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Planning CPC <cpc@lacity.org>

Objection to 2301 S. Westwood Blvd
alanasrour@gmail.com <alanasrour@gmail.com> Sun, Oct 13, 2019 at 2:50 PM
To: julia.duncan@lacity.org, cpc@lacity.org
Cc: paul.koretz@lacity.org

As a resident/owner of a home on the 2300 block of Midvale Avenue, I strongly object to the proposed five-story building
at 2301 South Westwood Blvd. Our street and neighborhood are congested enough - we do not need some new
monstrosity to take away more of the already limited street parking. Also, the height of the building will destroy the home
values of neighboring homes - people who collectively pay millions in tax dollars. No exemptions should be granted. We
do not want one more developer to get rich at hard working home owners’ expense. Keep the current height restriction,
keep current setback and keep current open space requirements. 

Sincerely,

Alana Srour
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WESTWOOD/PICO NEIGHBORHOOD 0VERLAY DISTRICT

An ordinance establishing the Westwood/Pico Neighborhood Oriented
District, pursuant to Sections 13.00,13.07 and 13.08 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code for portions of the West Los Angeles Community Plan area.

WHEREAS the Director of Planning has conducted a study and has found
that the portions of Westwood Boulevard, Pico Boulevard, and Overland
Avenue identified in this Ordinance have a variety of commercial uses and
activities and have a majority of structures of a similar size and with
architectural details such as the location of windows, building walls and
pedestrian entrances which if preserved and enhanced would encourage
people in the surrounding neighborhoods to walk and shop along these
streets; 

Now, Therefore:
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES

DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF WESTWOOD/PICO NEIGHBORHOOD
ORIENTED DISTRICT

A. Oriented District.  The Westwood/Pico Neighborhood Oriented
District is hereby established and is applicable to that area of the City
of Los Angeles shown within the shaded area on the following map: 

B. Pedestrian Oriented Streets.   The following Pedestrian Oriented
Streets are hereby identified as part of the Westwood/ Pico
Neighborhood Oriented District: Westwood Boulevard (both sides of
Westwood Boulevard between Missouri Avenue and the alley northerly
of Pico Boulevard);Pico Boulevard (the north side of Pico Boulevard
between Bentley Avenue and Patricia Avenue; and the south side of
Pico Boulevard between Military Avenue and Patricia Avenue); and
Overland Avenue (the east side of Overland Avenue between Blythe
Avenue and the alley south of Pico Boulevard).

Section 2.  RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROVISIONS OF THE MUNICIPAL
CODE  

A. The regulations of this Ordinance are in addition to those set forth in
the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and any other relevant
ordinances, and do not convey any rights not otherwise granted under
such provisions, except as specifically provided herein.

B. As permitted by Section 13.07 D of the LAMC, Section 4 of this
Ordinance shall supersede the requirements of Section 13.07 E of the
LAMC.
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C. Whenever this neighborhood Oriented District Or5dinance contains
provisions which differ from, or conflict with provisions contained
elsewhere in Chapter I of the LAMC with respect to permitted uses,
height of screening walls for parking lots, setbacks from street
frontages, landscaping of setbacks and types of permitted signs, this
Ordinance shall prevail and supersede the other applicable provision,
including, but not limited to, the requirements of Section 12.22A 23
and Section 12.24C 56 of the LAMC pertaining to Mini-Shopping
Centers and Commercial Corner Development Regulations.  Whenever
this ordinance is silent, the provisions of the LAMC shall apply.

 

Section 3  ZONING 
  
A. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby amended

by changing the zone boundaries shown upon a portion of the Zoning
Map incorporated therein and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code, so that such portion of the zoning Map
shall conform the zoning on the Map set forth in this ordinance.  All
lots located within the Westwood/Pico Neighborhood Oriented District
are zoned C2-1VL-POD, C2-1VL-O-POD, C4-1VL-POD or C4-1VL-O-
POD, as shown on the map referred to in Section 1A of this
Ordinance.   The symbol “POD” refers to the Pedestrian Oriented
District uses and standards set forth in Section 13.07 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code, with modifications set forth in this Ordinance.

B.     Lots zoned C2-1VL-POD, C2-1VL-O-POD, C4-1VL-POD or C4-1VL-O-
POD shall conform with the requirements and restrictions found in
Section 13.07 of the LAMC except as modified by this Ordinance, and
the Development Regulations established by Section 4 of this
Ordinance.

Section   4. DEFINITIONS

A. Ground Floor.  Ground floor is the lowest level within a building which
is accessible to the street, the floor level of which is within three feet
above or below curb level.  

B. Project.  The construction or erection of any building or structure, or
addition of floor area to any building, unless the building is used
entirely for residential dwelling units.  For the purposes of Sections
5A(1) and 5A(4) only, a Project also includes exterior alterations to
more that 60 percent of the surface area of the plane of any existing
building facade fronting substantially or in part a Pedestrian Oriented
Street.

  



        Westwood/Pico NOD       

3

Section   5.  DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS  

The Department of Building and Safety shall not issue a building permit for
a Project within the Westwood/Pico Neighborhood Oriented District unless
the Project conforms to all of the following development regulations.  The
Department of Building and Safety shall not issue a change of use permit
for any use not permitted in subsection B of this Section.

A. Building Frontages shall conform to the following regulations:

1. Facade Treatment. For any Project, 50 percent of the first 10 feet
in building height of the building facade shall be articulated with
wall treatments including one or more of the following: windows,
doors, recessed entryways, recessed courtyards, planters,
murals, mosaic tile, or public art and/or other means of creating
visual interest.

 2. Building Setbacks.  The exterior wall of any new construction or
addition of floor area to a building or structure shall be located not
more than five feet from any front lot line adjoining a Pedestrian
Oriented Street, except that building setbacks from the front lot
line may exceed dive feet when used for plazas, courtyards,
outdoor dining, seating, kiosks, and/or paseos.  Building
setbacks shall be used for the above listed permitted purposes
or shall be landscaped as set forth in Subsection E of this
Section.

3. Pedestrian Access.  All new construction or addition of floor area
to a building or structure fronting substantially or in part on a
Pedestrian Oriented Street shall provide at least one entrance for
pedestrians to each Ground Floor.

4. Second Floors.  For any Project, the building facades of the floor
immediately above the ground floor shall be differentiated from the
ground floor by recessed windows, balconies, offset planes,
awnings or other architectural details.  

5. Requirement for Ground Floor.  Each building on a lot fronting
substantially or in part on a Pedestrian Oriented Street shall have
a ground floor.

B.  Prohibited Uses.   Any use permitted by the underlying zone shall be
permitted on the Ground Floor and on any other floor except that the
following uses shall be prohibited within the district:

Arena 
Auditorium
Automotive Painting
Automotive Sales, used
Automotive Storage Area
Automotive Storage Garage
Automotive Upholstering
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Bail Bond Broker
Baseball Batting Range
Billiard Parlor
Body and Fender Repairing
Car Wash
Carnival, transient
Carousel
Circus, transient
Concert Hall
Equine Show
Fairgrounds
Ferris Wheel
Fortune Telling, Psychic
Fun House
Helicopter Landings
Hospital (contagious, mental, drug and alcohol, animal)
Masseur or Masseuse
Merry-Go-Round
Night Club
Open Storage Area, incidental to permitted use
Open Storage Area
Pawnshop
Penny Arcade
Pony Riding Rink
Pool Hall
Rescue Mission
Restaurant, drive through
Roller Skating Rink
Scenic Railway
Shooting Gallery
Sideshow, circus, transient
Skateboard Track
Skating Rink
Sports arena or Stadium
Tattoo Studio
Tow Truck Dispatching
Traveling Theatrical Performance, under canvas

C.  Yards.   Yard requirements shall be as required by the underlying zone,
except as specified in subsections A (2) of this Section.

