
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE CONTENTS OF THIS FILE 

Submissions by the public in compliance with the Commission Rules and Operating 
Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3, are distributed to the Commission and uploaded online. 
Please note that “compliance” means that the submission complies with deadline, delivery 
method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the number of copies.  Please review the 
Commission ROPs to ensure that you meet the submission requirements. The ROPs can be 
accessed at http://planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and 
selecting the specific Commission. 

All compliant submissions may be accessed as follows: 

• “Initial Submissions”: Compliant submissions received no later than by end of
day Monday of the week prior to the meeting, which are not integrated by reference
or exhibit in the Staff Report, will be appended at the end of the Staff Report.  The
Staff Report is linked to the case number on the specific meeting agenda.

• “Secondary Submissions”: Submissions received after the Initial Submission
deadline up to 48-hours prior to the Commission meeting are contained in this file
and bookmarked by the case number.

• “Day of Hearing Submissions”: Submissions after the Secondary Submission
deadline up to and including the day of the Commission meeting will be uploaded to
this file within two business days after the Commission meeting.

Material which does not comply with the submission rules is not distributed to the 
Commission.  

ENABLE BOOKMARS ONLINE: 

**If you are using Explorer, you  need  will need to enable  the Acrobat    toolbar to 
see  the bookmarks on the left side of the screen. 

If you are using Chrome, the bookmarks are on the upper right-side of the screen. If you 
do not want to use the bookmarks, simply scroll through the file. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Commission Office at (213) 978-1300. 
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Item No. 5b 

Department of City Planning 
 

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

 
 
 

June 25, 2024 
 
 

TO: City Planning Commission 
 

FROM: Louis Ortega Jr., Planning Assistant 
 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/TECHNICAL MODIFICATION/CORRECTION TO THE 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT FOR CASE NO. CPC-2023-5307-CU-DB; 8930 
North Village Avenue; 10301 & 10335 West Vinedale Street; 10158, 10210, 10332 West 
Penrose Street 

 
The following technical modifications/corrections are proposed to be incorporated into the 
staff recommendation report to be considered at the City Planning Commission meeting of 
June 27, 2024, related to Item No. 5b on the meeting agenda. Deleted text is show in strike 
through and added text is shown in underline. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Development Conditions: 
 

4. Landscaping. 
 

a. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, or 
walkways shall be attractively landscaped and maintained in accordance 
with a landscape plan and an automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a 
licensed Landscape Architect and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning. 

 
b. The perimeter walls/fencing along the retaining wall shall be landscaped to 

minimize visibility from the public right-of-way 
 

c. Replacement trees shall be planted in compliance with replacement ratios 
outlined in the LAMC to the Satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division. 

 
d.   Trees shall be located in such a manner and be of such a size that the trees 

are capable of producing an overhead canopy that will shade at least 50 
percent of the vehicle parking stalls after 10 years of growth. 
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e.   Planting of required trees within the public right-of-way shall obtain approval 
from the Urban Forestry Division prior to obtaining clearance from the 
Department of City Planning. In the event that a required tree cannot be 
planted within the public right-of- way, those trees shall be planted on-site. 

f. d. All tree and shrub preservation measures shall be considered to retain all 
protected native species whenever possible. Project should 
include feasible alternatives in project design to retain native trees and 
shrubs. A permit is required for the removal of any native protected tree 
and shrub. Removal of any on site native tree or shrub shall be replaced 
in kind at 4:1 ratio as approved by the Board of Public Works and 
Urban Forestry Division. The tree replacement plan shall include all 
retained native trees and shrubs. All on site tree and shrub 
replacements shall be planted in locations favorable to the long-term 
survival of the species. 

e. A revised landscape plan shall be submitted to the Department of City 
Planning, Expedited Processing Section prior to the issuance of a building 
permit from the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.  

