CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA

Amedee O. “Dick” Richards, Jr. Council Chamber
1424 Mission Street, South Pasadena, CA 91030

Monday, March 2§, 2019, at 8:00 p.m.

In order to address the Planning Commission, please complete a Public Comment Card.
Time allotted per speaker is three minutes.

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Kelly M. Koldus

ROLL CALL: Steven Dahl, Commissioner, John Lesak, Commissioner,
Richard Tom, Secretary, Janet Braun, Vice-Chair, and
Kelly M. Koldus, Chair

COUNCIL LIAISON: Dr. Richard D. Schneider, Council Liaison
STAFF PRESENT: David Bergman, Interim Director of Planning and Building
Holly O. Whatley, Assistant City Attorney

Darby Whipple, Senior Planner
Edwar Sissi, Associate Planner

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Chair Kelly M. Koldus

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS
(Time limit is three minutes per person)

Time reserved for those in the audience who wish to address the Planning Commission
on items not on the agenda and within the subject-matter jurisdiction of the Planning
Commission. The audience should be aware that the Planning Commission may not
discuss details or vote on non-agenda items. Your concerns may be referred to staff or
placed on a future agenda.

Note: Public input will also be taken duriné all agenda items. Time allotted per speaker:
5 minutes.

City of South Pasadena Page 1




Special Meeting Agenda South Pasadena Planning Commission March 25, 2019

CONTINUED HEARING

1. 817 Orange Grove Place (Appeal)

On October 4, 2018, the DRB denied a request made by Peter De Maria, Architect, to demolish an existing
duplex with detached garage, and the construction of a new tri-plex comprising of approximately 5,000
square feet of living area on an approximate 10,000 square foot lot. Unit A, the front unit, was to consist
of two stories and 2,319 square feet; Unit B was to be at ground level at the rear and be 1,187 square feet,
and Unit C, was to be located above Unit B and be 1,471 square feet in size. The exterior materials of the
modern style architecture were proposed to consist of stucco, metal standing seam roofing, frameless glass
railing, and aluminum windows and patio doors. The existing structures were reviewed by the Cultural
Heritage Commission (CHC), and they were cleared of any eligibility as a Historic Resource allowing the
proposed demolition to continue through the regular entitlement process with the Design Review Board.

Recommendation:
Deny the Appeal and uphold the Design Review Board’s decision.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

2. 1337 Oak Hill Place (Hillside Development Permit)

The Planning Commission will consider an application for a Hillside Development Permit, Design Review,
and the adoption of a Negative Declaration for a new three-story single-family residence located in an
established single-family residential neighborhood.

Recommendation:
Approve

3. 191 Monterey Road (Tentative Tract Map)

The Planning Commission will consider a request for Tentative Tract Map No. 71738 originally approved
in 2012 in connection with an approved 9-unit condominium complex located at 191 Monterey Road. The
proposed project is a request for Tentative Tract Map No. 71738 for subdivision of nine (9) condominiums
units; thereby, allowing the individual units to be sold separately. The 9-unit Mediterranean style
architecture condominium complex is currently under construction at the base of a north-facing slope
located at 191 Monterey Road.
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Recommendation:
Approve

4. Bank Street — Street Vacation

The Planning Commission will consider a proposed project consisting of vacating Bank Street
between Diamond Avenue and Fremont Avenue. The completion of the vacation will revert the
public right of way back to the adjacent parcels, currently housing the South Pasadena High
School campus, and owned by the South Pasadena School District. The additional vacated right-
of-way will remove certain public restrictions, consequently enabling the South Pasadena School
District to construct a proposed classroom building.

Recommendation:
Approve

ADMINISTRATION

5. Comments from City Council Liaison
6. Comments from Planning Commissioners
7. Comments from Staff

ADJOURNMENT

8. Adjourn to the regular Planning Commission meeting scheduled for April 22,2019

PUBLIC ACCESS TO PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDAS, DOCUMENTS DISTRIBUTED BEFORE A
MEETING, AND BROADCASTING OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS

Prior to meetings, the agendas are available at the following locations:
. South Pasadena Public Library, 1100 Oxley Street;
. Planning and Building Department, 1414 Mission Street; and on the
*  City Website at: http://www.ci.south-pasadena.ca.us/planning/agendasminutes.html

Individuals can be placed on an email notification list to receive forthcoming agendas by calling the Planning and
Building Department at 626-403-7220.

Any disclosable public records related to an open session item appearing on a regular meeting agenda and
distributed by the City of South Pasadena to all or a majority of the legislative body fewer than 72 hours prior to that
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meeting are available for public inspection at the Planning and Building Department, located at City Hall, 1414
Mission Street prior to the meeting. During the meeting, these documents will be included as part of the “Counter
Copy” of the agenda packet kept in the Amedee O. “Dick” Richards, Jr., Council Chambers at 1424 Mission Street.

Documents distributed during the meeting will be available following the meeting at the Planning and Building
Department.

Regular meetings are broadcast live on Time-Warner Cable Channel 19 and are replayed for at least 24 hours
following the meeting. A DVD of regularly scheduled meetings is available for check-out at the South Pasadena
Public Library. DVD and CD copies of the meetings can be purchased from the Planning and Building Department.

ACCOMMODATIONS

The City of South Pasadena wishes to make all of its public meetings accessible to the
public. Meeting facilities are accessible to persons with disabilities. If special assistance is
needed to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk's Division at (626) 403-7230.
Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons
with disabilities. Hearing assistive devices are available in the Council Chamber. Notification
at least 48 hours prior to the meeting will assist staff in assuring that reasonable arrangements
can be made to provide accessibility to the meeting (28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA Title II).

I declare under penalty of perjury that I posted this notice of agenda on the bulletin board in
the courtyard of City Hall at 1414 Mission Street, South Pasadena, CA 91030, and on the City’s
website as required by law.

. L;:—_::: - =
Dgte ; Elaine Serrano,

Administrative Secretary
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ITEM 1

N\ Planning Commission l
i Agenda Report ITEM NO.

DATE: March 25, 2019

FROM: David Bergmanmmerim Director of Planning and Building p )/;
VIA: Edwar Sissi, Associate Planner

SUBJECT: Appeal of Design Review Board Decision (1750-NID-DRX)

Project No. 2180-APPEAL
817 Orange Grove Place (APN: 5315-018-064)

APPELLANT:

REQUESTED ACTION:

RECOMMENDATION:

REFERENCES

GENERAL PLAN:
ZONING:

CODE SECTIONS:
CEQA:

AGENDA ITEM BRIEFING

PRT CHAN, LLC

APPELLANT REQUESTS THE COMMISSION
OVERTURN THE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD DECISION
THAT DENIED THE DEMOLITION OF A NON-HISTORIC
TWO-UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND THE CONSTRUCTION
OF A NEW APPROXIMATELY 5,000 SQUARE FOOT
TWO-STORY TRI-PLEX MULTI-FAMILY
DEVELOPMENT IN A MODERN DESIGN LOCATED AT
817 ORANGE GROVE PLACE.

DENY THE APPEAL AND UPHOLD THE DESIGN
REVIEW BOARD’S DECISION TO DENY THE PROPOSED
DEMOLITION AND NEW TRI-PLEX DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED AT 817 ORANGE GROVE PLACE.

MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY (RM)
36.220.040; 36.410.040(I); 36.610
CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT
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Recommendation _

It is recommended that the Commission deny the appeal and uphold the Design Review Board’s
decision to deny the proposed demolition and new tri-plex development located at 817 Orange
Grove Place.

Discussion — Description of Project Site and the Project

1. Project Site:
The subject site is a rectangular shaped lot with approximately 47 feet of frontage along
Orange Grove Place and 50 feet of frontage along a rear alleyway to which the project site
directly abuts. The total square footage of the relatively flat project site is 10,102 square feet.
The site contains existing structures totaling 2,810 square feet of living space, or 27% F.A.R.
The single-story front unit was constructed in 1922 and is 1,150 square feet in size. The
single-story rear second unit - located centrally on the site - was constructed in 1960 and was
1,660 square feet in size. The detached 560 square foot two car garage was constructed in
1923 and is located at the rear of the lot. The rear second unit was demolished in the fall of
2018 with City approval given its dilapidated and uninhabitable condition due to unpermitted
demolition that began in 2014. The front unit and rear detached garage remain standing and
occupied. The site is located adjacent to the Metro Goldline right of way (with the rear
alleyway separating the property and Goldline), and is located in the Residential Medium
Density (RM) Zoning District.

2. The Project:
Denied Proposal: '
The proposed project that was denied by the Design Review Board in October 2018 consists
of a two-story triplex complex with a proposed gross square footage of 4,997 square feet.
The front Unit A will be two stories and 2,319 square feet with 3 bedrooms and 2.5 baths.
Unit B will be one-story and consist of 1,187 square feet with one bedroom, and 1.5 baths.
Unit C will be located above Unit B and consist of 1,471 square feet with one bedroom and
1.5 baths. The proposed total F.A.R. will be 49% with a maximum allowable of 50% or
5,051 square feet. The architectural design was modern with post-modern elements
including a gabled roofing plane, classical columns and a front porch at the front unit facing
Orange Grove Place and a material palette of standing seam metal roofing, smooth stucco,
horizontal wood siding elements, glass and cable guard railing, and aluminum windows and
doors. A total of four covered parking spaces and two uncovered guest parking spaces were
proposed with a driveway that extends through the site from the primary frontage street to the
rear alleyway.

Revised Proposal:

On February 19, 2019, the appellant’s representatives presented a revised design consisting
of a reduced-in-scale tri-plex development. The new proposal reflected a front unit that had
been reduced in size from two-stories to one. On March 14, 2019, the appellant’s
representatives formally submitted drawings reflecting the revised design of the project. The
front unit along Orange Grove Place will now consist of a single-story detached structure,
and 880 square feet with one called-out bedroom. The rear two-story two units, townhome in
style with a shared party wall, will be 1,814 square feet in size for each, and the middle unit
will be two-bedroom, while the rear unit notes one called-out bedroom. The overall square
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footage is proposed to be 4,508 square feet, or 44% F.A.R. The architectural style of the
proposal remains consistent with the contemporary aesthetic of the original proposal with
smooth stucco, simple geometries, standing seam metal roofing, and wood siding. The
revised proposal also includes limestone cladding, box-framed aluminum windows, and
metal rheinzinc paneling.

3. Trees:
According to the building permit application, no trees are slated for removal.

4. Notice of Intent to Demolish:
In accordance with the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance, Section 2.65(E)(3) for the
proposed demolition of structures over 45 years of age, the City of South Pasadena Cultural
Heritage Commission (CHC) reviewed the proposal to demolish the existing duplex
development with the front unit constructed in 1922, the back detached unit constructed in
1960, and the rear detached garage constructed in 1923. The applicant hired an Architectural
Historian to conduct a historic analysis of the property. The report concluded that the
property is not eligible as a Historic Resource. The report and proposed project were
reviewed by the CHC at their July 19, 2018 meeting. In concurrence with an Architectural
Historian’s Report, the CHC has determined that, upon review of the filing materials and
testimony, that the subject property is not eligible at the federal, state, or local level, and the
proposed project involving demolition shall proceed through the City’s application process
without any further restrictions pertaining to the Historic Preservation Chapter of the South
Pasadena Municipal Code. Additionally, the CHC made a recommendation that the applicant
retain the design characteristics of the front unit and incorporate it into the new proposed
development. Upon request of the City, the CHC gave immediate approval of demolition for
the rear second unit due to its state of dilapidation and uninhabitability; the structure was an
open code enforcement violation and a perceived threat to public health and safety. The
applicant obtained demolition permits and demolished the structure in the fall of 2018. The
demolition is pending final inspection by the Building and Safety division.

5. Follow Up from the First Hearing on January 28, 2019:
The Planning Commission heard testimony by the appellant’s representatives, along with
members of the community regarding the appeal of the DRB’s decision to deny the tri-plex
development on October 4, 2019. At the appeal’s first hearing, the Commission decided to
continue the Item to February 25" to provide additional time for the applicant to address the
concerns raised by both members of the Commission and members of the public regarding
the proposed design of the denied tri-plex development. The Commission addressed the
rights of entitlement along with compatibility of the neighborhood - compatibly being central
to the reasoning behind the DRB’s decision to deny the project. It was expressed by the
Commission that the continuation of the Item should provide the applicant the time and
opportunity to work with the neighborhood and address the issues raised at the hearing of the
appeal.