D.  Parking. 

1. Any surface parking adjoining a Pedestrian Oriented Street shall
be screened by a solid  wall having a continuous minimum height
of three feet and a  maximum height of four feet.  In addition, the
wall shall be separated from the adjacent public right-of-way by
a continuous landscaped area having a minimum width of three
feet.  Surface parking lots shall be landscaped with shade trees
at the ratio of one tree for each four parking spaces.
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2. All above-grade parking spaces visible from the public right-of-way
shall be screened architecturally or with landscaping.

E.  Landscaping Standards.

1. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Department of  
City Planning (“Department”) shall approve a landscape plan for
new Projects and  parking areas.  In approving this plan, the
Department shall find that trees, compatible in size and variety
with (2) below, are planted in all landscaped areas at a
reasonable density; and that planted window boxes, and
hanging plant baskets and flower beds in parking lots are
provided where possible, as determined by the Department. 

2. Street trees shall be planted at a ratio of at least one for each 30
feet of street  frontage, as determined by the Department of
Public Works. Tree grates and tree guards shall be provided
where needed as determined by the Department of Public
Works. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the size, location and variety of
trees shall be determined by the Department of Public Works
except that Ficus nitida shall not be required and the
Department of Public Works shall give preference to the species
Podocarpus macrophylla (Yew pine). However, consideration
may be given by the Department of Public Works to the
introduction of alternative species in consultation with the
community and council offices.

3. Where streetlights are existing or proposed to be installed, trees
shall not be planted within 20 feet of the location of the existing
or proposed streetlight.

4. An automatic irrigation system where possible shall be provided
for all landscaped areas and shall be indicated on landscape
plans.  Property owners shall maintain all landscaping in good
healthy condition and shall keep planted areas free of weeds
and trash. 

F. Sign Standards.   Notwithstanding any provisions of Section 91.6201
et seq. of the Los Angeles Municipal Code to the contrary, no person
shall erect the following signs as defined in Section 91.6203 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code:

1. Signs that flash, move or have the appearance of movement;
2. Off-site commercial signs;
3. Any pole signs not on a corner lot;
4. Pole sign over 10 feet in height on a corner lot;
5. Projecting signs, except for signs not to exceed 10 square feet

in area, for ground floor businesses and when the top of the sign
is not more than 12 feet above ground level; and

6. Roof signs.
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G. Utilities.  Where possible, as determined by the Department of Water
and Power for the City of Los Angeles, all new power lines for any
individual building or proposed within the Westwood/Pico Neighborhood
Oriented District shall be installed underground.



 

October 14, 2019 
 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
cpc@lacity.org 
 
 
Subject: Statement about the CPC Meeting on May 25, 2017 at which the  
 TOC Guidelines were considered [ Item 10:  DIR-2017-1914-MSC ] 
                    Comments submitted in conjunction with consideration of the appeal of TOC project 
                    at 2301 Westwood Blvd. - DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE 
                    CPC Agenda:  October 24, 2019 
                   
Dear City Planning Commissioners: 

I attended the CPC meeting on May 25, 2017 to hear the staff presentation on the Transit 
Oriented Community (TOC) Guidelines.  I was not prepared to speak as our neighborhood 
council had not yet adopted a formal position on the Guidelines and as the agenda for the 
meeting specifically stated that a public hearing was not required; it was not clear to me 
whether or not testimony would be taken that day.  During public comment, I observed the 
exchange between the panel and a spokesperson from housing advocacy group Abundant 
Housing LA.  During that discussion, almost all suggested changes made by the Abundant 
Housing LA speaker were recommended for adoption after consultation with staff to determine 
whether or not the suggestions could be added without additional environmental work.  The 
fact that the guidelines approved for adoption differed significantly from the staff report, 
without any additional hearings, means that the public did not have notice or the opportunity 
to comment on the program as amended from the staff report and as adopted by CPC. 
 
An entire step was somehow omitted.    
 
In addition, my expectation was that the  May 25, 2017 CPC hearing would be but the first step 
in a process that would ultimately lead to consideration by PLUM and a vote by the full City 
Council, all as mandated by the text of Measure JJJ, which reads in part (on page 41): 

“Action by the Council on Proposed Amendments.  After receiving the recommendations of the 
City Planning Commission and the Mayor, or at the expiration of the 30-day period for the 
Mayor to act, the Council shall hold a public hearing on the proposed Plan amendment.” 
But when the TOC Guidelines were released by the Planning Department on September 22, 
2017 community members had no idea that there would be no further consideration of the 
program before the City Council.  As a regular attendee and member of the PlanCheck NC 
Steering Committee, I do not recall any outreach from the Planning Department to alert Land 
Use Committee Chairs and active volunteers that their one and only opportunity to speak to the 

mailto:cpc@lacity.org
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TOC Guidelines would be at the CPC meeting on May 25, 2017 (or apparently that appeals 
would need to be filed immediately following the Guidelines’ release).   
 
By the time we realized what had occurred, any opportunity to file an appeal had long passed.  
Neighborhoods were suddenly faced with a sweeping “one-size-fits-all” citywide program that 
failed to acknowledge issues such as rear setback/tiering  needs for new buildings directly 
adjacent to residences (both R1 and multi-family) without any alleys or physical separation, or 
requirements to maintain some percentage of active/retail/commercial ground floor uses on 
pedestrian oriented commercial arterials, impacts of reduced setbacks on the urban canopy 
and heat island effect, etc.     
 
More troubling still, the incentives included in the TOC Guidelines as released on September 22, 
2017 appear to go far beyond the limits (guardrails) that were so clearly defined in the text of 
Measure JJJ.  For example, the TOC incentives of increased height and reduced setbacks were 
not part of Measure JJJ and were therefore not authorized when that measure was passed by 
voters in November 2016. Does this not suggest that the voters (or perhaps the City Council?)  
would need to approve any  changes or additions from what was adopted by the voters?  
 
The negative impacts of the Guidelines as adopted can be seen in the TOC project at 2301 
Westwood Blvd. that was approved by the Planning Dept. and whose appeal by a local neighbor 
WSSM is supporting.   Having 67 foot high projects placed directly adjacent to R1 properties 
without separating alleys and adequate tiering is not good urban planning.  Allowing all 
residential buildings without some active ground floor uses seems to contradict the City’s desire 
to develop Grand Boulevards and neighborhoods of increased density where residents can walk 
to local businesses and services without generating a car trip. (WSSM supported the 
developer’s request to allow for a mezzanine and a change in the manner in which height is 
calculated which enabled a retail component to be included in what was originally presented to 
the community as an all residential project located in a defined Neighborhood Oriented District 
(Westwood/Pico Neighborhood Oriented District -Ordinance Number 171,859, effective 
1/24/1998).    Communities should have a role in working to improve proposed projects.  There 
is a broad spectrum of opportunity well beyond the adoption of positions of support and 
opposition.  Citywide policy should always recognize and reflect the importance of including 
community participation in designing our City’s future. 
 
In the course of 30-plus years of volunteer community service, this is the first time I have been 
aware of any General Plan amendment made by the CPC unilaterally without a public City 
Council hearing and vote.   

Yours sincerely, 

 
Barbara Broide 
President, Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd. HOA  
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Planning CPC <cpc@lacity.org>

Appeal re: 2301 S. Westwood Boulevard Case DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-
6720-CE
Dave Stambaugh <dcsbaugh@hotmail.com> Mon, Oct 14, 2019 at 4:19 PM
To: "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>
Cc: "cpc@lacity.org" <cpc@lacity.org>, "paul.koretz@lacity.org" <paul.koretz@lacity.org>

I am wri�ng to express my concerns regarding the proposed project at 2301 S Westwood Blvd. As a
resident and owner of a property in the 2200 Block of Midvale Ave for the past 25 years, I was surprised
and concerned to learn of the extreme dimensions and poorly conceived planned access to the proposed
development. The resul�ng impact of construc�ng such large mixed use structure in that loca�on would
result in traffic and parking nightmares that will irreparably destroy the character of our comfortably quiet
R1 zoned neighborhood. 
We all understand the need for more affordable housing and this is not an example of "NIMBY" on the part
our local residents. We object to the inappropriate scale of the project and the misguided idea of having the
ingress/egress of the project on Tennessee. 
None of us would be concerned about a building of three or four stories in height, (with many more
"affordable units" included) but a 6 story building literally looming directly on top of R1 zoned proper�es
with no alley or space in between in exchange for 5 units of "affordable housing" is ludicrous.
Not requiring an normal EIR to examine the likely impact on the traffic and parking in such a narrow area
with an already overly stressed infrastructure seems not just irresponsible but reckless. 
It is my fervent hope that the City Planning Commission will take our neighborhood's appeal to reconsider
this proposed development seriously.

