
Keith Nakata 
811 N. Croft Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90069

Members of the Planning and Land Use Committee
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn: Leyla Campos, Legis. Assist.
fclerk.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
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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 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.

Since nothing has changed with the project that would require a rehearing of the 
final decision voted on by the full City Council over a year ago, I urge you not to 
change your previous City Council positions on this matter merely because of a 
threatened lawsuit by a developer.

Sincerely,

Keith Nakata