On February 19, 2019, members of the neighborhood met with Staff to discuss the project
and its history including possible outcomes of tonight’s Commission meeting.
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On February 19, 2019, the appellant’s representatives met with Staff to discuss the January
28™ hearing along with possible outcomes of tonight’s Commission meeting. Additionally,
the appellant’s representatives showed Staff a proposed redesign of the project that began to
address the concerns raised at the January 28™ hearing. The proposed project, as described in
the legal brief provided by the appellant’s legal counsel (Attachment 17) notes the following
of the proposed redesign:
e A reduction in the gross square footage to 4,508 from 4,977 square feet.
e A single-story front unit (Unit A) from the original proposed 2-story front unit.
e An interplay of spatial programming and architectural form to reduce the visual mass
and bulk.
e Unit A (front unit) has been reduced in scale from 2,319 square feet to 880 square
feet. (38% reduction)
e Unit B (rear unit) has been enlarged to 1,814 square feet from the originally proposed
1,187 square feet. (approx. 53% enlargement)
e Unit C (rear unit) has been enlarged to 1,814 square feet from the originally proposed
1,471 square feet. (approx. 23% enlargement)

The applicant’s architect has also provided a summary of the redesigned proposal attached
herein (Attachment 18).

On March 14, 2019, the appellant’s representatives formally submitted drawings reflecting
the revised design of the project. The front unit will now consist of a single-story detached
structure, and 880 square feet with one called-out bedroom. The rear two-story two units,
townhome in style with a shared party wall, will be 1,814 square feet in size for each, and the
middle unit will be two-bedroom, while the rear unit notes one called-out bedroom. The
overall square footage is proposed to be 4,508 square feet, or 44% F.A.R. The architectural
style of the proposal remains consistent with the contemporary aesthetic of the original
proposal with smooth stucco, simple geometries, standing seam metal roofing, and wood
siding. The revised proposal also includes limestone cladding, box-framed aluminum
windows, and metal rheinzinc paneling.

It is important to note that the analysis of the project outlined in this report is reflective of the
original design proposal, not the proposed redesign that was presented to Staff on February
19, 2019 and later formally submitted on March 14, 2019.

Additionally, the matter at hand before the Commission is the appeal of the project as
presented and denied by the DRB on October 4% 2018. The Commission may grant the
applicant the courtesy to present their redesign at tonight’s meeting to illustrate their
commitment to addressing the concerns raised by the Commission and the neighborhood at
the January 28, 2019 meeting. '

Analysis — Specific Grounds for the Appeal
In accordance with SPMC Section 36.610.050(E)(1), when reviewing an appeal, the Planning
Commission may consider any issues associated with the decision being appealed, in addition to
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817 Orange Grove Place

2180-APPEAL

the specific grounds for the appeal. The Planning Commission shall also consider any
environmental determination applicable to the zoning approval or decision being appealed.

1. Residential Development Standards:

The appellant states that the project fully complies with the requirements of the South
Pasadena Municipal Code (SPMC), and the City’s Design Guidelines for New Multi-Family
Development and is consistent with the existing neighborhood character. An analysis of the
project in relation to the development standards is listed below (Table-1A). An analysis of
the proposed redesign of the project, submitted on March 14, 2019 is listed below in Table-

1B.

Table 1A: Development Standards for Project Site

Lot Size: 10,102 square feet Zone: RM
Standards Allowed Existing Proposed
Lot Coverage 5,051 sf | 50% (max) 3,370 sf | 33% 4,040 sf | 40%
Floor Area Ratio 5,051 sf | 50% (max) 2,810 sf | 27% 4997 sf | 49%
Front Yard Setback 20’-0” (min) 21 feet 20 feet
Allowed Density 3 units 2 units (1 demolished) 3 units (rental)
Rear Yard Setback 20’-0” (min) 24 feet 20 feet
Side Yard Setback 4.7 feet (min) 8’ (east); 5.5 (west) 5’ (east); 13°-10” (west)
Max. Height (through site) | 35 feet single-story 2-story; 23 feet

Required Covered Parking

1/1bd rm unit; 2/2+bd rm unit

2 covered

4 covered (attached)

Required Guest Parking

1 space / 2 units

0

2 uncovered spaces

Table 1B: Development St

andards for Project Site

Lot Size: 10,102 square feet Zone: RM
Standards Allowed Existing Proposed
Lot Coverage 5,051 sf | 50% (max) 3,370 sf | 33% 2,830 sf | 28%
Floor Area Ratio 5,051 sf | 50% (max) 2,810sf | 27% 4508 sf | 44%
Front Yard Setback 20’-0” (min) 21 feet 20 feet
Allowed Density 3 units 2 units (1 demolished) 3 units (rental)
Rear Yard Setback 20’-0” (min) 24 feet 20°-5”
Side Yard Setback 4.7 feet (min) 8’ (east); 5.5” (west) 5’ (east); 14’-0” (west)
Max. Height (through site) | 35 feet single-story 2-story; 23 feet
Required Covered Parking | 1/1bd rm unit; 2/2+bd rm unit | 2 covered 4 covered (attached)
Required Guest Parking 1 space / 2 units 0 2 uncovered spaces

The proposed project, along with the proposed redesign, meets the above development
standards as required by the SPMC, but in terms of the original denied project as discussed
below, it fails to satisfy the requirements of Design Review Finding Number 3 (SPMC
Section 36.401.040(I)(3)); the proposed is out of character with the existing development
pattern of the neighborhood and fails to make all reasonable design efforts to maintain
attractive, harmonious and orderly development.

! The revised design of the proposed tri-plex, formally submitted on March 14, 2019, has not been reviewed by a
discretionary body and therefore is not part of the Appeal analysis outlined in this report.
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2. Neighborhood Analysis and Compatibility — Design Review Finding Number 3:

SPMC Section 36.410.040(]) states that the Review Authority (DRB) shall first find that the
design and layout of the proposed development complies with the four Required Findings.
Required Finding Number 3 states the following:

Is compatible with the existing character of the surrounding neighborhood and
that all reasonable design efforts have been made to maintain the attractive,
harmonious, and orderly development contemplated by this Section and the
General Plan.

At the Design Review Board meeting held on October 4, 2018, the DRB found that they
could not make the Required Finding Number 3 and denied the proposed project by a vote of
4 to 1. An analysis of the existing neighborhood development context is provided in Table-2
with a neighborhood analysis map for reference shown below (Figure-1).

Figure — 1: Neighborhood Analysis Diagram

@ NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS DIAGRAM
Ej SUBJECT SITE :} PARCELS PARKING LOT
g (T SUBJECT PROPERTY ID NUMBER % ENCROACHING PROPERTIES . STREET CIRCULATION
g @ NON-HISTORIC PROPERTY ID | SINGLE-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT ALLEYWAY CIRCULATION
@ HISTORIC PROPERTY ID I MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENT METRO GOLD LINE
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TABLE - 2: NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS
SITE ID # ADDRESS SITE | DENSITY FAR BEDROOMS | YEAR ARCH. NOTES
S.F. BATHS BUILT STYLE
1,051 max 2 beds Spanish
1 1020 Orange 2.103% 1 um? max 792 (e) 1 bath 1923 Colonial
Grove Ave 1 unit (e) 37% (e) .
Revival
1 story
1,113 max 2 beds Spanish Exceeds
2 804 Orange 2.026% 1 unit max 1,012 (e) 2 baths 1912 Colonial current
Grove Place ’ 2 units (e) 45% (e) Revival allowed unit
1 story (Historic) density
1,052 max 2 beds . Exceeds
808 Orange . | 1 unit max 1,012 (e) 2 baths Span1§h current
3 Grove Place | 2137 | 2units(e) | 47%(e) 1924 | Colonial | ) ed unit
Revival .
1 story density
2,857 max 2 beds Minimal Exceeds
. 1,026 (e) 2 baths .o current
4 812 Orange | g 714y | lumitmax | g 1920 | raditionall | ), ed unit
Grove Place 2 units () Residential .
2 story Vernacular density
@ back
3,537 max 4 beds Minimal
814 Orange « | 2 units max 1,526 (e) 2 baths Traditional/
3 Grove Place 7,074 2 units (e) 21% (e) 1953 Residential
1 story Vernacular
3,528 max 5 beds
818 Orange % | 2 units max 1,740 (e) 2 baths
6 Grove Place 7,056 2 units (e) 25% (e) 1922 Craftsman
1 story
3,537 max 3 beds
822 Orange « | 2 units max 1,154 (e) 2 baths Craftsman
7 Grove Place 7,074 1 unit (e) 16% (e) 1924 (Historic)
1 story
3,567 max 5 beds Minimal
8 826 Orange 7 134% 2 units max 1,858 (e) 2 baths 1922 Traditional/
Grove Place ’ 2 units (e) 26% (e) Residential
1 story Vernacular
0 beds Currently
3529 max 0 baths surface
9 830 Orange 7.059% 2 umFs max 0 (e) /a /a parkmg fqr
Grove Place 0 units (e) office building
0% (e)
along El
Centro Street
0 beds Currently
3797 max 0 baths surface
10 832 Orange 7.594% 2 units max 0 /a /a parkmg fqr
Grove Place 0 units (e) office building
0% (e)
along El
Centro Street
1 bed
1,492 max 1 bath
833 Orange « | 1 unit max 612 (e) Craftsman
1 Grove Place 2,984 1 unit (e) 20% (e) R (Historic)
1 story
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SITE ID # ADDRESS SITE | DENSITY FAR BEDROOMS | YEAR ARCH. NOTES
S.F. BATHS BUILT STYLE
2,629 max 3 beds
831 Orange « | 1 unit max 1,324 (e) 2 baths
12 Grove Place 3,258 1 unit (e) 25% (e) 1966 Ranch Style
1 story
3,482 max 2 beds
825 Orange % | 2 units max 1,161 (e) 2 baths
13 Grove Place 6,965 1 unit (e) 16% (e) 1925 Craftsman
1 story
4,358 max 3 beds
2,997 (e) 3 baths
. . 34% (e)
14 821 Orange | g 7y¢y | 2 units max 2016 | Modern
Grove Place 1 unit (e)
2 story/
1 story @
street
5,051 max 5 beds (e)
2,810 (e) 3 baths (e) . .
617 Oranse Bunitsmax | 27% () | Sbeds@ | 100y | weooontal | gupject Site
15 g 10,102 | 2 units (e) 4,997 (n) | 5.5 baths (n) (n) =
Grove Place 3 units (n) | 49% (n) 1960 roposed
° Modern (n) prop
2 story @
street (n)
5,721 max 5 beds Exceeds
16 813 Orange 11.443 3 units max 2,162 (e) 4 baths 1925 Craftsman current
Grove Place ’ 4 units (e) 18% (e) (Historic) allowed unit
1 story density
2,421 max 3 beds
809 Orange " 1 unit max 1,184 (e) 2 baths
17 Grove Place 4,842 1 unit (e) 24% (e) 1923 Craftsman
1 story
2,417 max 3 beds
805 Orange & | 1 unit max 1,147 (e) 2 baths Residential
18 Grove Place 4.835 1 unit (e) 23% (e) 1963 Vernacular
1 story
1,177 max 1 bed
1030 Orange « | 1 unit max 578 (e) 1 bath Minimal
19 Grove Ave 2,355 1 unit (e) 25% (e) 1947 Traditional
1 story
1,251 max 1 bed
1036 Orange « | 1 unit max 432 (e) 1 bath
20 Grove Ave 2,502 1 unit (e) 17% (e) 1924 Craftsman
1 story
3,312 max 2 beds
1038 Orange « | 2 units max 1,472 (e) 2 baths Minimal
21 Grove Ave 6,625 1 unit (e) 22% (e) 1957 Traditional
1 story
3,525 max 4 beds
1040 Orange « | 2unitsmax | 2,401 (e) 3 baths Craftsman
22 Grove Ave 7,050 1 unit (e) 34% (e) 1910 (Historic)
1 story
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SITE ID # ADDRESS SITE | DENSITY FAR BEDROOMS | YEAR ARCH. NOTES
S.F. BATHS BUILT STYLE
3,523 max 2 beds Spanish
23 1044 Orange 7.047% 2 un1t§ max 821 (e) 1 bath 1923 Revival
Grove Ave 1 unit (e) 11% (e) .
(Historic)
1 story
2,585 max 3 beds
1050 Orange 1 unit max 1,568 (e) 2 baths
24 Grove Ave 5,171 1 unit (¢) 30% (e) 1901 Craftsman
1 story

(*) = substandard lot less than required 10,000 s.f.