 
12. Noise. No amplified music or loud non-amplified music shall be permitted on the new 

softball/multipurpose sports field. 
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Jun 25, 2024

City of Los Angeles
City Planning Commission
Los Angeles City Hall
200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Proposed Residential Project at 7222 North Tyrone Avenue 
(CPC-2022-6052-DB-HCA)

By email: cpc@lacity.org 

Cc: Esther Ahn, City Planner, esther.ahn@lacity.org; City Clerk’s Office, 
clerk.cps@lacity.org; City Attorney’s Office, cityatty.help@lacity.org

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission,

The California Housing Defense Fund (“CalHDF”) submits this letter to remind the 
Commission of its obligation to abide by all relevant state laws when evaluating the 
proposed 11-unit apartment building, which includes one unit for very-low income 
individuals, at 7222 North Tyrone Avenue. These laws include the Housing Accountability 
Act (“HAA”) and the Density Bonus Law (“DBL”).

The HAA provides the project legal protections. It requires approval of zoning and general 
plan compliant housing development projects unless findings can be made regarding 
specific, objective, written health and safety hazards. (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, subds. (d) and (j).) 
The HAA also bars cities from imposing conditions on the approval of such projects that 
would render the project unfeasible or reduce the project’s density unless, again, such 
written findings are made. (Ibid.)  As a development with at least two-thirds of its area 
devoted to residential uses, the project falls within the HAA’s ambit, and it complies with 
local zoning code and the City’s general plan.  Increased density, concessions, and waivers 
that a project is entitled to under the Density Bonus Law (Gov. Code, § 65915; the “DBL”) do 
not render the project noncompliant with the zoning code or general plan, for purposes of 
the HAA. (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, subd. (j)(3).)

CalHDF also writes to emphasize that the DBL offers the proposed development certain 
protections. The Commission must respect these protections. In addition to granting the 
increase in residential units allowed by the DBL, the Commission must not deny the project 

360 Grand Ave #323, Oakland 94610
www.calhdf.org



the proposed waivers and concessions with respect to open space, setbacks, height, floor 
area ratio, and sidewall planes, unless it makes written findings as required by Gov. Code, § 
65915, subd. (e)(1) that the waivers would have a specific, adverse impact upon health or 
safety, and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the 
specific adverse impact. Of note, the DBL specifically allows for a reduction in required 
accessory parking in addition to the allowable waivers and concessions. (Gov. Code, § 65915, 
subd. (p).)

As you are well aware, California remains in the throes of a statewide crisis-level housing 
shortage. New housing such as this is a public benefit: by providing affordable housing, it 
will mitigate the state’s homelessness crisis; it will bring new customers to local businesses; 
it will grow the City’s tax base; and it will reduce displacement of existing residents by 
reducing competition for existing housing. It will also help cut down on 
transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions by providing housing in denser, more 
urban areas, as opposed to farther-flung regions in the state (and out of state). While no one 
project will solve the statewide housing crisis, the proposed development is a step in the 
right direction. CalHDF urges the Commission to approve it, consistent with its obligations 
under state law.

CalHDF is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation whose mission includes advocating for increased 
access to housing for Californians at all income levels, including low-income households. 
You may learn more about CalHDF at www.calhdf.org.

Sincerely,

Dylan Casey
CalHDF Executive Director

James M. Lloyd
CalHDF Director of Planning and Investigations

2 of 2



Dear City Planning Commissioners, 

The following are concerns with the proposed project.  Most of these concerns were raised at 
the February 27, 2024 hearing however they have not been sufficiently addressed yet.   

1. PLEASE REQUIRE A REVISED LANDSCAPE PLAN BEFORE MOVING FORWARD ON THIS 
PROJECT.  The clear cutting of trees and shrubs was conducted on the subject site 
before submitting the application to City Planning.  At least 38 significant trees were 
removed, likely including protected Elderberry shrubs (#8, 35, 39 identified on the 
October 2019 tree report).  This site is located in a potential sensitive habitat area that 
interfaces with a large open space area to the south which includes a trailhead to Mt. 
Latuna.  There was NO mention of the tree removal at the hearing.  The landscape plan 
submitted with the application only includes 5 new trees along the north property line, 
that’s it – even though they removed 38 significant trees. Just 5 trees even after the 
October 2019 tree report recommended the following:  

“Mitigation for the removal of 38 non-protected but "significant" trees will be required by the 
Planning Department. The replacement tree shall be included in the landscape plans to the 
City's satisfaction. Usually, the replacement ratio is 1:1 with minimum 24-inch box trees. 
Larger box sizes may be acceptable for reduced mitigation ratios. Specifications on the types of 
trees and sizes for the replacement trees will be provided by the landscape architect. At least 
38 replacement trees should be called out in the landscape plan.” 