Sincerely,

David C. Stambaugh

Virus-free. www.avast.com

https://www.google.com/maps/search/2301+S+Westwood+Blvd?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail&utm_term=icon
https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail&utm_term=link
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Planning CPC <cpc@lacity.org>

DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE (10/24/19 Agenda Item 12).
Esther Rudis <esther@rudis.biz> Sat, Oct 19, 2019 at 12:24 PM
To: "cpc@lacity.org" <cpc@lacity.org>

 

I am strongly opposed to the proposed 6-story structure, for the following reasons:

 

--The project is too large and out of scale with surrounding uses and does not comply with existing
zoning laws.
--There are no alleyways or buffers between the commercial and residential streets.  No
protections and inadequate tiering between the 6-story structure and homes.  Loss of light, privacy,
ability to have solar installations, etc.
--I am concerned that luxury/market rate housing attracts residents who will drive and have cars
leading to spillover parking and added congestion on nearby streets affecting local businesses and
residents. 

Westwood Blvd. is an important artery connecting EXPO Light Rail to points north including
Westwood Village, UCLA, UCLA Medical Center and VA and VA Medical Center. 
Added congestion to Westwood Blvd. impacts the efficiency of the many bus lines on
Westwood Blvd. 

--Project entitlements granted exceed the authority of Measure JJJ, which did not include
additional height and reduced setbacks. 
--Cumulative impacts have not been taken into account.  In this area Westwood has already had
two TOC projects approved nearby and has another two soon to enter entitlement process. 
-- Tennessee is a narrow street designated to be a bike route in the City’s Mobility Plan.  The
intersection of Tennessee and Westwood is scheduled for major change including a new
pedestrian and bike rider activated traffic signal to facilitate safety.   The removal of the street
dedication should not be granted. 

 

Please STOP trying to push through projects that only line the pockets of the developer, but do NOTHING to improve the
quality of life in our beloved city!!!

 

Sincerely,

 

Esther Rudis

1888 Greenfield Ave #305

Los Angeles 90025

 

 

 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1888+Greenfield+Ave+%23305+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+90025?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1888+Greenfield+Ave+%23305+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+90025?entry=gmail&source=g
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FIX THE CITY 
 

October 14, 2019 

Via Email:  CPC@lacity.org 

The Hon. Samantha Millman, Chair 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 

200 North Spring Street, LA, CA 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO 2301 WESTWOOD BOULEVARD DIR 2018-6719-TOC-WDI,  

ENV-2018-6720-CE 

Dear CPC Commissioners: 

This letter supplements the timely appeal filed on this project by Fix The City (attached).  To be 

clear, Fix The City is not challenging voter-approved JJJ.  Instead Fix The City believes the City’s 

implementation of JJJ via the TOC guidelines as applied to this project and others exceeds the 

authority provided in JJJ as well as violates several key mandates of JJJ.  

Fix The City encourages a close reading of JJJ Section 6 before you vote on October 24, 2019.  

The language is very clear.  There is no authority to provide additional incentives, incentives 

combined with other incentive programs, nor is there authority to create the TOC Tier system 

as used on this and other projects.  Section 6 is limited to the incentives “herein” of Section 6: 

(1) additional residential FAR, (2) additional density and (3) reduced parking.   

TOC projects under JJJ Section 6 are intended to be ministerial and are not eligible for 

discretionary incentives absent voter approval.  

The City Planning Commission must stay within the four corners of voter-approved JJJ as 

written which includes, but is not limited to require prevailing wages (Affordable Housing and 

Good Jobs) and limit incentives to those specified in Section 6 TOC, with incentives based on 

the underlying zone and not the Tiers as they were not in JJJ and have not been authorized by 

the voters.  

Contrary to the express language of JJJ, The Director of Planning’s Determination for 2301 

Westwood Boulevard approved additional incentives that were not included in JJJ Section 6.  In 

approving the project, the Director acted in an arbitrary and capricious manner. 

The “Additional” discretionary incentives unlawfully awarded to 2301 Westwood Boulevard can 

only be granted to projects under JJJ Section 5(e), not Section 6 projects.   

There is no exemption from Prevailing Wage.  This project has not agreed to the Labor 

Standard and therefore does not qualify for JJJ incentives.  The City has failed to require the 

Labor Standard for this and virtually all other TOC projects.   JJJ mandated prevailing wage for 

mailto:CPC@lacity.org
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BOTH GPA’s and TOC projects.  The “Findings” for JJJ Section 2 clearly state the purpose of the 

initiative.  These findings are for both Section 5 (GPA’s) and Section 6 (TOC) projects:    

“Now THEREFORE, based upon these findings the people declare that the City 

adopt the legislation contained herein in order to address our homeless and 

affordable housing crisis, while also creating good jobs with family-supporting 

wages.” (Emphasis added.) 

Finally, the implementation procedures for JJJ required and still require Council (legislative) 

approval under state law (California Govt. Code Section 65915(d)(1)(C)(3)).  

JJJ TOC Section 6 does not authorize increased height, violation of transitional height (LAMC 

12.21.1 A.10), yard reduction (LAMC 12.21.C.1(g) or open space reduction (LAMC 

12.21G.2(b)(3), and it does not permit changing the threshold for Site Plan Review from an 

increase of 50 dwelling units above existing units to 50 units over the base zoning.   The existing 

density is the baseline by which Site Plan Review determines the threshold.   

We incorporate by reference our lawsuit and testimony challenging 10400 Santa Monica 

Boulevard based on granting of incentives not authorized by JJJ Section 6 for that and other 

TOC projects and failure to adhere to the labor standard of JJJ.  We also incorporate by 

reference our testimony submitted on 10306 Santa Monica Boulevard and note that the day 

after submission, the public hearing on appeal was postponed while additional environmental 

analysis is being conducted.  At issue is the fact that the project has Santa Monica Fault lines 

and trace faults running across the site, that the site is located on a scenic highway that is an 

historic resource, and that there are cumulative impacts from all the TOC projects proposed for 

the same area. 

FAILURE TO ACCEPT APPEAL BY FIX THE CITY AND TO INCLUDE IT IN THE RECORD 

Fix The City filed a timely appeal of the Director’s Determination.  The appeal addressed not 

just the Discretionary TOC Incentives, but also the street dedication determination and the 

Class 32 Categorical Exemption.   

The Planning Department erred in returning the appeal after accepting it and our payment, and 

then again erred in refusing to include that appeal as part of the record for this project.  In 

addition, we incorporate by reference the opposition and appeal of other individuals and 

organizations regarding this project.  Anyone can appeal a CEQA determination.  This appeal 

right is not limited to abutting owners.  The Planning Department acted in an arbitrary and 

capricious manner denying Fix The City due process by eliminating the right to appeal this 

project.   

NO COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY AND MONITORING PROGRAM 
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Measure JJJ requires that before TOC Guidelines can be adopted, a comprehensive analysis of 

housing availability must be conducted in for EACH unique area (JJJ Section 4.A).  JJJ requires a  

“program to create and monitor an inventory of units within the Community Plan Area 

that are:  subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance or law that restricts rents to levels 

affordable to persons and families of Lower or Very Low Income; subject to City Rent 

Stabilization Ordinance; and/or occupied by Lower-Income or Very Low-Income 

households.”  

No such comprehensive study or monitoring program exists either for the Expo Specific Plan 

Area or the TOC areas, despite JJJ and specific instructions to the Planning Department from the 

City Council (CF 2016-0684-S1). Therefore, the approval of TOC incentives for 2301 Westwood 

Boulevard is ultra vires.   