Mean F.A.R. =1,330 s.f. or 23% 87.5% Mean substandard parcels

As indicated in Table-2 above, the existing development (with the second rear unit
calculated) has a current F.A.R. of 27 percent which is close to the mean average of the
neighborhood block analysis of 23 percent. The proposed development would impose a
nearly 50 percent increase to the habitable square footage of the subject site in a densely
developed neighborhood consisting predominately of non-conforming, substandard lot sizes
less than the required 10,000 square feet. Additionally, the circulation for the neighborhood
is less than ideal given the relatively narrow Orange Grove Place, and its dead-end street
condition as it meets the Metro Rail right of way. The alleyway at the rear of the property is
in a high state of disrepair, and it no longer can accommodate through traffic due to
encroachment of abutting properties along the alley’s eastern terminus.

The issue of parking and traffic circulation was a recurring concern among neighbors
speaking in opposition to the project, taking into consideration the conditions of the existing
street and alleyway, including limited street parking throughout the day due to the
neighborhood’s proximity to the Gold Line station.

Additionally, it was repeatedly recommended by the DRB that the applicant reduce the scale
of the proposed project and its overall square footage so that it is compatible with the
predominate single-story small-scaled residential development pattern of the neighborhood.
Of the 24 properties surveyed, only 2, including the project subject site, meet the current
required minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet, putting the Mean average of substandard lot
sizes for the surveyed properties at 87.5 percent. The lot size has a direct correlation to
development potential for total F.A.R. and unit density. At 4,997 square feet, the proposed
development would be the largest in the neighborhood consisting of a Mean average of 1,330
square feet. This project proposes an intensification of development that is out of character
for an established neighborhood consisting of properties with more limited potential for
development intensification.

Alternatives to Consider

1. Uphold, uphold in part, or reverse the decision that is subject to this appeal.

2. Adopt additional conditions of approval deemed reasonable and necessary.

3. If new or different evidence, related only to the subject of the appeal, is presented during
the appeal hearing, the Commission may refer the matter back to the DRB for a report on
the new or different evidence before a final decision on the appeal.
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Next Steps

2180-APPEAL

The Commission shall take into consideration Staff’s recommendation, the alternatives listed
above, and any new evidence and/or testimony presented at tonight’s Planning Commission

meeting.

Background
September 2014

September 24, 2014

October 15, 2014

October 29, 2014

December 2, 2014

December 16, 2014

January 29, 2015

March 17, 2015

May 5, 2015

The property owner, Patty Chan, was issued a correction notice for
the unpermitted demolition of the second, rear, unit located at the
duplex property of 817 Orange Grove Place.

Gary Sewel, contractor, submitted a Design Review application to
the Planning and Building Department for the proposed demolition
of the existing duplex project and the construction of a new triplex
development located at 817 Orange Grove Place. The new
development will be a gross 3,350 square feet with the front unit at
1,672 square feet and single story with three bedrooms and two
baths. The new second and third units will be located at the rear in
a two-story design and consist of 1,678 square feet each, each with
two bedrooms and two baths. Parking will be provided in a new
744 square foot detached three vehicle garage and a new attached
636 square foot three car carport. The design was a mix of
Craftsman and Colonial Revival with materials that will consist of
vinyl windows, wood siding, and composition asphalt shingles.

The application was deemed incomplete.

The applicant submitted revised drawings to reflect the requested
corrections.

The project was deemed complete.

The project was reviewed by the Design Review Board (DRB) and
continued out of concerns with the proposed mix of architectural
styles, the massing, lack of architectural articulation, and requested
additional information to illustrate the design proposal such as a
digital model and architectural details.

The project was reviewed by the DRB as a conceptual review item,
in which no decision was made, only feedback was provided.

The applicant resubmitted architectural drawings to reflect
requested corrections.

The project was reviewed by the DRB as a conceptual review item

in which no decision was made. The DRB expressed concerns
with the lack of alley access, the large roof plan of the rear units,
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July 7, 2015

July 20, 2015

November 13, 2015

Fall, 2015

January 7, 2016

January 12, 2016

January 15, 2016
February 1, 2016

Spring through Fall 2016

QOctober 6, 2016

817 Orange Grove Place
2180-APPEAL

the location of the required guest parking spaces, the mass and
scale of the rear building, and the number of bedrooms in relation
to the neighborhood.

The project was re-reviewed as a conceptual review item by the
DRB. Chair Lopez noted the project was incomplete as submitted
and therefore the project could not be discussed. Several
neighbors expressed opposition to the project.

A meeting was held at City Hall between the applicant and staff to
discuss the project.

An Architectural Historian report was provided at the request of
the City to determine the eligibility of the existing structures
proposed for demolition as potential Historic Resources. The
Historian’s report deemed the property ineligible as a Historic
Resource.

The applicant submitted revised drawings and received additional
corrections.

The application was reviewed by the Design Review Board and
continued out of concern with the overall height of the structure,
lack of architectural articulation and other site design issues
including landscaping. Several neighbors expressed opposition to
the project and its compatibility with the neighborhood.

Code enforcement citation issued regarding dilapidated site
conditions.

Code enforcement case is resolved.
Architect Peter DeMaria is brought on the project as designer.

New design submittals and corrections issued between Peter
DeMaria and City.

Revised triplex project consisting of a gross 3,717 square feet with
Unit A at 1,031 square feet in a single-story, a 437 square foot Unit
B at one story, and a 2,249 square foot Unit C located above Unit
B. The project design is modern with contemporary finishes of
glass railing, standing seam metal roofing, aluminum windows and
doors, and smooth stucco. The project was continued out of
expressed neighbor concerns, a request to provide architectural
details, and concerns with the proposed upper deck and privacy.

11



Planning Commission Agenda Report 817 Orange Grove Place

March 25, 2019
Page 12 of 15

November 3, 2016

January 5, 2017

2017

Spring 2018

July 19, 2018

October 2, 2018

October 4, 2018
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Project was reviewed by the DRB with requested corrections
addressed from October 2016. The project was continued out of
concern with the architectural compatibility of the project with the
neighborhood context, the massing of the proposed design, and
continued neighbor concerns that were expressed.

Project was reviewed by the DRB and continued out of concern
with the design and compatibility with the neighborhood. The
Board expressed concerns with the massing, scale, the proposed
10-foot plate height, and the project’s verticality. Numerous
neighbors expressed opposition to the project.

Staff and applicant hold continued correspondence regarding
design revisions and DRB concerns.

Applicant submits preliminary redesign indicating an expansion in
scope to enlarge the project and development potential.

Proposed demolition is reviewed by the Cultural Heritage
Commission (CHC) for the demolition of non-historic structures
over 45 years of age. The CHC clears the project of eligibility as a
Historic Resource, in concurrence with the provided Architectural
Historian’s report, with the recommendation that the applicant
retain the existing front unit and incorporate it into the new
development. Due to the dilapidated state of the partially
demolished rear second unit, the CHC approved of the immediate
demolition of the rear unit as recommended by Staff, with the
demolition of the front unit and rear detached garage subject to the
approval of the overall development by the DRB.

The property owner received demolition permits from the Building
and Safety Division for the demolition of the dilapidated second
rear unit. The demolition is complete with a final inspection
pending by the Building Inspector.

Revised project is reviewed by the DRB for a proposed triplex
consisting of a gross 4,977 square feet. The front Unit A will be
two stories and 2,319 square feet, Unit B will be one-story and
consist of 1,187 square feet, and Unit C will be located above Unit
B and consist of 1,471 square feet. The DRB expressed repeated
concerns with the project and dismay at the proposed development
that ignored the previous recommendations of the DRB hearings.
Numerous neighbors expressed opposition to the project. The
DRB denied the Design Review because required Finding number
3 could not be made. The denial decision was made by a margin
of 4-1.
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October 17, 2018

January 11, 2019

January 18, 2019

January 23, 2019

January 24, 2019

January 28, 2019

Early February 2019

February 19, 2019

February 19, 2019

February 20, 2019

Late February, 2019

February 25, 2019

2180-APPEAL

The DRB denial was appealed by appellant, PRT Chan, LLC.

The public hearing date was noticed in the South Pasadena Review
regarding the appeal before the Planning Commission.

Individual public noticing advertising the January 28, 2019 project
appeal before the Planning Commission were mailed out to
individual properties within a 300 foot radius of the project site.

Staff received two letters of support regarding the proposed
development.

At printing time of this Staff Report, Staff received no additional
comments.

The Planning Commission continued the public hearing for the
item to their February 25, 2019 meeting to allow the appellant an
opportunity to mediate with the neighborhood and develop
solutions to address the concerns expressed by members of the
neighborhood and by members of the Planning Commission with
regards to the project that was denied by the DRB.

The City Fire Inspector toured the Orange Grove Place
neighborhood to inspect the alleyway encroachments and reach out
to the property owners regarding their encroachment and blockage
of the alley right-of-way.

Members of the neighborhood met with staff to discuss the denied
project and the appeal.

The appellant’s legal representative and architect met with staff to
discuss the appeal, and the public discussion at the January 28"
Planning Commission. They also made a provided a preview of a
revised project design for the site that began to address the
concerns expressed by members of the Planning Commission.

Staff received an additional letter of support to uphold the appeal
from a neighborhood resident.

Staff received letters supporting the denial of the appeal and the
upholding of the DRB decision to deny the proposed tri-plex
development.

In concurrence with the appellant, and at Staff’s recommendation,
the Planning Commission continued the item to allow the appellant
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additional time to formally submit revised drawings for the project
and allow Staff time for review.

March 14, 2019 The appellant’s architect formally submitted the revised project
drawings that were previewed on February 19, 2019. The square
footage calculations were revised from February, but the overall
redesign of March 2019 indicated consistency with what was
previewed in February 2019.

March 15-18, 2019 Members of the neighborhood reviewed the revised design changes
at the Planning and Building counter and reiterated their concerns
with the project and its compatibility with the neighborhood.

March 18, 2019 Corrections were submitted to the appellant’s architect. Requested
corrections included additional drawings, annotations, visual
clarity on the elevations, architectural details, additional project
calculations, and a formalized landscape plan.

March 21, 2019 The applicant submitted corrected drawings to Planning and
Building.
March 21, 2019 At printing time of this staff report no additional comments were

provided verbally or in writing.

Legal Review
The Assistant City Attorney has reviewed this Staff Report.

Fiscal Impact
Not applicable to this Agenda Item.

Environmental Analysis

The project is categorically exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) under the provisions of Sections:

e 15301, Class 1, Existing Facilities, Subsection (L)(2), Demolition of a duplex or similar
multifamily residential structure.

e 15303, Class 3, New Construction, Subsection (b), A duplex or similar inulti-family
residential structure totaling no more than four dwelling units.

