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Re:  Objections to Case No. VIT-72500-SL-2A, ENV-2013-2877-MND-RECI,
Council File 15-0595: small lot subdivision at 853-857 Hyperion Avenue

Dear Members of the PLUM:

L INTRODUCTION

This office represents Sallie Hofmeister and David Modern, owners and residents
of residential property in the vicinity of the proposed project, an 8-lot small lot
subdivision (“SL.S8) at 853-857 N. Hyperion Avenue, as well as appellant Hyperion
Avenue Neighborhood Association, parties who will be adversely affected by the
Project. Objections to the proposed Project previously made by the appellant and its
members/representatives are incorporated herein by reference.

As a preliminary matter, please ensure that notices of all hearings, actions and
decisions related to the proposed project are timely provided to this office. All
objections, including those regarding proper notice and due process, are expressly
reserved.
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II. THE PROJECT SUBMITTALS ARE INCOMPETE, MAKING ANY
APPROVAL IMPROPER AT THIS TIME.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration is inappropriate “where the agency has failed
either to provide an accurate project description or to gather information and undertake
an adequate environmental analysis. An accurate and complete project description is
necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental impact of the
agency’s action.” City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002)96 Cal.App.4th
398, 406. “[O]nly through an accurate view of the project may the public and interested
parties and public agencies balance the proposed project’s benefits against its
environmental cost, consider appropriate mitigation measures, assess the advantages of
terminating the proposal and properly weigh other alternatives.” City of Santee v.
County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1454.

An accurate project description includes complete and correct project submittals.
According to the DCP March 11, 2015 Recommendation Report to the ELAAPC: “the
Deputy Advisory Agency did not approve the buildings’ footprints and elevation. . . .”
The applicant was required to submit a revised map that addressed those issues and
LADOT concerns. See January 26, 2015 Decision Letter, Condition 15.c. This does not
yet appear to have occurred. Accordingly, the Project should be denied and the appeal
granted on this basis alone.

In sustaining the actions and adopting the findings of the DAA, the ELAAPC
stripped out condition 15.c, presumably as a result of a new site plan submitted in
February 2015 to address LADOT concerns. That site plan, however, did not revise
building footprints or elevations. The revised map — including elevations — is what
provides the accurate and complete project description necessary for an intelligent
gvaluation of the potential environmental impact. Until a revised map is submitted, and
opportunity for review provided, approval of the Project is improper.

Additionally, even though the ELAAPC stripped out condition 15.c, it did not
change the DAA findings. Because the DAA findings would have been contingent on
changes being made to the footprints and elevations, findings necessary to approve the
Project cannot be made. See Section IV.B, infra.
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III. A FAIR ARGUMENT EXISTS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MAKING USE OF A MITIGATED
DECLARATION INAPPROPRIATE.

A. Legal Standard

A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (“EIR™) is built into the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™).
This presumption is reflected in what is known as the “fair argument” standard, under
which an agency must prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the record
supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment.
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th
1112, 1123; Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency

(2002) 103 Cal. App.4th 98, 111-112.

An EIR must be prepared where there is substantial evidence that significant
effects “may” occur. League for Protection of Qakiand’s Architectural and Historic
Resources v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 Cal. App.4th 896, 904-905. A project “may”
have a significant effect on the environment if there is a “reasonable probability” that it
will result in a significant impact. No Qil, Inc. v, City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d
68, 83, n. 16. If any aspect of the project may result in a significant impact on the
environment, an EIR must be prepared even if the overall effect of the project is
beneficial. CEQA Guidelines § 15063(b)(1).

Substantial evidence “includes fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon fact,
or expert opinion supported by fact.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(1). It also includes
“reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support
a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached . . . .” (Emphasis

added.) CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).

The fair argument test is a “low threshold™ test for requiring the preparation of an
EIR. No Oil, supra,13 Cal.3d at 84. Evidence supporting a fair argument of a significant
environmental impact triggers preparation of an EIR regardless of whether the record
contains contrary evidence. League for Protection, supra, 52 Cal.App.4th at 904-905.
This standard reflects a preference for requiring an EIR to be prepared, and a preference
for resolving doubts in favor of environmental review. Mejia v. City of Los Angeles

(2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 332.
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B. A Fair Argument Exists of Significant, Unmitigable L.and Use and

Planning Impacts.

1. Silver Lake-Echo Park — Elysian Village Community Plan.

A fair argument that there may be significant environmental impacts exists if the
Project conflicts with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. Here, the Project is inconsistent with a number of relevant
residential policies in the Community Plan. Specifically, the Project is inconsistent with

policies that include the following:

e [-1.3 Protect existing single family residential neighborhoods from new out-of-
scale development.

e 1-1.4 Encourage new infill residential development that complements existing
development and architectural style.

e 1-1.5 Protect existing stable single family and low-density multiple family
residential neighborhoods from encroachment by higher density residential and

other incompatible uses.

e 1-1.6 Promote the preservation of existing single and multiple family
neighborhoods.

e 1-3.1 Seek ahigher degree of architectural compatibility and landscaping for new
infill development to protect the character and scale of existing residential

neighborhoods. (See Exh. 1 [pp. III-1 -9].)

According to a motion put forward by Councilman O’Farrell and seconded by
PLUM Chair Councilman Huizar on March 18, 2014 seeking to initiate a General Plan
amendment and rezoning (Exh. 2), “[t]he 800-block of Hyperion Avenue has a unique
neighborhood character and environmental setting characterized by hillside lots,
substandard streets, mature vegetation and early twentieth century housing.”

The proposed Project is an 8-lot SLS on a buildable area of 12,513 square feet,
slightly more than % acre. The submitted plans show the homes to be 3-stories, 36 feet
high, and in a box style, significantly taller than homes on surrounding properties.
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Appellant has provided substantial evidence of the Project’s incompatibility with
the surrounding community with a height and massing that will dramatically alter the
neighborhood character. The Project’s scale dwarfs adjacent properties, and orients
upper-floor balconies directly into neighbors® windows, further compromising privacy
and neighborhood character. (Exh. 3.)' This creates a potentially significant
environmental impact not yet addressed, and one for which an MND is inappropriate. At
a minimum, an EIR is required.

2. Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines,

One of the bases of the appeal was that the Project does not comply with the SL.S
Design Guidelines. (Exh. 4.) The appellant provided ten different guidelines with which

the Project conflicts:

e The Project is not context sensitive. (Id., p. 1.)
o The Design is not compatible with the existing neighborhood. (1d., p. 6.)

o The Developer has not considered the design elements of the 8 homes and how
they will enhance the overall neighborhood character. (Id., p. 8.)

e The characteristics of the Project do not relate to the surrounding built form,
respecting the overall neighborhood character and existing topography. (Id., p.

9.}
e The Project is not compatible with the existing neighborhood. (Id., p. 9.)

e The Project does not take into account the neighborhood context for existing
front yard setbacks. (Id., p. 10.)

e The Project’s building heights are not constructed with a building to height
ratio of 1-4. (Id., p. 17.)

e The Project is not appropriately designed to and scaled to transition from the
single-family properties surrounding it. (Id., p. 24.)

e The Project does not minimize the number of windows and balconies
overlooking neighboring interior private yards and windows. (Id., 24.)

: These photos were part of a presentation made by the appellant to the ELAAPC,
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: Staff’s response to the ELAAPC was not that the Project complied with the SL.S

Guidelines. Rather, the response was simply that the Guidelines are not mandates or
regulations; they simply illustrate a series of common design guidelines, best practices
and case studies. The discretionary nature of the Guidelines, however, is beside the
point. Conformity with the Guidelines is an indicator of conformity with the residential
policies of the Community Plan enacted to protect single-family neighborhoods from out-
of-scale development. Indeed, one of the programs to implement policies 1-1.3, 1.1-4,
and 1-3.1 is the establishment of design guidelines.

Inherent in establishing design guidelines is that conformity and consistency with
them is necessary to establish conformity and consistency with the underlying policies.
Failing to conform to the SLS Design Guidelines, whether mandatory or not, thus means
that the Project is inconsistent with the relevant residential policies of the Silver Lake-
Echo Park-Elysian Village Community Plan.

3. Citywide Residential Design Guidelines.

In addition to the SLS Guidelines, the City also has Citywide Residential Design
Guidelines whose purpose is to implement the urban design principles that are a part of
the Framework Element of the City’s General Plan. (Exh. 5.) One of the Guidelines
addressing relationship to adjacent buildings is “mitigate negative shade/shadow and
privacy impacts by stepping back upper floors and avoiding direct views into neighboring
single-family yards.” (Id.) The inconsistency of the proposed Project with this Guideline
is further evidence of inconsistency with the relevant portions of the General Plan.

C. A Fair Argument Exists of Significant, Unmitigable Traffic Impacts.

1. Project Impacts.

Among the questions asked by the Initial Study is whether the Project would
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature. Here, the common access
driveway is as narrow as 12 feet — 40% narrower than the minimum identified in the
City’s Private Street Regulations, General Variation 2001-1. See Section 1V.D, infra.

The driveway is too narrow for simultancous ingress/egress. Given the
particulars of this stretch of Hyperion Avenue —including a blind sloping S-curve and its
function as a collector street (even though it is identified as a local street), a common
access driveway that does not allow for simultancous ingress/egress would be a design
feature that substantially increases public safety hazards (id.), creating a potentially
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significant impact for which an MND is inappropriate. Accordingly, use of an MND is
improper. At a minimum, an EIR is required.

2. Cumulative Traffic Impacts.

According to the Initial Study, “[t]he proposed project does not reach a threshold
that requires preliminary review by LADOT.” However, there is no mention of
cumulative impacts at all,

‘That a threshold for project analysis may not have been met does not mean that no
impacts, or no cumulative impacts, exist. Communities for a Better Environment v,
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App.4th 98, 117.

A cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the
combination of the project together with other projects causing related impacts. CEQA
Guidelines § 15130(a)(1). “One of the most important environmental lessons evident
from past experience is that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a
variety of small sources. These sources appear insignificant, assuming dimensions only
when considered in light of the other sources with which they interact.” Los Angeles
Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1025
(internal citations and quotes omitted).

CEQA recognizes the potential for an accumulation of small contributions to a
problem to create a cumulative effect, and requires investigation and disclosure of the
potential of a project to be the straw that breaks the camel’s back. Guidelines §
15065(a)(3). If a lead agency finds a project’s incremental effect is not “cumulatively
considerable,” the agency does need not to consider that effect significant, but it must
“briefly describe its basis for [so] concluding. . ..” Guidelines § 15130(a). As with other
aspects of CEQA, “cumulative impact analysis must be interpreted so as to afford the
fullest protection of the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory and
regulatory language.” Citizens To Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) 176
Cal.App.3d 421, 431-432.

Over 2,000 individual homes were approved in more than 200 SLS developments
between 2005 and November 2014. (Exh. 6.) A Los Angeles Times article from July 13,
2013 suggests the bulk of them are in and around the Silverlake and Echo Park
neighborhoods. (Exh. 7.) Anecdotally, we are aware of at least 135 lots in 23 SLS
developments within two miles of the proposed project that we believe are very recent
past, present, and probable future SLS projects producing related or cumulative traffic
impacts. (Exh. 8.) One additional single family home on the 800 block of Hyperion
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Avenue was listed for sale as an “investment opportunity” (Exh. 9), implying that it, too,
is ripe for subdivision. Because of their size, cumulative impacts analysis for most, if not
all, of these projects has probably never occurred. We are also aware of what we believe
are at least 814 multi-family dwelling units in another 11 projects that may be considered
related projects. (Id.) This does not include commercial projects, which would add

further traffic.

As noted In the attached correspondence from Mr. Herman Basmaciyan, a
consulting traffic engineer with over 50 years’ experience, this level of development
within the general vicinity of the proposed Project could have a potentially significant
cumulative circulation impact on:

o Level of Service (LOS) impacts at signalized intersections

e [ OS impacts on Caltrans facilities: SR-101 and SR-2 Freeways; freeway ramp
terminals

e Traffic operational and safety considerations at unsignalized intersections

o [OS impacts at Congestion Management Program (CMP) monitoring intersections
and/or on CMP facilities

e Addition of vehicular traffic on local streets

e Increased potential conflicts between vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle traffic
(Exh. 10.)

A multitude of new projects are underway in and around Silverlake/Echo Park and
in the immediate vicinity of the Project, as well as several other nearby projects in the
planning stages or reasonably foreseeable. Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of
Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, made it clear that
consideration must reach beyond those projects currently under environmental review:
“Related projects currently under environmental review unequivocally qualify as
probable future projects to be considered in a cumulative analysis. [Citation.] In
addition, even projects anticipated beyond the near future should be analyzed for their
cumulative effect.” 1d. at 168, citing Bozung v. Local Area Formation Com. (1975) 13

Cal.3d at 284.
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“A cumulative impact analysis which understates information concerning the
severity and significance of cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion
and skews the decisionmaker’s perspective concerning the environmental consequences
of the project, the necessity for mitigation measures, and the appropriateness of project
approval.” Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d
421, 431. Accordingly, use of an MND is improper. At a minimum, an EIR is required.

D. A Fair Argument Exists of Significant, Unmitigable Geologic Impacts.

As noted in the attached geotechnical report from Wilson Geosciences, Inc. (Exh.
11), there is a fair argument of potentially significant geologic and geotechnical impacts
caused by the Project.’In particular, Mr. Wilson and Mr. Abdel-Haq have identified
“substantial evidence of potential slope instability within and adjacent to the proposed
development site that have not been considered.” (Id. at p. 6.) Accordingly, use of an
MND is improper. At a minimum, an EIR is required.

IV. THERE IS NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THE
FINDINGS NECESSARY TO APPROVE THE VESTING TENTATIVE

TRACT MAP.

Pursuant to Government Code Sections 66474 .60 and 66474.61, the City Council
shall deny approval of a tentative map if any one of the findings is made:

(a)  That the proposed map is not consistent with
applicable general and specific plans....

(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.

2 Given the size and length of the references cited in Mr. Wilson’s and Mr. Abdel-
Hagq’s report, they are being provided to the City Clerk in digital format only and are not
attached in hard copy to this letter.
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{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 the 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. In this connection, the legislative
body may approve a map if it finds that alternate easements,
for access or for use, will be provided, and that these will be
substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the
public.

Here, the City Council must make some of these findings. As a result, the City
Council must deny the vesting tentative tract map.

A. The Proposed Map is Not Consistent with the Applicable General Plan.

‘The portion of the Land Use Element of the General Plan governing the Project is
the Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Village Community Plan. According to the Plan,
“[e]nhancing quality of life and preserving neighborhood character are {its] priorities.”
(Exh. 1 [p. III-1].) As detailed above in Section II1.B, the Project is not consistent with
these priorities and the relevant policies in the Plan designed to advance those priorities,
including the SLS Design Guidelines that have the effect of implementing some of the
policies. Substantial evidence does not exist to make findings to the contrary.

In addition, the Project is not consistent with Policy 1-6.1, “[1]imit development
according to the adequacy of the existing and assured street circulation system within the
Plan area and surrounding areas.” (Id. [p. I1I-14].) The substandard nature of the 800
block of Hyperion Avenue has been demonstrated through the motion put forward by
Councilman O’Farrell and seconded by PLUM Chair Councilman Huizar. (Exh. 2.)
Hyperion is classified as a secondary road north of Fountain, but is considered only a
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local street south of Fountain.” Based on long-term observations of area residents,
though, Hyperion south of Fountain functions much more intensively than a local street,
serving as a collector between Fountain and Melrose.* The inadequacy of the street for
additional traffic is exacerbated by a sloping blind ‘S’ curve just north of the Project site.
(Exh. 13 &14.) Simply put, Hyperion is inadequate for additional traffic, including that
from this and other planned and potential small lot subdivisions along the street.

It is also inconsistent with Policy 1.6-4, “[e]nsure that any proposed development
be designed to enhance and be compatible with adjacent development.” As noted in
Section I11.B.2, the Project is not consistent with community character and the scale and
orientation is not compatible with adjacent development. (See also Exh. 3.)

The ELAAPC finding of consistency is limited to a conclusory statement with no
evidence to support it. The finding does identify the land use designation for the Project
site, implying conformity with the allowable density, but as noted throughout this
correspondence, the Plan is far more than an agglomeration of land use designations and
corresponding maximum densities.

B. The Design or Improvement of the Proposed Subdivision is Not Consistent
with the General Plan.

The inconsistencies identified above in Sections II1.B and IV.A are equally
applicable here.

Moreover, the findings of the DAA, sustained by the ELAAPC, were contingent
on revisions to the building footprints and elevations. While the ELAAPC eliminated the
required revisions, it did not change the findings — findings that were contingent on those
revisions. The evidence in the record thus still supports a conclusion that the design or
improvement of the proposed Project is inconsistent with the relevant policies of the
Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Village Community Plan, af least until such time as

3 Although invalidated by the Superior Court, the Hollywood Community Plan
Update (“HCPU”) EIR also treated Hyperion north of Fountain as a Secondary Highway.
The Hollywood Community Plan and HCPU do include Hyperion south of Fountain, but
the HCPU EIR did consider Hyperion as transitioning from a Secondary Highway to a
Collector Street at Fountain. (Exh. 12.)

! Hyperion merges with Hoover before reaching Melrose.
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revised building footprints and building elevations are submitted, and a proper
opportunity for review provided.

The ELAAPC finding here was virtually devoid of any discussion of the design or
subdivision improvements in the context of the Plan, only conclusory discussion of
dimensional requirements in the context of the SLS ordinance. There is no discussion of
the SLS Guidelines. As such, substantial evidence does not exist to support a finding of

consistency.

C. The Applicant’s Arguments Re General Plan Consistency Are
Misleading and Without Evidentiary Support.

The vast majority of the issues and claims raised in the Applicant’s March 2 and
March 18, 2015 correspondence have already been addressed herein. Several comments,
however, bear further response:

The Applicant states that 12-foot driveways are commonly approved in Small Lot
Subdivisions. (March 18, 2015 correspondence, p. 4.)Whether approval of 12-foot
driveways is allegedly “common” (and the applicant provides one example) is irrelevant.
The determination of a safe and acceptable common access driveway width is site
specific, subject to public safety considerations. Here, the Appellant has provided
substantial evidence of a fair argument that the proposed width is a public safety hazard
and creates potentially significant traffic/circulation impacts.

The Applicant goes on to claim that the appeal provides no analysis or evidence
explaining how the MND is deficient with respect to any specific environmental impact.
(March 18, 2015 correspondence, p. 5.) Please refer to Section III. The Appellant has
provided substantial evidence to support the argument that the site is not suitable for the
proposed density and to meet the fair argument standard under CEQA with respect to
land use/planning, transportation/circulation, and geotechnical impacts.

The Applicant states there is currently a housing crisis in Silver Lake and
throughout the city and this Project contributes to the Mayor’s “goal” of providing new
housing. (March 18, 2015 correspondence, p. 6.) The Mayor’s goals are not intended to
be used to circumvent the General Plan and Los Angeles Municipal Code and to sacrifice
public safety. We also note there is already a significant amount of new development in
Silver Lake and Echo Park. Just within a 2-mile radius of the Project site we have
identified at least 949 dwelling units, both single family and multi-family, that are of
recent construction, in the planning stages, or otherwise reasonably foreseeable. (See

Section 111.C, supra.)
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D. The Site is Not Physicaliv Suitable for the Proposed Density of
Development.

There are two issues that lead to a finding that the site is not physically suitable for
the proposed density of development: public safety and neighborhood character. The
ELAAPC finding here was virtually devoid of any discussion of the density of the
development, excepl to say that the density is permitted under the applicable land use
designation and zoning. The appropriateness of a site-specific density is also a function
of the circulation system and the character of the neighborhood in which a project site

SIts.

The substandard nature of the 800 block of Hyperion Avenue has been
demonstrated. (Exh. 2.) Itis a local street that functions as a collector street between
Fountain Ave and Melrose Ave. The inadequacy of the street for additional traffic is
exacerbated by a sloping blind °S° curve just north of the Project site, which has been the
site of several accidents including at least one fatality in the last 12 years. (Exhs. 13,
14.)° Traffic calming devices have been rejected by the Fire Department because it uses
this stretch of Hyperion Ave as a vital connector to meet emergency response time
requirements, leaving it a very dangerous section of road. Simply put, traffic associated
with the additional density created by the proposed Project adversely affects traffic and
pedestrian safety, making the site not suitable for the density of the proposed project.

This negative impact to traffic safety is exacerbated by what appears to be a
substandard driveway apron that does not meet the driveway width recommended in the
LADOT Manual of Policies and Procedures. The proposed Project provides a 24-foot
driveway apron. The LADOT Manual recommends 28 feet. (Exh.15.) No rationale for
this deviation is given, but a driveway apron width less than the LADOT
recommendation is further evidence that the site is not physically suitable for the

proposed density of development.

‘The width of the driveway itself, not just the driveway apron, also provides
evidence that the site is not suitable for the density of the proposed project. At two points
within the subdivision the driveway narrows to 12 feet, while at a third point it narrows to
just under 15 feet. This violates the City’s Private Street Regulations, General Variation
2001-1 (Exh. 16), which allows variations to permit common driveway facilities, subject

to the following conditions:

> Exhibits 13-15 were part of a presentation made to the ELAAPC by the
Appellant.
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“3.  The driveway within such easement is improved to a
width in conformance with the Fire Department’s fire access
standards as stated in Section 57.09.03 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, but in no event less than 20 feet . . ..
(Emphasis added.)®

Additionally, the structures on ecither side of the driveway are only 12 feet apart
where the driveway narrows to 12 feet, and just less than 15 feet where the driveway
narrows to that amount. This, too, 1s a violation of the General Variation Conditions, “5.
The unobstructed distance-from the ground to the sky-between buildings located on

either side of said driveway is no less than 20 feet...”

Fire access considerations as a part of driveway/private street conditions are
clearly a public safety issue. Indeed, this is more than a fire access issue; it is also a
general safety and access issue, especially since pedestrians and bicyclists also will be
sharing the driveway. What this says about the proposed Project is that the Applicant
cannot achieve the density sought without compromising public safety. Again, this is
evidence that the site is not suitable for the density of the proposed project.

Even with the Deputy Advisory Agency mandating a 20-foot reservoir space to
provide space for one automobile while waiting for ingress or egress, the amount of
traffic on Hyperion Avenue, along with the additional vehicles regularly using a
common-access driveway allowing movement in only one direction at a time, will
compromise public safety. While the Deputy Advisory Agency is also requiring the
street to be widened, the additional space is simply not enough to accommodate three
automobiles side by side and thus cannot be construed as enhancing public safety. In the
event that a car is waiting in the carriage space, traffic moving south through the blind
“S” curve and down the steep slope on this section of Hyperion Avenue will have little
time to react and be more likely to attempt to go around the waiting car than to stop.
Appellant has seen this occur on a regular basis. South-bound traffic will likely be even
more tempted to do so with the additional street width, which will be insufficient to

remedy the hazard. (Exh.14.)

We also note that the street widening is being accomplished by reducing the
parkway/buffer between cars and pedestrians, therefore sacrificing pedestrian safety to

6 There is no longer a Section 57.09.03 in the Los Angeles Municipal Code
available on-line and appears to have been renumbered Section 57.503.1.6. (Exh. 17.)
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produce the illusion of increased automobile safety. Residents of Hyperion Avenue have
gained the situational and experiential awareness 1o properly assess this public safety
concern and have communicated such to the Deputy Advisory and the East Los Angeles
Area Planning Commission, without so much as acknowledgment. In fact, this concern
over public safety has been communicated to the City of Los Angeles for over a decade —
starting at least with communications to then-CD13 Councilman Eric Garcetti. (Exh.

18.)

The density of the development is also inconsistent with neighborhood character
and adjacent properties. Through various motions put forward by members of the City
Council over the last two years, there is a recognition of an inherent tension between the
SLS Ordinance and character of existing, stable and built-out single family
neighborhoods. (Exh. 2, Exh. 19 [Motion presented by Councilmember LaBonge, Nov.
1, 2013; Motion presented by Councilmembers O’Farrell and Bonin, July 1, 2015].) The
O’Farrell motion of March 18, 2014, in particular, shows how this tension plays out on
the 800 block of Hyperion. (Exh, 2.) See Sections III.B and IV.A. To the extent scale and
mass can be equated with density, here too, the site is not physically suitable for the
proposed density of development, given the height of the buildings compared to those
surrounding the proposed Project. The size and mass of the Project will also deprive
residences to the north of light during the winter months and a cooling northerly wind
known by residents of this area as the “Vermont Draw” during the summer months.

The most common response to any argument that the site is not suited for the
proposed density of the development is to point out that the maximum number of units
permitted under the zone in question is much higher than what is being sought. This
response, however, is a red herring to the relevant issue.