Instead, of following the Council’s January 24, 2017 directive regarding preparation of the TOC 

Guidelines, CPC and the Director of Planning defied the clear mandate of the City Council.  They 

never conducted a comprehensive study, failed to report back to the City Council regarding the 

formulation of the Guidelines, and they did not obtain legislative approval for the 

implementation of JJJ as required by Cal Govt. Code Section 65915(d)(1)(c)(3).1   

This rejection of the need for Council approval is in contrast with the pattern and practice of 

the Planning Department in its implementation of SB 1818 and other affordable housing 

programs such as RAS3 and RAS4.  In those cases, the implementation plan, including 

incentives, was adopted as an ordinance approved by the City Council.  Public notice was 

provided and public hearings were conducted.   

Note that the City Council instructed the Planning Department to prepare and present such a 

report to the City Council immediately after JJJ passed.  A motion by Mitch O’Farrell (CF 16-

0684-S1) on November 22, 2016, two weeks after JJJ was approved by the voters, also ordered 

“preparation of a new affordable housing incentive program for developments near major 

transit stops.” It continued, “It is imperative that the implementation process of this ballot 

initiative be fully vetted and discussed by policy makers and all interested stakeholders.”   

The November 22, 2016 motion (CF 2016-0684-S1) stated:  

 
1 This state affordable housing statute clearly states: “The city, county, or city and county shall establish 
procedures for carrying out this section, that shall include legislative body approval of the means of compliance 
with this section.”  Thus, the TOC Guidelines required City Council approval.  In the absence of City Council 
approval, approval of incentives unauthorized by the City Council is in violation of state law.  This would be true 
even if they did not include “Additional” Incentives or Concessions in violation of the clear language and intent of 
JJJ Section 6 to limit TOC projects to increased FAR, density and reduced parking.  The only projects eligible for 
additional incentives are projects described in JJJ Section 5(e).   
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“I THEREFORE MOVE that the Council request the City Attorney, with the assistance of 

the Planning Department, and in consultation with the Bureau of Contract 

Administration, to prepare a report on the implementation, enforcement, resources 

needed, timeline to implement, and any other impacts of the Affordable Housing and 

Labor Standards Related to City Planning Initiative Ordinance JJJ (Council File No. 16-

0684).” 

CPC and the Director of Planning had ample time to follow the directive of the City Council 

motion, which was passed on January 24, 2017.  No material change in land use can occur until 

the completion of a comprehensive assessment of such proposed changes by the Planning 

Department, as required by JJJ Section 4.A.  The City Council merely repeated the mandate of 

JJJ.  But CPC and the Planning Director chose to ignore both the Initiative and the City Council.  

The incentives approved for 2301 Westwood Boulevard, and for that matter, across the city, 

violate the clear language of JJJ and could not be approved until the comprehensive analysis 

and monitoring programs are established.   

CONFLICT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, COMMUNITY PLAN AND FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

Many of the improperly granted incentives such as height and transitional height conflict with 

the General Plan and the West L.A. Community Plan.  Failure to provide for adequate first-

responder response-time conflicts with the West L.A. Community Plan and the Framework 

Element, including a binding commitment made by the City with regard to the provision of 

adequate public safety capacity.  Public safety is job #1 per Section 35(a) of the California 

Constitution: 

 “(1) Public safety services are critically important to the security and well-being of 

the State’s citizens and to the growth and revitalization of the State’s economic base. 

(2) The protection of the public safety is the first responsibility of local government 

and local officials have an obligation to give priority to the provision of adequate 

public safety services.” 

CHALLENGE TO GUIDELINES IS NOT TIME-BARRED 

The incentives approved by the Director of Planning are based on an administrative regulation 

and not an ordinance (CPC Staff Report May 15, 2017, p. F-1).  The Planning Department has 

incorrectly listed the TOC Guidelines as an Ordinance, but they are not.  Guidelines are subject 

to court review at any time.   

By bypassing the City Council, CPC substituted its advisory authority for the Council’s legislative 

authority.  This was arbitrary and capricious and a prejudicial abuse of authority.   
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The previous pattern and practice of the City of Los Angeles in adopting new regulations is to 

publish notice and conduct a public hearing at CPC and then a referral to the City Council’s 

Planning and Land Use Committee.  In fact, that is what the City Council mandated in CF 2016-

0684-S1.  It instructed CPC to conduct a full public vetting and discussion with policy-makers.  

Elected officials are policy-makers; political appointees on CPC are not.  Several affordable 

housing bonus programs were implemented through ordinance:  SB 1818 and RAS3 and RAS4.  

TOC is the only bonus program to attempt implementation merely by administrative regulation. 

The TOC Guidelines did not undergo any reasonable public scrutiny.  In fact, only 16 letters 

were received regarding the Guidelines, mostly from the development community (Guidelines 

Staff Report).  This is dispositive that the public was unaware of a major policy issue that would 

unilaterally change land use throughout the City.    Adding insult to injury, the Agenda for the 

CPC Item 10 stated that no public hearing was required.2     

The instructions of both JJJ and the Council were ignored.   

• No comprehensive study was conducted on affordable housing impacts, 

• No monitoring program exists to protect affordable housing and  

• The implementation procedures for TOC were never vetted by the Council, the public at 

large, and were not adopted by a legislative body.   

MEZZANINE 

It is not clear from the drawings provided whether the “Mezzanine” Floor complies with ZA 

2019-2359 (ZAI) with regard to: 

• Whether the stairs were included in the mezzanine floor area 

• How much of the mezzanine is enclosed with a 42-inch-high wall, counter or guard rail? 

• How much of the mezzanine is enclosed above 42-inches? 

• Whether more than 10 percent of the floor area of the mezzanine level is enclosed with 

walls. 

• Whether there are closets in the bedrooms on mezzanines.  A bedroom is required to 

include a closet.  The mezzanine is not a bedroom, as described in the application, 

without a closet. 

The Director’s Determination failed to make required Site Plan Review findings under LAMC 

16.05.  This project is an increase in 50 dwelling units over the current commercial use.  It is 

 
2 This process of implementation was expected to also occur for TOC Guidelines, as explained by Barbara Broide in 
her letter in opposition to 2301 Westwood Boulevard.    She was present, but saw that the Agenda stated that no 
public hearing was required, and did not provide public comment.  She expected outreach that never came.   
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therefore subject to Site Plan Review.  JJJ did not authorize an exemption from Site Plan Review 

for TOC projects.   

CONCLUSION 

There are several violations of LAMC, the General Plan, and CEQA identified in the appeal that 

was unlawfully denied by the Planning Department AFTER it had accepted our timely appeal 

and payment.    In brief: 

• Increased height. 

• Violation of the City’s Transitional Height Ordinance (LAMC 12.21.1 A.10 

• Violation of Site Plan Review (the threshold formula for SPR cannot be changed by CPC 

in violation of an adopted ordinance and this was not an incentive permitted by JJJ. 

• Violation of yard and open space requirements (note that a yard is defined by the city as 

from the ground up, not from the podium of a mixed-use building). 

• The cumulative impacts of TOC projects in this area must be analyzed.  The Planning 

Department’s recent map of TOC projects shows a large number of projects nearby.   

• The premise of TOC/TOD is that people will take transit and not be in their cars.  The LA 

Times stated that Expo Line is at 175% capacity and cannot have more trains added or 

longer trains.  The premise of TOC/TOD therefore fails in the Expo plan area.  Increased 

development in the area absent mass transit capacity will increase congestion. 

• Metro has reported that bus ridership is down and use of individual cars is up.  There is 

no capacity to accommodate densification. The Expo Line has been overcrowded and 

lacks the assumed capacity to carry more passengers due to densification near the 

corridor.  Busses have been shunned by residents. Increased development in the area 

absent mass transit capacity will increase congestion. 

• No study exists of the impacts of increased density, height and an increased homeless 

population on demand for first responder services, which were already inadequate as 

defined by the LAFD and PD.  This includes specifically the first-in station (92s) for the 

project which was downgraded from a task force to a light force (loss of an engine) a 

decade ago. 