Public Notification of Agenda Item

The public was made aware that this item was to be considered this evening by virtue of its
inclusion on the legally publicly noticed agenda, posting of the same agenda and reports on the
City’s website and the Item’s original notice in the South Pasadena Review and mailings to
properties within a 300 foot radius of the subject property.
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Attachments:
1.  Draft P.C. Resolution No. 19-__
2. Appeal Application Narrative
3.  Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: December 16, 2014
4.  Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: May 5, 2015
5. Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: July 7, 2015
6. Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: January 7, 2016
7.  Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: October 6, 2016
8.  Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: November 3, 2016
9. Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: January 5, 2017
10. Draft Design Review Board Minutes; Dated: October 4, 2018
11.  Architectural Historian’s Report, Nelson White
12. CHC Decision Letter Regarding Proposed Demolition
13.  Code Enforcement Citations
14. Letters of Support for Appeal and Proposed Development Project
15. Letters of Support for Denial of Appeal and Upholding of DRB Decision
16. Mapping Exhibits and Photographs of Project Site
17. Legal Analysis from Owner’s Legal Counsel, Patrick Perry; Dated: January 24, 2019
18. Legal Analysis from Owner’s Legal Counsel, Patrick Perry; Dated March 21, 2019
19. Revision to Design of Proposed Project, Architectural Drawings, Material Booklet, and

Architectural Renderings: March 2019
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P.C. RESOLUTION NO. 19-XX

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA DENYING AN APPEAL AND
UPHOLDING THE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD’S DECISION TO
DENY THE DEMOLITION OF A NON-HISTORIC TWO-UNIT
DEVELOPMENT AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW
APPROXIMATELY 5,000 SQUARE FOOT TWO-STORY TRI-
PLEX MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT IN A MODERN DESIGN
LOCATED AT 817 ORANGE GROVE PLACE IN THE CITY OF
SOUTH PASADENA (APN: 5315-018-064).

WHEREAS, in September 2014 The property owner, Patty Chan, was issued a
correction notice for the unpermitted demolition of the second, rear, unit located at the
duplex property of 817 Orange Grove Place; and

WHEREAS, on September 24, 2014, Gary Sewel, contractor, submitted a Design
Review application to the Planning and Building Department for the proposed demolition
of the existing duplex project and the construction of a new triplex development located at
817 Orange Grove Place (the “project”). The new development will be a gross 3,350
square feet with the front unit at 1,672 square feet and single story with three bedrooms
and two baths. The new second and third units will be located at the rear in a two-story
design and consist of 1,678 square feet each, each with two bedrooms and two baths.
Parking will be provided in a new 744 square foot detached three vehicle garage and a new
attached 636 square foot three car carport. The design was a mix of Craftsman and Colonial
Revival with materials that will consist of vinyl windows, wood siding, and composition
asphalt shingles ; and

WHEREAS, on October 15, 2014, The application was deemed incomplete; and

WHEREAS, on October 29, 2014, The applicant submitted revised drawings to
reflect the requested corrections; and

WHEREAS, on December 2, 2014, The project was deemed complete; and

WHEREAS, on December 16, 2014, The project was reviewed by the Design
Review Board (DRB) and continued out of concerns with the proposed mix of architectural
styles, the massing, lack of architectural articulation, and requested additional information
to illustrate the design proposal such as a digital model and architectural details; and

WHEREAS, on January 29, 2015, The project was reviewed by the DRB as a
conceptual review item, in which no decision was made, only feedback was provided; and

WHEREAS, on March 17, 2015, The applicant resubmitted architectural drawings
to reflect requested corrections; and

WHEREAS, on May 5, 2015, The project was reviewed by the DRB as a
conceptual review item in which no decision was made. The DRB expressed concerns
with the lack of alley access, the large roof plan of the rear units, the location of the required
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guest parking spaces, the mass and scale of the rear building, and the number of bedrooms
in relation to the neighborhood; and

WHEREAS, on July 7, 2015, The project was re-reviewed as a conceptual review
item by the DRB. Chair Lopez noted the project was incomplete as submitted and therefore
the project could not be discussed. Several neighbors expressed opposition to the project;
and '

WHEREAS, on July 20, 2015, A meeting was held at City Hall between the
applicant and staff to discuss the project; and

WHEREAS, on November 13, 2015, An Architectural Historian report was
provided at the request of the City to determine the eligibility of the existing structures
proposed for demolition as potential Historic Resources. The Historian’s report deemed
the property ineligible as a Historic Resource; and

WHEREAS, during the Fall of 2015, The applicant submitted revised drawings
and received additional corrections; and

WHEREAS, on January 7, 2016, The application was reviewed by the Design
Review Board and continued out of concern with the overall height of the structure, lack
of architectural articulation and other site design issues including landscaping. Several
neighbors expressed opposition to the project and its compatibility with the neighborhood;
and

WHEREAS, on January 12, 2016, Code enforcement citation issued regarding
dilapidated site conditions; and

WHEREAS, on January 15, 2016, Code enforcement case is resolved; and

WHEREAS, on February 1, 2016, Architect Peter DeMaria is brought on the
project as designer; and

WHEREAS, on Spring through Fall of 2016, New design submittals and
corrections issued between Peter DeMaria and City; and

WHEREAS, on October 6, 2016, Revised triplex project consisting of a gross
3,717 square feet with Unit A at 1,031 square feet in a single-story, a 437 square foot Unit
B at one story, and a 2,249 square foot Unit C located above Unit B. The project design is
modern with contemporary finishes of glass railing, standing seam metal roofing,
aluminum windows and doors, and smooth stucco. The project was continued out of
expressed neighbor concerns, a request to provide architectural details, and concerns with
the proposed upper deck and privacy; and

WHEREAS, on November 3, 2016, Project was reviewed by the DRB with
requested corrections addressed from October 2016. The project was continued out of
concern with the architectural compatibility of the project with the neighborhood context,
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the massing of the proposed design, and continued neighbor concerns that were expressed;
and

WHEREAS, on January 5, 2017, Project was reviewed by the DRB and continued
out of concern with the design and compatibility with the neighborhood. The Board
expressed concerns with the massing, scale, the proposed 10-foot plate height, and the
project’s verticality. Numerous neighbors expressed opposition to the project; and

WHEREAS, throughout 2017, Staff and applicant hold continued correspondence
regarding design revisions and DRB concerns; and

WHEREAS, during the Spring of 2018, Applicant submits preliminary redesign
indicating an expansion in scope to enlarge the project and development potential; and

WHEREAS, on July 19, 2018, Proposed demolition is reviewed by the Cultural
Heritage Commission (CHC) for the demolition of non-historic structures over 45 years of
age. The CHC clears the project of eligibility as a Historic Resource, in concurrence with
the provided Architectural Historian’s report, with the recommendation that the applicant
retain the existing front unit and incorporate it into the new development. Due to the
dilapidated state of the partially demolished rear second unit, the CHC approved of the
immediate demolition of the rear unit as recommended by Staff, with the demolition of the

front unit and rear detached garage subject to the approval of the overall development by
the DRB; and

WHEREAS, on October 2, 2018, The property owner received demolition permits
from the Building and Safety Division for the demolition of the dilapidated second rear
unit. The demolition is complete with a final inspection pending by the Building Inspector;
and

WHEREAS, on October 4, 2018, Revised project is reviewed by the DRB for a
proposed triplex consisting of a gross 4,977 square feet. The front Unit A will be two
stories and 2,319 square feet, Unit B will be one-story and consist of 1,187 square feet, and
Unit C will be located above Unit B and consist of 1,471 square feet. The DRB expressed
repeated concerns with the project and dismay at the proposed development that ignored
the previous recommendations of the DRB hearings. Numerous neighbors expressed
opposition to the project. The DRB denied the Design Review because required Finding
number 3 could not be made. The denial decision was made by a margin of 4-1; and

WHEREAS, on October 17, 2018, The DRB decision to deny the project was
appealed by appellant, PRT Chan, LLC; and

WHEREAS, after notices issued pursuant to the requirements of South Pasadena
Zoning Code, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on January 28,
2019 at which all interested parties were given the opportunity to be heard and present
evidence; and

WHEREAS, on January 28, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the public
hearing for the item to their February 25, 2019 meeting to allow the appellant an
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opportunity to mediate with the neighborhood and develop solutions to address the
concerns expressed by members of the neighborhood and by members of the Planning
Commission with regards to the project that was denied by the DRB; and

WHEREAS, in early February 2019, the City Fire Inspector toured the Orange
Grove Place neighborhood to inspect the alleyway encroachments and reach out to the
property owners regarding their encroachment and blockage of the alley right-of-way; and

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2019, members of the neighborhood met with staff
to discuss the denied project and the appeal; and

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2019, the appellant’s legal representative and
architect met with staff to discuss the appeal, and the public discussion at the January 28%
Planning Commission. They also made a provided a preview of a revised project design
for the site that began to address the concerns expressed by members of the Planning
Commission; and

WHEREAS, in Late February 2019, Staff received letters supporting the denial of
the appeal and the upholding of the DRB decision to deny the proposed tri-plex
development. Additionally, Staff received a letter of support to uphold the appeal; and

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed
public hearing at which point, the Commission, in concurrence with the appellant and
Staff’s recommendation, continued the appeal to March 25, 2019, to allow the appellant
additional time to formally submit revised drawings for the project and allow Staff time for
review.

WHEREAS, on March 14, 2019, the appellant’s architect formally submitted the
revised project drawings that were previewed on February 19, 2019. The square footage
calculations were revised from February, but the overall redesign of March 2019 indicated
consistency with what was previewed in February 2019; and

WHEREAS, during March 15-18, 2019, members of the neighborhood reviewed
the revised design changes at the Planning and Building counter and reiterated their
concerns with the project and its compatibility with the neighborhood; and

WHEREAS, on March 18, 2019, corrections were submitted to the appellant’s
architect. Requested corrections included additional drawings, annotations, visual clarity
on the elevations, architectural details, additional project calculations, and a formalized
landscape plan; and

WHEREAS, on March 21, 2019, the applicant submitted corrected drawings to
Planning and Building; and

WHEREAS, on March 25, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed

public hearing in which all interested parties were allowed given the opportunity to be
heard and present evidence.
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
SOUTH PASADENA DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE, AND RESOLVE AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: Pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality
Act, Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq. (“CEQA”), and the State’s CEQA
Guidelines, the Planning Commission finds that the herein project is categorically exempt
pursuant to guideline Section 15301, Class 1, Existing Facilities, Subsection (L)(2),
Demolition of a duplex or similar multifamily residential structure; and Section 15301,
Class 3, New Construction, Subsection (b), A duplex or similar multi-family residential
structure totaling no more than four dwelling units.

SECTION 2: For the foregoing reasons and based on the information included in
the Staff Report, Minutes and other record of proceeding, the Planning Commission hereby
denies the Appeal and upholds the DRB’s October 4, 2018 decision to deny the Project
proposing to construct a new approximately 5,000 square foot two-story tri-plex multi-
family development in a modern design located at 817 Orange Grove Place.

SECTION 3: Any interested person may appeal this decision or any portion of this
decision to the City Council. Pursuant to the South Pasadena Municipal Code, any such
appeal must be filed with the City, in writing, and with the appropriate appeal fee, no later
than fifteen (15) days, following the date of the Planning Commission’s final action.

SECTION 4: The Secretary shall certify that the foregoing Resolution was
adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of South Pasadena at a duly noticed
regular meeting held on the 28" day of January, 2019.

- SIGNATURES TO FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE-
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 25" day of March 2019, by the
following vote:

AYES: NONE
NOES: NONE
ABSENT: NONE
ABSTAIN: NONE

Kelly M. Koldus, Chair

ATTEST:

Richard Tom, Secretary
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Reason for Appeal
817 Orange Grove Place — Project No. 1750-NID-DRX

On October 4, 2018, the South Pasadena Design Review Board denied the Design Review
application submitted by Ms. Patty Chan for the development of three residential units (the
"Project") on the property located at 817 Orange Grove Place (the "Property"). The Property is
zoned RM, Residential Medium Density. As presently designed, the Project fully complies with
the requirements of the South Pasadena Municipal Code ("SPMC") and the City's Design
Guidelines for New Multi-Family Development (the "Design Guidelines") and is consistent with
the neighborhood character. In denying approval for the Project, the members of Design Review
Board nevertheless exceeded their authority by ignoring the requirements of the SPMC and
substituting their own subjective judgment for the objective standards of the SPMC and the
Design Guidelines.