At the hearing, I asked that there be a ROBUST landscape plan that includes the planting 
of trees all around the site, not just on the north end, before this goes to CPC.  So here 
we are, with the same insufficient landscape plan as of 12 pm, 1 day before the CPC 
hearing.   This should not have been scheduled for hearing.  The public should have the 
opportunity to review the revised landscape plan to ensure there is an adequate 
amount of space given to the 44 plus replacement trees, that these trees are located all 
around the site perimeter, and especially to buffer the noise and light to the south open 
space area, and that there are a large percentage of native trees as well as trees that 
will grow tall and provide the canopy that was removed. The Conditions of Approval 
needs to include this new revised landscape plan with specific conditions to ensure 
there is proper replacement and to ensure for their long term survival.    

2. ENV-2023-5308-CE IS INADEQUATE – Tree removal, noise, and light were concerns 
raised at the hearing.  These potential impacts of the project have not been addressed.  
There is also no back up documentation that has been presented as part of the 
environmental documents in Exhibit B.    There are many concerns with the potential 
impact of this project given the site location.  First, there are protected trees and shrubs 
on the site, (also classified as a Hillside site)  which requires that at a minimum there be 
a “Biologist Statement” of Biological Resources (CP-3613) or that a biological 
assessment be conducted.  Second, the site is located in a “medium” biological resource 
area and a “medium” mountain lion resource area.  Anything that could affect such 
biological resources, such as tree removal, adding excessive 70-foot high lighting to an 
otherwise dark night sky, adding fencing, and introducing more noise like the four 
batting cages at the south end of the site that abuts the open space area, and adding 
more athletic activities until 10 pm at night, all this on land that was previously used for 
a single family dwelling and horse keeping, should be analyzed.  These are two starkly 
different uses, one is more intense than the other, that could greatly impact biological 
resources.  There is no indication any review of potential impacts were conducted, what 
the potential impacts are, and how this project is properly mitigated for those impacts.   



The categorical exemptions used for this project, specifically 15305- minor land 
alterations, and 15314 – minor additions to schools have been incorrectly applied to this 
project as this is a change of use, is not a minor land alteration, and the subject site is 
not located within existing school grounds.  Given the location, an initial study should be 
applied to determine how the project can be properly mitigated. 

15305. MINOR ALTERATIONS IN LAND USE LIMITATIONS 
Class 5 consists of minor alterations in land use limitations in areas with an average slope of less 
than 20%, which do not result in any changes in land use or density,  
 
15314. MINOR ADDITIONS TO SCHOOLS 
Class 14 consists of minor additions to existing schools within existing school grounds where the 
addition does not increase original student capacity by more than 25% or ten classrooms, 
whichever is less. 
 

3. OAK TREE #49 SHOULD BE PRESERVED!! There is plenty of room to save this tree and 
allow the sports field – this will require some adjustment, but preserving this tree does 
not prevent “reasonable” development of the site.  I am also opposed to any more tree 
removal at this site. Enough is enough. 
 

4. THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL DO NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE REQUIRED TREE 
REPLACEMENT OF 38 significant TREES and one potential protected tree.  The current 
Landscaping Condition 4.c reads  “Replacement trees shall be planted in compliance with 
replacement ratios outlined in the LAMC to the Satisfaction of the Urban Forestry 
Division.”  This condition is way too vague and will be missed by all, including the 
Planning Counter Staff for the 38 significant trees that were removed.  Staff generally 
only looks at the conditions of approval and compares it to the landscape plan.  If it is 
not in the conditions then they rely on whatever landscape plan the applicant gives 
them. Additionally, Urban Forestry only enforces tree replacement for “protected trees.”  
They do not even look at or consider significant trees on private property as it is not in 
their authority.   
Please require that the Landscaping Conditions of Approval be revised to include 
specifics (especially in a case like this where there is a trust issue).  Conditions should 
include reference to the approved revised Landscape Plan, per Exhibit “X”, dated “X” 
and specify such as: 

• 4.c - There shall be a minimum of 42 new trees (minimum 24-inch box size) 
planted around the subject athletic field site, in which a 50-75 percent of the 
trees shall be California native trees. The 42 trees are to replace the 38 
significant trees removed and potential removal of one protected oak tree.   