The zoning on every property establishes the range of uses, their maximum
permitted density or intensity, and a host of other regulatory requirements, including
yards, height, and parking requirements. The site may also be subject to other regulatory
restraints, such as grading restrictions. Thus, a site may be developed to the maximum
density only provided it conforms to all applicable provisions of the zone. The maximum
density practical or suitable for a site is not necessarily the same as the maximum density
theoretically permitted for the site. Such is the case here.
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V. CONCLUSION.

Based on the foregoing and prior objections in the record, we respectfully request
that the City Council grant the appeal and reject the Project.

Very truly-yours, .

OBERT P. SILVERSTEIN
FOR
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM

cc:  Sharon Gin (via Hand Delivery)
Clients (via email)
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RESIDENTIAL

Chapter Il

LAND USE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Chapter 11l of the Plan Text contains land use planning goals, objectives,
policies and programs. Organized by land use category this section is
divided into residential, commercial and industrial land use and public and
institutional service system categories. The Planning Department is
responsible for the goals, objectives, poiicies, initiation and direct
implementation of the programs contained in Chapter HI.

Enhancing quality of life and preserving neighborhood character are
priorities of the Plan, based on input from community stakeholders. As
one of the City's oldest areas, its neighborhioods— Silver Lake, Echo Park
and Elysian Valley—have grown up with the city and reflect its history,
culture, diversity and architectural legacy. As a result, the Plan
incorporates goals, objectives, programs and policies that preserve the
unique identity and character of its distinct neighborhoods. The goals are
aimed at ensuring that the Plan area remains a source of housing for
people of all economic levels—giving all income fevels access to
Downtown and employment centers—and promoting and enhancing its
strong sense of community and identity. An important segment and
ingredient of this sense of community identity is the area's thriving
creative and artistic community and enclaves which greatly lend to the
area's distinctive character and its desirability.

Design guidelines can be used to implement many of the Plan area's
residential goals, including guidelines for infill development on hillsides
whose often substandard streets pose a challenge for parking and
circulation. Generally, to preserve the character of existing
neighborhoods, guidelines are intended to encourage development that
conforms to the prevailing scale and massing and retains densities that
bring a particular level of functionality and urban character to the Plan
area's neighberhoods. New multiple family residences, especially those
that are found in neighborhoods where single and multiple family
residences are mixed, should be sensitive to the topography and the
constraints of hillside streets and complement the prevailing scale,
character and represented architectural styles. Where appropriate and
possible, traditional courtyard-style, multiple family housing developments
that incorporate opern space, provide a friendly environment for
pedestrians, and de-emphasize in their design vehicular access and
parking are encouraged.

The Plan designates residential land use densities as indicated in Table
I. The table depicts the reascnable expected population and dwelling unit
count for the year 2010, using the mid-point of the range for the dwelling
units per net acre category. The midpoint represents a reasonable factor
to use, as new development within each land use category is not likely to
cccur at one or the other extremes of the range but rather throughout the
entire range.

Sibrer Lake-Echo Park-Elsian Valley Community Plan
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PLAN POPULATION AND DWELLING UNIT CAPACITY

DWELLING
UNITS PER PERSONS
RESIDENTIAL | MNET ACRE NUMBER OF PER REASONABLE
LanDp Use MIDPOINT DWELLING DWELLING EXPECTED
CATEGORY (RANGE) UNITS NET ACRES UNIT POPULATION
(2010)
Low 6.5
(4+T1T09) 4,198.86 645.978 3.03 12,722.55
Low 135 625.695
MEDIUM | (9+ 1018) 8,446.88 3.07 25,931.92
Low 235 509.401
MEDIum §l (18+ 70 29) 11,970.92 3.07 36,750.72
MEDIUM 42 151.685
(20+ 70 55) 6,370.77 3.06 19,494.56
TOTALS 30,987.43 1,932.759 94,899.75*

*This number does not include the number of dwelling units expected to be developed in commercial areas. When
counting the number of dwelling units forecasted to be developed in commercial areas, the reasonable expected
population is estimated to be 95,258,

GOAL1

Objective 1-1

A SAFE, SECURE AND HIGH QUALITY RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT
FOR ALL ECONOMIC, AGE AND ETHNIC SEGMENTS OF THE PLAN
AREA,

Achieve and maintain a housing supply sufficient to meet the diverse
economic and socioeconomic needs of current and projected population
to the year 2010.

Policies
1-1.1  Maintain an adequate supply and distribution of multiple family,

low income and special needs housing opportunities in the
Community Plan Area.

Program: The Plan Map identifies specific areas where multiple
family residential development is permitted.

Frogram: Encourage use of Los Angeles Housing Department
{LAHD) housing development programs which provide financing
for the construction of new and the acquisition and rehabilitation
of existing multipte family housing. Programs also offer loans for
the rehabilitation of multiple family apariments occupied by low-
income families in parnership with housing developers,

Sobver Lake-Echo Park.tlysisn Yaltey Comemunity Plan
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community housing development organizations and existing
property owners.

Improve the quality of existing single family and muitiple family
housing throughout the Plan Area.

Program: Promote the rehabilitation of existing housing stock
over demolition.

Program: Assist the LAHD in identifying low income areas,
particularly in Echo Park, where funds can be aliocated to make
existing housing compliant with minimum health and safety
standards.

Program: Promote use among Plan area residents of the
LAHD's single family housing rehabilitation Joan program, the
Handyworker program and home ownership assistance programs
to encourage maintenance, repair, rehahiltation and home
ownership among eligible low-and moderate-income
homeowners and residents in the area,

Program: Encourage developers of new residential multiple
family development to reserve 15% of new rental and
condominium units for very low to moderate-income households.
Affordable rent levels are those that do not exceed 30% of 50%
to 120% of area median income,

Protect existing single family residential neighborhoods from new
out-of-scale development.

Program: In Chapter V, Urban Design guidefines encourage infill
residential development that complements existing scale,
massing, setbacks and character and is compatible with
architectural styles in stable single family neighborhoods.

Program: Adhere to existing zoning which buffers single family
residential areas from higher density multiple family areas with
transitional fow medium multiple family residential zones, retain
the height limitations in residential areas and concentrate new
development in designated Mixed Use Boulevards.

Program: Designate portions of Temple Street, Sunset
Boulevard and Fountain and Hyperion Avenues as Mixed Use
Boulevards to encourage an increase in the housing supply and
preserve single family neighborhoods (see Figures 1 and 3}.

Program: Stabilize neighborhoods in lower-income areas by
increasing home ownership through the use of LAHD home
ownership assistance programs for low- and moderate-income
residents.

Schvee LakeEcho hrt—{‘lpim\fhlq(h«n_v_wukyﬂm
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1-1.4

1-1.5

Encourage new infill residential development that complements
existing development and architectural style.

Program: Design Guidelines and Standards for residential
development are included in Chapter V, the Urban Design
Chapter of the Community Plan.

Protect existing stable singie family and low-densilty multiple
family residential neighborhoods from encroachment by higher
densily residential and other incompatible uses.

Program: The Plan Map identifies lands where only single family
residential developmentis permitted; it protects these areas from
encroachment by designating, where appropriate, transitional
residential densities which serve as huffers.

Promote the preservation of existing single and multiple famity
neighborhoods.

Program: The Community Plan establishes residential land use
categories and makes an appropriate designation for each
neighborhood in the Community Plan Area. All zone changes,
subdivisions, parcel maps, variances, conditional uses, specific
plans, community and neighborhood revitalization programs for
residential projects shall be consistent with Community Planiand
use designations.

Program: Promote use of the Homeowner's Encouragement
Loan Program (HELP}, administered by the City's Housing
Department, which provides rehabilitation loans to owners of
small residential buildings {(one to four units) to correct code
violations.

Program: Promote use of the Neighborhood Preservation
Program, administered by the City's Housing Department which
provides rehabilitation loans to owners of residential buildings of
five or more units that are occupied by low-to moderate-income
households.

Program: Promote use of the Neighborhood Recovery Program,
administered by the City's Housing Department, which identifies
programs and organizes City Services including rehabilitation
loans and home ownership programs.

Program: Seek Targeted Neighborhood Initiative (TNI) funds, a
grant program initiated by the Mayor's Office and administered by
the various City departments (often the City's Departments of
Housing and Community Development and the Community
Redevelopment Agency), to supporthousing rehabilitation, home
ownersship, public improvements and economic development.

___ Siver Lake-tcho Park-Elysian Valley Community Han
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Objective 1-2

Promote the unique qualty and functionality of the Community
Plan Area's mixed single and mulliple family residential
neighborhoods by encouraging infill development that continues
to offer a variety of housing opportunities that capitalize on the
eclectic character and architectural styles of existing
development.

Program: Enforce design guidelines and standards for
residential development that are included in the Urban Design
Chapter of the Community Plan.

Reduce automobile trips in residential areas by locating new housing in
areas offering proximity to goods, services and facilities.

Policies

1-21

1-2.2

Locate higher residentiai densities near commercial centers and
major bus routes where public service facilities, utilities and
topography will accommodate this development.

Program: Maintain and continue the implementation of the City's
Land UsefTransportation policy.

Program: The Plan concentrates higher residential densities
near transit corndors and in mixed-use areas (see policy 1-2.2),

Program: Re-zone Temple Street from Benton Way to Robinson
Street to the RAS 3 zone to promote mixed-use development
along a major bus route.

Encourage multiple family residentia! development in
commercially zoned areas in designated Neighborhood Districts
and Community Centers and along Mixed Use Boulevards (see
Figure 1) and, where appropriate, provide floor area bonuses as
an incentive to encourage mixed-use development in those
areas.

Program: Encourage development in the designated
Neighborhood District on Glendale Boulevard from south of
Fletcher Dr. to Deane St. (Silver Lake/Glendale Boulevard
Neighborhood District; see Figures 1 and 2).

Neighborhiood Districts, activity centers that serve a surrounding
residential population of 15,000-20,000 people, should be
composed of commercial (offering a mix of neighborhood-
supporting retail and services}, small professional office, small
cultural facilities and residential units. in designated
Neighborhood Districts, mixed-use development incorporating
ground floar commercial and above ground residential uses are
encouraged and permitted by-right within existing permitted Fioor

Sibver Lake-Ectva Fark-Elytian Valley Community Maa
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Area Ratios. Joint live/work units are encouraged when scale
and uses are complementary to surrounding development.

Program: Encourage zone changes or other appropriate
discretionary actions to allow increased FAR levels in the
following areas {see Figures 1, 2 and 5)

+  Alvarado Street/Sunset Boulevard Community Center - 1.5:1
FAR for commercial only structures in the Community Center
and a maximum 3:1 FAR for mixed- use development, with
appropriate discretionary approval, on Alvarado Street from
Sunset Boulevard to Temple Street.

Community Centers, activity centers that serve a surrounding
residential population of 25,000-100,000 people, shouid
comprise community-supporting retail and services and office
commercial, residential units, entertainment uses and larger
cultural facilittes and public facilities. Mixed-use development
is encouraged in all Community Centers. As noted above, a
mixed-use FAR bonus is offered in specific Community
Centers to provide incentive for development that
incorporates both uses, commercial on the ground floor with
residential uses above.

Program: Encourage mixed-use development and permit mixed-
use FAR bonuses on designated Mixed Use Boulevards to
provide incentives for developments that incorporate ground floor
commercial and above ground residentiaf uses {see Figures 1, 2
and 5) as follows:

*  Sunsel Boulevard - from the Pasadena Freeway to Fountain
Avenue with a 1.5:1 commercial and mixed-use FAR, except
specific segments as listed in Policy 2-4.3, and shown in
Figure 5, where a maximum 1.5:1 commercial and 3:1 mixed-
use FAR would be permitted, with appropriate discretionary
approval.

* Temple Street - from Glendale Boulevard to Silver Lake
Boulevard with a 1.5:1 commercial FAR and a 3:1 mixed-use
FAR, with appropriate discretionary approval.

+ Fountain and Hyperion Avenues from Sunset Boulevard to
Rowena Avenue with 3 1.5:1 commercial and mixed-use
FAR. Mixed-use projects that incorporate public open space
and/or community amenities or facilities (defined in Policy 2-
1.1}, will receive an FAR bonus equal to the square footage
dedicated to these uses, with appropriate discretionary
approval.

Sebver Lake-Echo Park-Fhyilan Valley Community Plan
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Program: Re-zone Temple Street from Benlon Way te Robinson
Street 10 the RAS 3 zone 10 promote mixed-use development
along a major bus route

Shver LaheEcho Park-4 Vi iy Plan
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Figure 1
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Objective 1-3 Preserve and enhance the varied and distinct character and integrity of
existing single and multiple family neighborhoods.

Policies

1-3.1

1-3.2

Seek a higher degree of architectural compatibiity and
landscaping for new infill development to protect the character
and scale of existing residential neighborhoods.

Program: Chapter V of this Pian, Urban Design, includes design
guidelines for residential development to help implement this

policy.

Program: Prepare a historic resource survey of other necessary
studies to establish a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone or other
Supplemental Use District, as appropriate, io protect the
neighborhood character and period architecture of the area
generally bounded by Douglas Street, Elysian Park, the $
Freeway, the Glendale Freeway, Glendale Boulevard, Berkeley
Avenue, Benton Way and Temple Street.

Program: The Plan recommends that Echo Park L.ake and all
park facilities be afforded special attention in the context of the
above-proposed Supplemental Use District to identify and
institute measures that ensure development around the park
preserves park facilities and viewsheds of the lake and from the
lake to downtown and conserves this defining neighborhood
amenity.

Program: The Plan advocates the preservation of the existing
public staircases as community amenities, recreational resources
and public rights-of-way that lend to the unigue character and
history of the Plan area.

Program: The Plan advocates the preservation of stable single
and multiple family residential areas. Design guidelines and
standards will encourage compatibility in building siting, massing
and design.

Preserve existing views in hillside areas.

Program: Strictly interpret and implement the adopted Citywide
Hillside Ordinance to limit heights of buildings, residential both
new construction and additions.

Program: Require decision-makers to condition new
development adjacent to or in the viewshed of Elysian Park, the
Los Angeles River, Echo Park Lake and the Silver Lake
Reservoir to protect views from public lands and roadways, when
discretionary actions are required.

Siver Lake-Echo Park Elysian Valley Community Plan
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Objective 1-4

1-3.3

CY

Program: Where appropriate, encourage the “cluster concept
as the preferred method of residential development in hiilside
areas to minimize grading and its associated disturbances onthe
naturafl environment,

Program: Decision-makers are discouraged from approving
variances lo the Hiliside Ordinance, the Big House Ordinance,
code provisions or other governing standards that regulate
height, yards, setbacks or other requirements that determine the
height, bulk and massing of infill residential development and
additions on hillsides.

Consider factors such as neighborhood character and identity,
compatibility of land uses, impacts on services and public
facilittes and impacts on traffic levels when changes in residential
densities are proposed.

Program: The decision-maker should adopt a finding which
addresses these factors as part of any decision relating to
changes in planned residential densities.

Promote and ensure the provision of adequate housing for all persons,
including spectal needs popufations, regardiess of income, age or ethnic
background.

Policies

1-4.1

1-4.2

Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price and
location of housing.

Program. The Plan promotes greater individual choice through
its allocation of fands for a variety of residentiai densities.

Promote mixed-use housing projects in pedestrian-criented areas
and designated Mixed Use Boulevards, Neighborhood Districts
and Community Centers to increase supply and maintain
affordability (see Figures 1, 2, and 3).

Program: fMaintain and continue the implementation of the City's
adopted Land Use/Transportation Policy.

Program: Floor area bonuses for mixed-use projects are applied
as appropriate (as identified in Policy 2-4.3) to encourage mixed-
use in Neighborhood Districts, Community Centers and Mixed
Use Boulevards (see Figures 1, 2 and 5}.

Program: The Plan specifically identifies the following areas in
which development of joint liveiwork buildings and units is
particularly encouraged, including commercial areas identified as
Mixed Use Boulevards, Community Centers and Neighborhood

Siher Lake-Echo Pack-Ehysiaa Valley Community Plan
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Dustricts (see Figures 1 and 2)

+  Sunset Boulevard from the Pasadena Freeway to Fountain
Avenue.

= Echo Park Avenue south of Morton Street to Sunset
Boutevard and north of Morton Street on commercially zoned
properties or where deemed appropriate

- The Glendale/Silver Lake Boulevards Neighborhood District.

+  Glendale Boulevard north of Sunset Boulevard to the
Glendale Freeway Terminus (also recommended as a
Commercial and Artcraft Overlay District).

+ The Alvarado Street/Sunset Boulevard Community Center,
encompassing Alvarado Street from Temple Street fo
Montana Street and Sunset Boulevard from Echo Park
Avenue to Waterico Street.

» The south side of Rowena Avenue from Glendale Boulevard
to Hyperion Avenue.

- The industrial land abutting the Los Angeles River (see
industrial policy section for more detail).

Program: Re-zone Temple Street from Benton Way to Robinson
Street to the RAS 3 zone to promote mixed-use development
along a major bus route.

Sifver Lake-Echo Pack-Elysian Valley Community Plan
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Figure 2
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Objective 1-5

1-4.3

14.4

Ensure that new housing devefopments minimize displacement
of low-income residents.

Prograrm: The decision-maker 1s encouraged to make findings
that show how the goals of this Plan are promoted if approving
any new housing project that potentially displaces existing
residents and conditions approval on the refocation of displaced
low-Income residents.

increase hormne ownership options by providing opportunities for
development of townhouses, condominiums and similar types of
housing.

Program: Encourage a diversity of housing types including
condominium unis be built in addition to rental units in areas
designated for Low Medium Residential land use.

Preserve and enhance neighborhoods with distinctive and significant
historic or architectural character.

Policies

1-5.1

Protect and enhance the historic and architectural legacy of the
Plan area's neighborhoods.

Program: The Plan Map identifies the Angelino Heights Histaric
Preservation Overlay Zone which protects a significant Victorian-
era housing collection and representations of other historically
significant architectural styles found throughout the City.

Program: The Plan Map and an appendix identify the City's
significant Modernist-era homes, the largest collection of which
is located in Silver Lake around the Silver Lake Reservoir. The
Plan recommends that status as Historic-Cultural Monuments be
sought for these individual structures, as appropriate, to preserve
them and that infill development incorporate the style's significant
features, when possible.

Program: The plan includes an appendix of the designated
Historic-Cultural Monuments located within the Plan area
boundaries.

Program: Prepare a historic resource survey or other necessary
studies to establish a Historic Preservation Overiay Zone or other
Supplemental Use District, as appropnate, to protect the
neighborhood character and period architecture of the area
generally bounded by Douglas Street, Elysian Park, the 5
Freeway, the Glendale Freeway, Glendale Boulevard, Berkeley
Avenue, Benton Way and Temple Street.

Program: Include Echo Park Lake in future neighborhood

Sibver Lake-Echo Pari-Efysian Valley Community Man
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Objective 1-6

1-5.2

conservation and preservation efforts with the goal of protecting
park facilites and significant viewsheds to and from the [ake.

Program: Support on-going efforts to study and expand the
boundaries of the Angelino Heights HPO/Z to include Echo Park
Avenue south of Sunset Boulevard.

Program: Work with other City departments and community
groups to educate area residents about the valfue of the area’s
housing stock and promote home improvement and rehabilitation
that preserves existing wood siding, windows and character-
defining features of period (1905-1930s) structures. The
Preservation Plan for the Angelino Heights HPOZ will serve as a
vaiuable tool.

Program: Design Guidelines and Standards for residential
development are included inthe Chapter V, Urban Design, of the
Community Plan.

Encourage reuse of historic resources in amanner that maintains
and enhances the historic character of structures and
neighborhoods.

Pragram: Encourage, where appropnate, the re-use of
historically significant buildings when the proposed uses are
found to be compatible with both the building's historic character
and surrounding uses.

Limit the densily of residentiat devefopment in hillside areas to that which
can reasonably be accommodated by infrastructure and natural

topography.

Policies

1-6.1

1-6.2

Limit development according to the adequacy of the existing and
assured street circulation system within the Plan area and
surrounding areas.

Program: Conlinue the implementation of the Citywide Hillside
Ordinance.

Ensurethe availability of adequate sewers, drainage facilities, fire
protection services and factiities and other public utilities to
support development within hillside areas.

Program: Decision-makers should adopt a finding which
addresses the availability of these services and utilities as part of
any decision relating to hillside residential development.

Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valiey Community Plan
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COMMERCIAL

Program: Decision-makers should strctly interpret and
implement the adopted Citywide Hillside Ordinance and are
discouraged from granting variances fram its provisions. When
granting variances, decision-markers shall make a finding that
proposed developments are compatible with  existing
development in character, mass, siting and architecturat style.

1-6.3 Censider the steepness of the topography and su#ability of the
geology in any proposal for development within the Plan area.

Program: The Plan retains hillside areas in restrictive plan
designations and zones due to¢ lopography. Continue the
implementation of the Subdivision Map Act on individual
applications.

Program: Decision-makers are encouraged to strictly interpret
and implement the Hillside Ordinance and other relevant
ordinances and regulations and are discouraged from granting
vanances from these provisions in residential hillside
neighborhoods.

1-6.4 Ensure that any proposed development be designed to enhance
and be compatible with adjacent development.

Program: Continue the strict and uniform application of the
Citywide Hillside Ordinance.

Program: Decision-makers shoutd make findings of compatibility
with adjacent development when discretionary actions are
required.

The Silver Lake-Echo Park-Eiysian Valley Community Plan area contains
several commercial thoroughfares that provide its residents with a wide
range of retail shopping and services. While certain areas increasingly
offer an array of unique and attractive boutique, vintage and antique
shops and cafes and restaurants that draw consumers from a wide area,
other commercial corridors are characterized by strip malls and auto-
oriented uses. Alvarado and Temple Streets and Fountain and Hyperion
Avenues tend to cater to auto-oriented uses, while Sunset, Silver Lake
and the northern portions of Glendale Boulevard and Rowena Avenue
offer enclaves of pedestrian friendly, shopping environments. Often,
however, poor design and the physical layout of shopping centers add to
poor circulation and fraffic congestion on surface streets throughout the
Plan area. Design guidelines as well as other policies and programs
governing commercial development are intended {o improve the aesthetic
quality and functionality of commercial areas—both those that cater to auto
uses and those areas that have desirable pedestrian-oriented features
that should be preserved and enhanced.

The intent of the Plan is to preserve and improve the quality of pedestrian-
oriented commercial centers; concentrate auto-oriented commercial uses

Silver Lake-fcho Park-Eysian Valley Community Plan
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MOTION

The 800-block of Hyperion Avenue has a unique neighborhood character and
environmental setting characterized by hillside lots, substandard streets, mature vegetation and
early twentieth century housing. The current General Plan designation is Medium Residential
and the zoning is R3 (Multiple Dwelling), but the subject area is not built out to that capacity.

The community has become increasingly concerned that new development at the R3 level
will be out-of-scale with existing development and incompatibie with the existing conditions,
namnely the narrow street system and hillside topography.

In 2009, the Council adopted a General Plan Amendment and Zone and Height District
Change (2008-2325-GPA-ZC-HD) for an area including a collection of parcels on the west side
of Hyperion Avenue beginning at 877 N. Hyperion and extending to Del Mar Avenue to the
north. The Medium Residential General Plan designation was reduced to Low Medium II
Residential and the R3-1VL (Multiple Dwelling, Height District 1 Very Limited) zone and
height district were reduced and modified to [Q) RD1.5-1D. (Permanent Qualified conditions,
Restricted Density Multiple Dwelling zone, height district 1 Development Limitations).

The environment and neighborhood character of the area bounded by 877 N. Hyperion
Avenue, and Del Mar Avenue is substantially similar to that of the area bounded by 867 N.
Hyperion Avenue to the north and Adrian Streef to the south. The community has indicated a
desire to extend the General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Height District Change to that
latter section of Hyperion Avenue.

A General Plan Amendment for the west side of the 800 block of Hyperion Avenue is
consistent with the intent and purposes of the adopted Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley
Community Plan, in that the proposed Plan Amendment will ensure that any infill development
will be compatible with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood and can be
supported by the surrounding street system and topography.

1 THEREFORE MOVE that the Council instruct the Planning Department, in
consultation with Council District 13, to initiate consideration of a General Plan Amendment and
Zone and Height District Change, including the preparation and adoption of any required
ordinance, with respect to various parcels located on the west side of Hyperion Avenue,
beginning at 801 N. Hyperion Avenue and extending to 867 N. Hyperion Avenue,

PRESENTED BY%Z/T/ M

MITCH O’ FARRELL@
Councilmember, 13% Dlstnctm&’%"
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This handbook provides recommendalions for addressing the
complexities of designing small {ot developments 1o be within
conformance of the General Plan. Cach guwdeline should be
considered in a proposed preject. However, because of the unique
nalure of each small tot development, not alf will be approepriate in
every case.