• There is no monitoring or implementation plan to respond to changes in bus service that 

would downgrade a major transit stop to a non-major transit stop.  And no remedy to 

stop an approved project after the major transit stop is removed. 

We attach the following documents and recordings as evidence for this appeal: 

1. FTC Appeal to CPC for 2301 WW Blvd. 

190816_Appeal 

Application_Filed.pdf
2301 WW Blvd. 

Appeal Final.pdf
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2. www.Firestatla.org response times for LAFD Station 92, the first-in station for 2301 

Westwood Boulevard. 

 

FTC Testimony 

10306 SMB.docx.pdf

TOC PRESS RELEASE 

AND PETITION FINAL.pdf

Class 32 Categorical 

Exemption.pdf

BALLOT_Measure JJJ 

2016 November County WEB_English.pdf

190816_Appeal 

Application_Filed.pdf

4052TOC FAQ.pdf 2301 WW Blvd. 

Appeal Final.pdf

2019_Q2 TOC 

Project Map p. 5.pdf

16-0684-S2_sc_05-1

5-2018.pdf

16-0684-s2_mot_04-

17-2018 notice to neighbors.pdf

16-0684-S2_CA_05-2

5-2018.pdf

16-0684-S1_PLUM 

RPT_1-10-17.pdf

16-0684-s1_PLUM 

mot_11-22-2016.pdf

Transit-Oriented 

Communities (TOC) Guidelines Case Reports - Google Fusion Tables.html

TRANSITIONAL 

HEIGHT ORDINANCE.pdf

West Los Angeles 

Community Plan.pdf

Transit verification 

form 4051.pdf

Transit Referral 

Form 4050.pdf

TRANSCRIPT_CLEAN

_ TOC GUIDELINES AT CPC.pdf

TRANSCRIPT 

TOC_CPC_DIR-2017-1914 5-25-17.pdf

TRAF.02_LAMC 

Section 12.21 Yards, Open Space.pdf

05def.pdf TOCGuidelines 

REVISED FEB. 26, 2018.pdf

TOCGuidelines 

Clean Copy.pdf

TOC_FAQ.pdf

TOC_FAQ  Form 

4052.pdf

sum_of_zone.pdf TOC Incentives Los 

Angeles   Transit Oriented Communities.html

TOC 

Guidelines-SEPT. 22, 2017.pdf

TOC GUIDELINES 

PLANNING 2017 Fall NEWS ON GUIDELINES APPROVAL.pdf

TOC 

Application.pdf

SITE PLAN REVIEW 

LAMC 16.docx.pdf

RAS Ord. 

174,999.pdf

REPORT FROM CITY 

PLANNING.pdf

Proposed 

Guidelines March 13, 2017.pdf

Planning 

Department Staff Report TOC GuidelinesDIR-2017-1914.pdf

Planning 

Commission Rules and Operating Procedures.pdf

NIELSEN 

DECLARATION.pdf

Minutes CPC 

5-25-17.pdf~RF5f11d1b0.TMP

LAMC 12.22 

A.31.pdf

16-0684_misc_08-28

-19.pdf

16-0684_rpt_08-28-

19.pdf

JJJ Ordinance.pdf JJJ MOTION.pdf JJJ BCA 

administration for Labor Projects.pdf

Govt. Code 65943 

Timing for processing applications.html

GOV_65915. 

2019.pdf

2019_Q2.pdf CPC Agenda May 

11, 2017.pdf

Attachment B - TOC 

email notice.pdf

Attachment A - TOC 

Comment Letters.pdf

TOCGuidelines 

REVISED FEB. 26, 2018.pdf

FireStatLA - 

Stations _ Los Angeles Fire Department EMS Response Time 2019.html

FireStatLA - 

Stations _ Los Angeles Fire Department Operational Response Time.html

FireStatLA - 

Stations _ Los Angeles Fire Department Fire Response Times 2019 Station 92.html

http://www.firestatla.org/
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Attachment B - TOC 

email notice.pdf

Attachment A - TOC 

Comment Letters.pdf

ZA-2019-2359ZAI-M

ezzanine-1edxopf-17oud8l.pdf

MAY 25, 2017 CPC 

AGENDA GUIDELINES ADOPTION.pdf

16-0684-S1_CA_01-2

5-2017.pdf

16-0684_misc_2_06-

15-2016.pdf

City Council 

Meeting - Tuesday - Jan 24th, 2017.html

01242017_cal.htm 16-0684-S2_pc_03-0

5-19.pdf~RF4087ed9.TMP

16-0684-S2_pc_03-0

5-19 Public Counsel.pdf

16-0684-s2_mot_04-

17-2018.pdf

16-0684-S2_CA_05-2

5-2018.pdf

16-0684-S1_rpt_plu

m_1-10-17.pdf

16-0684-s1_mot_11-

22-2016.pdf

Planning 

Department Staff Report TOC GuidelinesDIR-2017-1914.pdf

7828 Categorical 

Exemption Class 32.pdf

2019_Q2 (1).pdf 05def.pdf sum_of_zone.pdf RAS Ord. 

174,999.pdf

MDBiMTE1MzktYTc5

OS00YTdjLWI1MWEtMTE4ZDk5NjI0NzAy0.pdf

COLA-TISGuidelines

-010517 LADOT Traffic Analysis.pdf

6c. PLOT PLAN.pdf 5. PUBLIC NOTICING 

2.pdf

5. PUBLIC NOTICING 

1.pdf

4. ZIMAS PARCEL 

PROFILE REPORTS.pdf

3b. 300 RADIUS 

MAP.pdf

3a. ABUTTING 

PROPERTIES MAP.pdf

2. VICINITY MAP.pdf 1b. INDEX MAP.pdf

1a. 

PHOTOGRAPHS.pdf

Exhibit A – Project 

Plans.pdf

attachment_project 

description.pdf

8. WDI PLANS 

SET.pdf

7. ALTA-TOPO 

SURVEY.pdf

6h. LANDSCAPE & 

OPEN SPACE PLANS.pdf

6g. SECTIONS.pdf 6e. ELEVATIONS.pdf 6d. 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS_FULL SET.pdf

LOA golbahar trust 

to westwood llc.pdf

Golbahar Family 

Trust Documents.pdf

2301 

Westwood_Title Report.pdf

2301 

Westwood_Grant Deed.pdf

The Westwood 

LLC_SOS Filing.pdf

The Westwood 

LLC_Operating Agreement.pdf

LOA the westwood 

llc to noah riley.pdf

LOA golbahar 

trusts to noah riley.pdf

Opposition Letter 

prior to Determination.pdf

Opposition letter 

before Determination.docx

07_BOE Planning 

Case Referral Form_signed.pdf

Neighbor's Appeal 

2301 Westwood Reasons for Appeal FINAL.pdf

LOD 

DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI.pdf

CP-7325 

tRANSITIONAL HEIGHT.pdf

2301 WW LOD 

clean copy.pdf

05_AB 2556 

Determination Application_receipt.pdf

02_Environmental 

Assessment Form.pdf

Findings.docx Case Numbers.docx 07_BOE Planning 

Case Referral Form.pdf

2301 Westwood 

CITY FILE - Part 1.pdf
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2301 Westwood 

CITY FILE - Part 2.pdf

LAMC 12.32 

Legislative Approvals.pdf

LAMC 12.36 

Multiple Approvals--  notice, hearings..pdf

04_Geographic 

Project Planning Referral_approved.pdf

03_Transit-Oriented 

Communities Referral Form_approved.pdf

02_Environmental 

Assessment Form.pdf

01_Department of 

City Planning Application.pdf

Findings.pdf Findings.docx 9. LID Referral 

Form.pdf

08_Citywide Urban 

Design Guidelines Checklist.pdf

07_BOE Planning 

Case Referral Form_signed.pdf

07_BOE Planning 

Case Referral Form.pdf

06_Supplemental 

Waiver of Dedication.pdf

05_AB 2556 

Determination Application_receipt.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_13016-20002-17165.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_13016-20000-17165.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_13016-10000-25614.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_06016-30000-13985.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1970LA20441.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1970LA12973.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1970LA10826.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1961WL35636.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1956WL17124.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1956LA55341.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1949LA13175.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1946LA11056.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1946 08205.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_1941LA25796.pdf

combined.pdf

CERTIFICATE OF 

OCCUPANCY_Jun 18 1947.pdf

CERTIFICATE OF 

OCCUPANCY_Jan 19 1962.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_16014-30002-03119.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_16014-30001-03119.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_16014-30000-03119.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_15048-10000-02087.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_15016-20000-25132.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_14016-30003-13210.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_14016-20000-13210.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_13016-30001-17165.pdf