According to Section 36.220.040 of the SPMC, properties in the RM zone may be developed
with up to 14 dwelling units per acre. The maximum allowable floor area ratio is 0.50, and the
maximum allowable lot coverage is 50 percent. The maximum allowable height is 35 feet.
Front and rear yard setbacks must be a minimum of 20 feet, and side yard setbacks must be 10
percent of the lot width but no less than four feet. According to Section 36.350.190 of the
SPMC, 200 square feet of common open space is required for every multi-family residential
development containing three to four units, and an additional 200 square feet of open space is
required for each unit. According to Section 36.310.040 of the SPMC, one parking space is
required for a one bedroom multi-family residential unit; two covered parking spaces are
required for multi-family residential units with two or more bedrooms, and one guest parking
space is required for every two units.

The Project consists of three residential units as follows:

Unit A Two-story, three bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms, 2,319 square feet.
Unit B Ground floor, one bedroom, 1.5 bathrooms, 1,187 square feet.
Unit C Second floor, one bedroom, 1.5 bathrooms, 1,471 square feet.

The lot area of the Property is 10,104 square feet or approximately 0.23 acre, and the lot width is
47 feet. Up to three dwelling units and 5,052 square feet of floor area may therefore be
developed on the Property. According to the drawings for the Project prepared by De Maria
Design, LLC, the proposed lot coverage is approximately 40 percent, and the maximum height of
the proposed structures on the Property is 23 feet. The proposed structures have front and rear
yard setbacks of 20 feet. A side yard setback of 13 feet 10 inches is provided on the west, and a
side yard setback of five feet is provided on the east, both of which exceed the minimum
requirements. Two hundred forty square feet of common open space is provided, and private
open space ranging from 205 square feet to 260 square feet is provided for each unit. A total of
four covered parking spaces and two guest parking spaces are provided. The Project therefore
complies with all applicable requirements of the SPMC.

The Design Review Board was provided with detailed information demonstrating that the Project
fully complies with the Design Guidelines. Members of the Design Review Board nevertheless

1140192.01/LA
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claimed that the Design Guidelines are merely "guidelines" and have no binding effect, and that
all decisions affecting design are subjective. This position provides for no objective standards to
inform residents of what criteria apply and cannot be enforced as an exercise of unfettered
discretion.

The Design Review Board further alleged that the Project is not consistent with neighborhood
character but ignored the character of the surrounding multi-family neighborhood as well as the
immediately adjacent property. Other properties in the surrounding neighborhood are developed
with multiple residential units which consist of an eclectic mix of different architectural styles
with variations in massing and scale. The proposed design of the Project accordingly blends
with the neighboring properties in terms of style and residential scale. The proposed height of
the units is consistent with the residential dwelling immediately to the east, and the architectural
style is compatible with other properties located along both sides of Orange Grove Place and the
surrounding RM zone. The proposed design of the Project accordingly blends with the
neighboring properties in terms of style and residential scale, and the statements by members of
the Design Review Board to the contrary are clearly mistaken.

Section 65589.5(j) of the California Government Code provides that when a proposed housing
development project complies with applicable, objective general plan, zoning and subdivision
standards and criteria, including design review standards, in effect at the time that the housing
development project's application is determined to be complete, a local agency may not
disapprove the project or require the project to be developed at a lower density unless the local
agency makes written findings supported by the preponderance of the evidence that (1) the
housing development project would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health and
safety, and (2) there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the identified
adverse impact. Section 65589.5(h)(2)(A) of the Government Code defines "housing
development project"” as a use consisting of residential units only.

The courts have interpreted Section 65589.5 of the Government Code as an effort to take away
"an agency's ability to use what might be called 'subjective' development ‘policy' (for example,
"suitability") to exempt a proposed housing development project from the reach of [Government
Code 65589.5(3)]." (Honchariw v. County of Stanislaus (2011) 200 Cal.App.4™ 1066, 1076).
The phrase "design review standards" has similarly been interpreted to mean "design review
standards that are part of 'applicable, objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria."
(Id. at 1077.)

The decision of the Design Review Board to rely on subjective standards rather than the City's
objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria is therefore contrary to California law.
Even if the Design Review Board had relied on objective general plan and zoning standards and
criteria, which it did not, there is no evidence, much less a preponderance of evidence, that the
Project would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health and safety that could not be
satisfactorily mitigated, and even if there were such an impact, which there is not, the Design
Review Board did not make the requisite written findings in connection with its denial of the
Project. The decision by the Design Review Board to deny the Project was therefore in error and
should be reversed by the Planning Commission.

1140192.01/LA
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

CONVENED THIS 16™ DAY OF DECEMBER, 2014

MAYOR’S CONFERENCE ROOM
1424 MISSION STREET

ROLL CALL

The meeting convened at: ~ 7:05 PM

Board Members Present: Conrado Lopez (Chair)
Susan Masterman (Vice-Chair),
Fi Cambell, Jim Fenske,
and, Amy Nettleton

Staff Liaison: John Mayer , Senior Planner
NON-AGENDA ITEMS | 1. | None.
CONTINUED ITEMS 2. | Address: 1630 Lyndon Avenue

Project Number: 1729-DRX
Applicant: Wole Adefso

Project Description:

A request for Design Review approval for a 492 sq. {f
to an existing 1,996 sq. ft. duplex on an §,160 sq.
vehicle garage with an attached 200 sq. ft. stor
carport are proposed on the rear of the pro
addition is located on the rear elevatior
and a new bathroom. The entire ho
will be vinyl. And the roof matejg
the existing. The new garag
shingles.

Ole story addition
M. A 437 sq. ft. two
rea and a 396 sq. ft.

? The proposed single story
111 consist of two bedrooms

1 be stucco. The new windows
vill be asphalt roof shingles to match

consist of stucco. and asphalt roof

Presentation:
Wole Adefso
addressed

ct architect) presented his project with corrections that
vard’s previous concerns. Mr. Adefso responded to

Public Comment:
None

Board Discussion/Decision:

Board member Nettleton said that the City should ensure that the oak tree
near the parking structure is adequately protected as a result of this project.
She asked that staff work with the Public Works Department to ensure that
oak tree is protected.
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Minutes of the South Pasadena Design Review Board

December 16, 2014

Guidelines of the City of South Pasadena and the requir
contained in South Pasadena Municj
approve the desico e

e motion carried 5-0.

Address: 817 Orange Grove Place
Project Number: 1750-DRX
Applicant: Patty Chan

Project Description:

A request to demolish an existing duplex for the construction of a new
triplex on a 10,091 square foot lot. The front unit would be a one-story,
unit (1,672 sq. ft.) with three bedroom and two bathrooms. The second and
third units would be in a two-story structure. Each unit would be 1,678 sq.
ft. with two bedrooms and two bathrooms. Covered parking would be
provided in a new detached, three-car garage (744 sq. ft.) and a three-car
carport (636 sq. ft.) would be attached to it. The covered parking would be
located in the back yard with vehicular access from the alley. The exterior
materials for all the structures include: asphalt composition roof shingles,
wood siding, and vinyl windows for the triplex units.

Project Presentation:

Gary Sewel (project architect) presented his project and provided
illustration boards including: a color rendering, and samples of the
proposed wood siding. Mr. Sewel responded to questions about chimney
materials, arrangement of the parking spaces, and communication with
neighbors about the project. He also spoke about the details of the
columns and capitals.

Public Comment:

Mike Hollingsworth (property owner of 813 Orange Grove Place) said that
the proposed project would create a higher demand for parking. Although
the applicant is providing parking on site, Mr. Hollingsworth said that
access to the on-site parking would be challenging due to the poor
condition of the alley. The narrow width of the alley creates a safety
hazard because cars will not be able to exit if it is blocked in an
emergency. Mr. Hollingsworth said that the project’s design is pretty, but
it is “over building”.

Liz Hollingsworth said that the project rendering does not show the density
of the street. She asked questions about trash hauling and the number of
bedrooms for each unit. ‘

Kit Mui who is a tenant at 813 Orange Grove Place raised concerns about
the safety issues with the narrow alley and its unpaved condition.
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Anna Vehara who resides at 1050 Orange Grove Avenue said that she
lived there for 25 years and that there were no traffic problems in the alley.

Gary Sewel said in rebuttal, that his client has a right to use the alley to
access on-site parking as the property owners currently enjoy.

Board Discussion/Decision:
Board members had concerns about the project’s design and massing.

The applicant proposed a mix of design styles including Crattsman and
Colonial Revival style which results in an awkward appearance. The
proportions of trims around the windows, and the lacking bottom trim
piece, is odd. The Board recommended that the architect adhere to the
elements of one architectural style. The architect may submit a
description and example photos describing the style that inspired the
proposed project.

The proposed project has a massive, box-like appearance that would need a
lot more articulation. The proportions of building volumes are awkward as
indicated with a 10 foot tall home in the front and a 25 foot tall building
behind it. The floor to plate height dimension is exaggerated. The project
does not include enough open space for residents. More breathing room
between buildings is needed.

Motion/Second (Lopez/Fenske) to CONTINUE the project so that the
applicant can address the issues regarding the design and massing, and
return to the Board with the following items:

o Illustrations and documentation that describes the architect’s
proposed “Colonial Revival Bungalow” style.

o A 3-D model (built out or digital) showing the project in the
neighborhood’s context.

o Landscape Plan

o Section detail drawings including: trim details, columns, brick, and
light fixtures.

The motion carried 5-0.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

wn

None.
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
CONVENED THIS 5™ DAY MAY, 2015
MAYOR’S CONFERENCE ROOM
1424 MISSION STREET

ROLL CALL The meeting convened at: ~ 7:05 PM

Board Members Present: Conrado Lopez (Chair)
Susan Masterman (Vice-Chair), and Amy
Nettleton

Board Members Absent: Fi Cambell and Jim Fenske

Staff Liaison: John Mayer, Senior Planner

NON-AGENDA ITEMS | 1. | None.

CONTINUED ITEMS 2. | Address: 4946 Collis Avenue
Project Number: 1794-DRX
Applicant: Eric Lin, Designer

Project Description:
A request for Design Review Board approval for the ition of the
existing 1,118 sq. ft. single story house with the al for a new 2,629
sqg. ft. two story house with a 540 basement, 7,512 sq. ft. lot. The
exterior materials for the house and the g will consist of: smooth
stucco siding, clay roof tile, and viny] ows with vinyl French doors.
The project also includes a 260 s cond story deck located on the
front elevation and a 111 sq. nd story, roof covered deck, located on
the rear elevation.

Presentation:
s project using a slide show and discussed how he
’s concerns about the building height, windows, and

blic Comment:
None.

Board Discussion/Decision:

The Board had concerns about the height of the front bedroom and its
gable. There were concerns about the hedges along the south side. There
was discussion about the plate height of each level.

Motion/Second (Masterman/Lopez) to APPROVE the project with the
following CONDITIONS: 1) First floor ceiling height shall be no greater
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DISCUSSION ITEMS

817 Orange Grove Place — Conceptual Review

Prospective Project:

A request for a Design Review Board conceptual review for the demolition
of the existing duplex (the first unit is 1,672 sq. ft. and the second unit is
1,678 sq. ft.) and a proposal to build a triplex on a 10,091 sq. lot. The front
unit will be a three story, 1,659 sq. ft. unit with three bedroom, two
bathrooms, and a semi-subterranean two vehicle garage. The second unit
will be a three story, 1,589 sq. ft. unit with two bedrooms, two bathrooms
and a two vehicle semi-subterranean garage. The third unit will be a three
story, 1,795 sq. ft. three bedroom with two bathrooms, and a two vehicle
semi-subterranean garage. The exterior materials for all the structures will
consist of; asphalt composition roof shingles, wood siding, and vinyl
windows for the triplex units only.

Presentation:

Gary Sewell (Designer) solicited comments from the Board. He explained
the challenges of designing a 5,000 square foot project and addressing the
Board’s concerns about neighborhood compatibility.

Board Member Comments
The Board discussed the following concerns:

e The lack of access to the alley and development pattern of the
neighborhood;

e The large roof plan on the rear units;

e Size and species of the proposed large tree planned for the middle
of the lot;

e Guest spaces blocking access to residential covered parking spaces;
e Mass and scale of the rear building;
e Number of bedrooms compared to the neighborhood

The Design Review Board only provided comments for this Conceptual

Review. The Board took no action on this item as this was for discussion
purposes only.