The guidelines are intended to help guide architects, developers,
and residents in designing for a more tivable city. Incorporating
these guidelines into a project’s design will encourage more
compatible architecture, attractive multi-family residential districts,
context-sensitive design, and sustainable environments, and will
also contribute to pedestrian activity and place-making.

Tentative tract and parcel maps for smail lot subdivisions must

be consistent with the City's General Plan and Community Pians
in order o be approved. It is important to review all relevant cily
documents for policies that may afiect your small lot design and

layout.

Published January 2014
Cover photos: Artis, Cullen Street Art District Homes, Rock Row

Document is designed lo be printed double-sided.
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SitAalt Lot

The Smalt { ot Ordinance allows
for subdivisions i areas zoned for
multi-farmily or commercial uses,
permitting the development of this
small lot in Echo Park.

Srmall iot homes must be structurally
independent with no shared
foundations or common walfs.

4 INTRODUCTION

The City of L os Angeles has enacted the Smail Lot
Orchnance (No. 176354) 1o allow the construction of fee-
sirngle, mifill housing on small lots w mutli-family and
commercial zones. While horme ocwnership ophons have
traditionally been limited to single-family homes on 5,000
square fool lots or condeminiums, the passage of ihe Small
Lot Ordinance exlends these oplions o include townhomes,
row houses, and olher types of infill housing typically only
available for rent.

The Ordinance provides a more space-efficient and
econamically attractive alternative for sites zoned for
apartment or condominium uses. In short, the Small Lot
Ordinance simplifies the land subdivision process, making
it easier for developers to construct creative new fee-simpile
homes in urban areas.

It was envisioned to allow the subdivision of underutitized
land in multi-famify and commercial areas for the creation
of up to 15 lots with detached single-family homes. It was
not intended (0 generate a request for a General Plan
amendment and zone change to permit the development.
Generally, these homes have smaller lot areas, compact
building footprints, and minimal streetfront and setback
requirerments. They are distinct from condominiums in
that the tenanis of these compact homes have complete
ownership of that lot.

While the Ordinance provides a smart-growth alternative to
the suburban single-family home, generally reduces density,
and creates new options for home ownership, it also brings
a new set of spatial complexities. For instance, challenges
brought on by neighborhood context and the proximity

of adjacent structures require thoughtful considerations
about massing, height, and fransitional areas from adjacent
properties. These spatial constraints require innovative
design solutions.
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Small Lot Design Guidelines
This handboolk provides desighy guddelinaes igsucd by the advisory agenoy 1o address

these complexities while aiso promoting the dos gy and creation of smalt ot housing with
reighborhicod compatibiity for consistan: 7 wath apphcable General and Specilic Plans. Thoe
Guidelines outline recommendations for L ongane sty and urban form, sotbacks and

builching transitions, parking and driveways, bulding design and matenals. and landscaping
and access. 1he recomimendalions are nut mandatory, but help 1o guide decision-makers to
ensure that a project 1s compalible with 15 surroundings. Projects that are not in compliance
with the Guidelines may be subject to delays, redesign, and comimunity appeais.

Applying the Guidelines

The Guidelines oullined in this document identify the level of design qualily expected for
small lot developments. They provide quidance and direction for applying policies contained
within the Genaral Plan Framawork and the Community Plans. Incorporating these
Guidelines into a project's design will encourage more compatible architecture, attractive
residential projects, context-sensitive design, opportunities for pedeastrian activity, and overall
contribute to an enhanced sense of place.

Interested property owners, developers, and designers should first review the zoning of
the property before proceeding with the project. The Small Lot Ordinance and Guidelines
are only applicable to developments within mutti-family and commercial zones. They are
also only applicable to modestiy-scaled well-designed projects with 47 or less dwelling
units. Projects with a greater number of units will need further review prior to accepting the

applications for fifing.

The Guidelines are intended for use by the Planning Department, as well as other City
agencies and department staff, developers, architects, engineers, and community members
in evaluating project applications. The Guidelines should also be used in conjunction with
relevant policies from the General Plan Framework and Community Plans. In order to ensure
the creation of well-designed and context-sensitive smali lot homes, the Guidelines listed
here will apply to all new small lot applications.

Small lot projects must substantially comply with the Small Lot Design Guidelines in order to
receive project approval. However, some leniency and creativity is permitted in implementing
these Guidelines. For instance, in cases where special circumstances make complete
compliance infeasible or impossible, the project must nonetheless substantially conform to
the overarching goats of the Guidelines. Development applications must then demonstrate
clear alternatives that achieve the same goals and objectives, and describe to what extent
these Guidelines are incorporated into the project design.

In short, the Smalf Lot Design Guidelines will only be used to condition approved projects,
and may not serve as the basis for a project approval or denial. Conditions imposed by the
initial decision-maker may be appealed.

INTRODUCTION §
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OVERARCHING GOALS

0 s (e creation OF wieh desiicd and conrpatiole developmaent s thal improve the
Coniew o e bl eovironmey s e Socak Lot Design Guideines promaote the following

T

Create sgh quaity ratoor and oatdoor ving environments for all residents.
Enhance the public realm.

Provide fee-simple home ownership opportunities for a grealer number of people, at
a wider range of income levels.

Provide solutions for infill housing.

Design and configure housing to be compatinle with the existing neighborhood
context, especially in sensilive areas, This includes areas contained within Specific
Plans, Community Design Overlays (CDOs), and Historic Preservation Overlay Zones

(HPOZs).

O s W N —

6 Prioritize the livability and market value of a project over strict density.

. A
B 52 S, oot 1, C o Pk

The Auburn Street small lot development in the Silveriake neighborhood demonstrates the Guideling's overarching
goals.

& INTRODUCTION



SMALL LOT

10

Sad ol sunddvisions are not condomems. Properties are btled i lee sunpdle,
meanin g B, i e hought and sold just ke conventional single-family hormes.
Subdivisions 2re only permitled in areas zoned for mulli-family housing or commercial

uses for projects with up to 47 dwelling units. Projects with a greater number of units
will need further review prior 1o accepting the applications for filing.

Small lot homes must be structurally independent, with no shared foundations or
cormimon walls. This also applies to the conversion of existing buildings inlo small 1ot
homes, which are permitted by the Smalt Lot Ordinance.

Generally, the subdivisions will only have one dwelling unit per tot, although duplexes
and triplexes are permutted.

The Crdinance reduces the minimum lot size and side yard requirermnents and
eliminates requirements for conventional street frontage, allowing for flexibility to
be compatibie with the existing neighborhood context. This allows for the creation
of mare space-efficient compact homes. Small lots may be irregularly shaped, a
minimum area of 600 square feet, and at least 16 feet wide.

A 5-foot setback is required between the subdivision and adjoining properties. There
are no yard or setback requirements atong alleys, streets, or between lots within the
approved subdivision.

All structures on a lot which inctudes one or more dwelling units, may, taken together,
occupy no more than 80 percent of the lot area, unless the tract or parcel map
provides common open space equivalent to 20 percent of the lot area of each lot not
meeting this provision.

Parking may be provided anywhere on the site, either on individual or shared lots
or a separate parking garage. Communal parking areas must be accessible via
the community driveway, street, or alley, and have clear pathways connecting to
residential units. Tandem parking is also allowed.

Small ot subdivisions must be filed as a Vesting Tentative Track Map or as an
iltustrated Parcel Map. Both will require supplemental site plans, building elevations,
and other illustrative information.

Each proposed small lot subdivision must be reviewed and approved by City Staff,
and is subject to public hearing and appeals.

QUICK FACTS 7
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The Rock Row development in
Eagle Rock features a central
driveway with alternative paving.

8 SITE PLANNING

Constructing infill housing fters ounique set of design
challengas nol only on the parcel level, but also on the
neighborhood level and within the puthc realm. Developers
and architects must theretore consder the design elements
of each small lot home and now they will enhance the coverall
neighborhood character and vitality of the larger public
realm.

Parcel

Small lot design s fundamentally a site planning challenge.
It requires addressing practical spatial requirements while
simuitaneously creating high-quality living environments
These spatial requirements include: small lot sizes and
awkward configurations; parking and automobile access;
pedestrian circulation; adequate access to air, light, and
ventilation; outdoor space and privacy; and refuse bin
placement and utilities tocation. Developers must address
these issues in ways that ultimately enhance the living
environment of each dwelling unit.

Additionally, each home must exhibit a tigh level of design
quality, inctuding: well-articulated entries and facades to
each dweliing unit, proportionate windows, quality building
malerials, connections to a pedestrian circulation system,
and coniext-sensitive elements.

Neighborhood

By its very nature, infill development occurs in
neighborhoods with preexisting development and
characteristics, and should therefore supplement to and
enhance the overall quality of the neighborhood. At this



SMALL LOT

Souc ke e and archilecis must conaider the throe-
dimenaanal nature of the entire development. ncluding
hewht, mssing, siing, and crentaton. These charactenstics
must relate 1o the surroundng buill form, respecting the

ovecall neighborhood character and existing topography.

Other considerations include bulding patierns, streetscape
characieristics, orientation to the street, pedestrian routes,

transit stops, parking arrangements, and opportunities for

defensible space considerations, each of which impact a

Througt: the use of courtyards and
s . . . . grasscrete paving, the Perlita Mews
development’s integration into the neighborhood context. development in Alwater Village

strives for livabie shared spaces.

Public Realm

Each infill project, however smail, must contribute to a vital
and coherent public realm through an improved network
of streets and sidewalks that is pieasant, interesting, and
comfortable for pedestrian activity. To do so, each project
should focus on the relationship between the proposed
smal! lot subdivision and the public environment, with
emphasis on: building siting and orientation, height and
massing, articutation of facades and entry ways, building
fenestration, pedestrian circutation, type and placement
of street trees, landscaping and transitional spaces, and
location of driveways and garages.

Objective Design and configure housing to be consistent
with applicable General and Specific Plans, be compatible
with the existing neighborhood, while also striking a balance
between parking, adequate common areas, and the public
realm.

SITE PLANNING 9
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Sufficient space shoufd be provided
for an entry, landing and transitionai
landscaping between the sidewalk

and private entryway

19

SITE PLANNING

RELATIONSHIP TO THE STREET GUIDELINES

When designed well, small lot developments can enhance
the preexisling character of a good street or improve a
fragmented one. Therefore, small iot developments shouid
embrace, rather than ignore, the street. Aithough there are
NG regurements for front setbacks, neighborhood context
shall provide direction for setting buldings back from the
street.

Minimat setbacks are appropriate for small lots on
commercial streets. Similarly, setbacks are not required for
dwelling units with ground-floor retail. On residential streets,
preexisting front setbacks should guide the distance that

a development is set back from the sireel. Moreover, a
foot side setback is required of any property adjacent to the
perimeter of the small kot project and development.

‘] In areas with an existing prevailing street setback,
align the small ot development to be consistent
with this setback and provide continuity along the
street edge. Slight deviations from the setback are
acceptable.

2 On residential streets with varying setbacks, the front
yard setback should be within 5 feet of the average
setback of adjacent properties.

8 On commiercial streets with a range of setbacks,
small lot developments should nearly abut the
sidewalk, allowing sufficient room for entry, front
stoop, and some transitional landscaping. However,
this is not required for dweliings with ground floor
retail.



RELATIONSHIP TO THE STREET ILLUSTRATIONS

Average setback range

SMALL LOT

(z 7 Bag

- w/ : //" \ %
u’. // ,’{Z//--
E
Where apphcable, proposed small
io! developments should align with
he prevailing setback of the street.

smssssnsrarvan

Where applicabie, ihe selbacks of
proposed small {ot developments
should be within the range of
selbacks Of aexisting properlies.

SITE PLANNING 1"
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SITE LAYOUT AND CIRCULATION GUIDELINES

Small 1ot developments are presentod with numenoas
spatial chiallenges hat require nnovative deskp solibons,
Regardless of spalial constramts, developiments muoat strive
for neighborhood compatibilily and be able to i all aspaect,
such as parking and driveways, adequate bawnh and utity
locations, adequate indoor and outdoor hving space, within
the project site.

Enhanced paving denotes the Builders and designers should consider all possible

entryway to the Vesper Village . . .

development 1 Van Nuys. configurations that take advantage of the sile topography
in providing sufficient open space, and consider how
characteristics of the street and adjacent structures
affect the overall form and onentation of the proposed
development.

-] Configure homes to front public streets, primary
entryway, circulation walkways, and open spaces,
rather than driveways.

2 For homes not adjacent to the public streel, provide
pedestrian circulation in the form of private walkways
or clearly delineated paths of travel from the sidewalk
to their entryway.

8 Maximize green space while minimizing the total
amount of driveway space.

Whaere possibie, utilize alleyways for vehicular access.
Take advantage of existing topography and natural

features (i.e. existing trees) to maintain appropriate
grade levels consistent with surrounding structures.

1

6 Homes fronting a public street should have the
primary entrance and main windows facing the
street.

7 Enhanced paving should mark the pedestrian and
vehicular entries of complexes to provide a sense of
armival,

12 SITE PLANNING
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SITE LAYOUT AND CIRCULATION CUIDELINES

ATy R YN v,
OO IERR IS RS Y

8 Drosgn Boor plan lavouis vy i o o ol shape.
wichth, and depth to masaing - nable autedoo:

SDACES.

9 Provide space for entry, front landing., and transitiona
landscaping between the public sidewalk and private
enfryway.

1 O Provide direct paths of travel for pedestrian
destinations within the development. Whenever
relevant, create primary entrances lor pedestrians
that are safe, easlly accassible, and a short distance
from transit stops.

1 1 When multipfe units share a common driveway that is
lined with individual garages, provide distinguishable
pedestrian paths to connect parking areas to
articulated individual entries.

1 2 Vary building placement to increase variation in
facades and more articulated building edges.

The Cullen Street developrnent
demonslrales a side access
driveway with the front unit having a
strong relationship 1o the streel.

SITE PLANNING 13
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POSSIBLE CONFIGURATIONS

When rear cnvewirys are used

@ The streethont should sull give

the appearance of an enley

O Pedesinan entracces should ,

closely align with Ihe enirances !

adjacent dweling units ‘ NN ¥ B
i;': GFDs dl e

pLbhc slreel

When rear T-Onveways are vsed, all
units should have direct access 10
the public sidewalk

This allernative T-driveway configu-
ralion separates rear units from the
public street and sidewali.

1L SITE PLANNING
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POSSIBLE CONFIGURATIONS (CONTINUED)

Whor roar L daveways are used, Jal-
Lol 5 e Lo Lo e gt 9l

i

X0

v ,‘. .'n'n

When an alternative L dnveway is
used. all rear unils thal do not fromt
on \he public sidewalk should still
have a separale pedestrian path.

When side acCess driveways are
used:

© Small lo!t developments with

a side access drivaway should
configure front homes 1o be
accessible from the sidewalk.

© Interior homes should be
accessible from both the driveway
and a privale walkway at the front of
the homes.

SITE PLANNING 15
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S Ouses will o ceeirdl access
(s, G oelance e pubhs
realm whes front homes are
HICUSEUNG it e ik ewalk

Row houses wilh shared driveways
enhance the streetfront by reducing
the number ol driveway culs and
vehicle/pedestrian confiicts. This
resulls in enhanced and more
opportunities for pedestnan entrnies,

The combination of tandem parking
and deep garage setbacks can
minimize the amount of sirestfront

dedicaled to driveways.

16 SITE PLANNING

POSSIBLE CONFIGURATIONS (CONTINUED)




BUILDING-TO-STREET PROPORTION
GUIDELTHNES

Building-lo-stieet proportion refers to the relationship
betweern he: height of buildings on either side of A sireel
and Ihe width between tnose buildings, An ideal proportion
betwean hase lwe) crealas a plcasant and visually
intéresting public realm. Fhe public realim, therefore, may
be considered as an “outdoor roomn” thal is shaped by

the “walls” of the building heights and the “floors” of the
roadway. Through proper setbacks, appropriate building
heights, and lush landscaping, small lot developments can
help contribute to the creation of these outdoor rooms.

Outdoor rooms with excessively wide roadways or short
building heights tend fo eliminate any sense of enclosure

for the pedestrian. Therefore, building heights should be
construcled al a minimum of one-quarter of the width of the
roadway.

In cases where neighborhood context may preclude
increased building heights, trees may be planted along the
street or front yard 1o help increase the sense of enclosure.

Small lols should be constructed with a building-to-
height ratio of 1-to-4. In other words, buildings should
have a height of at least one-quarter of the width of
the roadway. For example, on a 100 foot wide street,
an appropriate building height would be 25 feet.

2 Define the proper proportion of the public right of
way through the planting of shade trees and low-
growing vegetation (see Landscaping Section for
further information).

3 Plant shade trees and ormamenital plants o define
the edge and increase visual interest to both the
public and private realms. Avoid placing 4-foot-tall or
higher shrubs immediately adjacent to the sidewalk.

SMALL LOT

Many Los Angeles streels have
ungdeswable height-width ratios wilh;
low-nse buildings, narrow sidewalks,
and extremely wide streets,

Abbot Kinney Bivd. in Venice is
an example of a more appropriale
Ouicing-Lo-streel proportion.

SITE PLANNING
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This small lol development creales a heighl-wadih ratio of approximately 1.5, and provides little sense of enclosure (o
the pedesinan. Althoughil may not be possibie 1o alfer the bulding heights, a senes of landscaping ntervenlions can
enhance the semblance ol an ouldoor room.

Langscaping within the public, transitional, and private reaims heighlens the semblance of an ouldoor room, Here,
canopy-crealing shade trees have been added 1o effectively reduce the widih between buidings, and bringing the
height-width ralio lo approximately 1.2.5. )

18 SITE PLANNING




SMALL LOT

PARKING AND DRIVEWAY GUIDELINES

ine desan of sroall ol developments must stnhe a parti slar
spatial balanoe b rs ot Simullaneoushy maintam high-

guality puasho ol e 2 g crvroniments while 250
accominedatiog e U clennide I poon dooe g outs,
salt 1ot contiguralions, allows parking, driveway-, and
garages o dommate the lindscape, creating conficts for
pedesinians and decreasing the overall aesthetic quality of
the development. !mpropqr{y placed parking at the front of These homes have garages located
townhouses can have unsightly effects onto the streetfront. in the rear of the buildings.
Frequent curty cuts and driveways jecpardize pedestrian
safely and eliminate space tor street trees and on-street
parking. Ideally, designs should lecate parking to be behind
dwellings and accessible from alleys where present. If
driveways are necessary, designs should minimize their
width, number, and visual impact.

1 Locate parking 1o the rear of dwellings where homes
front the public streel.

Where available, use alleyways as accass {0 off-
street parking.

8 If mdrnadual front driveways must be used, the
setback of the building shouid allow for an ample
armount of landscaping space and a front entryway,

porch, or landing. Rock Row uses permeable paving
o provide a mars hospitable
4 Allow for a pedestrian access path separate from pedestrian path afong the driveway.
driveway whenever possible. When the driveway

provides pedestrian access to individual dwellings, a
distinguishable path should be provided.

5 Access driveways should be designed to be no
wider than circulation and backup requirements,
white stil allowing for landscaping and a pedestrian
access path on-site.

Space permitting, design the driveway area for multi-
functional uses.

7 Structures should limit encroachment over the
driveway area to not restrict the movement of trucks.

SITE PLANNING 19



SVALL LI

The placerment of ndividual
driveways alang the streetfront can
disrupt the continuity of the sidewalk
and pubhc realm, and eliminate
space for street tiees and on-slreet
parking.

street

Howsever, when driveways are
located to the rear of dwellings,
the sireetscape can become a
comiortable outdoor space for
residents and passers-by.

20 SITE PLANNING

Number of spaces
The | os Angeles Municpal Code bsts requirements for the
Prscn o parking spaces [or residential devolopments.

S b roeaes are required 16 provide:

o apney for cach home

landlen parking 1s also acceptable, space permitling. One
space can be dedicaled for a compact car.

Duplex and nplex developments are required 1o provide:
* 1 space for each unit with less than 3 habitable rooms
* 15 spaces for each unit with 3 halytable rooms

+ 2 spaces for units with more than 3 habitable rooms

Small lot developments are also required to provide guest
parking based on site layout and circulation. Srnalt lots are
subject to the following guest parking requirements:
+  Dewelopments with less than 10 units: O spaces
+  Developments with 10-100 units: 0.25 spaces per unit
»  Developments with over 100 units: 0.5 spaces per unit

Locally adopted Specific Plans may require more parking.
in these cases, the locally adopted plans supercede these
parking requirerments.

Dimensions
The Municipal Code requires the foliowing dimensions for
parking spaces:

+ 86" x 18" for standard-size cars;
s 76" x 15" for compact cars.

Driveway widths depend on lot depth and building
configuration. Individual front driveways should be 10

teel wide. in these instances, the building width should
adequately allow for integral front parking plus some yard
and porch or landing space. Access driveways will vary in
width depending on lot size, depth, and building height, and
are required to meet Code requirements for stall dimensions
and access aisle. Please consult the Fire Department for
further information.



SMALL LOT

I ordor 1o oraka fownhoose construchon more feasible, the
Small Lot Ordinance mininizes the required sizes of side,
rear, and front yards. As a resull, small [ots are ullimately
shaped by bulding configuration. Designers should
consider how the arrangement of interior space affects
exterior massing and how the configuration of building
elements respond to adjacent buildings. Design strategies
incorporating neighborhood contaxt nclude considerations
of: building height transitions, arrangemeant of buldings
and open space, landscape elements, vehicular driveways
and pedestrian paths, and architecturai details and scaling
devices that breakdown the massing of the development.

With reduced setback requirements and small lot areas,
providing access to air, light, and ventilation is more

Sensitive window and balcony

chal_lengmg for _smail lot dgve!opments t_han typical single- placerment in the Rock Row
family designs. Thus, architects and builders must take fuli development are key to enhancing
advantage of the unique design opportunities presented to the light and veniitation of the

them to create livable environments. home's inteior.

Objective: Develop the overall form and relationship of
the buildings by focusing on neighborhood compatibility
and high-quality design of the following elements: entry,
height and massing, building facade, roof lines, and
materials.

The Buzz Coit da
demonsirates how the front unit
of the development is designed
to engagse the public street and
sidewaik.

BUILDING 21
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Entryways, porches and stoops
clearly delineate public and
private realms while rmaintaining a
comfortable relalionship betweer:
these realms and their users.

These home entrances sit a few
steps above the sidewalk. A smalf
landscaped area provides a buffer
between the sidewalk and building
edge.

22 BUILDING

ENTRY GUIDELINES

Whaen eninies are well articulated and 23y 1o find, they
function as galeways-— simultaneously vesl oming visitors,
ailowing for seasonat decorations, and clearly delineating
the boundaries of the private realm. They muay also offer
habitable ouldoor space in the form of a small front porcn or

palio.

1

Prirmary entryways should be clearly identifiable and
connected (o the public street by a walkway. Indwidual
residences should incorporate transitions such as
landscaping, paving, porches, stoops, and canopies.

Homes that front a public street shouid have their
prirnary entryway accessible from the street. Garages
should not take the ptace of the main entryway.

Entryways should sit at a grade comparable to those
of the surrounding structures, and should never tower
above the street.

Use ornamental low-level lighting to highlight and
provide security for pedestrian paths and enirances.
Ensure all parking areas and walkways are illuminated.

Sole entrances should be at grade level. Homes with
multiple entrances may include a secondary entrance
at three to five steps above grade or consistent with
the average grade of existing structures.

Entrances that front commercial boulevards should
allow room for a stoop and entryway and ideally some
fandscaped area.

Ground-floor commercial arrangements fronting on
the street in a commercial district do not require a
separation between the entry and the street. See
Special Guidelines for Ground-Floor Commercial Uses
{p. 28} for further information.

Incorporate transitions such as landscaping, paving
material, porches, stoops, and canopies at the
primary entrance {0 each residence, and at the main
pedastrian entrance fo the development from the
sidewalk.



ENTRY (CONTINUED)

SMALL LOT

Smali {ot homes with excessive
Graging 12nd (o s dwkwardly
above e neighborhinod ard
sidewalk This creples a physical
and wisual Darnes Detwean thae
pubkc and prvate realns.

A beller nteraction belween a small
ol development and the streel 1S
achieved when buildings are only

a few steps above street level. This
creales a clear sight ine between
the sidewalk and ihe tronl entry.