BUILDING 

PERMIT_13016-30000-21276.pdf

2301 

Westwood_Title Report.pdf

2301 

Westwood_Grant Deed.pdf

The Westwood 

LLC_SOS Filing.pdf

The Westwood 

LLC_Operating Agreement.pdf

LOA the westwood 

llc to noah riley.pdf

LOA golbahar 

trusts to noah riley.pdf

LOA golbahar trust 

to westwood llc.pdf

Golbahar Family 

Trust Documents.pdf

6c. PLOT PLAN.pdf

5. PUBLIC NOTICING 

2.pdf

5. PUBLIC NOTICING 

1.pdf

4. ZIMAS PARCEL 

PROFILE REPORTS.pdf

3b. 300 RADIUS 

MAP.pdf

3a. ABUTTING 

PROPERTIES MAP.pdf

2. VICINITY MAP.pdf 1b. INDEX MAP.pdf 1a. 

PHOTOGRAPHS.pdf

Exhibit A – Project 

Plans.pdf

attachment_project 

description.pdf
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8. WDI PLANS 

SET.pdf

7. ALTA-TOPO 

SURVEY.pdf

6h. LANDSCAPE & 

OPEN SPACE PLANS.pdf

6g. SECTIONS.pdf 6e. ELEVATIONS.pdf

6d. 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS_FULL SET.pdf

West Los Angeles 

Community Plan.pdf

ZA-2019-2359ZAI-M

ezzanine-1edxopf-17oud8l.pdf
 

 

 

Sincerely yours, 

Laura Lake 

Laura Lake, Ph.D. 

FIX THE CITY 



10/21/2019 City of Los Angeles Mail - reference to: DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE (10/24/19 Agenda Item 12).

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AH1rexRaT7kTDmv-vNm2Gl1sJUYW88Kp3_7DZLMijMX-GDYV6oN7/u/0?ik=7b97dca4cd&view=pt&search=all&perm… 1/1

Planning CPC <cpc@lacity.org>

reference to: DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE (10/24/19 Agenda Item 12).
Lee Zeldin <leerep@aol.com> Sat, Oct 19, 2019 at 11:59 AM
To: "cpc@lacity.org" <cpc@lacity.org>

 

reference to:  DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE (10/24/19 Agenda Item 12).

The project is too large and out of scale with surrounding uses and does not comply with existing
zoning laws.
--There are no alleyways or buffers between the commercial and residential streets.  No
protections and inadequate tiering between the 6-story structure and homes.  Loss of light, privacy,
ability to have solar installations, etc.
--Concerns that luxury/market rate housing attracts residents who will drive and have cars leading
to spillover parking and added congestion on nearby streets affecting local businesses and
residents.  Westwood Blvd. is an important artery connecting EXPO Light Rail to points north
including Westwood Village, UCLA, UCLA Medical Center and VA and VA Medical Center.  Added
congestion to Westwood Blvd. impacts the efficiency of the many bus lines on Westwood Blvd. 
--Project entitlements granted exceed the authority of Measure JJJ which did not include additional
height and reduced setbacks. 
--Cumulative impacts have not been taken into account.  In this area Westwood has already had
two TOC projects approved nearby and has another two soon to enter entitlement process. 
-- Tennessee is a narrow street designated to be a bike route in the City’s Mobility Plan.  The
intersection of Tennessee and Westwood is scheduled for major change including a new
pedestrian and bike rider activated traffic signal to facilitate safety.   The removal of the street
dedication should not be granted. 
 
The project, with 50 units, currently includes 5 extremely low income units.  How can the City
obtain more low income and affordable (workforce) units in projects rather than a vast majority of
market rate/luxury units? 

 

Lee Zeldin

1872 Midvale Ave/ 204

Los Angeles, CA 90025

310 962 1227
 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1872+Midvale+Ave?entry=gmail&source=g


10/15/2019 City of Los Angeles Mail - TOC issues/ 2301 Westwood planned development

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AH1rexQ6pcTZzghdW8hYFrjNgr2v0_psoxGPQqkYneMrToxYt7Xk/u/0?ik=7b97dca4cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgi… 1/1

Planning CPC <cpc@lacity.org>

TOC issues/ 2301 Westwood planned development
Marc Robbins <marcrobbins68@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 14, 2019 at 9:37 AM
To: julia.duncan@lacity.org, cpc@lacity.org
Cc: paul.koretz@lacity.org

Ms. Duncan and to whomever else it may concern,

I am writing to add my comments to the discussion on the planned TOC-approved development at 2301 Midvale Avenue. 
I live at 2330 Midvale which backs up on Westwood so while this particular planned building doesn't directly affect me
(except as described below), I assume if successful it will open the way for future buildings up and down the boulevard.

Unlike many you may hear from, I'm a supporter of TOC.  Building up to six stories may be a bit much, but if it helps make
our city as a whole more livable, I am in favor of that, even if I eventually have such a building in my backyard.  (Though it
is important to have residents' input into the design to make sure such buildings add to rather than detract from quality of
life.)  I like that it brings more affordable housing to our area, though I wish it were targeted less to extremely low income
people and more to the hardworking teachers, police officers and firefighters etc. who make our neighborhood a better
place without being able to afford to live here.

But there is one major problem I have which I urge you to address:  parking.

A major purpose of the program is embodied in the name:  "transit-oriented."  That is, it's supposed to help get cars off
the street and reduce congestion.  Supposedly it does this by severely reducing the minimum required parking.  If only it
were so.  Instead, I'm afraid the reduced parking requirement will only aggravate the congestion problem, especially
parking congestion.

I'm afraid the new residents will be no more inclined to use transit than others in the area and will bring all their cars with
them.  Not having enough spaces in their own building, they'll park around the corner on our street or nearby streets.  And
they'll get restricted parking permits that make doing so perfectly legal.  I was surprised to find out that is perfectly legal,
but according to an opinion of the state attorney general it absolutely is.  With one new building at 2301 Westwood, this
will be bad enough.  As more buildings are planned and approved and more new residents move in, it will become
impossible.  Parking will disappear; cars will wander aimlessly up and down our streets looking for an open space; I can
just envision all the blocked driveways.  And of course, congestion on Westwood and Pico will grow enormously.  The
only one who benefits will be the developer who doesn't have to pay to build enough parking spaces to meet demand.

I urge you to address this situation before giving final approval to 2301 and future buildings.  I would suggest challenging
the attorney general's opinion, on the clear grounds that that opinion did not envision something like TOC with its reduced
parking requirements.  Or, failing that, restore normal parking requirements for this and future developments, so they don't
compete with longtime residents for limited parking space.

I for one would welcome new neighbors.  I think they, along with the new amenities that would come in their wake, will
make our neighborhood a better place.  But they can't bring all their cars.  They need to understand that by moving into a
new "transit-oriented community" development by their own choice, they should adopt a more transit-oriented
perspective.  I hope long-term residents will do so as well in the future, but the new TOC residents must be expected to
lead the change.

Sincerely,

Marc Robbins
2330 Midvale Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90064

310/795-5425

https://www.google.com/maps/search/2301+Midvale+Avenue?entry=gmail&source=g
https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/opinions/pdfs/14-304_1.pdf
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2330+Midvale+Avenue+Los+Angeles,+CA+90064?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2330+Midvale+Avenue+Los+Angeles,+CA+90064?entry=gmail&source=g
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Fwd: 2301 Westwood 6 story building !
Olavviking <olavviking@aol.com> Mon, Oct 14, 2019 at 8:53 PM
To: julia.duncan@lacity.org, paul.koretz@lacity.org, cpc@lacity.org

Dear folks, please find the following, and thank you for your efforts.

