureau of Engineering requested the inclusion of a condition of approval requiring that a 2.5-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along the alley adjoining the tract to complete a 10-foot wide half alley.  This dedication is necessary to accommodate existing and future traffic on the alley, and emergency access.  The Vesting Tract Map does not contain this 2.5-foot dedication.     The alley between Sweetzer and Harper avenues is 315 feet long.  The subject property alone accounts for 180 feet, or about 60%, of that distance.  The subject property is located at the corner of Sweetzer Avenue and the alley, rather than mid-block, so any widening would widen the entrance to the alley.  Directly to the south across the alley are two commercial properties.  The property at 8275 Melrose Avenue is developed with a three-story commercial building built in 1963, and the property at 8271 Melrose Avenue is developed with a two-story commercial building built in 1957.  The dedication of 2.5 feet along the southern edge of the subject project would allow the alley to be widened to 17.5 feet for a linear distance of 180 feet, beginning at Sweetzer Avenue and continuing for 180 continuous feet.  This would immediately improve access for through traffic on more than half of the 315-foot long alley, as well as for backing and other maneuvers in and out of the project site and in and out of the properties at 8271 and 8275 Melrose Avenue. In addition, the current zoning of 8271 and 8275 Melrose Avenue (C4-1XL) allows for far larger buildings to be built on those sites.  If future projects at those sites are required to widen the south side of the alley, the combination of those future widenings and the widening by the subject project would result in a 20-foot alley for the full 180 feet.   The remaining portion of the alley is occupied by several one- and 
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two-story commercial and residential buildings, all constructed before 1950.  If these properties are redeveloped in the future those projects would also likely require alley dedications, making the alley 20 feet wide for its full 315-foot length.   