BUILDING 23
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HEIGHT AND MASSING GUIDELINES

While building haighl is often crilicized for a project’s

incompatibility with the neighLormoeod. it is miore often the

builduig’s massing--the overall volume oi Ine building--

that can cause the new structure 1o seent out of context

Well-designed buildings do not "max out” the allowable

building massing permitled by the code --heighl fimits.

yard, setbacks--but employ variations in height, massing,

rhythm, and texlure to reduce the perceivable massing of

. _ ) the building. These variations serve dual functions: they help

mﬁ?dmmm;‘;lfg”xm small deveiopments mesh with their surroundings, while also

able strectironl. enhancing the overall quality of the streel by providing visual
interesl and a pedestrian scale.

-1 Use the surrounding built environment to inform
decisions about variations in height and massing.

2 Avoid excessive differences in height between the
proposed development and adjacent buildings.

3 Provide sufficient space between buildings,
articulation along the street frontage, and visual
breaks to diminish the scale and massing.

4 Small lot developments should be appropriately
designed and scaled to transition from single-family
properties using methods such as step backs,
building placement, driveway location, variations in
height, and landscape screening elements.

H BUILDING




SMALL LOT

This small ot development maxes
oul the buliding envelope and does
el respond 1o sorrounding context

By breaking down the height,
massing. and facade of the
buildings, this small lot developmient
becomes more compatibie with the
surrourding neighborhood.

The use of unique building materials
and accent colors helps to articulate
the facade and entrance of this
corner building.

BUILDING 25



BUILDING FACADE GUIDELINES

The building facade is a o cloarnbin relaling the
building 1o the street and newgnborhiood Design elements
such as porches and stoos cany he usod o enent ihe

housing towards the stieand pronrete aclive and
interesting neightorhood. Eilect-oly placed and artictlated
doors, windows, and balconies can ennance the overall
gualily of the project.

1 Employ architectural details to enhance scale and
interes! by breaking {he facade up into distinct planes
that are offset from the main building facade.

2 The placement of windows should follow a consistent
The Buzz Court development rhythm to create visual clarity and character-defining
aiternates texture, color, and . .y .
materials on the front facade. features while avoiding the creation of blank walis.
8 Provide windows on building facades that front
on public streets, privaie driveways, and internal
pedestrian pathways within the development.

4 Layer architectural features 0 emphasize elements
such as enfries, cormers, windows, and organization

of units.

5 Alternate differeni textures, colors, materials, and
distinctive architeciural treatments to add visual
interest while avoiding blank facades.

6 Treat all facades of the building with an equal level of
detall, articulation, and architectural rigor.

Smalt overhangs above the doors

at Maltman Bungalows provide .

shade and shelter, as well as adding 7 Include overhead arch:'Fectural features at entrances

articulation 1o the entryway. and windows that provide shade and passive
cooling.

8 Design balconies so that their size and location
maximize their intended use for open space. Avoid
“tacked on" balconies with limited purpose or
function.

9 Reduce the monotony of undifferentiated facades
through landscape screening elements, entry
enhancements, and building/garage facades.

26 BUILDING
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BUILDING MATERIALS GUIDELINES

Los Angales archilecture vanes in style often wiinm
naighborhoods. Therefore. context and surrounding
structures shoulrd inform the choce of matenals for small 1o
developments,

’t Select building materials, such as architectural details
and finishes, thal convey a sense of permanence.
Quality maternals should be used to withstand

weather and wear regardiless of architectural style. The Gatsby Homes in Hollywood
demonstrales how to use different
2 Apply trim, metal and woodwaork, fighting, and other malenals in response 1a building
details in a harmonious manner that is consistent rass.

with the proportions and scale of the buildings.

Materials should appropriately respand to the
neighborhood context.

4 Apply changes in material purposefully and in a
manner corresponding to varations in building mass.

ROOF GUIDELINES

While townhouses should exhibit some individuality,
excessively varied, multi-pitched and gabled roofs tend to
create visuai chaos that is undesirable and unnecessary.

.1 Integrate varied roof lines into the upper floors
of residences through the use of sloping roofs,
modutated building heights, gables, dormers, and
innovative architectural techniques.

Avod excessive use of multi-pitched and gabled roofs risk create visual chaos.
roofs

8 Where appropriate, consider enhancing roof areas
with usable open space.

4 Caonsider the design and placement of ridge

locations as well as direction in relation to side yards
and atriums

BUILDING

Excessively varied and multi-pitched
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SPECIAL GUIDELINES for GROUND-FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES

Small lot developments along commercial corndors may be required to provide ground-floor
commercial uses along the streetfront. Similar to sltandard commercial projects. these mixecd-
use small lols must employ high -quahly architecture (o defing tie character of the proposed
development. Slorefronts must be vibrant. transparent, and protected, and most importantty,
be compalible wilh the form and character of the exishng comimercial district.

2

GIrOw: e a0 L ACeS

n the Eagle Hock serall o

development feature recessed 8
enmrances, proteclive awnings,

and wide windows for a pleasant

pedesirian expenence.

4

S

The Evo and |.uma residential

towers in Downtown Los Angeles

features tive work units with ground -

foor commercial and attachad

uppex-loval residences. B : 6

[Cnsure hat starefronts convey an mdividual
expression of each tenant's idenlity while adhering to
a common architeclural theme and rhythm.

Design storefronts with a focus on window design to
create a visual connection between the inferior and
exterior.

Incorporale traditional storefront elements by
including a solid base for storefront windows. Use
high quality durable malterials such as smooth stucco
or concrete, ceramic tile, or stone for the window
base.

Provide shelter from the sun and rain for pedestrians
along the public right-of-way where the buildings
meet the street. Extend overhead cover across
driveways or provide architecturally integrated
awnings, arcades, and canopies.

Align awnings with others on the block, particularly
the bottom edge of the awning. Coordinate the
awning color with the color scheme of the entire
buuldtng front.

wuth lhe edge of the buﬁdungjada ﬂQ&o,a? -natflush

MR e B

04 entenng a




SMALL LCT

Thesfanddss e of a small ot project can be divided nto
three areas s provides a nelplud framework for designing
a cohesive bindscape plan. The public arca consists of the
streel, parkway, sidewalle, and drveway, the private area
ncorporates spaces nol within a common area or driveway,
and the transitional area is comprised of the spaces in
between. Il is important to strike a balance between privacy,
transparency, visual inferest, and order when landscaping for
these areas.

@ Public. @ transitional, and ©
This approach clearly delingates public, private and privale areas.
transitional zones without creating walls and yet maintains

visual interest through variations in plant rmaterials,

grades, and limited hardscape. This also minimizes water

consumption and maximizes contributions to local flora and

fauna while also enhancing the living environment of both the

public, privale, and transitional areas.

CUbjective: Design landscaping that delineates the
public, private, and transitional areas; enhances visual
interest; and utilizes native and drought tolerant plants.

LANDSCAPING 29



SRATL LT

FRONT AND COMMON AREA GUIDELINES

“ront yards and coniumon cisi, sorc o dual funclion, and
1abitabic outioor oo for s coamniers and as shared arecas
within the proposed daevelopment and the neighborhood.
The yard is a visual amenity fo the development,
neighborhood, and passers-by. Additionally, 1t serves as a
semi-transparent bridge belween the private interior of the
home and common areas.

[
therefore deserve particular atiznbion. They act as both
|

Excessive use of turf grass is visuaty  Landscaping should be visually interesting, sustainable,

bland, requires extensive irigation, and relatively easy to maintain. Turf grass should be used

and fails 1o enhance or define both sparingly. Use water-conserving plant materials and irrigation

the public and private cutdoor .

spaces. systems. Utilize trees along the parkway and shorter shrubs
in the transitional zone,

1 Use a range of low-water and drought-tolerant plant
malerials and ground cover to provide visual interest
in place of turf grass.

2 Use fences and shrubbery less than 3'6" tall in areas
adjacent to the sidewalk (within 57 of front lot #ine},
and common public areas.

8 Plant shade trees within pubiic areas, ideally spaced
between 15" and 20" apart, to screen blank building

However, sublle variations in grade facades and shade the driveway and parking areas.
and drought-tolerant plan! materials

helps tc gracefully define transitions
in the landscape. 4 Whenever possible, use subtle variations in grade.

Plant parkways separating the curb from

the sidewalk with trees, ground cover, low-
growing vegetation, or permeable materials that
accommodate both pedestrian movement and
clearance for car doors.

6 Design the landscape to be integrated with the
building and for the intended use of the space.

30 LANDSCAPING



SMALL LOT

PRIVATE OQUTDOOR SPACES GUIDELINES

Hrivate ouldaor spaces can lake the form of small interior
vards, balcomes, and roof decks. For thess epeces, the
emphasis should be placed on flexiility. For yard spane,
plant matenals need not be too vanad, so thal residenls may
sasily modify théern (o make them ther own.

<] Designale fully privale outdoor space whenever
nossible.

2 Utilize plants that can be easily modified/maintained
by residents.

The use of raised beds in varying
, 7 ] heights provides for a flexible
8 +’rovide baiconies to enhance rather than substitute outdoor space by serving as both

for aclively used commaon open spaces. Balconies tandscaping and seating oplons.
and roof decks should be generous enough in size to
creafe usable spaces.

PLANT MATERIALS GUIDELINES

Ultimately the landscape should enhance the natural
environment of the neighborhood and should be relativety
low-maintenance. Drought-tolerant and native species satisty
both of these criteria by creating visually appeating and
sustainable landscapes.

1 Apply muich in between and around plants to
conserve moisture and eliminate bare earth, which

can look unsightly.

Use water-conserving ground cover instead of turf
grass.

Plant in groupings according to water needs.

Incorporate existing natural features and topography.

2
8 Avoid invasive plant materials.
4
5

For more information, visit: hitp:/www.bewaterwise.cony/
Gardensoft/garden_types.aspx?listiype=types

LANDSCAPING 31
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SMALL LGT

PRIVACY GUIDELINES

With small lot developments conie issues of par
not onty tor residents, but also for oo ol s 1o e
propertics. Fornsiance mproperly desgrs g de e g

result in balcories overlooking naighboring vardds or oiher
balcores, and windows facing directly into adjacent
residences.

Small lot designs should maximize access to private outdoor
space, light, and views, while ensuring an adeguale level

of privacy for all residents. This wilf require particular
attention to the orientation and spatiad configuration of the
development, distances between walls, and the location of
windows and balconies.

Fhis side yard is wide enough to
aliow for layers of planting and
decorative paving.

Whenever possible, small lot designs should designate some
fuily private outdoor space for each dwelling. This can take
the form of small interior yards, balconies, and roof decks.
for these spaces, emphasis should be placed on flexibility.

1 Windows and balconies from separate dwellings
should not face or overlook each other.

Minimize the number of windows overlooking
neighboring interior private yards.

Use translucent glass, landscaping, and screens to
create privacy.

Provide functionat distances between buiiding walls
and vary height to maximize private outdoor space,
light and views.

GO N

5 Plant trees, shrubs, and vines to screen walls
between property lines. Use variations in color,
material, and texture,

6 Rooftop open space should be located away from
the building edge to enhance privacy.

3z LANDSCAPING



Proposad smal 1ot progests prioscant o aniaiue opRostaimty
for innovatve sustainable cpproas i Those siles allow
for environmentally-sound principlss to be applied on a
smaller scale, haelping to miligate he development’s mpact
on the surrounding neighborhood. They alse provide

the opportunity to employ strategies that might be cost
prohibitive on a larger scale such as solar roof materials,
semi-permeabie paving materials, and energy and water
efficiency. Al development is required to meet Los Angeles
Standard Urban Stormwalter Mitigatien Flan (SUSMP)
requirements and Low Impact Development (LID) strategies
{Ord. 181899).

Objective: Achieve low-impact development through
design that focuses on enwvironmental sensitivity in site
planning, building, landscaping, and construction.

SITE PLANNING GUIDELINES

-I Incorporate renewable energy technologies (such as
photovoltaic panels) on-site.

2 Use permeable paving materials (such as porous
asphalt, porous concrete, permeable concrete
pavers and grid systems filled with gravel or grass)
where allowed by the Alternative Paving Material
Ordinance (No. 182431).

8 Utllize adequate, uniform, and glare-free lighting such
as dark-sky compliant fixtures, to avoid uneven light
distribution, harsh shadows, and light spillage.

4 Reduce pollution by controlling soil erosion, waterway
sedimentation and airborne dust generation.

5 Seamlessly integrate the SUSMP and LID elements
into the project design.

SMaALL LOT

A permeabile driveway (concrete grid
filled with grass) increases storm
water infiltration on the small kot

SUSTAINABILITY

33



LA ALL LT

BUILDING GIHDELUINES

1 Use passeas coolng systems ke operable wandoars

LT TN NP
Tor venbiauon.

2 FProvide conlrollablo oy stems such as localized
tnermostal control, task hunting, or localzed ighting
colrols.

- Provide connection between indoor and outdoor
The Gatsby Homes integrate ‘
photovaitaic panels into its roof far spaces o take advantage of natural kight and
enhanced energy efficiency. ventilation.

Maximize water efficiency and minimize water waste
within buidings.

Use energy efficient equipment to increase the
energy efficiency of the buildings.

Use renewable, recycled, and regional materials.

Use certified wood provided from environmenially
responsible forest management.

Use or redirect demolition material to recyclable or
reusable centers {Ord. 181519).

0 Ny O

Mature trees should be preserved
during small lot construction.

34 SUSTAINABILITY



SMALL LOT

LANDSCAPE GUIDELINES

1
2

Plant o o oshade buddings o reduce the heat

RIS I B

[ ocditade storm water caplure, refention and
nifdtration, and prevent runofl by using permeabile or
porous paving matenals in heu of concrete or asphatt.
Collect, store, and reuse storm water for landscape
irrigation as per SUSMP and LID requirements.

Los Angeles Low-Impact Development (LID) and
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)
requirements mandale stormwater {0 be managed
through filtration ¢r reuse for all development
projects, including smati ot developments. There are

various ways.to incorporate stqrm water t‘echnxques The Auburn 7 development provides
while also using thoughtfut design. The City offers erhanced landscaping along a DWP
different storm water management techniques that easement as a unique amenity for

don't overwhelming the design of the project. s residents.

Some of the small scale Best Management Praclices
include:

Rain Barrels & Small Cisterns

Permeable or Porous Pavement Systems
Planter Boxes

Rain Gardens

Dry Wells

s W~

For more information, refer to the City of Los Angeles
Low Impact Development Best Management
Practices Handbook.

SUSTAINABILITY s
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CASE STUDIES

o e

Since Ihe City of Los Angeles passed the Small Lot
Subdwvision Ordinance in 2005, small lot projects have been
under development in neighborhoods across Los Angeles.
As of November 2013, over 160 subdivision cases have
been fied, resulting in the approval of over 1,500 individual
fots. 39 subdivisions were recorded, creating approximately
330 new lots on the County Assessment Rall.

This section of the handbook looks at model small (ot
subdivision developments built between 2006 and 2010 and
highlights some outstanding features.

As these model projects demonstrate, the Small Lot
Ordinance is not only increasing the quantity of housing
available to the market, but also the variety. The Small Lot
Ordinance helps developers provide housing to meet the
demands of an increasingly disparate set of Angeleno needs
and lifestyles.



ROCK ROW,
EAGLE ROCK
Heyday Partnership
1546 Yosemute Drive

S
[RIEWMOHTY

Zonieg: FDES T

Jonng Adustments: 5

1st LEED Certified Small Lot
Subdvision.

Fach townhouse has
asenes of decks and
halconies.

Simple mantenance
organization for driveway,
trash areas, and landscape.

Neighborhood council
and Southern Catifornia
Edison supported Heyday
Partnership in being
exaempied from street
widening.

Sustainable Features:
Permeabile driveway, instant
hot water heaters, indoor air
quality control, green roofs,
solar arrays.

SKMALL LOT

H et o
e S
' SN SRS N

Site Plan.

Architectural rendering highfighting roof gardens, entry ways and grasscrete
driveway. Alsc note the visual interest created by the use of materials and
varied window orientation.

CASE STUDIES 37
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Low water plants minimize water consumpfion and enhance the transition between the front sidewalk and building fa-
catte. Permeabie paving material reduces the perceived width of a double-loaded driveway, while providing for a more
cornfortable pedestrian path of travel and reducing the amount of visible paving material,

The development contains tand-
scaping aiong the project’s public
edge 10 creale a pieasant pedestrian
environment

38 CASE STUDIES

A green roof halps absort runoff,
reduces tha heat istand effect, and
pravides an attractive amenity for
residents.

The front two homes are configured
with their main entrance close to the
sidewalk. Thig, in addition to a small
front landscape section and the
Grasscrete paving material provides
a good transition from the public to
the private realm.



AUBURN 7,
SHVER LAKE
Mass Architects
2748 Auburn Street

¢ boainen bl

Zeevig 00T

2 lovels of habitable flooring.

Only a 5" ar gap between
units requires more
engineering for earthquake
protection than a typical
single farmily home.

Floar to ceiling windows

Each unit has an option for
saolar electncity.

Inforrnal agreement with
the Department of Water
and Power to use the front
easement as garden space.

With no walls separating
the front yard space the
easement becomes a
community amenity white
still retaining the feel of a
private yard

SWMALL LOT

Variations in massing, window orientation and materials distinguish the dwell-
ings.

Interior spaces have a good relationship with the exterior as alf units have
front garden space in the easement. There is a pedestrian path that runs
between the landscaping and the homes which helps define the edge.

CASE STUDIES 33



Community garden built on space
leased from DWP
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SMALL LOT

CULLEN STREET ART
DISTRICT HOMES,
Modative

2674 Culien Street

Joormes bl i 3iov on
ol | RNTENETRES B B T TR
Fomirky HLD 1

Adjacent Culver City Arts
District served as inspiration

Rear unit has mother-in-law
unit with separate entrance

All units have sccond story Site plan shows linear configuration with a shared driveway and a pedestrian
private deck/balcony path separate from driveway.

Front home has prnmary
entrance oriented o the
street with generous front
landscaping o transition
betwoeen public and private

interior spaces as well as
doors & windows were
configured to provide
privacy belween homes and
adjacent property.

Single-pitched roof has
southern orientalion to
accommodate future sclar
panel instaltation

front unit designad to have excellent orientation 10 the strest with front
entrance and pedestrian path connecled to the public sidewalk, and lush
front landscaping buffer. Although the second story deck extends away from
the hame, the rest of the massing is pufled away from the street which creates
a nice transition between public and private space.

CASE STUDIES 41
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The homes are dasigned to sach have second story private deck space that is pulled away from the property line and
located above the driveway. This aclivates the access path while orienting the private spaces away from adjacent
residential

Rear unit features a double car Example of how private balcony A striking color on the interior of the
garage for primary home, and a space on the second floor can stil covered parking provides a strong
singte car garage for mother-in-law activate the front of the property near visual fink from the sidewalk to the
unit with private deck above parking. the property edge rear of the development, creates

character, and provides a connection
with the other units

42 CASE STUDIES



SMALL LOT

MALTMAN BUNGALOWS,
ECHO PARK

Civic Enterprise Associates
918 Maltman, Echo Park

17 Homes

{18 unils aflowabicy
Zoning. RD2-1Vi
Zoning Variances: 5
Zonng Adjustments: 3

Historic bungalcws provide
smalf compact units.

Porches, visibility, and close
proximity provide a sale
environment {or residents.

A smaller truck from a
private trash company can
navigate a smaller driveway
for trash collection.

The utilities are on a muiual
easement. Units have a one
car garage, no guest parking
is provided.

Sustainable Features:

An adapted reuse and/
or an historic preservation
project is inherently more
sustainable than new
construction.

" Selacted by Architectural
Record magazine as one of
their 2008 Record Houses.

Restoration preserved the charm of original units.
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. (Photo Credi: A, Marshbuen)

Narrow drive preserved front yard space and each unit boasts 1 shage + cilrus tree

NESETE AN

2

garay

Attached

Onentation and function of front

Pedestrians share central driveway

with aulos.

tandem parkuing

doox provides transparency and
bolsters sense of community.

CASE STUDIES
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SMALL LOT

PERLITA MEWS.
ATWATER VILLAGE
Corsini + Stark Architects
4254 Perlita Avenue

23 Homaog

Indoor Guidoo:s home, o
organizoed around mibooo
courtyards and designed in
a Modermist style.

Sustainable Features:
Grasscrete paving allows
water (o reach the water
table and reduces pollution
from runoff. R v iammn 7
Clerestory windows provide PERLAA AVENUE
natural ventilation; heat S T e
rises through the top of the
townhouse, cooling the
units.

Fewer axtenor walls limit
the places where heat and

VERDANT STREE)

energy can seep oul.
9y P Site Plan shows the arrangement of the 23 units, each with a courtyard space.

Adaptable units: Units

can be combined and
expanded around the interior
courtyards. More affordatle
than buying one very large
house. Rear units can be
separated since they have a
rear slaircase.

This home on one of the edges of the project shows the interior courtyard
space connected to a side yard, providing additional usable open space.
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The interior courtyard spaces create
an outdoor room that also provides
access to light and air for the
second story.

46

CASE STUDIES

Rendering of how the garage,
driveway, and primary entrance
interact

Rendering of a courtyard created by
two adiacent buildings, While sach
side is a private patio, joining these
spacas provides the perception of a
larger volume of space.



PRELISS FOUR,
CIENEGA HEIGHTS
Danny Cerezo, Architect
2008 Preuss Road

4 hormes bult (5 allowed)
Zoning: RG 1.5-1

Average lot size: 1,780-2,560
sf

Fach unit is 2 stories with
a 3 bedroom/3 bathroom
configuration

All homes featurs over 400
s.f. of private open space off
of the main fiving levei.

Fach home also features a
2.8BKw solar panel system as
a standard feature,

Al hardwoced flocring has
been reclaimed from a bam
in Tennessee that was stated
for demolition.

Sustainable features include
exterior fiber cement siding
installed as a rain screen
system, electric vehicle
chargers, hio-filtration
planters, and a central
heating and air is muiti-
zoned to maximize comfort.

SMalt LOT

T

ALy :{%{,3’?‘” T

Y 2

Site Plan shows the arrangement of the units with parking accessed viz an
alley and a 6 foot wide pedestrian passageway in the center. Parking for all
homes is accomplished with a tandem configuration to the rea of the site.

Front elevation shows good height and massing relationship with surrounding
structures and batconies facing the public sidewalk.

CASE §TUDIES
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SMALL LOT

The front two homes are designed 10 have an almost typical front yard configuration with a paho and green space
adjacent to the public sidewalk.

A 6 foot wide pedestrian path through  Planters in the front yard afiow The pedestrian access path is open
the center of the project provides opportunities for landscaping to to the sky providing ample access to
both access from the parking and buffer common spaces from private light and air for each home,
COmMMon amenity space. spaces.
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BUzs COURT.
SHVER LAKE

Heyday Partnership
Buzz Court, Los Angeles,
90039

G homes built (6 allowed)
Zoning: (HC2-1VL

Average lot size: 1,720 s.{.
Variances/adjusiments: 6

EFach home is 3 stories with
a rooftop deck as amenity
space

The zigzag pattern allows for
greater separation between
units and creates an added
sense of privacy for rear
units

Comrmon maintenance
agreement for driveway,
access gate, frash area, and

fandscape

Additional notes: Certified
LEED Platinum, Permeable
Driveway, Solar Arrays,
Instant Hot Water Heaters,
indoor Air Quality Controls,
Exceed Title-24 by »30%,

Green Roofs.

SMaALL LOT

Site Plan shows the arrangement of the units in a unique zigzag pattern that
staggers the home placement on either side of the narrow lot.

The primary entry of the front home is clearly delineated by landscape
planters and the massing of the facade. A second floor balcony brings an
element of private space into the public environment, activating both the front
facade and the sidewalk of this more urban streetscape.

CASE STUDIES 43



SMALL LOH

The Buzz Court project s located along a more urban streetscape than other small lot development. As a result, the
architects design a facade that looks more commercial than residential while sull placing residential elements like a

baiceny on the front facade.

The unigue spatial arrangement of
the development causes the homes
to have a staggered effect, making
the spaces between buildings seem
more oper.

50 CASE STUDIES

The facade treatment provides

for a visually interesting and
appealing display at night. The
shading element provides privacy
for the residents while stil allowing
light to be displayed along the
sidewaik. The front entrance is
clearly dlluminated for safety and
delineaticn.

While the homes are configured

10 provide adequate access to the
garages for cars, the interior spaces
are arranged so that windows and
balconies do not directly face each
other. This creates a better sense of
privacy for homes that are closely
spaced.