-----Original Message-----
From: irene <ireneolav@gmail.com>
To: OLAVVIKING@aol.com <olavviking@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Oct 14, 2019 7:21 pm
Subject: 2301 Westwood 6 story building !

To whom it may concern;
We are longterm residents on Midvale Ave. and we are more then concerned about the proposed 6 story building that
is supposed to go up shortly.
We are outraged that  WE the homeowners of single family homes have not been considered, informed or involved in
the catastrophic decision to built right on top of our houses.  Yes, CATASTROPHIC ! 
This particular stretch of Midvale Ave. has small lots with NO ALLEY separating our homes from Westwood Blvd.That
means that the proposed 6 story building, which has outdoor gathering spaces, BBQ's etc. will in fact be right above
our bedrooms. 
CATASTROPHIC because TRAFFIC will be increased to an all ready overloaded neighborhood.
CATASTROPHIC because PARKING, which is all ready a daily mess, will increase even more more. All overflow of
limited parking spots provided in the new building, will now wind up on our street, in front of our houses.
CATASTROPHIC because we will be deprived of sunlight and a quiet coexistence.
We understand the need for low income housing as well as the desire of the city to encourage people to take public
transport.
We support building new Apartments but not at the expense of the existing homes.
Building inspectors need to check in person what the lots look like and how these newly proposed buildings will impact
existing homes.
NO NEW BUILDING should be over 4 stories high ! 
NO NEW BUILDING should have any out door gathering areas facing Midvale Ave.  Preventing noise disturbances to
the single family homes.
NO NEW BUILDING should be allowed to be built, unless the building provides enough parking spaces for all tenants.
We are all ready paying for our parking privilege which on most days we cannot use because workers from Westwood
Blvd. are parking all day instead of the 2 hours permitted.
There are not enough parking police to enforce the existing restrictions.
We are asking for consideration and respect from our city officials. 
Building permits need to be ok'd with thought and consideration to the existing home owners.
We believe that we are entitled to same rights and protections, as the newly proposed builders.
Respectfully yours,
Irene and Marcelo Olavarria
2242 Midvale Ave. L.A 90064 CA 
   

mailto:ireneolav@gmail.com
mailto:OLAVVIKING@aol.com
mailto:olavviking@aol.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2242+Midvale+Ave.+L.A+90064+CA?entry=gmail&source=g


Regarding case : DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE 

Project Address: 2301 Westwood Blvd, LA, CA. 90064 

Appellant Names: Pojen and Paifei Chen 

                  Address: 2320 Midvale Ave. LA, CA 90064 

                  Telephone: 310-441-0710 

                  Email: ppchen @ ucal.edu,    mrs.pchen@gmail.com 

 

Reason for Appeal: 

We have been living at 2320 Midvale Ave. since 1998. We have witnessed how the traffic on 
this area getting worse year after year. After 4 pm every day, Westwood Blvd, Pico Blvd. and 
Sepulveda Blvd became jammed with cars, trucks and buses. In daytime, sometimes our visitors  
could not even get any parking space on Tennessee or Midvale Aves near our house. 

Now the multiple tall buildings on Sepulveda south to Pico are almost finished. Google are 
coming to Westside Pavilion soon. And more dwelling units are going to be built at 2301 
Westwood Blvd. We can not imagine what kind of crowded, inconvenient and noisy living 
environment we  have to tolerate in this densely populated area.  

Please reconsider the proposal! Thank you very much.  

Pojen and Paifei Chen 

mailto:mrs.pchen@gmail.com
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Planning CPC <cpc@lacity.org>

DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE (10/24/19 Agenda Item 12)
Song, Wansun <Wansun.Song@cit.com> Mon, Oct 21, 2019 at 12:17 PM
To: "cpc@lacity.org" <cpc@lacity.org>

I am writing in opposition of the proposed 67 foot high TOC project for Westwood and Tennessee.

 

--The project is too large and out of scale with surrounding uses and does not comply with existing zoning laws.
--There are no alleyways or buffers between the commercial and residential streets.  No protections and inadequate
tiering between the 6-story structure and homes.  There will be a loss of light, privacy, ability to have solar installations,
etc.
--I am concerned that the luxury/market rate housing will attract residents who will drive and have cars leading to spillover
parking and added congestion on nearby streets affecting local businesses and residents.  Westwood Blvd. is an
important artery connecting EXPO Light Rail to points north including Westwood Village, UCLA, UCLA Medical Center
and VA and VA Medical Center.  Added congestion to Westwood Blvd. impacts the efficiency of the many bus lines on
Westwood Blvd. 
--Project entitlements granted exceed the authority of Measure JJJ which did not include additional height and reduced
setbacks. 
--Cumulative impacts have not been taken into account.  In this area Westwood has already had two TOC projects
approved nearby and has another two soon to enter entitlement process. 
-- Tennessee is a narrow street designated to be a bike route in the City’s Mobility Plan.  The intersection of Tennessee
and Westwood is scheduled for major change including a new pedestrian and bike rider activated traffic signal to facilitate
safety.   The removal of the street dedication should not be granted. 

 

Sincerely,

Wansun Song

 

This email message and any accompanying materials may contain proprietary, privileged and confidential information of
CIT Group Inc. or its subsidiaries or affiliates (collectively, "CIT"), and are intended solely for the recipient(s) named
above. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, any use, disclosure, printing, copying or distribution, or
reliance on the contents, of this communication is strictly prohibited. CIT disclaims any liability for the review,
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or the taking of any action in reliance upon, this communication by persons
other than the intended recipient(s). If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender advising
of the error in transmission, and immediately delete and destroy the communication and any accompanying materials. To
the extent permitted by applicable law, CIT and others may inspect, review, monitor, analyze, copy, record and retain any
communications sent from or received at this email address.

 



 

October 14, 2019 
 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
cpc@lacity.org 
 

Subject: Opposition to Proposed 6-Story Mixed-Use Project at 2301 Westwood Boulevard 
 DIR-2018-6719-TOC-WDI; ENV-2018-6720-CE 
 

Dear City Planning Commissioners: 

We appreciate the work of the City Planning Commission and your dedication to addressing the 
housing and housing affordability challenges faced in Los Angeles.  We, too, recognize the need 
to preserve affordable housing and to incentivize the construction of housing to meet growing 
population needs.  We also believe that doing so is a delicate balancing act between density 
and “livability”.  How that balance is achieved in the coming years will determine whether or 
not Los Angeles evolves into a thriving city of the future or whether the demands for ever more 
housing will outstrip the City’s ability deliver the essential services and infrastructure necessary 
to support the growth envisioned and ensure the health and safety of all citizens. 

Against this backdrop, Westwood South of Santa Monica Boulevard Homeowners Association 
(WSSM) asks that you support the appeal filed against the City Planning Department’s approval 
of a 6-story mixed-use Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) project at 2301 Westwood 
Boulevard, which includes the granting of a number of development incentives.  In your 
deliberations, please consider the following:  

1. TOC Incentives are Discretionary, NOT By-Right 

While they may have started life with the best of intentions, the TOC Guidelines - which 
were established by your body - are problematic, not least because they came into effect 
without the due process of a public City Council hearing and vote.  Moreover, the incentives 
offered by the Guidelines appear to go way beyond the limits clearly established by the text 
of Measure JJJ.  For example, the incentives of increased height and reduced setbacks were 
not included in the language of Measure JJJ and were therefore not authorized when that 
measure was passed by voters in November 2016. 

At this point, we believe that the TOC Guidelines are just that - guidelines - as they do not 
constitute a zoning ordinance or General Plan amendment, either one of which would have 
required a public City Council hearing and vote. 

By granting the owner of 2301 Westwood additional height, square footage and density, as 
well as reduced setbacks and parking minimums, the City Planning Department has 
essentially spot-zoned the property.  We believe that this discretionary action is entirely 
inappropriate and may exceed the Planning Department’s authority. 