BOARD COMMENTS

None.
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
CONVENED THIS 7™ DAY OF JULY, 2015
MAYOR’S CONFERENCE ROOM
1424 MISSION STREET

ROLL CALL

The meeting convened at: ~ 7:00 PM

Board Members Present: Conrado Lopez (Chair), Fi Cambell and
Jim Fenske and Amy Nettleton

Board Members Absent: Susan Masterman (Vice-Chair),
Staff Liaison: Knarik Vizcarra, Assistant Planner
NON-AGENDA ITEMS None.
CONTINUED ITEMS 1211 Lyndon Street

Project Number: 1783-DRX
Applicant: John Wu, Architect

Project Information:

A request for Design Review Board approval fi
foot two-story addition to an existing two-st
foot first floor addition and 741 square
occur in the front of the home, and
involves bringing parking into co
tandem one-car carport, and g
consist of the following: m
plaster siding.

roposed 1,861 square
uplex. The 1,120 square
econd floor addition would
affect one unit. The project
ce with a new guest parking space,
r garage. The exterior materials will
ingle roofing, aluminum windows, and

Presentation:

ard Discussion/Decision:

oard members thanked the applicant for addressing most of the issues
brought up at the previous meeting but noted that there were still some that
had not been fully addressed. They noted that the design was
asymmetrical, and the windows lack sill details.

Motion/Second (Fenske/Lopez) to CONTINUE the project with the
following items to be addressed for the August 2015 hearing: 1) Re-
organize the facades to address the lack of symmetry with windows and
doors; 2) add sill detailing to the windows.
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To APPROVE the garage and pool house as submitted.

This motion was made on the finding that the project complies with Design
Guidelines of the City of South Pasadena and the required findings
contained in South Pasadena Municipal Code Section 36.410.040 to
approve the design review application. And;

To CONTINUE the part of the project regarding the unpermitted patio
cover and carport with the following items to be addressed for the August
2015 hearing: 1) provide additional photographs from further back on the
property in order to show the patio cover and carport within the context of
the entire back of the house.

The motion carried 4-0 (Masterman Absent).

DISCUSSION ITEMS

817 Orange Grove Place (Conceptual Review)

A request for a Design Review Board conceptual review for the demolition
of the existing duplex and a proposal to build a triplex on a 10,091 sq. lot.
No decision was made on this project as it was a conceptual review.

A representative, Daniel Longmire, was present instead of the applicant
who was unable to make the meeting. The gentleman solicited comments
on the design changes from the Board.

Chair Lopez noted that the plans were incomplete so the Board was unable
to provide comment on the project. He noted that the Board would need to
see what the project would look like in the context of the neighborhood.

Public Comment:

Jane Schirmeister (814-816 Orange Grove Place) said the change from the
existing single story to three story buildings was inappropriate both for the
site and the street. She said she would rather see three smaller homes on
the lot.

Michael Hollingsworth (813 Orange Grove Place) expressed his
displeasure with the proposal and lack of sensitivity to the neighborhood.
He noted that this would appear overcrowded. And lastly, he discussed the
access issue noting that if the applicant is interested in building three units
he should have to improve the alley in order to provide access to at least
one of the units through the alley.

Tara Kawakami (825 Orange Grove Place) was shocked that the semi-
subterranean parking was still part of the proposal. She also expressed
displeasure with the project in general.
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Elizabeth Hollingsworth (813 Orange Grove Place) said that the Board
should also ask for image of the north side of the street to further show that
the proposed project would be out of place on the subject street.
BOARD COMMENTS 9. | None.
STAFF COMMENTS 10. | None.
APPROVAL OF 11. | Minutes
MINUTES
The Minutes were not reviewed.
ADJOURNMENT 12. | The meeting adjourned at 9:40 P.M. to the next regularly scheduled
meeting on August 4, 2015 at 7 P.M.
Approved,

Conrado Lopez, Chair

Date
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
CONVENED THIS 7™ DAY OF JANUARY, 2016
AMEDEE O. “DICK” RICHARDS, JR. CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
1424 MISSION STREET

ROLL CALL

The meeting convened at: ~ 7:26 PM

Board Members Present: Conrado Lopez (Chair), Jim Fenske (Vice -
Chair), Susan Masterman and Fi Campbell

Board Members Absent: None

Staff Liaison: Knarik Vizcarra, Assistant Planner

NON-AGENDA ITEMS | 1. | None.

NEW ITEMS

2. | 817 Orange Grove Place
Project Number: 1750 - DRX
Applicant: Gary Sewell
Project Information:

A request for Design Review Board approval to demolish the existing
duplex and a proposal to build a new triplex on a 10,091 sq. lot. Unit A
will be a two story, 2,321 sq. ft. detached structure. Unit A will consist of:
two bedrooms with two bathrooms, a family room, a master bedroom with
a master closet and a master bathroom. A 210 sq. ft. second story deck is
proposed on the rear elevation. A 47 sq. ft. second story deck is proposed
in the front elevation. A two vehicle carport is proposed in the rear. A
second structure is proposed with two units. Unit B is a 1,977 sq. ft., two
story structure with two bedrooms and two bathrooms, a master bedroom
with a master closet, and a master bathroom. A 233 sq. ft. deck is proposed
on the front elevation. Unit C is located on the second floor, above the four
vehicle carport. It will consist of a bedroom with a bathroom, a kitchen and
a family room. A 223 sq. ft. deck is proposed in the rear elevation. The
exterior materials for the two structures will consist of: Ipe Rainscreen
siding cladding, metal roofing (Galvalume roofing), frameless glass clamp
railing, Pella Iron Ore windows and sliding doors, stucco siding, and
cantilevered wood awning.

Presentation:
Gary Sewell, owner’s representative, presented the proposed project.

Questions from the Board:
Mr. Sewell responded to questions regarding the change in number of
bedrooms and structures on-site between the existing and proposed project.

Public Comment:
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Michal Hollingsworth (815 Orange Grove Pl) said the applicant’s directive
has been to maximize the building on the property which has resulted in a
boxy proposal that is incompatible with the neighborhood. He said parking
is still an issue and there is insufficient open space for multi-family.

Jane Schirmeister (816 Orange Grove Pl) said that the historical
significance of the building has been compromised due to neglect, noting
that the fireplace is still significant. She said the proposed was
incompatible with the building. She also felt it was difficult to understand
how the front structure is considered culturally insignificant.

Tara Kawakami (823 Orange Grove Place) said the current structures are
compatible and consistent with the neighborhood while the proposed is
boxy and unbalanced. The height seems uncertain and too tall, and there
doesn’t seem to be enough open space.

Brenda Marchain (918 Magnolia) noted that just because one can build
three units, it does not mean it is appropriate for the site. In this case, she
felt it was not appropriate. He noted that the design is boxy and the Board
should consider neighborhood impacts in terms of re-sale value.

Gary Tsai (821 Orange Grove P1) noted that he was disappointed that there
was not more creativity employed in the design as it seemed similar their
home.

Melissa Tsai (821 Orange Grove Pl) said the findings required would be
difficult to make. She noted that there was a 60 foot unarticulated wall
along the east and the second floor seemed maxed out.

1038 Orange Grove Ave — The owner noted that the proposal takes the
current 2-car garage to 7 stating that paving the alley along would not
address the affects of the project on the area. He felt a traffic study would
be needed.

George Ramos (805 Orange Grove Pl) agreed with the neighbors’
comments and simply stated that the project was not good for the street.

Board Discussion/Decision:

Ms. Masterman noted that while there were some similarities to the
massing of the property at 821 Orange Grove Ave, she felt uncomfortable
with the scale, size and density of the proposed project relative to the
street. She noted that the site seemed maxed out and over-paved. 3-
dimensional views would be needed to properly review the project that
also show adjacent properties. The two-story entrance proposed is also one
that is discouraged by the Design Guidelines. She noted that the third and
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fourth required finding could not be made for the project as presented. Mr.
Lopez agreed that the two-story balcony element in the front needs to be
addressed along with the second-floor stair volume. The alley does not
seem like a feasible access for the project. Mr. Lopez said that the overall
project seemed to be overwhelming for the site, and the project seemed to
be further away from approval than previously.

After discussion, the Board voted 4-0 (Masterman/Lopez) to CONTINUE
the project and asked the applicant to work on the following:
1. Provide a 3-D 1/8” scale physical model with neighboring
properties, and,
2. Address massing, scale, out of character, overcrowding concerns
brought forth at the meeting.
3. | 1426 Bank Street
Project Number: 1837-DRX
Applicant: Tom Nott, Architect
Project Information:

h the existing
inium with semi
e a 1,596 sq. ft. three
oms with two bathrooms,
aster bathroom. A 573 sq. ft.
on the lower level. A second
hits. Unit B is a 1,596 sq. ft., three
ms with two bathrooms, a master
d a master bathroom. A 573 sq. ft. three
‘oposed on the lower level. Unit C is a 1,596

A request for Design Review Board approval to d
duplex and a proposal to build a new three unit ¢
subterranean parking on a 9,780 sq. lot. Unit A
story structure. Unit A will consist of: three
a master bedroom with a master closet an
three vehicle garage is also being pr
structure is proposed with two co
story structure, with three b
bedroom with a master clo
vehicle garage is also bej

tation: Architect Tom Nott presented the project.

Questions from the Board: Mr. Nott responded to questions from the
board related to finishes and surrounding neighborhood. He noted that the
finish for the vase would be stucco and that there were other similar
apartments in the area in terms of layout and use of subterranean parking.

Public Comment: None.
Board Discussion/Decision:

Mr. Lopez commended the applicant for the details provided. Ms.
Masterman expressed two main concerns about the proposal: 1) massing —
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

CONVENED THIS 6™ DAY OF OCTOBER, 2016

AMEDEE O. “DICK” RICHARDS, JR. CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

1424 MISSION STREET
ROLL CALL The meeting convened at: ~ 7:00 PM
Board Members Present: Conrado Lopez (Chair), Jim Fenske (Vice -
Chair), Susan Masterman, and Mark
Smeaton
Board Members Absent: None
Staff Liaison: Knarik Vizcarra, Assistant Planner
NON-AGENDA ITEMS | I. | None.

CONTINUED ITEMS

(28]

No New Continued Items

NEW ITEMS

1129 Diamond Avenue

Project Number: 1926-DRX
Applicant: John Corey, Architect
Project Information:

A request for Design Review approval for de
story home and construction of a 1,934 s
foot first floor and 868 square foot se
style house with a 420 square foo
the property. Proposed exteri erial for the project consist of clay
mission tile roofing, wood er tails, wrought iron railings, aluminum
clad windows and ado ure stucco.

on of an existing single-
oot two-story (1,066 square
oor), Spanish Colonial Revival
hed garage located at the rear of

Presentation:
Mr. Corey

ed the project and explained that the current house
demolished has been identified as non-historic through a
eport. The new house will have a farther setback (30°) than the
e of the neighborhood houses (207).

Questions from the Board:

Board members asked about the details around the windows and doors. Mr
Corey mentioned that the finish around the openings would be hand
troweld return to inset the windows 2 inches with an 1-1/2 inch bullnose.
There is no trim proposed around the windows with the exception of the
quatrefoil window that will have a stone surround. Board members asked
for a wrought iron balcony detail. Mr. Corey responded they are using a
standard iron fabrication and that the balcony is intended as a flower pot
balcony. Board members asked about the base and any special
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1829 Hill Drive

Project Number: 1911-DRX
Applicant: Tom Nott, Architect
Project Information:

A request for a DRB approval to change the fagade ouse from the
August 4, 2016 DRB approval. The proposed ¢
revising the entry canopy and the windows g

Presentation:
Mr. Nott presented the continuan
and the recess of the window,

1e item discussing the stucco finish

Questions from the
Board members a
windows.

out the chamfer and if it to be found at all

pplicant Response:
Windows will be flush at the sill. but beveled at the jam.

Board Discussion/Decision:
The Board will not approve nail on fin windows for an extensive remodel.
They would like to see an alternative window system.

Board voted to APPROVE (5-0) with the condition that the applicant
provide a window sample for the Chair to approve.

