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September 19, 2019

The Honorable Planning and Land Use Management Committee of the City Council
City of Los Angeles
City Hall, Room 395
Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: APPEAL OF CASE NO. VTT-74478-2A; COUNCIL DISTRICT 12; CF-19-0870-S1

Dear Honorable Councilmembers:

On July 31, 2019 the City Planning Commission issued its decision recommending approval of 
the subject project including a Zone Change and approval of Vesting Tentative Tract No 74478.

The proposed project consists of the subdivision of an 11.92 acre site into 19 single-family lots. 
The Project requires the demolition of six dwellings and various unattached garages, sheds, 
stables, and open sided structures. One existing historic structure, the ‘Wilson House’, will be 
preserved and a detached garage will be constructed as an accessory structure. Private streets, 
walls, and a public horse trail will be constructed for the subdivision. The proposed single-family 
dwellings are one- and two-story structures, with heights varying from approximately 19 feet to 27 
feet and with floor areas of approximately 4,750-5,000 square-feet in size. 19 protected trees 
existing on the site, of which four are proposed for removal and 15 are proposed for preservation. 
129 non-protected trees existing on the site, of which 109 are proposed for removal and 20 are 
proposed for preservation. The Project will require approximately 12,800 cubic yards of earth to 
be graded and 5,200 cubic yards to be exported.

On August 12, 2019, the case was appealed by Daniel Garcia, an aggrieved party, who resides 
on Calle Millagros, adjacent to the project. According to the Appeal Application, the Appellant filed 
the appeal on behalf of himself and his neighbors who reside on Calle Millagros and Bee Canyon 
Road, however no additional signatures of support were provided on the Appeal Application.

The Appeal/Staff Responses

In filing for an appeal, Appellants must provide a rationale for their appeal, namely -1) the issues 
at hand, 2) how they are aggrieved by the decision, and 3) why the Appellant believes the 
decision-maker erred or abused their discretion in issuing the determination. The following is a 
summary of the Appellant’s appeal points, followed by a Staff Response, and a recommendation 
of approval or denial of the appeal point. In instances where staff is recommending denial of the 
appeal point, the analysis will address the three above reference findings.
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Appeal Statement No. 1: Request that Condition No. 23.d of the Vesting Tentative Tract be 
removed in entirety or amended to permit the construction of gates along Santa Susana 
Pass Road.

Staff Response: The Appellant requests that security gates be allowed to be constructed along 
Old Santa Susana Pass Road, and contends that they are aggrieved by this condition due to the 
presence of transients in the area and the crime in the area. They further note that unless the 
area is gated, the property will continue to attract more security issues due to the proposed trails 
and uninhabited areas of the development. The Appellant does not allege that the Decision maker 
erred or abused their discretion in applying this condition.

As noted in the Staff Report for Case No. VTT-74478-1A, the gates would limit pedestrian and 
motorist accessibility, and would potentially affect properties which are landlocked northwest of 
the property. This is in clear conflict with the Mobility Element (Mobility Plan 2035) policies which 
state that transportation systems must be accessible and convenient. Additionally, staff contends 
that the current level of crime is due to the current state of the property as vacant land and that 
redevelopment of the site would reduce the presence of homeless encampments and criminal 
activity. It is important to note that the development in which the Appellant resides, Stoney Point 
Estates, has constructed gates within their portion of the required public trails, and as such, the 
public has been barred from utilizing these public trails. The construction of security gates along 
Old Santa Susana Pass Road would further limit access to this trail, and this section of public trail 
would not be accessible from the south or the north, in clear violation of the General Plan policies.

As such, Staff recommends the denial of Appeal Point No. 1 - the construction of the gate is in 
opposition to General Plan policies regarding mobility and public trails, and as such, the decision
maker did not err or abuse their discretion in applying this condition.

Appeal Statement No. 2: Request that Condition No. 23.I of the Vesting Tentative Tract be 
modified to narrow the trees identified for preservation to only those trees which would 
not interfere with the proposed structures in the Project.

Staff Response: The Appellant contends that four or five non-protected trees are located in areas 
which conflict with the development and design of the project. The Appellant does not provide 
evidence how the preservation of trees aggrieves them or their neighborhood, as this appears to 
be an issue which would only affect the Developer, in that the Developer would need to modify 
floor plans to preserve these trees. Moreover, the Appellant does not allege that the Decision 
maker erred or abused their discretion in applying this condition.

As noted in the Staff Report for Case No. VTT-74478-1A, the Applicant’s original proposal would 
have resulted in a 21% reduction of protected trees and an 84% reduction of non-protected trees 
on-site, resulting in only 35 trees, of the existing 148 trees, being preserved on-site. Utilizing the 
maps and Tree Report (dated November 6, 2018) submitted by the Applicant, the Deputy Advisory 
Agency conditioned the project to preserve an additional two (2) protected trees and 13 non
protected trees, and required that the grading plans associated with the project be revised in order 
to preserve the most trees possible. Staff recommends the denial of Appeal Point No. 2 - the 
preservation of trees was condition based on materials provided by the applicant, and the 
decision-maker did not err or abuse their discretion in applying this condition.
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Appeal Statement No. 3: Request that Condition No. 25.b of the Vesting Tentative Tract be 
modified to remove the lighting requirement for the Equestrian Crosswalks.