SMALL LOT

EDGECLIFFE TERRACE,
SILVEH LAKL

Green City Building Company
1372 Edgechffe Drive, Los
Angeles

4 homes Halt (1 alowed;

Zonng: RD1.5-1VL

A

Average ol size: 1,840 st

PR W Ty

Variances/adjustments: only
an "early starl” vanance

Key design elements include Site Plan shows the arrangement of the units on the narrow lot with ample
corner glass, natural cedar front yard landscaping and a large balcony/deck for the rear unit

siding, and metat exterior

accents.

The front and rear houses
have ground level gpen
garden space, while alt units
have rocftop terraces. .

The project was designed
to be neighborhood
appropriate, with deferential
massing by cutting the
garages into the up-slope
and providing a significant
third floor setback.

A 35' front yard building line
setback was provided and
landscaped.

Three existing decades-oid

street trees were preserved

as part of the project. The slightly sloping site resulted in the units having a “stacked” configuration
and the garages being cut into the slope. A 35 foot front selback was
provided
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The site has a two story building on one side and a single story residence on the other. As a rasuit, the mass and height
of the buildings are located on the side adjacent to the two story building.

The entries for each individual home The view from the rear deck shows Interior spaces are organized around
are separated from the driveway how the units are “stacked"” to follow access o light and air with large

and have a direct conneclion 10 the the slope of the site, All homaes also windows and a balcony (front unit)
public sidewalk. have window orientation over the

driveway 10 heip activate the space.

s CASE STUDIES



MALL LOY

93]

VESPER VILLAGE,

VAN NUYS

Ken Stockton, Architects
Silverberg Development Corp.
14550 West Kittndge Streel

16 Formes . |
(51 units allowable) .

Zoning CR-1V-CDO
Zoning Variances: 3
Zoning Adustments: 4

Built prior 1o the Smalt Lot
Ordinance, this development
proviged the framework

{or the passage of the
Ordinance.

Was a result of community
opposition to new apariment
complexes. [ndividual
owner-occupied homes
were preferable. Small

{ of subdivision was a
COMPromise.

Site Plan,

The utilities are on a mutual
easement. Units have a one
car garage; no guest parking
is provided.

Has a 3-foot separation
between homes.

tises a very modest annual
maintenance fund for the
driveway and mail boxes. No
home owners association.

Three-foot-desp front yards soften the transition from stucco facade to hard-
scape drive.
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The 26-foot width between homes is syncopated with a 32" distance occurring at the garage/parking. This articulates
the massing of the buildings and prevent the pedestrian from feeling “boxed in".

Two-foot separation between homes. Pedestrian environment 3lohg the Cpen sight lings to front doors.
edge of the development features
pleasant landscaping and trees.
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SMALL LOT

APPEMNDIX A
VENICE SPECIFIC PLAN VERIFICATION

The Lot of Voenos hos arefined set of small [of gudelines that are based on ihe

Ve

SCoead Snsodfic Plan. A summary Tollows. Architacts and developers proposing

asmall 1 proped! for Venice should consull the Spacific Plan, and where it 15 not explict,
refer to the Los Angeles Municipal Code, including the Small Lot Ordinance.

1.

Parking: Required parking for subdivision projects shall be based on the parking
requirernents pursuant to the Venice Coastal Specific Plan—2 or 3 spaces, depend-
ing on 1ot width. Fach new lot resuiting from a small iot subdivision that contains
one unit will fall under the “single family dwelling” category in the Specific Plan. For
purposes of parking calculations, small lot subdmisions shall be considered “less
than 40 feet in width, or less than 35 feet in width If adjacent to an alley.” Where
new lots resulting from a small lot subdivision include multipte units on a lot, they
shall provide 2.25 parking spaces for each dwelling unit.

Driveways: All driveways and vehicular access shall be from the alleys, when pres-
ent. When projects abut an alley, each newly resuiting subdivided lot shall be acces-
sibie from the alley and not the street. Exceptions may be made for existing struc-
tures where alley access is infeasible.

Setbacks: Front, rear and side yard setbacks abutting an area outside of the
subdivision shall be consistent with the Specific Plan, where it sets limitations. This
includes locations in which new lots abut a lot that is not created pursuant to the
Small Lol Subdivision Ordinance and not part of the project, or where the lots abut
a waterway or street.

Multiple Lots: Existing lots may be subdivided into multiple fots so long as the av-
eraged newly resulting lot size is equivalent to the minimum requirement for “lot area
per dwelling unit” established for each residential zone in the LAMC, pursuant to the
Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance.

Multiple Units: Lots subdivided pursuant to the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance
shall be limited to one unit per resultant lot, unless the lot size is large enough to
permit additional units based on the “lot area per dwelling unit” calculation estab-
fished for each residential zone. In no case may a newly resultant iot contain more
than three units. Generally, the combined density of the newly resulting lots shall

not exceed the permitted density of the original lot, pre-subdivision. For Subareas
of Venice that restrict density by limiting the number of units on a lot by a defined
number, the resulting density from muitiple lots may increase the originally permitted
density on one original lot. Unit restrictions prescribed for Subareas shall still apply
to indwidual resuiting fots, but not over the entire pre-subdivided area.
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VENICE SPECIFIC PLAN VERIFICATION
(CONTINUED)

u. Affordable Replacement Units: Projects n some Subareas oi Venice are required

10 provide "Replacement Alfordable Unil(s)” as detined in Seclion 5(T) of the Specif
i Plan when there are any units in excess of two unils on newly resulting single lots.
Ihe requiremnent to replace an affordable unit will increase the number of units that
would otherwise be permitted under the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance only when
the development includes three units on a lot. Mello Act requirements to replace
affordable units still apply in all circumstances, and consistent with the Specific
Plan, any affordable replacement units shall be replaced on the small lot subdivision

project site.

7. Density: Density shall not exceed the density permitted by zoning of the original lot,

which is the “lot area per dwelling unit” restriction for each zone as determined by
the Venice Coastal Specific Plan, or when not explicit in the Specific Plan, the Los
Angeles Municipal Code.
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SMALL LOT

APPENDIX B
PRE-FILING PREPARATION LIST AND MEETING FORM

Small Lot Meeting Request:

Prior to Meeting:

Our goalis to ensure that your meeting goes as smoothly as pessible. In preparation for
your time with the Planning Department staff, please carefully read through, complete, and
return (electronically) two (2) business days prior to your appointment day, the required in-
formation contained in this checkiist to ensure that items that need attention are addressed

during the course of the meeting.

1. Read through Small Lot Ordinance No. 176354, You can find it on:
« http//cityplanning facity.org/
s click on Policy Initiatives
* click on Housing
* click on Small Lot Subdivision (Townhome} Ordinance
or
* Full address:
(http://cityplanning lacity. org/Policylnitiatives/Housing/Smati%20L ot/SmallL ot -

DesignGuide.pdf)

2. Also, read through:
e Small Lot Guidelines
* [AQ sheet
* Notes

3. Bring 3 copies each of the following:
+ Small Lot Meeting form {pages 2 and 3)
* Full ZIMAS property report with map (http://zimas.lacity.org/
+ Site or Plot plans with dimensions, lot areas, driveways, etc.
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SMALL LOT -

PART 1: GENERAL INFORMATION

Fill in the following information and return this form o the at least two {2) business days prior (o your
scheduled meeting Jate.

o S
Case Number;
(if applcable)

Address / Location /
Neghborhood:

Case Planner:
(if applicable)

Project Description:

Objective from meeting with
UDG, Subdivision or
Expedited:

PART 2: SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

Provide the following materials (if available) in electronic/digital format. (Email is preferred)

Entitlement Application

Project Architectural Plans (Floors/Elevations/ Sections)
Site Plan

Site Photos, and Adjacent Property Photos

Aerial Photos

Landscape Plans

Radius Map

Zoning Map

N~ LN -
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SMALL LOT

PART 3: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Name(s)/relationship of people presenting the proposed project:

Name: o o Name: N
Company: o Company: ____

rhore: . Phone:

Emal . Emal: ] L
Owner__tngineer_ Developer__Architect . Owner__Engineer_ Developer__ Architect__
Other: Other:

Existing Zoning: Proposed Zoning:

Applicable uses on adjacent properties

Single family Apariments Commercial Condos

Industrial School Park Other:

Proposed number of lots and units:

Proposed number of guest parking spaces on-site: (if applicable)

Front yard setbacks on adjiacent and nearby properties:

Proposed lots range in area from: sq. fi. to:

APPENDICES
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SMALL LOT

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
Does the Small Lot Ordinance require a home owners association?

No. you do not need a home owners association {you can have one if you like). Inslead,
you can use a maintenance association formed to mantain the areas used i common,

©.g. drnveways, landscape, trash location, etc.
Do you have to identify each proposed lot?

Yes. You need to show the ot lines on the tract map or parcel map for all proposed lots
and must indicate the front yards of each.

What do | do with common areas such as parking and landscape?

You can record reciprocal easernent in these common areas,

Can parking spaces be separate from dwellings?

Yes. Parking spaces may be grouped together on a separate lot within the boundaries of
the tract or parcel map. You may not place grouped parking under the development - the
lots must remain fee simple.

What is the minimum size a lot can be?

Small lots must be at least 600 s.f.

Does this Ordinance apply to R2 Zoning?

This Ordinance almost never applies to R2 Zoning. Please consuit the Department of City
Planning Geoteam if you are considering an R2 lot.

What about setbacks required for the Smali Lot Ordinance?
No front yard setbacks are required within an approved small lot subdivision. However, a

five foot setback is required from any property adjacent to the perimeter of the small lot
tract or parcel map.
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What about fences and walls?

Fences and walls within 5 feet of the front lot line {see FAQ above) shall be no more than
42 inches in height. Fences and walls within five feet of the side and rear (ot lines shall be

no more than 6 feet in height.

Why are you asking for all of the setback dimensions during the tract or parcel
map approval process?

if you wish to begin construction before the final map records, then you rmust also file a
Zoning Administrator Case for all setbacks that deviate from the Los Angeles Municipal

Code as if the Lots have not recorded.

What are the requirements for tract/parcel map filings?

1.

Tract maps must be filed as Vesting Tentative Tract Maps with accompanying site
plan layout, elevations and other illustrative information. Site plan layout is to be
superimposed on proposed ot lines.

Parcel Maps must be filed with accompanying site plan layout, elevations and other
ilustrative information. Site plan layout is to be superimposed on proposed lot lines.
Entitle tentative map or preliminary parcel map:

“Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. {or “Pretminary Parcel Map No. ")
for Small Lot Subdivision Purposes”

t-ach Tentative tract or Prefiminary parcel map must include:

“NOTE: Small Lot Single Family Subdivision in the Zone, per Ordinance No.
176,354.7

What are requirements for the maps?

1.

Reciprocal easements: Easement(s) outside of the building envelopes shall be
identified for any underground utilities — water, sewer, gas, irrigation etc. — that serve
all homes and must cross over other lots to serve those homes.

Easement(s} outside of building envelopes must be identified for electrical, cable,
satellite, telephone or similar lines for the same reason.

Easement(s) outside the building envelope must be identified for vehicular,
pedestrian access across lot lines; and drainage across property lines.
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When can i submit construction drawings to the Department of Building and
Safety for Plan Check?

The Department of Building and Safety will ONLY accept construction drawings for

Plan Check afier the effective dale of the Advisory Agency approval under the Small Lot
Ordinance of a subdwision for the division of land {Tract or Parcel Map). The early submittal
must be accompanied by an effective Zoning Administrator determination specifically
perrnitting deviations from the Zone Code for setbacks/separation between buildings as if
the map has not recorded.

How long will it take to get my plans approved?

We advise that you check with the Department of Building and Safety for their Plian Check
procedures {including expediting review}; with the relevant Geoteam in the Planning
Department for the subdivision approval times. Projects may pay an extra fee for expedited
review through the Planning Department’s Expedite Section — the procedure takes
approximately 90 days.
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APPENDIX C
SAMPLE SUBDIVISIO

SMALL LOT

N LAYOUT

SETBACK CHART

LOT {Front |Rear |Side |Side
it Yard Yard
VESTING TENTATIVE 3 " " " v
TRACT MAP for SMALL LOT .
include in totes SUBDIVISION PURPOSES! 2__|X XXX
ection: 1 ' z .
“Note: Small 3 X X X X
Lot Single Family 4 X' s s K
Subdivision in X X X
the __ Zone, 5 X x' X X'
pursuanf. 1o
Ordinance No. 1
176354" o — - — — - —
| i
indicate location of
i any guest parking |
i | .
i E Designate
Show building AP - £ ] o [ front yards for
footprnts and L-| 10T 1 b LOT 4 each lot
label lots I ! | I
5
! E—.m—.m._——i 2 [ oz S
““““““““ = I U
O
! =
| A2 i _
L_1 LOT 2 AR i\.....a‘ LOT S ok indicate
i ; E 2 | i f“ iproperty
a H H iNnes
| L_.m..,.... T i_.w,._i [
whre o U
T r@ Pl g! !
] E1
. LOT 3 o {076
LA |
Indicate
setbacks for B 1w :i
all front, rear, * ndicate
and side yards A e = — o = e e 1 trash
collection
A k areas
Label "community driveway/fire lane” {including
dimensions), and identify any easements outside the
building envelopes (e.g. pedestrian ingress/egress,
emergency access, utilities)
1. Al other information required by Sec. 17.00 for filing is also required but is not shown in this example.
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For more information about the City of Los Angeles Smail Lot Subdivision Ordinance,
Smalt Lot Design Gudelines, and addiional resources. visit the following.

Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance:
hittpAelkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2004/04-1546 ORC 176354 01-31-2005 pdf

Small ot Design Guidelnes:
http:Aurbandesignla.comresources/Smalll otDesignGuidelines.php

California Green Building Standards Code {Cal Green):
hitp:/Awww.documents.dgs.ca.gov/bsc/CAL Green/2010 CA Green_Bldg.pdf

City of Los Angeles Low Impact Development Best Management Practices Handbook:
http:Awww.lastormwater.org/wp-content/fles mi/lidhandicookiinalg2212.pdf

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Pian (SUSMP) and Low-tmpact Development (D)

Ordinance (No. 181899):
htip:/clkrep lacity.org/oniinedocs/2009/09-1554 ord 181899 .pdf

Storm Water Pollution Control Ordinance (No. 173494):
http:/clkrep facity.org/onlinedocs/1999/99-2420 ORD 173494 (09-14-2000.pdt

Landscape Ordinance (No. 170978):
htip:/felkrep facity.org/onlinedocs/1992/92-0043 ORD_ 170978 04-03-1996.pdf

Alternative Paving Material Ordinance (No. 182431);
http:/cikrep lacity.org/onlinedocs/2011/11-1331_ord 182431.pdf



http://clkreD
http://urbandesiqnla.com/resource$/SmallLotDesiqnGuide
http://www.documents.dqs.ca.qov/bsc/CALGreen/2010
http://www.lastormwater.org/wp-content/fiies_mf/lidhandbookfinal62212.pdf
http://clkrep.lacitv.org/onlinedocs/2009/09-1554_ord_181899.pdf
http://clkreo.lacitv.org/onlinedocs/1999/99-2420_ORD_173494_09-14-2000.pdf
http://clkrep.1acitv.org/onlinedocs/1992/92-0043_ORD_170978_04-03-1996.pdf
http://cikrep.lacitv.oro/onlinedocs/2011/11-1331_ord_182431.pdf
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RESIDENTIAL
CITYWIDE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Multi-Family Residential & Commercial Mixed-Use Projects
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The City of Los Angeles' General Plan Framework Element
and each of the City's 35 Community Plans promote
architectural and design excellence in buildings, landscape,
open space, and public space. They also stipulate that
preservation of the City's character and scale, including
its traditional urban design form, shall be emphasized
in consideration of future development. To this end, the
Citywide Design Guidelines have been created to carry out
the common design objectives that maintain neighborhood
form and character while promoting design excelience and
creative infill development solutions.

The Citywide Design Guidelines serve to implement the 10
Urban Design Principles, a part of the Framework Element.
These principles are a statement of the City's vision for the future
of Los Angeles, providing guidance for new development and
encouraging projects to complement existing urban form in order
to enhance the built environment in Los Angeles. While called
“urban”, the Urban Design Principles reflect citywide values to
be expressed in the built environment of the City, establishing a
design program for the City. They are intended to embrace the
variety of urban forms that exist within Los Angeles, from the
most urban, concentrated centers to our suburban neighborhoods.
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Relationship to Adjacent Buildings

1

3

Ensure that new buildings are compatible in scale, massing, style, and/or architectural
materials with existing structures in the surrounding neighborhood. In older neighbor-
hoods, new developments should likewise respect the character of existing buitdings

with regards to height, scale, style, and architectural materials.

For RD1.5, RDZ, R3, R4, RAS3, and RAS4 developments, apply additional setbacks in
side and rear yards abutting single-family and/or R2 zoned lots.

Where multi-family projects are adjacent to single-family zones, provide a
sensitive transition by maintaining a height compatible with adjacent buildings.
Mitigate negative shade/shadow and privacy impacts by stepping back upper
floors and avoiding direct views into neighboring single-family yards.

RECOMMENDED

v

New development
maintains existing
theme in neighborhood

A

Scale, height,

and architectural
style incompatible
with adjacent
development
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L.A.'s Small Lot Homes: Destroying Low-Rent Housing, Restoiirg the American Dream,... Page 1 of 10

Pianning

L.A.'s Small Lot Homes: Destroying
Low-Rent Housing, Restoring the
American Dream, or Both?

(http:/lwww kcet.org/news/agendal/planning/flos-angeles-small-lot-homes_html)
by Chase Scheinbaum
February 9, 2015 3:25 PM

Raquel Arias and her son, James, at their Silver Lake bungalow, which a developer wants to

replace with small lot homes. | Photo: Chase Scheinbaum

% This story has been published in tandem with a segment for KCET's award-winning TV show

"SoCal Connected. " Waich it here now.

When Raquel Arias' Silver Lake bungalow is demolished, the last remnants of her disappearing
neighborhood will be gone. The 35-year-old has lived in a rent-controlled house on the comner of North

http://www kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes.html
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Coronado and Marathon streets her entire life. Her parents, whom she lives with along with her

4-year-old son, have lived on the same lot even longer.

Over the years, she has watched her immediate neighborhood make a familiar transformation. The
low-income Hispanic neighbors have moved out in search of lower rent, and the immediate area has
become younger, whiter, more Asian, and more affluent. If it weren't for rent control, she, a laid-off
school district employee, and her parents, a housecleaner and valet, wouldn't be able to afford their

two-bedroom home.

“I'm one of the few people that's still around since | grew up,” said the soft-spoken woman with deep

brown eyes and straight brown hair. "Everything around here is like triple the amount of rent that we

Story Continues Below
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Come August, the family will move aside for a controversial new housing type that has been available
in L.A. just ten years: a small [ot subdivision. Many small lot homes are sleek and boxy, clearly of a
different lineage than surrounding bungalows, apartments, or condos, and frequently fetch upwards of
three-quarters of a million dollars. On Coronado Street, the property owner wants to level a duplex
and a fourplex to build 10 independent homes, a project approved by the city last fall.

Three other families living on the property have already left. "They weren't happy at all,” Arias said.
Initially, they resolved to fight the development but eventually settled for relocation fees. "They were
intimidated, I guess, so they decided to sign." Now Arias and her family are the sole tenants.

They have been permitted to live on the property for one additional year because her parents are
senior citizens and her four-year-old son, James, is mentally disabled. His condition requires round-
the-clock care. Beyond the inconvenience and sadness of leaving her neighborhood, he is reason
enough to want to stay. His neurologist is just two miles down the road and another therapist he
sometimes sees 1s also nearby. Moving will likely require Arias to find new doctors for the boy, a
disruption she would rather forego. She has applied for low-income housing, but it could take until

mid-November to get a final response, which would be more than two months past the eviction date.

http:/fwww kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes.htmt
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A small lotsubdivision in Los Angeles. City planners say developmehté like these could
make homeownership a reality for more Angelenos. But some residents say the homes are
ruining the character of neighborhoods. | Photo: Lata Pandya

Arias felt helpless when she first learned she might have to leave. "I didn't know what was going to
happen or who to turn to," she said. But word of her predicament spread to neighbors who have
rallied to help. More than 170 of them signed a petition against the development, and they've gone as
far as measuring the grade and width of streets to disprove facts used in the project's approval. They
don't want to see her leave. And in a larger sense, the proposed development has touched a nerve.
They -- like numerous residents across L.A. -- have grown frustrated with the boxy homes they say

are a new form of mansionization ruining the neighborhood's character.

And the homes are multiplying. Last year through November, the latest data available, 37 small lot
developments were approved -- the most of any year yet. Silver Lake has its share of small lots and
residents say developers are coming to them with ever more cash offers. "A lot of affordable housing
being destroyed,” said Anne Hars, a neighbor who has helped lead the Coronado Street fight. "A lot of

people really hate this architecture that's going up,” she said. "They just loom over everything."
Some academics say the ordinance could help lower L.A."s exorbitant home prices and help

accommodate a growing population, a mandate issued by Mayor Eric Garcetti. But from Arias's

vantage, it doesn't seem fair. "Everywhere you go, you see these big ugly apartments and they're super

http://www kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes. himl


http://www.kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes.html

L.A.'s Small Lot Homes: Destroying Low-Rent Housing, Restoting the American Dream,... Page 4 of 10

expensive," she said. "Where before there used to be nice little stores, now there are only luxury

apartment complexes. It's losing its beauty."

* *k k k %

Arias surely isn't alone. Angelenos have made way for at least some of the more than 2,000 smail
homes that have gone up since they became legal in 2005. Though they are dispersed across the city,
many developments have sprung up in increasingly pricey neighborhoods like Echo Park, Highland
Park, Silver Lake, and Eagle Rock. To some, that seems odd, given the city's claim that small lots are

"more affordable.”

L..A. is among the priciest cities in the U.S. to buy real estate, and has one of the lowest rates of
hemeownership in the country. Which is exactly why city officials dreamed up small lot homes. The
ordinance was intended to create more homes thereby driving down home prices and growing the
city's housing stock. As an added benefit, the homes themselves were expected to be less expensive
than comparably sized single-family residences (because they sit on smaller plots) or condos (because

of monthly fees).

The more small lots we build, the more affordable home prices will become, said Richard K. Green,
director of USC's Lusk School of Real Estate. “If this is done enough it could have a big upside," he

said.

Green believes the ordinance is a sound way of growing a denser city. "We need to figure out how to
shoehorn more houses into L.A." Though he would like to see more protective laws for people like
Arias, he said the ordinance may be a necessary evil. "When we make policy changes, there are

always winners and losers. Most things are win-lose, and if you have more winners than losers maybe

that's okay."

Jake Wegmannn, an architecture professor who has studied L..A.'s zoning, agreed. "The trouble with
these things is that we focus on the people who get displaced but it's harder to see the effects of people
who don't get housing there,” he said. "You're hearing about the costs of moving forward with the

development, but consider the consequences of doing nothing."

As for affordability, it's relative: small lots generally cost between $500,000 and $850,000 for
between 700 to 2,500 square feet. (The median single-family home price in the city of L.A. is
$526,000, according to Zillow). Where Arias's rent-controlled bungalow stands today, a developer
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plans to build 10 three-bedroom homes that will be priced at up to three-quarters of a million dollars.

Still, thanks to the ordinance, Wegmann said, that price may not be as high as it sounds. "lts one of
the few tools [ can see that will result in family-friendly and middle income or upper middle income

housing that 1s affordable to a couple making good salaries, rather than someone with a multi-nullion

dollar inherntance.”

* & & kK

The Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance reduced minimum lot sizes from 5,000 to 600 square feet on
land zoned for commercial uses, apartments, condominiums, duplexes, or bungalow courts, and
reduced setbacks so homes could more closely abut neighbors and sidewalks. And in their short lives,

the resulting homes have often been admired.

To cite some examples, the Architect's Newspaper fawned that they offer "a rare dose of optimism for
the city's developers and architects,” and noted that many "sport a decidedly modern aesthetic.” Dwell
and the L.A. Times have likewise gushed over them, and this article in Urban Land Magazine credits
L.A.s innovative law with spurring the creation of homes that "appeal to a discerning market of 25- to

50-year-old urban professionals...who seek a more urbane lifestyle in a walkable neighborhood."

But it's clear that many Angelenos find them unattractive. An internal document shows that city

officials report that the public often views small lots as oversized, out of place, and inconsistent with

their surroundings.

Silver Lake's band of critics does not object to all of the diminutive homes. They do object to the
homes' minimal setbacks, that developers are permitted to squeeze so many units together, that small

lots are permitted adjacent to single-family houses, and that low-income residents can be displaced.