• 4.d – (Remove the parking area as there is none) and replace with “There shall 
be a minimum of 4:1 replacement for each protected tree or shrub that may 
need to be removed to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Department.  Every 
effort shall be made to preserve Oak Tree #49 and adjust plans accordingly to 
protect and preserve this tree.   

• All trees to be preserved shall be clearly marked on the landscape, grading, and 
site plan and shall be protected with fencing 5-feet out of dripline area during all 
phases of construction.  

Lastly, given the number of trees involved, a bond or guarantee for survival, such 
as watering the first 5 years should be included in the conditions of approval.     

 



 

ZIMAS 2020 aerial of subject site looking north.  Note the tree canopy that existed at the site 
consisted of approximately 50 percent canopy coverage (30,155 sf) of the proposed athletic 
field area (65,000 sf). 

 

Google Earth 2022 aerial of the site, looking north, after the trees were removed. 

oak tree #49

valley oak
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PACIFIC CREST CONSULTANTS INC.
June 27,  2024

City Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

CPC AGENDA ITEM NO. 5.b – CPC 2023-5307-CU-SPP – 8930 N. VILLAGE AVENUE – 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

Honorable Commissioners:

We represent the applicant (Village Christian Schools) in Case No. CPC 2023-5307-
CU-SPP (8930 N. Village Avenue). The Applicant agrees with the Recommended 
Actions on page 2, the Findings and the majority of the Conditions of Approval.

The Applicant  has concerns with the following Conditions of Approval:

4.c. Replacement trees shall be planted in compliance with replacement ratios 
outlined in the LAMC to the Satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division.

The Applicant intends to fully comply with Cond. 4.c, and requests that a landscape 
plan showing the proposed locations of replacement trees be required prior to the 
issuance of permits, to the satisfaction of the Planning Department.  It would be 
premature to require the creation of the landscape plan at this time, since the 
Applicant desires to thoughtfully determine the most appropriate location for the 
replacement trees, with trees planted where they would accomplish the greatest 
benefit. 

12. No amplified music or loud non-amplified music shall be permitted.

This new conditional use permit affects the entire school. As worded, Cond. 12 would 
prohibit amplified music everywhere within the campus. Outdoor events involving 
amplified music are held in various locations, particularly the central quad and the 
football field. These events include graduation ceremonies (“Pomp and Circumstance”), 
pep rallies, choir and string concerts, an annual Veteran’s Day assembly, and others. 

If Cond. 12 is intended to apply only to the new athletic field west of Village Avenue, 
that should be so stated. Or if it applies to the entire campus, it should be modified to 
the effect that music, amplified or otherwise, shall not exceed levels at the perimeter of 
the school as permitted by the City’s noise regulations.    

The Applicant otherwise agrees with the recommended actions, conditions and findings 
in the Recommendation Report, and respectfully requests that the City Planning 
Commission approve the requested entitlements and adopt the conditions and findings. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

John J. Parker

John J. Parker
Representative for the Applicant

Copy: Louis Ortega, Planning Department
Tom Konjoyan, Village Christian Schools

     















































































































































































































































 
 
 
Via Email  
 
June 25, 2024 
 
Trevor Martin, Project Planner 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 7th Floor, Room 763 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
Trevor.Martin@lacity.org  
 

Re: Comment on Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment, 6728 
Sepulveda Boulevard Project (ENV-2022-5108-SCEA) 

 
Dear Mr. Martin: 
 

This comment is submitted on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (“SAFER”) regarding the Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (“SCEA”) prepared for the 6728 Sepulveda Boulevard Project (ENV-2022-
5108-SCEA), which proposes construction of a new six-story, residential building, 66 feet in 
height, containing a total of 405 dwelling units, located at the intersection of 6728 North 
Sepulveda Boulevard and 6715 North Columbus Avenue in the City of Los Angeles 
(“Project”).  The appeal hearing before the City’s Planning Commission is scheduled for this 
matter on June 27, 2024. 

 
We have reviewed the SCEA and conclude that the Project complies with the 

Sustainable Communities Strategy.  We therefore withdraw our appeal.   
 
 
       

Sincerely,  
        
 
 
 
 

Richard Drury  
Lozeau Drury LLP 
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