Staff Response: The Appellant contends that they are aggrieved by the illuminated Equestrian 
Crosswalks and claims that the ‘Rapid Flashing Beacons’ will create distraction and visual 
impairment on their street, and notes that one of the lights will be across the street from his 
property. The Appellant does not allege that the Decision maker erred or abused their discretion 
in applying this condition.

Condition No. 25.b reads as follows: “...Horse signage shall be installed at each of the crosswalk 
locations, on both sides of the road, and shall be equipped with Rapid Flashing Beacons which 
are manually activated through a signal actuator at pedestrian height with a second signal 
actuator button for the equestrian user (at 6 feet above ground).”

It is important to note that the location of the ‘Rapid Flashing Beacons’ are not identified in that 
condition, and that the condition does not preclude the applicant from constructing them within 
the roadway. Typical illuminated crosswalks incorporate lights within the roadway and sometimes 
lighting near the crosswalk signage. This condition has not specifically required above-ground 
lighting. Only the signal actuators (the crosswalk ‘push button’) are specified as being above
ground - one at pedestrian height and one at equestrian riding height. These crosswalks were 
conditioned in order to ensure safe equestrian crossings in an area where no street lighting will 
be constructed.

If the applicant were to install these beacons in the roadway, that would be considered in 
substantial conformance with the condition as currently written. As such, staff recommends denial 
of Appeal Point No. 3, the beacons may be constructed within the roadway, and as such, will not 
be oriented in such a manner as to create lighting impacts on residential dwellings. Moreover, the 
illuminated crosswalks are needed in order to comply with General Plan findings regarding 
mobility safety, and as such, the Decision maker did not err or abuse their discretion in applying 
this condition.

Appeal Statement No. 4: Request that Condition No. 23.f of the Vesting Tentative Tract be 
modified to allow walls to be constructed in front of the historic Wilson House.

Staff Response: The Appellant contends that a lack of walls directly in front of the historic Wilson 
House entrance will present a security threat to the Project and the area. The Appellant does not 
provide evidence how this site planning issue, preserving street orientation for the historic Wilson 
House, will aggrieve them or their neighborhood. Nor does the Appellant allege that the Decision 
maker erred or abused their discretion in applying this condition.

As noted in the Staff Report for Case No. VTT-74478-1A, the Applicant’s initial design as 
submitted would have created a site design issue wherein tall walls would be constructed in front 
of the Wilson House, thereby breaking the home’s orientation to the street. The Applicant in their 
appeal requested that the condition be eliminated completely or that the walls be allowed to be 
composed of wrought-iron or other such fencing which would allow for visibility. However, this 
would still result in the front yard of the historic Wilson House being reoriented into a side yard, 
and the intent of the project is to rehabilitate and preserve the home in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, and preserving the street orientation is an 
important component of preserving the home.

Per the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, “the historic character of a property 
shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and
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spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.” Altering the historic orientation would be in 
conflict with the abovementioned Standards of Rehabilitation, in that it would alter the features 
and spaces which characterize the property. Moreover, based on the site’s location near multiple 
open space areas, and the potential for wildlife movement in the area, the wrought-iron proposal 
is problematic as larger wildlife animals such as deer can be caught in between iron bars, 
potentially resulting in wildlife death.

Staff recommends denial of Appeal Point No. 4, as the historic Wilson House is over 600 feet 
away from the Appellant’s property, and the Appellant has not provided evidence how they would 
be aggrieved by the condition, nor have they provided evidence how the Decision maker erred or 
abused their discretion in applying this condition.

Appeal Statement No. 5: Request that the City Council modify the conditions associated 
with the accompanying Zone Change Case, No. CPC-2016-3174-ZC, to conform with the 
conditions associated with the Vesting Tentative Tract No. 74478, if the requested Appeal 
points are granted.

Staff Response: As all the previous Appeal Points are without merit, staff recommends denial of 
all Appeal Points, and as such, no alterations to the accompanying Zone Change case conditions 
are required.

Conclusion

Based on the plans submitted by the applicant, reviewed and unanimously approved by the City 
Planning Commission, and considering the appellant’s arguments for appeal, Staff finds that the 
project conditions have been applied in order to revise the project to be consistent with the goal 
and policies of the General Plan. As such, the Decision maker did not err or abuse their discretion 
in approving the project, and staff is recommended that Planning Land Use Management 
Committee of the City Council deny the appeal and sustain the determination of the City Planning 
Commission including the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring Program and 
Findings.

Sincerely

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP
Director of Planning
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Prepared by: 
Valentina Knox-Jones 

nnerCity

Ay
l\0jenelle Levy 
Senior Planner