City Councilman Tom LaBonge is a critic himself. In 2013, he entered a motion to rewrite the

ordinance, saying the homes have "disrupted the character of existing neighborhoods.” It failed to

pass.

* k & K &

Joe Ryan Ferreil's Waverly Drive home in Silver Lake is ground zero for small lot development. At

the moment, single-family homes line his street, but that could quickly change. A developer intends to
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build small lots immediately next door, and different developers have made cash offers on his house,
the single-family home next door, and another property a few doors down, apparently all with the
hopes of subdividing into small lots. A development called Buzz Court already stands around the

comner, and near that one, another is under construction.

“My neighborhood is getting slammed with these. Almost everyone has a cash ofter,” said the lanky
29-year-old member of the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council. The small lot boom began on his
street in 2009 with the construction of a development named Auburn 7. Like this {lattering Dwell
magazine article, Ferrell doesn’t object to these seven small homes. To him, they're the "gold
standard,” partly because a hillside location makes them appear shorter than they are and he finds the
design attractive. Additionally, a parcel of green space (owned by Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power) sets them far back from his street. Ferrell points out, though, that the green space makes

Aubum 7 an exception to the rule —- an average development will not luck into an adjacent,

undeveloped green space.

The Aubum 7 small lot home development in Silver Lake. | Photo: Lata Pandya

Just down the road, though, on a commercial stretch of Glendale Boulevard, lies a development that
shares none of the charms of Auburn 7, Ferrell believes. That's the site of SL70, a development of 70
small homes that he said are too dense. With so many units, the development dominates the area.

"They look cheap," he said. "They're right on top of each other."
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A few minutes away in Hollywood, at Fountain and Gower, another development 15 under
construction that Ferrell believes is poorly designed. It is taller than surrounding single-family homes,
and it seems a person standing on a balcony would be able to peer right into a neighbor’s backyard or

kitchen window.

"Whoever came up with this did not think about the consequences,” Ferrell said. "Instead of

McMansions, you're getting five houses on the same lot."

* ok k kK

An artist's rendening of the proposed Coronado Street development shows modern-looking
townhouses with large windows. Neighbors see much more. To Hars, Anas' neighbor, the design is
totally incompatible with the surroundings. “We didn't object to modern design, it's modern design on

steroids that we objected to," she wrote in an appeal to the city, which was denied in January.

Neighbors have also voiced concern that the development would be taller than surrounding structures,
cut off neighbors' view of the setting sun, Hollywood sign and Griffith Observatory, doesn't provide
enough green space, and be out of keeping with the "architectural character” of Silver Lake.

An artist's rendering of the small lot home development slated to replace Raque!l Arias' home
in Silver Lake. | Photo: Chase Scheinbaum
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"In a funny way, it exemplifies what is so awful about this ordinance," said Heather Carson, a
member of the Sitver Lake Neighborhood Council. Carson and others stress that they are not against
small lots per se, but that they see many similarly undesirable proposals. "I've seen projects from over
30 developers and they all look the same," she said. There are other frustrating resemblances:
Developers want to use minimum setbacks and maximum dimensions of width and height. That
approach might work in one neighborhood, but not another, she said, but the ordinance doesn't see 1t
that way. “What Silver Lake needs is not what West Los Angeles needs. Everybody's affected

differently.”

Raffi Shiranian, who is behind the development at North Coronado and Marathon streets, takes
another view of the project. "This piece of property was a dumping ground. There was a homeless
person living there," he said. Shiranian points out that zoning allows for 18 units but he has opted to
erect just 10. Designing a development in closer keeping with the neighborhood is "impossible,” he
said, when the surrounding buildings, many built early last century, are so different. "We believe we
are doing a project that enhances the community and be as sensitive as we can to maintaining the

character of an old neighborhood and do a responsible development.”

* k k k& X

The ordinance has its roots in a study done in the late '90s, when Los Angeles was deep in a housing
crisis it has yet to emerge from. City leaders dispatched a task force of more than 100 academics,
advocates, and government representatives to determine the scope of L.A.'s problems and recommend
solutions. In 2000, they produced a report noting that L. A. had one of the lowest homeownership
rates in the country and that, despite a growing population and increasingly unaffordable homes,

housing production was at a "standstill."

The task force concluded the city could alleviate this problem by allowing more small "beach-style
lots" like those in Santa Monica and Venice. Doing so, they wrote, "would alow more families to

achieve the American dream of homeownership."
Thus was born the idea, said the ordinance's author, Jane Blumenfeld, who retired as acting deputy
director of the planning department in 2010. "It gave people an opportunity to own fee simple single-

family homes in a neighborhood they wouldn't otherwise be able to afford,” she said. "Compared to

surrounding single-family homes, these were more affordable.”

(It's a common misconception that the ordinance was intended to increase density; small lot

http://www kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes.htmnl
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developments may increase or decrease density compared to what stood before. Following the study,
city planners devised measures for numerous things, including affordability and density, Blumenfeld
said, but the small lot ordinance was not one of them. "In L. A, the housing situation is so complex

there is never going to be one magic bullet to {ix it all," she said.)

In practice, the result has been just what planners imagined back then, said Simon Pastucha, a semor
LA city planner. "The goal was creating something you can step into out of the rental market and go

into homeownership. In some cases, it has generated that kind of opportunity.”

Lisa Webber, a department spokesperson, said the ordinance is not a part of re:code L.A., a huge
effort to overhaul city zoning currently underway. And while the city has no plan to revise the

ordinance, “We're open to modifying it now that we've had some time to see how it's working out.”

To Ferrell and others who do not Like that small lots can be plunked in residential areas, Pastucha
would point out that local zoning allows for apartments and condominiums. "It's an area that's long
been planned to be denser, but nobody's used to it." When city planners determine zoning, they plan
for what the city might want or need in 25 years. "Now we're getting to a point where the population

and economics are there," Pastucha said.

* k% k k %

Arias and her neighbors are not finished. They plan to fight their lost appeal in City Hall and, if
necessary, superior court. But, barring action by city leaders or a judge, Arias and her family will

have to pick up and leave by August 20.

She has watched her neighbors move to Lancaster and Palmdale, where rents are lower. But the
family is considering moving to South L.A., where they have relatives, or relocating to Nevada.
Should they choose to stick around their hometown, they will be entering the worst rental market in

the U.S., where renters spend far more than the commonly recommended 30 percent of income.
Strangely, il academics and city planners are right, demolishing her house - and many others like it --
will someday lead to more affordable housing. It isn't clear when that day will come, though, and it

probably won't be soon enough for Arias.

"I think it's time to leave L.A.." she said.

http:/fwww kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes.html
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LSRR 1

Raquel Arias and James outside their rented Silver Lake Buﬂgélow. Unless she and her
neighbors can defeat a proposed development, Arias will have to find a new place to live by
August 2(. | Photo: Chase Scheinbaum

More: Map: Where Are L.A.'s Small Lots Being Built? |

http://www kcet.org/news/agenda/planning/los-angeles-small-lot-homes himl
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Inurban L.A., developers are building trendy homes on tiny lots - latimes

Page 1 of 3

Adverlisement

~

i3

inag

- - Collevtins

SO AREAERE,L AT fton

Advertisemeni

mulfivitamin from Centrum-

= BuAiness

FROM THE ARCHIVES

Cnme alerts for Silver Lake, Toluca Lake and 8 other
LA

Novewnber 28, 2013

Santa in LA / Think snow-globally, shop tocally. But...
Nopember 30, 2008

So glad his home was turned inte 2 condo

June 12, 2008

Echo Park Tableaux

November 4, 2002

L A Council Extends Sitver Lake, Fcho Park Buiiding...
May 23. 1985

AR

MALCigY -

MORE STORIES ABOUT

Business
Real_cstate
Echo Park

Not_lve_weh

The m gummy @fm

1 FRA PO LiEg -

In urban L.A., developers are building trendy homes on tiny
lots

The latest in Los Angeles residential development, Clusters of skinny single-family homes in
the city's hippest newghborhoods.

July 13, 2013 | By Andrew Khoun

Just north of downtown Los Angeles, skinny homes on tiny
lots are sprouting from the hillsides — a building boom of
minialure proportions.

‘The rectangular structures eome in clusters of six or 15, or
even 70, and developers are raciag 10 build them in trendy
Sitver Lake and Echo Park. They're eyeing younger home
buyers who crave hip cafes and proximity to werk but don't
want a sky-high condo or a Craftsman bungalow.

The so-called smali-lot homes speak to a growing desire for
a more compact and walkable Los Angeles, while still
clinging to the single-family ideal that spread outward from
downtown over the last century. The homes often have a small patio or roof deck but no backyard. The
buyer owns little land beyond what sits beneath the house, a tiny footprint that cuts the cost in pricey

neighborhoods.

"It's sort of the iPhone or Prius of homes,” said Christian Navar, co-founder of LA architecture firm
Modative, which designs the projects and hired five more employees this year to handle the boom.

The Saguaro
$95.20 Book now
Booking.com

s

i{n the next 18 months, builders will break ground on roughly 250 small-lot hornes in Siltver Lake, Echo
Park and northeast L.A., said Chris Gomez-Ortigeza, a land broker specializing in the deals. And the
trend is spreading to other neighborhoods including Studie City, Northk: Hollywood and Toluca Lake. The
homes typically fetch between §500,000 and $800,000.

Robert Kim is among the buyers whom developers are locking to attract. The 35-year-old had grown
tired of his 16-mile commute from Brentwood to his job at the historic Park Plaza Hotel, across from
MacArthur Park. So Kim began looking for a new home, finally settling on an airy, modern Echo Park
three-bedroom for $669,000 instead of  "fixer-upper.”

"I wouldn't have the time or patience to do that,” he said.

wWhen Kim moves into his new small-lot home next month, he'll cut his commute 1o three miles and
avoid the Santa Monica and San Diego freeways during rush hour.

The Echo Park project was developed by Planet Home Living of Newpoit Beach. Seven of what will soon
be fifteen homes, priced between $669,900 and $768,394, have alrcady sold. And the developer plans to

http://articles.Jatimes.com/2013/jul/1 3/business/la-fi-small-lot-homes-20130714
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break ground oa about 45 more small-lot homes in the next 18 months in Siiver Lake and Echo Park, said
Michaei Marini, Pianet Home's chief executive.

"I love this area,” Marini said, shortly afler lunching with his wife at an Echo Park restaurant known for

its small plates of sustainably grown produce and meat.

Builders usually pack in two or three bedreoms, stacked in two or three stories. Size typically ranges from
1,000 to 2,000 square {eet, allowing for a spacious living room and kitchen on an open floor plan.

The homes are clusiered in mini-comimunities, a moedern twist on L.A.'s famed bungalow courts. There
are no shared walls, but neighbors are separated by mere inches. Developers enclose the miriature gap
between the homes to keep out water and unwanted cntiers, giving the impression of town houses.

Such prejects grow from a 2005 Los Angeles city ordinance that aimed to add more affordable for-sale
housing -- al feast by L A. standards — in densely packed neighborhoods. It lets developers carve up a lot
zoned for multi-family use into small single-family plots, allowing multiple homes with separate
foundations. The regulations chopped the minmmum single-family lot size in those areas from 5,000
sguare feet to 600 square feet. The city of Glendale is now considering a similar ordinance,

Unlike condo owners, residents of small-lot homes own a plot of land, which makes financing easier for
both builders and home buyers. And although smail-lot owners do pay a monthly fee for common area
upkeep, it's typically much less thar homeowners' association dues at conde developments.

16.1% 2014 Annuity Return

advisonvortd.com /CompareAnnuities
True Investor Returns with no Risk. Find out how with our Free Report.

Névar, of the architecture firmn Modative, sees the compact homes as a chance to tnject more homeowners
into watkable netghborhoods, who will in turn support more businesses. Their popularity, he said, is
evidence of a younger generation thal wants to live more efficiently.

“This isa't your parents’ house,” he said, seated in Modative's office in the Helms Bakery complex.

in Sifver Lake, developer Trumark Homes hopes to break ground this summer on 70 small-lot, three-story
homes with no backyards, most with rooftop decks. Trumark plans to sell them early next year for between

$575,000 and $635,000.

"It's an attainable price potnt for the young urban buyer,” Trumark partner Jason Kliewer said, adding that
the company is planning an additional 13 small-lot homes across the street.

Navar's firm bas designed most of its small-lot projects in a strip of Los Angeles near the Culver City art
district. Jefl Morrical and Phil Olson, both 31, moved to a three-story small-lot home off La Cienega
Boulevard in January, after deciding against "the romanticism™ of rehabbing an older property. They paid
$650,000 for the Modative-designed property within walking distance of art galleries,

Forex Market
wallstrectdadv.com /Eree-Report
The Dollar And Euro Are Doomed. These 3 Currencies Wili Take Over.

1|2 Next
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Proposed/planned, under construction, recently completed residential projects ~
Silverlake/Echo Park with 2 miles of 853-857 Hyperion Ave.

| Project 857 Hyperion Ave. 8 SFDY o
1 2241 Hyperion Ave. | 6 SFDU )
|12 2420 Hyperion Ave. { 17 MFDU
3 817 Hyperion Ave. 1 SFDU sold — 5 SFDU
foreseeable
f 4 Silverlake/Marathon 30 Units )
5 Silverlake/Bellevue | 136 MFDU
6 1933 Griffith Park 11 SFDU
Blvd.
7 846 Coronado St. 10 SFDU
8 944 Benton Way 3SFDU
9 3008 Marathon St. 14 SFDU
10 2323 Glendale Blvd. | 5 5FDU
11 1425 Waterloo St. 10 SFDU
12 3443 Descano 2 SFDU
13 638 Tularosa 10 SFDU
14 816 N. Maltman 3SFDU
Ave.
15 1628 Micheitorena | 4 SFDU
16 722 N. Lucile Ave 7 SFDU
17 4321 Burns 5SFDU
18 927 Hyperiocn Ave. 4 SFDU
19 1041 N. Manzanita { 4 SFDU {under
construction)
20 3425 W. Larissa Dr. [ 2 SFDU
21 3310 W. Larissa Dr. | 2 SFOU
22 912 Alvarado 6 SFDU
23 865 Sanborn 11 MFDU
24 807 Harvard 9 SFDU (3 lots)
25 557 Oxford 4 SFDU
26 4136 Normal 55FDU
27 321-353 Carondelet | 29 MFDU
28 338 Mariposa 14 MFDU
29 141 New Hampshire | 10 MFDU
30 3200 Temple 49 MFDU
31 Temple nr. Hoover | 67 MFDU
32 1308 N. Maltman 3SFDU
Ave.
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817 Hyperion Ave, Los Angeles, A 90029 - Home For Sale and Real Estate ' sting - realtor.co... Page [ of 5
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Herman Basmacivan, P.E.

Traffic, Transportation, Parking

Expert Witness and Consulting Services
701 Marguerite Avenue

Corona del Mar, CA 92625

Tel: 949-903-5738
herman.b@roadrunner.com

August 10, 2015
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504
Aut: Mr. Bradly S. Torgan, AICP Project Number: 150701

Subject: Case No. VTT-72500-SL, 853 & 857 Hyperion Avenue 90029

Dear Mr. Torgan:

In response to your request, I have reviewed the potential cumulative traffic impacts in
the Silver Lake area of the City of Los Angeles, specifically related to the proposed Small
Lot (SL) development at 853 & 857 Hyperion Avenue 90029, The proposed
development would consist of cight single family dwelling units. In accordance with the
Policies and Procedures of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), the
proposed development would not, by itself, add sufficient vehicular traffic to the strect
system. Therefore, an analysis of the project-specific traffic impacts of the proposed
development was not required by the City.

However, 8 multitude of single family and multi-family residential units have either been
completed recently or are in various stages of the planning process in the Silver Lake
area. To our knowledge (there may be additional units as yet unknown to us), within an
approximately two-mile radius of the proposed project, these known development
proposals have recently added, or would add a total of 135 single family and 814 multi-
family residential units.

Cumulatively, these known 949 single family and muiti-family units, plus the proposed
project would add approximately 6,800 daily vehicular trips on a weekday. About 530
vehicular trips in the morning peak hour and about 500 in the afternoon peak hour would
be added to the street system in the arca. For an individual project with this level of
traffic generation, the LADOT would require the preparation of a Traffic Study for the
evaluation of potential traffic impacts because the amount of traffic would exceed the
threshold of 43 trips in the peak hour established by the LADOT (as stated on Page S of
the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures; please refer to two pages following
Exhibits [ and IT). Yet, the potential impacts of these related projects, taken
cumulatively, are not addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the
proposed development at 853 & 857 Hyperion Avenue 90029. A list of the known
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related projects and the computation of the added truffic are presented in attached
Exhibits I and 1i, respectively.

The following types of potential cumulative traflic impacts could ocour within the area
roughly bounded by Interstate 5 (I-5) on the North, State Route 2 (SR-2) and Glendale
Boulevard on the East, State Route 107 (SR-101) on the South, and Vermont Avenue on
the West:

A. Level of Service (1.OS) impacts at signalized intersections, for example, and without
limitation, the intersections of: Hyperion Avenue and Sunset Boulevard; Silver Lake
Boulevard and Parkman Avenue; Silver Lake Boulevard and Marathon Street; Silver
[Lake Boulevard and Bellevue Avenue; Silver Lake Boulevard and London Street;
Temple Street and Hoover Street (school crossing); Hoover Street and Melrose
Avenue; Hoover Streel and Santa Monica Boulevard; Glendale; Glendale Boulevard
and Silver Lake Boulevard; Glendale Boulevard and Berkeley Avenue; among others.

B. LOS impacts on Caltrans facilities: [-5, SR-I0L, and SR-2 Freeways; as weil as
freeway ramp terminals because about 500 new peak hourly {rips will be generated by
the cumnulative developments. Based on likely travel patterns, many of them will use
the freeways serving the area (SR-101, SR-2 and I-5} and trigger the need for
consultation with Caltrans and analysis of these facilities per the Memorandum of
Understanding between the City of Los Angeles and Caltrans on the subject of traffic
study requirements for Caltrans facilities. In addition, the signalized intersection of
the SR-1{1 northbound entrance and exit ramps at Bellevue Avenue; the SR-101
southbound ramp terminal at Alvarado Street; the SR-101 northbound ramp terminal
at Alvarado Street; the signalized intersection of the SR-101 northbound entrance and
exit ramps at Bellevue Avenue/Rampart Boulevard; the SR-101 southbound ramp
terminal at Silver Lake Boulevard; the SR-101 northbound ramp terminal at Silver
Lake Boulevard; the southbound SR-2 exit ramp terminal at Glendale
Avenue/Waterloo Strect/Fargo Street (especially important because the intersection
has marked school crossings on Glendale Boulevard and on Fargo Street) and the
intersection of Alessandro Street at the start of the northbound SR-2 Frceway could
be impacted. The southbound I-5 cxit ramp terminal on Riverside Drive and the I-5
southbound entrance ramp terminal on Riverside Drive could also be impacted.

C. Traffic operational and safety considerations at unsignalized intersections, for
example, and without limitation, the intersections of: Hyperion Avenue and Effe
Street; Hyperion Avenue and Del Mar Avenue; Micheltorena Street and London
Street; Alessandro Street and Duane Street; Glendale Boulevard and Farwell Avenue;
Glendale Boulevard and Brandon Street (especially important because of the presence
of a marked crosswalk across Glendale Boulevard); Glendale Boulevard and Aaron
Sureet; among others.

D. LOS impacts at Congestion Management Program (CMP) monitoring intersections
and/or on CMP facilities, including 1-5, SR-I0l, and SR-2, that operate under
congested conditions during either the morning or afternoon peak hours, or both, in
the morning and afternoon peak hours. The LOS Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (LAMTA) CMP document indicates that the SR-101 and I-5
Freeways operate under LOS F conditions both in the morning and afternoon peak
hours. The portion of SR-2 south of I-5 operates at LOS F in the moming peak hour,
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E. Addition of vehicular traffic on local streets such as: MaltmanAvenue; Kodak
Avenue; Tularosa Drive; Micheltorena Street; Melrose Avenue; Marathon Stree(;
among others.

F. Increased potential conflicts between vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle traffic such as
the intersections of Westmoreland Avenue and Clinton Sueet {(school crossing);
Temple Strect and Rosemont Avenue (school crossing); Marathon Street and
Mohawk Street (school crossing); Rosemont Avenue and Santa Ynez Street (school
crossing); among others.

A Transportation Specific Plar (TSP) does not appear to bave been established for the
Silver Lake area. Without such a plan, individual projects may not be required to pay
traffic impact fees that can be used for roadway and traffic signal system improvements
in the arca. As a result, traffic volumes would continue to increase with each
development that is approved, without a dedicated funding source to make needed
improvements.

In preparing this letter, | have referred to the following documents:

o Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, LADOT, 2014

e 2013 Traffic Volumes oa the California State Highway System

e Community Plan for Silver Lake - Echo Park - Elysian Valley

e City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds, Section L. Transportation

e List of Related Projects and Map, based upon information obtained from City of
Los Angeles and other public sources

To conclude, based upon my analysis of the facts and data regarding the proliferation of
past, present and reasonably foresecable development projects in the Silver Lake area,
and specifically within an approximately 2-mile radius of the subject project, and further
based upon my experience as a traffic engineer, a fair argument exists that the subject
project, in combination with the proliferation of other projects in the vicinity, may cause
and contribute to significant, unmitigable cumulative traffic impacts, and at various
locations cumulative pedestrian safety impacts, which should require the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report to properly disclose, study and mitigate these significant
cumigative impacts.

1 am a Civil and Traffic cngineer Registered in California with over 50 years of
experience in the field of transportation and traffic engineering. My c.v. is attached for
your use as needed.

Please contact me if I can provide further details or answer any questions about this
matter.

Sincerely,
‘\/%-W/ N' 7&&; A
Herman Basmaciyan, P.L.

Att: Exhibits I and 1I; Curriculum Vitae




PROPOSED/PLANNED, UNDER CONSTRUCTION, AND RECENTLY COMPLETED RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS

EXHIBIT |

WITHIN TWO MILES OF 853 & 857 HYPERION

Ref. No. (a}} Address Comments SF “MF|
Bi2241 Hyperion Ave, Hearing on 7/18/15 6
C}2420 Hyperion Ave. No dete set for Hearing 17
AP RS Y 1 ot s L E R el U Lk ST B ST ¥ O BRSNS ST -
11817 Hyperion Ave. Lots sold very recently - expected number of units 5
2|Silvertaka/Marathon DAA Hearing hald 4/23/15, awalting determination 30
3]S!mnakelBe{Ievue |DAA Hearing 7/1/15 136
4iHollywood/Hillhurst ENV-2014-2680-EAF 202
511633 Griffith Park Bivd.  |Under construction 11
11]848 Coronado St. Expected single family units on recently sold iot 10
121944 Benton Way VTT-73056-SL., staff asslgneds/18/16 3
13§3008 Marathon St. Under construction 14
15}1425 Watertoc St. VTT-72778-8L, DAA Determination 11/14/14 10
1813443 Descanc ENV-2015-1001-BAF 2
17*838 Tularosa Under construction 10
1§]816 N. Maltman Ave. Under construction 3
1911628 Micheliorena AA-2014-4159-PMLA-SL, DAA hearing 7/1/15 4
20722 N. Luclle Ave VTT-72383-8L, under construction 7
21]4321 Bums DAA detarmination 2/16/13 5
22|827 Hyparion Ave. Complsted within the last 2 Or 3 years 4
2311041 N. Manzanita Completed within the fast 2 or 3 years 4
28|3428 W. Larissa Dr. VTT-73520-5L, staff aselgned 6/19/15 2
27]3310 W. Larissa Dr. TT-73188-CN, staff assigned 3/10/15 2
261912 Alvarado IENV-2014-2580-EAF 8
2012844 W, Rowena Ave.  [Bullt within last three years 6
30865 Sanborn Under construction 11
311807 Harvard VTT-73338-CN-8L, DAA hearing 8/3/15 9
324557 Oxford DAA determination 68/2/15 4
33]4136 Normal Under construction 5
34|321-363 Carondelet TT-73186-CN, staff assigned 3/10/15 28
351338 Maripcsa Small lot subdivision, under construction 14
381141 New Hampshire DAA Determination 5/28/15 10
37|2610 Tempie Golng before SLNC &nd neighbors 47
381Temple nr. Hoover DAA Determination 11/14/14 87
40{1308 Maltman Under construction 3
4211810 Temple Foreseeable project, per madia reports 251
TOTAL 135 814

{a) Map reference number - please see map attached to Appeal Letter,




ESTIMATED TRIPS FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND RELATED PROJECTS WITHIN TWO MILES OF 853-867 HYPERION

EXHIBIT 1I

Number of _Number of Trips Based on trip Rates In Lawer Portion of Table
DUs  Daily ’T ~AM Peak PM Peak
otal Inbound  fOutbound {Total Inbound  Qulbound
Single Family DUs for Cumulative Projects 135 1,350 108 a2 76 85 66 28
Multi Family DUs for Cumulative Projects 814 5413 415 83 332 368 258 140
Subtotal 945 8,763 523 115 408 483 328 168
Single Family DUs for 853-857 Hyperion 8 80 8 2 4 3] 4 2
Yotal for Proposed Project and Reiated Projects §57 €543 530} 117 372 259 328 X |
e G M TR
~ Trig Rates
Lally AM Peak PM Peak
Total inbound Outbound {7 otal Inbound Outbound
Single Famlily DUs {a) 10.00 0.80 024 0.56 0.70 0.48 021
Muttl Family DUs (5) 8.66 0.51 £.10 0.41 0.49 032 0.17

{a) The dally trip rate for this category g taken from the Traffic Analysis Report for Plcasso
Brentwood-from Cumulative Anglysls P.47, in turn taken from ITE. The pesk hourly rates

are those publisheg by SANDAG, recognized by LADCT as an alternative sourc

(b} All rates for this category are taken from the Traffic Analysis Report for Plcasso Brentwood-

from Cumulative Analysis P .47 In turn taken from ITE,

Note: DU means Dwalling Unit
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City of Los Angeles
Traffic Study Policies & Procedures August 2014

A.