817 Orange Grove Place

Project Number: 1750-DRX
Applicant: Peter DeMaria, Architect
Project Information:

A request for DRB approval to demolish the existing non-historic duplex
and a proposal to build a new triplex on a 10,091 square foot lot. Unit A
will consist of a single story, 1,031 sf unit. Unit B will consist of a 437sf
single story unit, located below unit C. Unit C will consist of a 2,249 sf
unit and it is located on the second floor.

Presentation:

DeMaria presented the project and noted that he accepted the project on the
condition that the owner be respectful to the architectural culture of the
City, the neighbors and the people of the community. DeMaria spoke
about the alleyway and its unsafe conditions and other issues of property
access and circulation. The architect developed a scheme that utilized both
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the alleyway and Orange Grove Place to minimize the traffic impact. The
livable square footage is less than 4.000 square feet which was reduced
from the original scheme of 4,500 square feet. The allowable square
footage is over 5,000 square feet, but the preferred square footage was
reduced to respect the scale of the developments on the street. The double
gable design allows for height, but reduces the overall height of what a
single gable would have. The front unit is a single-story to respect the
building pattern of the street, while the double-height unit is located at the
rear. The building design is appropriated from the existing neighborhood
vocabulary and abstracted into the architecture.

Questions from the Board:

The board asked if the parking requirements were met through carports
(yes) and what the lot coverage was (35%). The Board also asked what
was currently on the lot (3 structures) and how many dwelling units (2
units). The board inquired about the density and density allowances, Staff
replied that density is established by the General Plan and the General Plan
is not for the Board's or Staff"s discretion. The Board asked about the
structural rigidity and subframe detailing of the Ipe wood siding.

Public Comment:

816 Orange Grove Place: Resident noted DeMaria’s community outreach.
Has concerns with the overall square footage and mass of the building on
the lot. Also has concerns with the driveway acting as a throughway and is
fearful of non-residents utilizing the driveway as a thorofare.

Mike & Elizabeth Hollingsworth. 815 Orange Grove Place: Objections
were raised to the number of bedrooms being proposed and would like to
see the development limited to two units. Objections were raised about the
roof form and material including the privacy intrusion of the elevated deck
and it is no substitute for an actual yard. Concerns are raised about the
massing and the through driveway.

1038 Orange Grove Ave: Issues were raised with current street traffic
patterns and the increase that the development will have on the
neighborhood. A traffic study is requested before project approval.

Board Discussion/Decision:

The Board suggested that a gate be installed to reduce the thoroughfare
effect. The materials of the house should follow the traditional pallet of
the neighborhood, but a modern pallet is acceptable. The rigid planes of
the roof massing is found not to be compatible with the neighborhood.
There is concern with the overall massing of the project and its effect on
the neighborhood. There is concern with lot coverage, too much building
for the size of the lot and not enough green space. There is concern about
the privacy issue with the upper deck, but that can be resolved through
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screening. The front round columns should be readdressed in design to be
compatible with the contemporary design of the house. The Ipe siding
should be utilized more to break up the massing of the side elevations. The
continuity of the architecture from front building to rear buildings and
carports in between make the building massing incompatible with the
design guidelines. The layout and site plan should be readdressed
including the raised deck over the carport to break up the connectivity,
continuity and massing of the project to avoid a continuous wall of
building footprint. The repetition of the roof planes, and the continuous
wall on the west elevation is too monotonous, and the western walls need
to be articulated with materials and massing volumes.

After the discussion, the Board voted 4-0 to CONTINUE the project with
expected revisions addressing the following: Provide a 3D model view of
the project as it is seen driving down the street. Provide details of the
windows, Ipe rainscreen, columns, and glass railings. Address the privacy
issues with a redesigned upper deck. Provide better detailing along the
side elevations with materials and volumetric articulations.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1746 & 1750 Hanscom Drive
Applicant: Irene Acosta
Praject Information:

1746: A request for a Design Review Board approval for th
non-historic 316 square foot house for the construction of a
two-story house with an attached carport. The propose
in a modern architectural design with flat roof lin
exterior walls made of concrete, wood, and me
6,663 square foot parcel in the RS zone.

ition of a

7332 square foot
would be designed
framed windows, and
ng. The home is sited on a

1750: A request for a Design Revi
historic 760 square foot house
of a new 2,278 square f
proposed home would
line, metal frame
metal siding,

rd approval for the demolition of a non-
cet-side detached garage for the construction
o-story house with an attached carport. The
1gned in a modern architectural design with flat roof
ows, and exterior walls made of concrete, wood, and
me is sited on an 6,511 square foot parcel in the RS zone.

presented the project, its materials, size, and overall design. The
se at 1750 was kept at a single-story so that sunlight is not blocked for
the northern address at 1746 Hanscom.

Questions from the Board:

There were questions regarding the abundance of trees on the property and
that a species and a tree plan be provided. The poured-in-place (PIP)
concrete walls will hopefully remain and not be value-engineered out of
the construction. Also, the PIP would look great as a front feature.
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
CONVENED THIS 3" DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2016
AMEDEE O. “DICK” RICHARDS, JR. CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
1424 MISSION STREET

ROLL CALL

The meeting convened at: ~ 7:00 PM

Board Members Present: Conrado Lopez (Chair), Jim Fenske (Vice -
Chair), Susan Masterman, and Mark
Smeaton

Board Members Absent: None

Staff Liaison: Edwar Sissi, Planning Intern

NON-AGENDA ITEMS | 1. | None.

CONTINUED ITEMS

~

817 Orange Grove Place

Project Number: 1750-DRX
Applicant: Pcter DeMaria, Architect
Project Information:

A request for DRB approval to demolish the existing non-historic duplex
and a proposal to build a new triplex on a 10,091 square foot lot. Unit A
will consist of a single story, 1,031 sfunit. Unit B will consist of a 437sf
single story unit, located below unit C. Unit C will consist of a 2,249 sf
unit and it is located on the second floor.

Presentation:

Mr. DeMaria presented the project that addressed some of the concerns
form the October DRB meeting. DeMaria mentioned that the site plan was
revised with some minor shifts in the building placement, but still adhering
to the prescribed setbacks. Additionally. the architecture was revised to
incorporate some fagade undulations on the side elevations, deeper eves,
square columns in the front, and a driveway gate to prevent a “‘drive-thru”
scenario. The finish of the stucco surfaces will be a smooth trowel finish
with deeper recess inlays of the windows and doors. The massing of the
two separate structures will be connected by a upper floor deck with clear
railing to break up the mass. The upper floor deck located above the at-
grade carport parking area is now recessed back from the elevation edge of
the buildings to reduce the horizontal plane. The new cupolas at the front
unit act as a skylight and help to break up the mass and scale of the
building.

Questions from the Board:
Masterman: have the height of the structures changed. The height has not
been changed. Lopez asked what the materials of the cupolas are. They
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are the same materials of the house with stucco and ipe wood rainscreen.
Smitten suggested that the cupolas have a sustainability function crafted
into them such as passive heating/cooling design.

Public Comment:

Mike Hollingsworth, 815 Orange Grove Place: Presented a slide show of
all the homes on the block. Hollingsworth stated his concern for the
project and its incompatibility with the neighborhood through scale,
massing, and overall impact of large structures. Hollingsworth handed out
a photographic rendering of the then-proposed housing project at 821
Orange Grove Place. Beneath the rendering was a photograph taken by
Hollingsworth to show the actual impact of the now-built house at 821
Orange Grove Place.

Terra Towakami, 825 Orange Grove Place: Expressed concern of the
“apartment style™ of the design with parking on the bottom and living
quarters above, the cupolas, and the driveway and alley access and the
height.

Jane Shirmeister, 814-816 Orange Grove Place: Expressed concerns with
the apartment complex and its impact on the neighborhood particularly the
height and parking issues and abundance of cars already on the street.

Applicant Response;

DeMaria stated that his intention is not to recreate a single-family home,
but to address the challenges of respecting the single-family nature of the
neighborhood while allowing for the construction of multiple units as is
allowed per the zoning. The architectural style has been appropriated from
what is existing in the neighborhood. The architect and the owner want to
work with the neighbors and do what is best for the neighborhood.

Board Discussion/Decision:

Masterman: Mentioned pages 62 and 96 in the Design Guidelines
regarding techniques that should be utilized for new multi-family projects
in the context of a single-family neighborhood. Masterman could not
justify the long mass of the project as it does not follow the Design
Guidelines. The front building is slab on grade, which does not break up
the vertical mass of the project. The back building is 2.5 times the length
of the building and feels like a single monolith apartment block.

Lopez: Liked the difference in volumes with the front unit as a lower
massing and the back units as higher units. He also appreciated the roof
massing and the double gable as it reduces the visual impact of one large
roof. The elongated roofing planes however are not helping with the
massing of the project. The purity of the form, in this articulation, is too
alien to the City in general.
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Smeaton: Addressed concern with the elongated pure form of the double
gable on both structures.

Fenske: Was concerned with the foreign nature of the design. Suggested
that the front unit have a different roofing orientation and perhaps even a
whole new design.

The Board also suggested that the massing of the projects be unaligned
from each other instead of being in one long plane. This would follow the
historic development pattern of the City in which you see a garage down
the driveway behind the front unit.

Conrado made a motion to CONTINUE the project with Masterman
seconding the motion and all Board Members voting to continue.

NEW ITEMS 3. | 1325 Oak Hill Place

Project Number: 1959-DRX

Applicant: Duncan MclIntosh, Designer
Project Information:

of the house.
ding on the front
ations. All the
minum casement

A request for Design Review approval to change the f;
The proposed changes will consist of: Hardiplank
elevation with stucco siding on the side and re
existing windows will be replaced with wo
windows and awning windows.

Presentation:

Mr. Mclntosh presented the
restoration was underwa
The current owners a
including new wi
footage. The
applicant
quasi f3

t and explained that the project

1ad been halted prior to the new owners.
posing exterior enhancements to the fagade
and siding with no expansion to the square

and batten on the front is non-salvageable. The

like to propose an exaggerated eve extension to provide a
orch and had hardiplank siding to the front.

tions from the Board:

enske asked if the corners were going to mitered or detailed with a corner
board. Applicant responded that they will miter the corners and leave the
remaining stucco on the sides and rear as it currently exists.

Smeaton asked what type of wood will be used on the trellis, and the
concrete finish for all the concrete work proposed. The applicant will use a
painted fir and use a city sand mix for the concrete. Smeaton also asked if
the roofing was in good shape and if new roofing was going to be installed.
The applicant replied that the roofing will be replaced with new asphalt
composition shingles.
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CONVENED TRIS'ST

MINUTES OF THE REGUL R,M ETING OF THE

DESIGN REVIEW & BOARD
cnvio? SOUTH PASADENA
W DAY OF JANUARY, 2017

AMEDEE O, “DICK" RlCTlXQP_SﬁR GlIY GOUNCIL CHAMBERS

1424 MISSION: STREET

ROLL CALL

The meeling convened at: 7:00 PM

Board Members Present: Conrado Lopez {Chair), Jim Fenske {Vice -
Chair), Susan Masterman, Mark Smeaion

Board Members Absent: None

Staff Liaison: Edwar Sissi, Planning Intern

NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Masterman: Mentioned the January 11 public forum for the proposed
mixed-use project on Mission and Fairview and would like the public 1o be
informed.

CONTINUED ITEMS

o

None

NEW ITEMS

Note: 817 Orange Grove
Place was placed as a
new item due fo
modification in design,
expiration of
confinuation on previous
Agenda, and re-mailing
of public notificafions.

817 Orange Grove Place
Project Number: 1750-DRX
Applicant: Peter DeMaria, Architect

Project Information:

A request for Design Review Board approval 1o demolish the existing
duplex and a proposal to build a new friplex on a 10,091 square foot lot.
Unit A will consist of a single story 1,031 square foot unit. Unit B will consist
of a 437 square foofl single siory unit, located below unit C. Unit C will
consist of a 2,249 square foot unit and it s located on the second floor.
Unit A will consist of: a living room, a dining room, a master bedroom, a
bedroom and two bathrooms. Unit B will consisi of: one bedroom, one
bathroom, and kitchen/living area. Unil C will consist of: three bedrooms,
three bathrooms, a laundry room, a family/living room, a dining room and
a kitchen. An 835 square foot carport is proposed and will be attaching
Unit A to Unil B and C. An 835 square fool deck is proposed above the
carport. 609 square feet will be allocated to ihe common open space
area and 226 square feet will be aliocated o the private area for unit C.
The exterior materials for siructures will consist of: smooth stucco siding,
wood siding, metal standing seam roofing, frameless glass railing,
aluminum windows and sliding doors.