  



 

  Page 2 of 6 

2. Project is Out-of-Scale & Incompatible with Surrounding Uses 

The proposed project is too tall, too wide and too deep for this site and does not comply 
with the established C4-1VL-POD zoning.  It is incompatible with surrounding uses, 
particularly the single-family homes directly behind it on Midvale Avenue.  The appellant’s 
home at 2300 Midvale Avenue is immediately adjacent to the project site.  There is no alley 
or other physical separation between the two properties (1). 

The appellant and his neighbors on Midvale would be negatively impacted by loss of light 
(sunlight and future solar power generating ability) and privacy, as well as noise from the 
proposed rooftop uses and traffic entering/leaving the building.   

3. Incorrect Base Height 

According to the Letter of Determination (LOD) issued by the City Planning Department on 
August 1, the approved overall and transitional heights of the project have been calculated 
from a base height of 45-feet, except on the Westwood Boulevard side where a base height 
of 40-feet has been applied. 

This is an incorrect calculation because the project site is a corner lot, located entirely 
within the Westwood/Pico Neighborhood Oriented District and zoned C4-1VL-POD.  So the 
POD height/transitional height rules are not limited to the front lot line.  The 40-foot base 
height must be applied to both the Westwood Boulevard and Tennessee Avenue sides of 
the project.  

4. Too Many Additional Incentives 

The project described in the Letter of Determination (LOD) includes a total of 50 dwelling 
units, of which 5 are to be reserved for Extremely Low Income (ELI) tenants.  The 
percentage of ELI units is therefore exactly 10%.  Even if the grant of discretionary TOC 
incentives is justified for this project - and we feel strongly it is not - inclusion of 10% ELI 
units would qualify the project for only two additional incentives under the TOC guidelines. 

However, the Applicant has requested - and Planning Department has approved - three 
additional incentives (increased height, reduced yards/setbacks and reduced open space).  
This is incorrect.  The project as described in the LOD is allowed only two additional 
incentives under TOC guidelines. 

5. Street Dedication Waiver Conflicts with Mobility Plan & is Unsafe 

The City Planning Department’s determination grants the project a Waiver of Street 
Dedication and Improvement of 3-feet on Tennessee Avenue.  This waiver is in direct 
conflict with the designation of Tennessee Avenue as part of the City’s Mobility 2035 Plan 
and, specifically, the street’s important role as part of the Neighborhood and Bicycle 
Enhanced Network system.  Tennessee is seen as a bicycle alternative to busy Pico 
Boulevard, one block to the south and Olympic Boulevard, one block to the north. 

 
1 See Attachment A - aerial view and photo showing proximity of project site to single-family homes 
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The Department of Transportation is finalizing plans for a pedestrian and bicycle-rider 
triggered traffic signal at Tennessee Avenue and Westwood Boulevard to improve the 
safety of those crossing Westwood.  As part of that project an exclusive bike lane is being 
painted to separate vehicular traffic from bicycle traffic so that bicycles can travel straight 
across Westwood Boulevard, while vehicles will be required to turn right (i.e. right turn 
only). 

The ability to better separate motor vehicles from bicycles will provide for improved safety, 
for bicycle riders and drivers alike.  A waiver of street dedication on Tennessee Avenue 
would make such separation much more difficult to achieve.  The proposed parking 
structure entrance on Tennessee Avenue would create an additional safety hazard for 
cyclists.     

6. Parking Overspill 

The reduced parking included in the project will force future residents, visitors and patrons 
to seek parking elsewhere, adding to an already dire shortage of parking on Westwood 
Boulevard, Tennessee, Midvale, Kelton, and Glendon Avenues.  This will not only affect 
residents, but also harm our local business district.  Westwood Blvd. has restricted parking 
hours to facilitate commuter and bus traffic. 

7. Cumulative Impacts have been Overlooked 

The project has been granted categorical exemption from CEQA.  This exemption relies on a 
City Planning Department finding that:  “There is not a succession of known projects of the 
same type and in the same place as the subject project.”(2)  

This finding seems to be at odds with reality.  In truth, a large number of TOC projects have 
either been approved for West Los Angeles, or are currently moving through the approval 
process (3).  On this part of Westwood Boulevard alone, at least three other TOC projects are 
currently proposed within a half-mile of the 2301 Westwood site. 

The cumulative impact of increased density in these projects cannot be supported by the 
already-strained infrastructure in West Los Angeles and should not be overlooked. 
Response times of emergency services already exceed targeted acceptable windows and 
the increased population resulting from TOC projects in our area will surely increase 
demand and response times even further. 

We are concerned about the cumulative effect of increased density in nearby TOC projects 
where the units are primarily market/luxury rate apartments whose residents tend to 
maintain and use private vehicles that make existing problems with street traffic and 
congestion significantly worse.  Transit ridership is falling in Los Angeles.  And a big part of 
the reason is that residents of luxury apartment buildings - like the one proposed for 2301  
Westwood - tend not to be transit riders; they will either drive themselves or use a ride- 

 
2 Page 20 of City Planning Department Letter of Determination dated August 1, 2019 
3 See Attachment B - TOC project map 



 

  Page 4 of 6 

hailing app such as Uber or Lyft.  Either way, the cumulative result would be more cars, 
greenhouse gas and pollution forced onto our already over-crowded streets. 

Please support the appeal before you and deny approval of the potentially harmful TOC project 
proposed for 2301 Westwood Boulevard.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

Barbara Broide, President    Steve Rogers, Land-Use Chair 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Aerial View 
of Project Site 

 
  

View from 
Tennessee Avenue 
(Facing Southeast) 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

 
Image from page 5 of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Housing Progress Report:  April - June 2019 



October 21, 2019 

TO: City Planning Commission 

FROM: Jason Hernández, City Planning Associate 

TECHNICAL MODIFICATION/CORRECTION TO THE STAFF APPEAL REPORT FOR 
CASE NO. DIR-2019-399-TOC-SPP-1A; 146 North Berendo Street 

The following technical modification is to be incorporated into the staff appeal report to be 
considered at the City Planning Commission meeting of October 24, 2019, related to Item 
No. 13 on the meeting agenda. The modification includes a correction to the background 
information of the CPC Staff Appeal Report. Deleted text is shown in strikethrough and added 
text is shown in underline. 

Page 4 

On July 1, 2019, the Director of Planning approved a 70 60 percent increase in density, 45 
percent increase in Floor Area Ratio (FAR), and 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom consistent 
with the provisions of the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Affordable Housing Incentive 
Program for a qualifying Tier 2 project totaling 15 dwelling units, reserving two (2) units for 
Very Low Income Household occupancy for a period of 55 years, with the following one (1) 
Additional Incentive to allow a 9-foot, 11 ½ -inch increase in height to permit 54 feet, 6 ¾ 
inches of maximum transitional building height in lieu of the maximum 44 feet, 7 ¼ inches 
otherwise permitted in Subarea A and a 9-foot, ¾-inch increase in height to permit 54 feet, 6 
¾ inches of maximum building height in lieu of the maximum 45 feet otherwise permitted per 
the underlying zone; and a Project Permit Compliance Review for the demolition of a two-
story single-family dwelling and detached garage, and the construction, use and 
maintenance of a four-story, 13,432 square-foot, 15-unit residential building within Subarea 
A (Neighborhood Conservation) of the Vermont/Western Station Neighborhood Area Plan 
(SNAP) Specific Plan. 

Project Summary 

The proposesd project involves the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and 
detached garage, and the construction, use and maintenance of a four-story, 13,432 square-
foot, 15-unit residential building measuring 54 feet, 6 ¾ inches in height. The building will 
contain 13,432 square feet of floor area with a 2.8:1 FAR. The unit mix will be comprised of 
one (1) studio unit, seven (7) one-bedroom units, and seven (7) two-bedroom units. There 

Item No. 13

Department of City Planning 

City Hall,  200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, CA 90012



ITEM NO. 13 
DIR-2019-399-TOC-SPP-1A           
PAGE 2 
 

will be 14 15 automobile parking spaces, eight (8) bicycle parking spaces, and 1,682 square 
feet of usable open space.  
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