TRAFFIC STUDY REQUIREMENTS

pon submission of an application for discretionary action, the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation {LADQT) will prepare an iniiat assessment of the project to determine if a technical
memorandum or a traffic study is required. The thresholds for determining the appropriate
transportation review process is as follows:

. A Technlcal Memorandum is required when the project is likely to add 25to 42 a.m. orp.m.
peak hour trips, and the adjacent intersection(s) are presently estimated to be operating at
LOS E or F. The scope for preparing a technical memorandum, which is a significantly
scaled-down version of a traffic study, must be reviewed and approved by LADOT. Ata
minimum, the potential iImpacts to intersections adjacent to the project should be evaluated.
The technical memorandum shall be prepared under the direction of, and signed by, a
Professional Engineer, registered in the State of California to practice either Traffic or Civil
Engineering.

. A Traftic Study is required when the project is likely to add 43 or more a.m. or p.m. peak
hour trips. Review of a traffic study is a nine-step process as shown in Attachmem B. The
traffic study must follow the study guidelines, as described herein, and shalt be prepared
under the direction of, and signed by, a Professional Engineer, registered in the State of
California to practice either Traffic or Civil Engineering. Further, the Traffic Consultant must
have a valid L.os Angeles City Business Tax Registration Cetificate.

Other requirements of a traffic study or a technical memorandum include:
. Compliance with the scoping process identified in Section B.

. Payment of any required processing fees for traffic assessment and review of a traffic
study or technical memorandum.

. Submittal of the final electronic version of the traffic study or technical memorandum in
portable document format (PDF) before L ADOT issues their project impact assessment
report.

Occasionally, LADOT will review a traffic study for a Project that is later modified or changed. If
LADOT determines that the Project description has changed such that extensive and major
revisions to the traffic study are required, then the revised Project shali be considered a new Project
and a new traffic study and traffic review fee will be required. if LADOT determines that revisions to
the traffic study can be accomplished without preparing a new traffic study, then LADOT will not
requine a new traffic study but may require the preparation of a technical memorandum and payment
of a fee specific to technical memorandums or supplemental analyses.

Similarly, i, after comments are received from LADOT on the traffic study, there is no further written
communication from the applicant or the Traffic Consuitant on the status of the Project for one year
or more, then LADOT will assume that the Project is no longer being pursued. To reinstate the
project, 2 new traffic study and traffic review fee wili be required and the envirenmental processing
"clock” shall start again.
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ATTACHMENT

Herman Basmaciyan, P.E.

Profile

Over 50 years of transportation planntng and traffic engineering experience,
inciuding consulting services (o legal professionals

Expert wilness services in San Diego, Orange, Los Angeles, Riverside, and
San Mateo Counties in California and in Maricopa County, Arizona in
eminent domain, traffic engineering, transportation engineering/planning,
and parking matters

Experience in numerous traffic impact studies, transportation planning
projects, parking studies, public transportation system planning and
operations, analysis of fand use/transportation system interrelationships,
and other traffic/transportation engineering projccts

Management of, or key role in, a wide varicty of transportation, transit, and
traffic engineering projects in Califomnia, Oregon, Washington, Arizona,
Nevada, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, Ohio, and Louisiana

Education

Master of Science in Civil Engineering, University of Virgima, 1962
Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, Robert College, 1960
Numerous Short Courses in Transportation and Traffic Engineering

Registration
Professional Engineer:

s & a2 »

California, Civil
California, Traffic
Arizona (retired status)
Florida (retired status)
Washington (retired status)

Professional Organizations

Institute of Transportation Engineers
American Society of Civil Engineers

Herman BasMacivan




Employment History

Individual Providing Expert Witness and Consultant Services, Corona del
Mar, CA, since January 2005

Transportation Consultant, County of Riverside, Riverside, CA| 2005-
2011

Vice President, Kimley-Hom and Asseciates, Inc, Orange, CA 1992-2004
Principal, Basmaciyan-Damell, Inc., Irvine, CA 1978-1992

Principal, Herman Basmaciyan and Associates, Newport Beach, CA 1976-
1978

Senior Associate, VIN Corporation, Irvine, CA, and Bellevue, WA [971-
1976

Senior Transportation Planning Engineer, Del.euw, Cather and
Company, San Francisco, CA 1970-1971

Advisary Analyst, Service Bureau Corporation {then a subsidiary of IBM),
Palo Alto, CA 1967-1970

Director, Puget Sound Regional Transportation Study, Seattle, WA 1962-
1967

Research Assistant, Virginia Council of Highway Research,
Charlottesville, VA 1960-1962

HrerManN BasMACIYAN
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August 6, 2015

Mr. Robert P. Silverstein, Esq.
The Silverstein Law Firm

215 Marengo, 3™ Floor
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504

SUBJECT: Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Review of “Geologic and Soils
Engineering Update Proposed Eight-Unit Residential Development Lots 3 and 4,
Block C, Lincolnian Heights Tract 853 and 857 North Hyperion Avenue Los
Angeles, California for ADC Real Estate Group, LTD. Byer Geotechnical, Inc.,
Project Number BG 22023 September 10, 20147, dated September 10, 2014, by
Byer Geotechnical, Inc.

REFERENCES: See attached References Cited

Dear Mr. Silverstein:

At your request, we have reviewed the subject report with regard to the proposed grading, and
the engineering geology and geotechnical conditions at the project site. The subject report
references and incorporates a number of earlier reports that are discussed here as well. The
subject Byer Geotechnical, Inc. (Byer) report was provided as a 68 page Adobe Acrobat file with
a Geologic Map and geologic cross-sections A-A and B-B that incorporate the data from the
earlier reports. Byer Geotechnical, Inc. conducted no new field studies and performed no
laboratory tests. A scanned five page City of Los Angeles Geologic and Soils Report Approval
Letter for the subject report was also reviewed.

Background

The proposed development property consists of two side-by-side lots (3 and 4) each
approximately 150 feet long and 50 feet wide elongated northwest-southeast (Byer, 2014,
Geologic Map). The proposed project consists of eight three-story single-family homes (four on
a lot) each with a two car garage on the bottom floor. Homes would be spread evenly across the
lots from northwest to southeast. A preliminary estimate of the building mass to be added to
Lots 3 and 4 is approximately 570 tons (assumes 60 pounds per square-foot of building space).
The property slopes downward approximately 16 feet from Hyperion Avenue to the northwest
property lines (Byer, 2014).

Temporary cut slopes would be necessary throughout the property for the construction of
foundations and retaining walls, with wall heights up to 6 feet (Byer, 2014; Sections A-A and B-
B). No permanent cut slopes are proposed.

Investigation methods employed at the site included surface geologic mapping, hand-dug test
pits, and 24-inch diameter machine dug bucket auger borings. All test pits and the two bucket
auger borings were logged to depth by engineering geologists. Samples were collected for
laboratory testing. There is no indication for any of the studies referenced that historic aerial
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photographs were interpreted to determine pre-development geologic conditions at the site, for
example evidence of landslides or oil/gas drilling/development.

There are two tdentically shaped and sized lots bordering Lots 3 and 4 on the northwest. These
fots are lower in elevation and have addresses on Sanborn Avenue. Where these lots join Lots 3
and 4, ground elevations with the project site are approximately 366 feet and where they meet
Sanborn Avenue they are approximately elevation 335 feet, with an elevation difference of
approximately 31 feet over a distance of 150 feet (Appendix, Figure 1). A line between these
elevations slopes at approximately 12 degrees to the west-northwest away from Lots 3 and 4
(Figure 2). The Sanborn Avenue lots are developed with single-family residential units.
Cadastral maps with 5-foot topographic contours from ZIMAS (City of Los Angeles, 2015) were
reviewed (see Figure 1). Lots 3 and 4 are classified as “Hillside Area (Zoning Code)”.

General Geologic Conditions

Lamar (1970) and Dibblee (1991) previously mapped this area as Puente Formation bedrock.
Both maps show a northwesterly plunging anticlinal axis (an upward fold tilted to the northwest)
Just south of the project site. Site-specific geologic/geotechnical reports show two geologic units
are mapped within the project site: 1) Recent (Holocene) residual scil and 2) Tertiary (Miocene)
Puente Formation bedrock (Byer, 2014; Sections A-A and B-B). Residual soil and bedrock are
covered with man-made artificial fill (map symbol af) over most of the site and, along with the
residual soil, would be removed based on the grading plan (Byer, 2014), so that in those areas
only Puente Formation bedrock (Tp or Tush) would remain. Engineered compacted fill would
be place on the lots where necessary to create the desired surface grades.

A critically important issue in Hillside Area properties with underlying bedrock formations is the
angle (dip) and direction (strike) of the bedrock layering compared to the angle (topographic
slope) of the ground surface. If the topographic slope has a steeper (greater) angle than the
bedding angle then the bedding is called “out-of-slope™ or “daylighted”. This means the bedrock
mass forming the slope has no down slope physical restraint to moving along a weak bedding
plane from its higher elevation to lower elevations below. Such an occurrence is commonly
termed a landslide. While many factors can be involved, this sliding potential with daylighted
bedding is exacerbated when a large building mass is placed on the already potentially landslide
prone bedrock slope. This daylighted condition is documented to exist at the subject site.

Field investigations and reports by four geotechnical firms (Keith Ehlert, 1989; Soils
International, 1989; A.G.I Geotechnical, Inc. [AGI], 2008, and GeoConcepts, Inc., 2013) are
used by Byer (2014) as the basis for their report. Considering the ficld data from the four
reports, Puente Formation bedrock is described as follows by the four firms who are cited as
having done field investigations work at the site.

1. Ehlert and Soils International (Byer, 2014): Poor copies of the ficld logs are provided by
Byer (2014) without any other part of the report(s). It appears that each company
logged/described two 24-inch diameter bucket auger borings (B1 and B2) and one hand dug
test pit (TP1) excavation within Lot 3 (857). Bl and B2 extended to depths of 22-feet and
12-feet, respectively, while TP1 extended to 7 feet deep with a sample at 8 feet deep (below
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the bottom of TP1). The Puente Formation is described as having moderately well- to well-
defined bedding, consisting of clayey siltstone, siltstone, shale, and sandstone/siltstone.
Bedrock was generally brown and light gray with orange-brown staining, and contained
Joints sometimes filled with gypsum. Geologic bedding (distinct layering in the bedrock) in
the Puente Formation was described as variable and tilted (dip direction) to the north and
northwest generally the same direction as the slope face between Lots 3/4 and Sanborn
Avenue below. As described above, bedding orientation (dip direction and dip angle in
degrees) is critical to determining slope stability. Borings Bl and B2 by Ehlert and Soils
International indicate claystone and siltstone to depths near 22-feet close to the northwest site
property lines. Bedding dips between 7- and 16-degrees to the north and northwest toward

the northwest property lines.

2. A.G.l Geotechnical, Inc. (AGI, 2008. Byer, 2014): Copies of the field test pit logs are
provided by Byer (2014) without any other part of the report. The AGI report text was
available separately without the logs. AGI logged/described two hand-dug test pits (TP1 and
TP2) excavated within Lot 3 (857). TPl and TP2 extended to depths of 5-feet and 8.5-feet,
respectively. The Puente Formation is described as thinly bedded, consisting of clayey
siltstone, shale, and occasional siliceous shales. Bedrock was generally grayish, grayish-
brown, rusty brown, and yellowish-brown and containing caliche (gypsum?) between
bedding planes. Geologic bedding in the Puente Formation was described as dipping to the
north and northwest generally the same direction as the slope face between Lots 3/4 and
Sanborn Avenue below. Bedding orientations measured in TP1 and TP2 indicate claystone
and siltstone in TP2 near the northwest site property line dipping between 6- and 15-degrees
to the north and northwest toward the northwest property lines. TP1 nearer the southeast
property line (Hyperion), shows bedding dipping between 5- and 10-degrees to the north and
northwest toward the northwest property lines.

3. GeoConcepts, Inc. (GeoConcepts, 2013: Byer, 2014): Copies of the GeoConcepts field test
pit logs, the Geologic Map, and laboratory test data are provided by Byer (2014) without any
other part of the report. The GeoConcepts report text was available separately along with
this same information. GeoConcepts logged/described four hand dug test pits (TP1 through
TP4) excavated within Lot 4 (853). TP1 (southeast), TP2 (north center), TP3 (southwest),
and TP4 (northwest corner) extended to depths of 5-feet, 4.5-feet, 6-feet, and 8.5-feet,
respectively. The Puente Formation is described as interbedded shale and sandstone,
generally well bedded, buff to light brown/tan in color. Geologic bedding in the Puente
Formation was described as dipping to the north toward Lot 3. Bedding orientations
measured in TP1, TP2, and TP3 indicate shale and sandstone dipping 18-, 7-, and 6-degrees,
respectively toward the north property lines. No bedding angles were recorded in TP4 nearer

the northwest property lines.

Additionally, fractures were noted in test pits excavated and mapped by Ehlert and AGI. No
specific orientations were given for these fractures. Fractures can be important to slope stability
since they are planes of weakness that can separate materials into smaller blocks and wedges
within rock masses where they intersect bedding planes.



Proposed Development 853 and 857 North Hyperion Avenue
August 6, 2015
Page 4

Geologic faults, which can be classified as non-active, potentially active, or active, are not
mapped at the subject site. Groundwater was not encountered in any of the subsurface

exploration excavations.

Slope Stability Considerations

Geologic/Geotechnical _ Cross-sections:  (Geologic/geotechnical — cross-sections  depict  the
distribution of geologic units in the subsurface and the dip of geologic bedding planes within a
project site, and in any adjacent areas that might be impacted by the project development
activities. AGI (2008), GeoConcepts {2013), and Byer (2014) prepared geologic cross-sections
parallel to the long and short dimensions of Lots 4, 4, and 4/3, respectively. These cross-sections

are described below.

1. GeoConcepts cross-sections A-A’ and B-B’ show up to approximately S-feet of artificial fill
and residual soil overlying bedrock. Rather than attempt to plot the actual or apparent dip of
the bedding planes documented in their test pits, they show non-specific, wavy lines scattered
throughout the subsurface with no quantification of bedding dip amount or direction. In the
report, they indicate that bedding strike (a horizontal line on the bedding surface) is generally
northeast and the dips (bedding slope perpendicular to the strike) are to the north at 6- to 18-
degrees. They indicate that there are no dominant joint or fracture patterns, and conclude
that “anticipated bedrock structure” is favorable for development. Considering these general
conclusions there was no evaluation made of “offsite” areas upslope to the east or down
slope to the west that could be affected by project grading and development.

2. Byer’s cross-sections A-A and B-B show up to approximately 4-feet of combined artificial
fill and residual soil overlying bedrock. Cross-sections are based on previous investigations
and reports without new field investigations. Instead of plotting the actual or apparent dip of
the bedding planes documented in the test pits and borings discussed above, they show non-
specific, oval-shaped patterned features scattered throughout the subsurface with no
quantification of bedding dip amount or direction. In their report, it is indicated that bedding
generally dips to the west and north at 5- to 18 degrees. They indicate that the “generally-
massive nature of the sandstone and the relatively gentle dip of the shale layers is favorably
oriented for stability of the site”. For temporary excavations, there may be a “daylighted
bedding condition” for “west- and north-facing excavations”. There is no discussion of joint
or fracture patterns, and no discussion of the much weaker claystone and clayey siltstone
documented by Ehlert and Soils International. In the General Findings section, they
conclude, “Geotechnical issues affecting the project include bedding planes mapped in the
test pits, which generally dip gently to the north and northwest. North- and northwest facing
excavations may remove support from bedding and will need to be trimmed to a 1%:1
gradient.” Considering these general “onsite” conclusions, there was no evaluation made of
“offsite” areas down slope to the west and northwest that could be affected by the potential
“daylighted bedding condition” in the claystone and clayey siltstone.

3. AGI prepared one cross-section A-A’ that shows up to approximately 5-feet of combined
artificial fill and residual soil overlying bedrock. Byer does not present or discuss this cross-
section. AGI plotted on A-A’ the actual or apparent dip of the bedding planes documented in
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the test pits and borings discussed above with quantification of bedding dip amount and
direction. In their report, it is indicated that bedding generally dips to the north and
northwest at 5- to 15-degrees. They state, “The bedrock was observed to be thinly bedded.
Bedding orientation of the Puente Formation strike in a northeast to southwest direction and
dip toward the north and northwest at shallow angles ranging from 5 to 15 degrees.” (The
presence of the northwesterly plunging anticline [Lamar, 1970; Dibblee, 1991] supports this
observation of a general northwesterly dip.) No specific recommendations regarding
geologic bedding are made for temporary excavations, and there is no discussion of cross-
section A-A’ in the text. Cross-section A-A’ utilizes the two AGI test pits and the data from
Ehlert (1989) and Soils International (1989) to show there is an apparent geologic bedding
dip of 7-degrees to the northwest toward the descending slope bordering Sanborn Avenue
(Figure 2). There is no depiction or discussion of this descending sfope and of the role that a
potentially daylighted bedding condition could have on the slope down to Sanborn Avenue,
in particular, based on construction of the proposed development. In addition, there is no
discussion of joint or fracture patterns. AGI recommends that northwest facing construction
cuts over five feet high be laid back (trimmed) to a 1:1 (horizontal:vertical) gradient.
Considering the onsite conditions, AGI found that “From a geologic and geotechnical
standpoint, the subject site is suitable for construction of the planned apartment buildings.”
No evaluation is made of “offsite” areas down slope to the west and northwest that might be
affected by a potential daylighted bedding condition considering the 7-degree out-of-slope

apparent bedding dip.

4. T.LN. Engineering Company (1994) prepared a soils and geologic engineering investigation
regarding distressed foundations at 836 Sanborn (Lot 21), three lots to the south and west
down slope from the subject Lots 3 and 4. Their four cross-sections A-A’ and B-B’ (on
Plates [ and II) show daylighted (out-of-slope) bedding planes at angles of 5- to 8-degrees,
and they attributed the distress to the foundations as inadequate depth below the lowest

daylighted bedding plane.

Bedrock Characteristics: The bedrock characterization described above by Byer portrays the
Puente Formation as “inferbedded shale, siltstone, and sandstone™ based on the onsite
investigations. Discussing geologic structure they refer to the “generally-massive nature of the
sandstone and relatively-gentle dip of shale layers”, but nowhere mention claystone and clayey
siltstone documented by Ehlert and Soils International in the only deep excavations made on the
lots. In fact, these deep bucket auger borings with down-hole geologic logs are not described
specifically in the Byer text. This is important because the residual strength implied for along-
bedding stability analyses would be much lower for the claystone and clayey siltstone
encountered within Lot 4 than the sandstone, shale and siltstone reported by Byer.

AGI and GeoConcepts performed Iaboratory testing of samples but no laboratory testing
information was available for the Soils International report. Testing included one direct single-
shear test on Puente Formation bedrock by GeoConcepts (cohesion 0.400 kips per square foot
[kfs] and friction angle 31 degrees). AGI apparently performed no bedrock strength testing,
although this portion of their report was not available. None of the consultant’s reports availabie
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for this project indicates that City of Los Angeles (2014) recommended bedrock slope stability
analyses were performed.

Due to: 1) the reported presence of claystone and clayey siltstone beneath Lot 4; 2) the potential
out-of-slope daylighted bedding condition depicted by the AGI cross-section A-A’ for Lot 4; and
3) the massive weight of the eight homes that would surcharge the bedrock mass beneath the site
and above Sanborn Avenue, bedding plane/translational slope failure analysis should be
performed. A geologic cross-section perpendicular to slope and extending into the area
northwest of the property is critical from a slope stability standpoint. Considering the geologic
bedding structure as discussed above, some mapped bedding attitudes (e.g., see the attitude of 7-
degrees on AGI cross-section A-A’ and the various bedding attitudes on the Byer Geologic
Map), such a cross-section would exhibit an out-of-slope component. Translational failure slope
stability analyses along such a component could determine critical bedding planes that could
affect the feasibility of the current project design. In addition, the presence steeply dipping
fractures and joints might also present areas of weaker strength affecting the slope stability
calculations. Therefore, these factors should be accounted for as necessary in translational
failure slope stability analyses in the area southeast from Sanborn to Hyperion.

Groundwater
No groundwater or seepage was noted in borings or test pits excavated at the site (Byer, 2014).

In addition to potential onsite infiltration, structures upslope from the project site appear to be in
arcas where rainfall, irrigation, and run off could infiltrate the ground surface and flow down
gradient toward the project site. It is assumed that the pathways would be predominantly along
fractures and bedding planes in the Puente Formation bedrock. This condition should be fully

considered in slope stability analyses.

Other Geotechnical Considerations
1. The consultant indicates that on-site materials may be used for backfilling behind retaining

walls and provides recommended earth pressure values for design of retaining walls. Clayey
materials with medium and high expansion potential were encountered at the site.
Considering this, the recommended earth pressure values recommended by Byer
Geotechnical Group is about 50% higher than corresponding values recommended by
GeoConcepts and A.G.1, and appear to be significantly lower than published recommended
values for the type of on-site materials (e.g., NAVFAC, 2012, California Building Standards
Commission, 2014, and the 2013 California Building Code ).

2. The consultant recommends on page 11 of the Byer Geotechnical Group report that
“Footings adjacent to retaining walls should be deepened below a 1:1 plane from the bottom
of the lower retaining wall, or the footing should be designed as grade beams to bridge from
the wall to the 1:1 plane”. However, surcharge loads, including footings, above the 1:1 plane
may impose lateral surcharge load on the lower retaining wall. A surcharge load is any load
(such as a building) imposed on the surface of the soil close enough to the excavation to
cause a lateral pressure to act on the system in addition to the basic earth pressure. The
potential for lateral surcharge is usually evaluated using a recognized method of analysis
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(e.g., Spangler & Handy (1982), Soil Engineering, fourth Edition, Harper & Row, New York;
or Navy Design Manual NAVFAC, 2012).

Summary of Results and Conclusions

Our review indicates there is substantial geologic evidence for potential slope instability within
and adjacent to the proposed development site that have not been considered. In our professional
opinion, these issues should be considered and addressed prior to approval of the project as it is
currently defined. In particular, the long-term bedrock slope stability is questionable due to the
geologic bedding orientation, slope angles to the northwest, assumed material strengths, potential
presence of undocumented joints and fractures, and up slope groundwater/seepage, and the mass
of the proposed eight residential structures (Figures I and 2). The City of Los Angeles (LADBS,
2014) requires a formal static and pseudo static (slope deformation analyses) slope stability
analysis for Hillside Area lots and/or for slopes: “where adverse geologic conditions are
encountered, the soils report shall provide slope stability analysis in accordance with P/BC 2014-
049 and P/BC 2011-050 where applicable”. P/BC 2014-049 requires the studies for all slopes
that expose unfavorable geologic structure such as unsupported bedding.

In addition, P/BC 2014-049 recommends “Shear strength parameters used in stability evaluations
may be based upon peak test values where appropriate. Parameters not exceeding residual test
values shall be used for previous landslides, along shale bedding planes, highly distorted
bedrock, overconsolidated fissured clays, and for organic topsoil zone under fill”. The current
report does not provide laboratory residual strength test data for the claystone and clayey
siltstone, clearly identified by Ehlert and Soils International beneath Lot 4 and potentially
projecting beneath Lot 3, as required by P/B 2014-049 for determining material properties. Such
properties are required for the translational slope stability analysis and must be determined with
from tests “made on an appropriate number of samples removed from test pits that represent the
material in a particular slope”. Alternatively, if no test data are available, “An arbitrary residual
angle of shearing resistance of six degrees and cohesion of 75 pounds per square foot may be
used to represent the strength on shale bedding and in landslide debris in lieu of parameters
determined by laboratory testing.” Any bedding plane failure that may occur could have a very
significant detrimental effect on the environment down slope from the subject property and may
result in significant damage to adjacent existing structures down slope along Sanborn Avenue.
Addressing the above issues may result in a need for additional design measures to demonstrate
feasibility of the current design and to mitigate the potential for adverse impacts on the proposed

development.

Closure
This report has been prepared for the sole use and benefit of our client. The analysis, results, and

conclusions were prepared in general compliance with normal industry practice in the City and
County of Los Angeles County. The intent of the report is to advise our client of geotechnical
and engineering geologic conditions at the subject site, and the possible effects of these
conditions on the proposed development and surrounding properties. It should be understood
that the geotechnical engineering and engineering geologic consulting provided represents
professional opinions and the contents of this report are not perfect. Any errors or omissions
noted by any party reviewing this report should be reported to Wilson Geosciences Inc. and Geo-
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Dynamics, Inc. in a timely fashion. Only the client can authorize subsequent use of this report.
No warranty is either expressed or implied.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
WILSON GEOSCIENCES INC. GEO-DYNAMICS, INC
7 . e
@%44'2,52'{72’ LA [5? ,4‘4;97/9[@;2
< sl
Kenneth Wiison Ali Abdel-Haq é’"j’m NO. 2208

Principal Engineer 'i‘%:l
P.E. 46989, G.E. 23084*
(805) 496-1222 &

Principal Geologist XP. 123115 | :
P.G. #3175, C.E.G. #928 /

(626) 791-1589
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APPENDIX

Figures 1 and 2




FIGURE 1 — Topographic Contours in the Vicinity of 853 and 857 North Hyperion Avenue
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FIGURE 2 - A G.I. Geotechnical Inc. 2008 Geologic Cross-section A-A’
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FEIR-CD-1636

Draft Environmental Impact Report City of LA EIR No. 2005-2158(EIR}
State Clearinghouse No 2602041009 CPC No. 97-0043(CPU)
Secondary Highways

Fast-West

northern portion of the study area. It forks into West Olive Avenue and Forest Lawn
Drive. It has two lanes in each direction with on-street parking on both sides of the
street, with length of time restrictions in many blocks. The posted speed limit along
Barham Boulevard is 35 MPH.

* Los Feliz Boulevard- is a secondary highway from Western Avenue to Vermont
Avenue. [t becomes a Major Class Il Highway east of Vermont Avenue. The posted
speed limit along Los Feliz Boulevard is 35 MPH at the point where it transitions into a

Major Class [I Highway.

*  Franklin Avenue- is a Secondary Highway in the Plan Area from Gardner Street to St.
George Street to the east. It has segments with two lanes in each direction with on-street
parking on both sides of the street as well as segments with one-lane in each directions
and parking. There are left turn pockets at some, but not all intersections.

»  Fouatain Avenue- is a Secondary Highway in the Plan Area with two lanes in each
direction as well as time restricted and metered parking lanes on both sides of the street
from Fairfax Avenue to La Brea Avenue. There is a gap in which Fountain becomes a
Collector from La Brea Avenue to Wilcox Avenue. Fountain Avenue then continues as a
Secondary Highway from Wilcox Avenue to Hyperion Avenue. There are left turn
pockets at most intersections between Western Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard. There
is also a center lane turn lane from Van Ness Street to Wilton Avenue.

« Griffith Park Boulevard- is a Secondary Highway in the Plan Area from Hyperion
Avenue to Los Feliz Boulevard. North of Los Feliz Boulevard it transitions into a Local

road.

+ Hyperion Avenue- is a Secondary Highway in the Plan Arca with two lanes in each
direction as well as time restricted and metered parking lanes on both sides of the street
from Glendale Boulevard to Fountain Avenue where it transitions into a Collector street.

* Laurel Canyon Boulevard - is a Secondary Highway in the Plan area that turns into
Crescent Heights Boulevard at Sunset Boulevard. Other than a few blocks at its southern
end, Laurel Canyon Boulevard is one lane in each direction with limited on-street parking

as it works through the hills.

« Melrose Avenue - is a Secondary Highway in the Plan Area with two lanes in each
direction as well as intermittent time restricted and metered parking lanes on both sides of
the street. There are also center turn lanes and pockets at a number of locations.

Hollywood Community Plan Update Page 4.5-5
00003184
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908 Hyperion Ave
Los Angeles, California
Street View - Apr 2015

] Image capture: Apr 2005 © 2015 Google
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862 Hyperion Ave
Los Angeles, California
Street View - Apr 2015

| Image capture: Apr 2015 ® 2015 Google

fofll F/5/2015 10:27 AM
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The inferior courtyard spaces create Rendering of how the garage, Rendering of a courtyard created by
an cutdoor room that also provides driveway, and primary entrance two adjacent buildings. While each
acecess 16 light and air for the interact side is a private patio, joming these
second story. spaces provides the percaption of a

larger volume of space.
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SMALL LOT

PREUSS FOUR,
CIENEGA HEIGHTS
Danny Cerezo, Architect
2008 Preuss Road

G homes Dudl {5 ailovesd
Zoning 13D 1 5-1

Average ot size: 1,780-2,560
s.f.

Each unil 1s 2 stories with
a 3 bedroom/3 bathroom

confliguration

AlF (o 4 Site Plan shows the arrangement of the units with parking accessed via an
omes feature over 400 alley and a 6 foot wide pedestrian passageway in he center, Parking for all

s.f.of privale open space off homes is accomplished with a tandem configuration to the rea of the site.

of the main living level.

Each home also features a
2.8Kw solar pane! system as
a standard feature.

All hardwood fiooring has
been reclaimed from a barn
n Tennessee that was slated
for demolition.

Sustainable features include
exterior fiber cement siding
instalied as a rain scraen
system, electric vehicie
chargers, bic-filtration
planters, and a central
heating and air is multi-
zoned to maximize cormmfort,

Front elevation shows good height and massing refationship with surrounding
structures and balconies facing the public sidewalk,

CASE STUDIES 47



The front two homes are designed to have an almost typicat front yard configuration with a patio and green space
adjzcent (0 the public sidewalk.

A 6 foot wide pedestrian path through
the center of the project provides
both access from the parking and

Common amerity space.

48

CASE STUDIES

Planters in the front yard allow
opportunities for landscaping ©
buffer common spaces from private
spaces.

The pedestrian access path is open
to the sky providing armple access lo
light and alr for each home.



BUZ7 COURT,
SILVER LAKE
Heyday Partnership

Buzz Court, Los Angeles,

90039

6 homes budt (6 allowed)
Zoning: {QC2-1VL

Average lot size: 1,720 5.1
Variances/adjusiments: G

Fach home is 3 stories with
a rooftop deck as amenity
space

The zigzag pattern allows for
greater separation between
units and creates an added
sense of privacy for rear
units

Common maintenance
agreement for driveway,
access gate, trash area, and

{andscape

Additional notes: Certified
LEED Platinum, Parmeable
Driveway, Solar Arrays,
Instant Hot Water Heaters,
indoor Air Quality Controls,
Exceed Title-24 by »>30%,

Green Roofs.

SMALL LOT

SITE PLAN e @ T T

Site Plan shows the arrangement of the units in & unique zigzag pattern that
staggers the home placement on either side of the narrow fot.

The primary entry of the front horne is clearly delineated by landscape
planters and the massing of the facade. A second floor balcony brings an
efement of private space into the public environment, activating both the front
facade and the sidewalk of this more urban streeiscape.
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SiAALL DT

The Buzz Court project is located along a more wwban streetscape than other small lot devolopment. As a result, the

archilects design a facade that looks more commerciat than residential while still placing resldential elements fike a

batcony on the front facade.

The unique spatial arrangement of
the development causes the homes
to have a staggered effect, making
the spaces belween buildings seem
more oper.

50 CASE STUDIES

The facads treatment provides

for a visually interesting and
appealing display at night. The
shading element provides privacy
for the residents while stif atowing
light to be dispiayed along the
sidewalk. The front entrance is
clearly fluminated for safety and
delineation.

While the homes are configured

to provide adaquate access 1o the
garages for cars, e interior spaces
are amanged so that windows and
balconies do not directly face each
other. This creates a betler sense of
privacy for homes that are closely
spaced.
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SUBJECT ]

PAGE O4AlE SECTION Depanment of Transporatan
4 02r200) Bl DBRIVEWAY DL S4GH

MANUAL OF 2OLICIES & PROCEDURES f

Madifications to channelization to make propesed driveway locations acceplable shall be
paid for by the permiftee requesting the change, prior to approval of the permut. Such
modifications shall be approved by the Transportation Engineer of the appropriate district

office.

C. Driveways at Tee intersections

Driveways for properties at the top of a "T" intersection are to be centered within one foot of
the profongation of the terminating street center line. The dnveway at the top of the T-
intersection should be a Case 3 type driveway in a residential area, and a Case 4 {ype
driveway m a commercial area (see altached Department of Public Works Standard Plan
No. 5-440-3). Where this is not possible, the driveway should conferm to Sub-Section V.B
(Location of Driveways Adjacent to Intersections).

D. Distance between Driveways

Wherever possible, two-way driveways should be separated by a minimum of 50 feet of full
height curb to minimize conflict between vehicles using the adjoining driveways.

Vi. Driveway Design

A. Basic Principles

Driveways shouid be designed to minimize possible conflicts between users of parking
facilites and users of abutting street systems. The design should address pedestrian
safety, sight distance, width of the lane from which the right turns into the driveway are
made (i.e. 12 foot curb lane requires a wider driveway), size and turning characteristics of
vehicles using the driveway (i.e. delivery trucks require wider driveways), complexity of
vehicular movements, density of traffic on the abutting street (traffic and street width), speed
of vehicles on the abutting street, arrival or departure rate of vehicles using the driveway,
and any other considerations that would affect the safety and efficient use of City streets. It
should be recognized that driveway design recommendations may vary depending upon site
constraints, location, and usage. Existing driveways can be approved as construcied if the
project which has necessitafed their review is of limited scope or is re-striping only.

B. Width of Driveways

Not withstanding existing Code requirements, the following driveway widths are
recommended:



L MANUAL OF POLLIE S

St e

!

| Type of Development |

SUBJEST
DRIVEWAY DESIGN

SLCTHIN I BATE PALL
124 1 o220 4
- 1 - -

Recommended Widths of Driveways

(W dimension of driveway apron, in feet)’

I P

. two-Way 1 One-Way

Commercial 30 fi 16 ft
Cndustial | 30# T Y
Single Family Residential | |
. tor2cargarage | wa | ]
| 3ormorecargarage | 26f -
Multi-Family Residential | T
B More than 25 spé;e_s_iL 301t B ) 16 ft :::

5 to 25 spaces 28 ft 16 f
Less than 5 spaces 18t I__1E§ft_ ]

These recommended widths assume standard passenger vehicles tumning right from an 18
foot wide curb lane under typical conditions. Wider driveways may be appropriate to
accommodate large commercial vehicles or multiple entry lanes. Shorter driveway widths
may be considered where it may be more appropriate to use narrower driveway or field
conditions preclude use of recommended widths.

When larger vehicles and trucks are going to be the predominant users of a particular
driveway, turning templates shall be utilized to develop a driveway width that can safely and
expeditiously accommodate the prevalent type of ingress and egress ftraffic.

Drive Aisle Width

Reservoir Distance to
Gate/lFirst Parking Space

€ -
VTSN I R —
(after dedication)
Sidewalk
Y

Curb Face \ I

!@ ¢ sles

X w X

¢ See attached Department of Public Works Standard Plan No. S-440-3.
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TO: [nterested Parties
FROM: Con i'{OWéJLitHECEOl’ of Planmng

REVISED POLICIES FOR PRIVATE STREET REGULATIONS,
GENERAL VARIATION NQ. 2081-1 AND 2001-2, COMMUNITY
DRIVEWAYS ,

SUBIECT.

Attached are the two new standard policies which modify the Private Street Regulations. The
authority for these modifications is found in Section 18.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.
These new policies were developed following collaboration with the Department of Building and
Safety in an effort to clarify the number of lots which could be served by common doiveways.

There are two policies. The first, “Private Street Regulations, General Variation 2001-1,” applies
to the use of common driveway facilities for single family residential uses. The revised policy
will permit a2 common driveway to serve no rpore than two single family residential uses.  The
second policy, “Private Street Regulations, General Variation 2001-2," addresses the use of the
comemuaity driveway for ali other land uses. The revised policy confinues to permit community

driveways to serve an unlimited number of iots.

In both policies, the requirements with respect to legal lots, Fire Department access and
Department of Building and Safety requirements continue.

The chief reason for revising these policies was to distinguish between single family uses and
noa-single farmly uses. ;

These policies will become effective on May 1, 2001

CH:jle

Attachments: Private Street Regulations, General Variation 2001-1 (Singie Family)
Private Street Regulations, General Vanation 2001-2 (all others)

PUBLKC COUNTER & CONSTRUCTION SERVICES CENTER
201 NORTH FIGUERCA STREET, ROQOM 300 - (2131 9776083
VAR HUYS - 6251 VAN NUYS 8LYD 1 r FLOGR, VAN NUYS 91401 - 12181 758-8595

AN EQUAaL EMPLOYMENT QPPORTURITY ~ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMELOYER Becycart 410 mag NO% YD e @r



PRIVATE STREET REGULATIONS
GENERAL VARIATION 2001-1
{Operational Date: May 1, 2001)

Common Driveways for Single Family Uses

The folloving vanation applies 10 lots zoned RW- 1 or more restnictive containing single-famly
residential uses except that both of the jots mav be vacant. For other than single fanuly

propertes, see Generzl Vanation 20012

Pursuant to the authonty vesied in the Director of Planning by the provisions of Section 18.12,
Articie 8, Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, relating o the isspance of buildine
permits for two exsting lots, the Director hereby grants the following variation o permut
commeon driveway {acilities without further approval by the Director of Planning, subject to the
foliowing counditions:

1. That the lots are separate legal parcels of record prior to July 30, 1962 with reqguired
street frontage or are separate parcels or lots shown on a recorded Parcel Map or recorded
Tract Map; or have a recorded Certificate of Compliance; and

2. The driveway shall not cross more than one lot and shali not serve more than 2 existing
" single family residential lots; and

3. The driveway within such easement is improved to a width in conformance with the Fire
Department's fire access standards as stated m Section 57.09.03 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, but in no event less than 20 feet; and

4. Ingress and egress easements in the common driveway have been recorded a favor of the
involved owpers in a manner satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety; and

5. The unobstructed distance — from the ground to the sky — between buildings located on
either side of said driveway is no less than 20 feet and otherwise meets all other setback

and yard requirements of the LAMC.

This variation shall remain ia effect untif rescinded by subsequent action. It supercedes the
previous General Variations dated February 1, 1996, March 28, 1974 and Juné 23, 1367.

CON HOWE
Director of Planning

cc: Department of Building and Safety
Los Angeles Fire Depariment
Bureau of Engineering
Department of Transportation



PRIVATE STREET KEGULATIONS
GENERAL VARIATION 2601-2
{(perationat Date: May I, 200}
Corumon Dioveweys for Industrial, Comunercial and Multi-Family Uses
The feliowing varation de2s aol appiy 10 luiy zoned RWJ GIMOTe fesiicive contamng single
farnily reswdenual uses. See Gepera Vanaton 2001-]

Pursiant o ‘1 cawhoriny vosied inthe Direcior of Planmng by the provasions of Szeion 1812
Article B, Chepier Vofthe Los Angeles Monmoipa: Code, relating 1o the issuance of building
permils for teo o mare eastnyg fots, e Direcwar hereby grants the following variation o permut

comumon drveway facilities without fucthec apgoval by the Director of Planning, subject 1o the

folluwang conditions

That the lots are separate fegal parcels of record prior to July 30, 1962 with required

l.
street {rontage or are separate parcels or lats shown on a recorded Parcel Map or recorded
Tract Map: or bave a recorded Certificate of Cornphance; and

2. Notwithstanding Seclion 12.21-A of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, a driveway within

such easement 1s permitted over one or moare [ots 1o serve another {ot(s). The driveway
shai} not be located and maintained on property which 15 in a mote restrictive zope than
that of the property on which the building(s} served is (are) located; except that where a
lot is partly in the P Zone and partly a C or M Zone, any P Zone may be used. A
drivewzy may also be located in a rnore restrictive zone than the zone of the ot where
any of the building(s) is {are} located provided that the uses are permitted in the more

restrictive zone; and

Department’s fire access standards 2s stated in Section 57.09.03 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, bul 1n no event less than 20 feet; and

4. Ingress and egress casements in the common driveway have been recorded in favor of the
involved owners that need the easement in a manner satisfactory to the Department of

Building and Safety; apd

3. The upobstructed distance ~ from the ground to the sky — between buildings located on
cither side of said driveway is no less than 20 feet and otherwise meets all other setback
and yard requirements of the LAMC.

This variation shall remain in effect until rescinded by subsequent action. I supercedes the

previous General Varations dated February §, 1996, March 28, 1974 and June 23, 1967,

CON HOWE
Director of Planning

cc:  Depariment of Building and Safety
Los Angeles Fire Department
Burean of Engineenng
Department of Transportation
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ARTICLE 7 FIRE PROTLECTION "ND PREVENTION (FIRE CODL) Page 1 of |

Pﬁn{
Los Angeles Municipal Code
SEC. 37.503.1.6. EASEMENTS.

Where fire lanes are required under Section 57.503.1.4 of this scction to provide access for Fire
Department emergency vehicles, and such fire lanes are other than access roads. they shall be granted to
the City without cost as casements from a public strect or alley to the required terminal potnt. Provided,
however, that the easement requirement may be waived. unless otherwise required by the General Plan
of the City of Los Angeles, where the Department determines that the acguisition of an easement 1s not
necessary for the protection of the public safety and welfare. Fire lanes shalt be designated and
maintained as follows:

. Fire lanes shall have a minimum clear roadway width of 20 feet when no parking 1s
allowed on either side.

2. Those portions of a fire tane which must accommodate the operation of Fire Department
aerial ladder apparatus shall have a minimum clear roadway width of 28 feet when no parking is
allowed on either side.

3. Those portions of a fire lane 30 feet on either side of a private fire hydrant shall have a
minimum clear roadway width of 28 feet. No parking shall be permitted within those portions of
the roadway which are within 30 {eet of and on the same side of the roadway as a private fire

hydrant.

4. Where parking is allowed on only one side of a required fire lane parking shall be on the
same side of the roadway as the hydrants.

5. Where parallel parking is allowed on either stde of a fire lane, the roadway width shall be
increased eight feet for each parking lane.

6. Where access requires accommodation of Fire Department apparatus, overhead clearance
shall not be less than 14 feet.

7. Dead end fire lanes shall terminate in cul-de-sacs or other approved turning areas consistent
with the Department of Public Works Standard Street Dimension Plan D-22549.

8. Fire lanes shali be paved to the City Engineer's standards for public alleys.

http:/fwww.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx 7116/2015


http://www.amlegal.com/aIpscripts/get-content.aspx
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From: “Edc Garcetti” <Bgarcatt@ COUNCILLACITY.ORG>
To: 4N netzero.com:>

Cce: “Ana-Guetrero” <Aguerer@ COUNCILLACITY.ORG>
Sent: Mon, Aug 18, 2004 02:21 PM

Subject: Re: Hyperion improvements

Thanks for the very kind note, David and Sallle. And glad to be of service. We try and
help-folks have & volce in their own neighborhoods and know that there are many great
alfies we have in the departments as was proven in this case, Thanks as always for your
advocacy, ldeas, and commitment!

All the best, -
Eric

Councilmember, City of Los Angeles

District 13

(213) 473-7013

Visit our web site atwww.cd13.com

Sign-up for emall updates at

http:/www. lacity.orgfeouncilfed13/cd13optin.htm

>>> G netzero.com” <EMAG netzero.com> 08/16/04 01:13PM >>>

Dear Ana and Eric,

sl and how much we appreciate your efforts In getting this
Mctifer, Bm-:%;ofﬁaiﬁc Man y

nt listernis and: tesponds‘fa its constituents. Thank you SO
fig up the Meating with the Bureau of Traffic Management.
These two lmpmenmms cmalnly make the street safer.and make us fee! much better

about fiving here. Hopetufly, motorists traveling on Hypérion will heed the warnings and
act accordingly. Thank you again.

Sincerely,
David Modermn & Saflie Hofmeister


mailto:E5arcett@COUNCiL.LACtTY.ORG
mailto:4HB@netzero.eom
mailto:AguerTer@COUNCIL.LAClTY.ORG
http://www.cdl3.com
mailto:4lHH@netzero.com
mailto:flHtt@net2er0.com
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NOV o p 2000

{/:8//479
MOTION

The Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance was enacted by the City of Los Angeles in 2004, The
Small Lut Subdivision Ordinunce is an innovative zoning ool that allows development of
townhouse style homes on urban infilf lots with commercial or mutti-family residential zoning. In
most cases, the density of a Small Lot Subdivision is much less than what an apartiment or
condominium developer could build.

Despilte its advantages, over the last nine years, problems in the implementation of the Small
Lot Subdivision Ordinance have come to light. In many cases, Small Lot Subdivisions have
distupted the character of existing neighborhoods. They are not compatible with nearby butidings
and do not relate well {o the street.

To solve this problem, the Director of Planning should update and improve the Smali Lot
Subdivision Guidelines, They are out of date and must be amended to reflect the reality of the
Small Lot Subdivisions being built today. [n addition, the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance should
be evaluated and amended if necessary to see if it containg provisions that make it difficult for
Smatl Lot Subdivisions to fit in with existing neighborhoods.

{ THEREFORE MOVE that the Department of Planning be instructed to update and
improve the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines.

[ FURTHER MOVE that the Department of City Planning, with the assistance of the City
Attorney, be instructed to evaluate the Small Lot Subdtvision Ordinance and prepare any changes to
the Ordinance that are necessary to ensure that future Small Lot Subdivisions are compatible with
the neighborhood.

PRESENTED BY: ) ¢

g

SECONDED BY:




MOTION

he Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance was approved by the iy of Los Angeies i 2005 w provide fee-
simple home ownership opportanities in the City and to promote residennal mfill development in mutufamily
0 vears of implementation, the Small Lot Subdivision Grdinance has

ne Echo

and conumercial zones After more than |
i the Oty and no more so than i eclectic and hustore nerghborhoods mcluding

been used extensively
Park, Stiver [ake and Vence

Origmally proposed as an alternatve means 10 encounage addinonal fur-sale housing opportunities for
the burgeoning first-time home-buying market, it has often resulted wthe development of high-end, tuxury
townheomes rather than for-sale housing that1s more atiordable These new homes often replace older

bungalows and cottages that are themsclves more affordable for those wath fow and moduau Ieomes, otten

resufting 1o projects that are out of scale and lacking 1 character m compartson o thew surroundings.

While the ordinance has created a new urban homeownership alternaiive to the tradinonal single-family
home, it also brings a new set of spacial complexitics that should be addressed by the Planning Department, For
instance. projects face challenges brought en by neighborhoed context, and the proximuty of adjacent structures
requiring thoughtful consideration about massing, height, and transitional space from the adjacent propertes.

Additionally. particularly where the preservation of neighborhood character 1s specifically mentioned o
both the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines and the community plans, designing and conliguring new homes to
be compatible with the existing neighborhood centext is of utmost importanee.

I THEREFORE MOVE that the Council instruct the Planning Department (o report wathin 60 days
regarding potential updates to the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance and Guidcimes.

I FURTHER MQOVE that the Council instruct the Planning Department to report on adaplive reuse
incentives that could apply to existing bungalow courtyards, adaptive reuse and/or preservation incentives that
could apply to existing residences on muli-family lots that have room for additional infill, and preservation or
other incentives that could also create new homeownership opportunittes that meentivize the maintenance of

existing structures while adding more units.
1 FURTHER MOVE that the Council instruct the Planning Department, with the assistance of the City

Attomey, to report on concerns that the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines cannot be enforced and report on how
best to codify Guideline requirements, including private on-site trash collection for projects of four or more

units and on-site guest parking.

I FURTHER MOVE that the Council instruct the Planning Department to repart on creating a uwnigue
set of requirements that apply to small lot projects of 20 or more units to ensure that larger subdivisions result in

quality urban design and sufficient project open space.
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