Presenlation:

Peter DeMaria; Mentioned he went back to the Design Guidelines 1o
ensure compliance. DeMaria presented the Board with an itemized list of
design points in which 1 - the project was the result of outreach between
DeMaria and the neighborhood in which he mel with members of the
neighborhood at least two times and that they seemed relatively pleased
with the design proposal, only to be surprised that they did not see the
project favorably during the public hearings. 2 - the project design had
evolved with input from the neighbors and the opinions of the Board to
create a more “cottage-ike” front unit, and breaking up the elongated
roof lines with cross gables. The design has evolved to push most of the
square footage of the development towards the rear of the property, thus
fulfilling the desires of the Design Guidelines. The square foolage has been

65




Minures of the South Pasadena Design Review Board Page 2

Janoary 3, 2017

reduced to be about 72% of the square footage allowed. 4 - The front
unit has been maintained as a single story unit in keeping with the
sireetscape of existing single story homes. 5 - The selection of materials
are to include ipe wood siding, smooth stucco finish, and standing seam
metal roofing. These materials are a limited paletie, but not a modernist
palette. 6 - The double gable roofing breaks down the massing and the
cross gable proposal breaks down the monotony. DeMaria mentioned
how he met cericin Design Guideline criteria as described on page two of
the handout that was presented to the Board Members including: Building
Massing and Plan Development; Roofs, Materials, Form, and Shape. The
style has not been reinvented, but is not siriving to recreate a false sense of
history. The style has been abstracted and in comparison fo the house
south of the property, the proposed design looks very conservative.
DeMaria then showed a sketch 1o soften the look of the finished building,
including what the front fagcade would look like with mature vegetation.
DeMaria reiterated thal the easiern modern house is at least six feet taller
than the proposed design. The rear two story building will hardly be seen
from the fron} behind the front single floor unit. DeMaria also showed
images of each building along Orange Grove Place and pointed out the
varied roofing design of the varied architecture throughout the street. He
did nole however, that of the varied styles, the gable roof stands out as a
prominent style explaining the reason behind his proposed roofing design.

Board Questions:

Masterman asked Sissi:  What the landscape requirements are for new
development. Sissiresponded that a landscaping plan is required for new
development and that the landscaping must comply with the City's water
efficiency ordinance. Masterman then asked what the requirements are
for frees and if frees are required for new development. Sissi responded
that Planning does not require tree plantings for new development, but
there are provisions in the Code for the protection of existing trees.

Masterman then asked DeMaria what the relationship for the front setback
for the existing building and the proposed building. DeMaria responded
that the new proposal will be the average between both parcels to the
east and west. The exisling setback is 20 feet. Masterman also asked the
applicant what the top plafe height is; the front door is an 8 fool double
door, and the top plate height is 10 feet.

Masterman: Inquired whal the required setback was from the rear
alleyway, and if the applicant feels they have pushed ihe building back as
far as possible. DeMaria responded the location of the building at the rear
is located due 1o an open space requirement located at the edge of the
alleyway.

Masterman:  Asked if the square footage changed from the previous
presentation. DeMaria responded no.

Masterman to Sissii does a covered deck meet the definition of a
“courtyard” if it is on a second story. Sissi responded that the definition
would need to be verified.

Lopez: Inquired if the intention of differentiating the cross gables at the
front unit from the cross gables of ihe rear unit is intentional. DeMaria
responded yes for scale reasons, Asked why the east elevation does not
have ipe wood siding on the front unit. DeMaria stated that ipe wood is to
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be on both east and west elevations.

Smeaton: Asked if there were any tree specimens that were proposed for
the project. DeMaria mentioned that trees would be a great addition and
that not putling them would be detrimental o the project. Smeaton was
concerned that trees were not included in the plans.

Lopez: Wanted to confirm that a landscape plan was not submitied with
the application; no landscape plan was included with the projeci.

Public Comments:

Elizabeth Hollingsworth (815 Orange Grove Place): Urged the Board to
deny the project before them. Expressed her frustrations with the owner
for not understanding the needs of the neighborhood and the Design
Guidelines for compatibility in spite of the numerous changes to the design
and preseniations before the Board. The project has been on the DRB
Agenda 15 times, 3 for Concepiuval Review, and 12 for Action. Reiterated
the concerns of the Board and neighbors from previous meetings and how
tonight's proposal presents insignificant changes and continues to nof
meel the concerns of the neighbors. The project is slill oo massive, Urges
denial of the project.

Michael Hollingsworth {815 Orange Grove Place): Urges the Board to deny
the project as it has changed little since the last hearing.

Jane Schurmeister {814 & 816 Orange Grove Place): Passed around a
signed petition by the neighborhood urging the Board to deny the project.
There are a fotal of 16 signatures, and many of them are tired of raising
their concerns with the project. The project is being proposed by a
developer, not a neighborhood resident and remains out of scale with the
neighborhood.

Resident {804 Orange Grove Place): This is a quality of life issue, and it is
like pulting a size 11 foot in a size five shoe. The scale of the project wil
cause more people and more cars on a dead in street and will overwhelm
the street.  This overdevelopment is what she escaped from in North
Hollywood and does not want to see that happen here.

Terra Kawakami {825 Orange Grove Place): Litlle has been done to
reduce the visual impact. Though the project has been densified towards
the rear, it still remains too massive. The rear units are going to be visible
from any standpoint on the small street. The cupolas on the front unit give
it the look of a church or a caboose. The carport parking gives the project
the feeling of an aparimeni. She also alleged the property owner pulled
out trees and does not practice good landlord services.

Eric Chu (809 Orange Grove Place): Recently purchased the property and
is new fo the area, but is overwhelmed by the scale and scope of the
project. He remains concerned about the parking and has yet to find
street parking in front of his own home,

Annette Marshain {218 Magnolia): A realior thai represented Mr. Chu in his
recent purchase. Meniioned what when she had open houses, people
would mention that the sireet was really nice, but were inquiring why there
was an apartment on the streel, when in actuality they were referring to
the modern house at 821 Orange Grove Place. She meniioned that the
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sireet does not need another large complex on the street.

Gary and Mellissa Tsal (821 Orange Grove Place), Presented in an email to
Planner Jose Villegas and read aloud by Board Member Masterman:
Would like 1o nole the differences between the 821 and ihe proposed
project at 817: 1- We live on the property, where as the owner of 817 does
not live there. 2 - 817 will be a triplex rental property, and we at 821 are a
single family residence of a family of five and plan to stay there a very long
time. 3 - We are not making money off our home, unlike the developer at
817 whom is irying o maximize their bottom line. 4 - While we understand
the right of the developer, we remain concemed with the density, the
turnover of tenants, and the traffic flow. § - In terms of materiality, just to
say they are using the same materials, does not mean it is compatible with
the neighborhood or the street.

Applicani Response:

DeMaria mentioned that they did not use the house as a precedent and
believes that the proposed project looks nothing like it. DeMaria inquired
how many people on the signed petition actually looked at the drawings.
He also mentioned ihat the parcel is zoned mulli-family and that they did
not Iry to fit a size 11 foot in a size 5 shoe. The square footage does not
come close to the maximum allowable on the property. The applicant
expressed the reality that it must be expecied that properties in a mulii-
family zone wil most likely see multi-family projecis within that zone be
developed. He also brought up the issues of why someone would be able
to purchase a property in a multi-family zone, but not be allowed o
develop it as a multi-family zone. He explained that he and his client are
trying 1o work within the parameters of what is allowed. They have worked
in good faith, and believes they have been quile sensitive to all the issues.
The key lo the massing issue is the single floor front building and becoming
a part of the streetscape.

Board Discussion/Decision:

Masterman: Explained the parti of the project as a single floor volume at
the front, and a two story volume at the rear. The front building seems to
be keeping with the scale and general neighborhood fabric. The back
building, which is really big, and it is partly related to the parking
requirements. The parking requirements are based on the numibber of unils,
so it is self-imposed issue. Determines that the building cannot meet the
findings on the issue of scale.

Lopez: Expressed his understanding of the complexily and permilted
allowances of development for the property, bul ai the same time,
realizes that the majority of the houses on that street are so small. So it is
the Board's responsibilily to weigh all the issues and look at it from
everyone. He appreciates all the design changes the applicant has
made, but the issues pertain to the size of the unils, and maybe the
number of units. He believes the zoning and the numbers are
incompatible with the neighborhood. Though the applicant has done his
best to articulate the architecture, but still sees the second floor unit as too
massive including the required parking. Believes another reduction is
required whether it be in bedrooms, or number of units. The target is not
necessarly the number of the units, but the size of the units and their
required parking. The parti of the volumes with single story at front and
two story at the rear is encouraged, but for ihis property, the issue remains
with the scale atlibuied to the rear uniis that is even larger because of the
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parking.

Masterman: The scale is not right for this neighborhood, and the parking
requirements are self-imposed. Asked Sissi what the parking requirements
were for multi-family projects. Sissi explained the requirements pertain io
the number of units, the number of bedrooms and then the required guest
parking spaces. Masterman believes that the 10 foot plate height is too
iall along with the 8 foot entry doors on the front unit as being out of scate
with the neighborhood. Believes that the vertically of the front unit can still
be reduced, but the back massing and scale is just too large.

Lopez. Does not have an issue with the architectural styling, but the back
building needs to reduced in size.

Smeaton: Agrees with the commenis made by Lopez and Masierman.
Believes this project would be easily approved in other locations where the
houses are larger. The Board is struggling with addressing how this project
is compatible with this neighborhood.

Fenske: Siruggles wilh this because this will set a precedent for other
development o take place with similar scale and massing on what is a
predominaiely small-scaled sireet. The issues are the numbers of the cars
and the character of the small neighborhood. The Board needs to follow
through on the General Plan which is fo preserve the overall character of
the neighborhood. Fenske is personally ok with the project and design, but
has to lake into consideration the concerns of the neighbors and the
dilapidated alleyway at the rear. Believes everything works, especially the
front unit, but the density is oo much at the rear.

Lopez made a motion 1o CONTINUE the project with Smeaton seconding
the motion. The project was CONTINUED 4-0.

Discussion ltems

2032 Stratford Ave.
Applicant: Jim Fenske, Architect
(CONCEPTUAL REVIEW)

Project Information:

A reques! for a concepiual review regardin roposal o add 115
square feet at the rear of the first floor. nd floor addition of 797
square feet is also proposed of whj square feet is an existing
unpermitied converted attic spa unpermitted second floor work
occurred within 1he existing alda ce of the high-framed roof. All work,
including the existing un ed work, will be required to comply with
current building co d permitting procedures including a field
inspection. The 1,398 square foot house is located on a 6,622.5
square foot and is located in the Residential Single Family (RS)
zoning di > The house was buill in 1924, but is not identified in City
rec a historic property.

TE: APPLICANT AND DRB BOARD MEMBER JIM FENSKE IS THE ARCHITECT
OF RECORD FOR THIS PROJECT. HE RECUSED HIMSELF FROM THE REVIEW
AND EXITED THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS WHILE HIS WIFE PRESENTED THE
PROJECT ON HIS BEHALF.

Presentation:
Laurie Dieckman was late to the review, so the Board members reviewed
the project amongst themselves [absent of Jim Fenske). When Laurie
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DRB - OCTOBER 4 2018

PRESENT: all
ABSENT: none y N
COMMENCE TIME: 7:01 pm 4

A /
NON-AGENDA ITEMS
1. PUBLIC COMMENT Wi
V A
¥V V.

No public comment

. .*"\ X b
ARENGO AVE (2144-DRX) A )

/'/ AN
hat she took the Board's comments into con;j@érgﬁon and is keeping a fire plobe_, ,

§ o accommodate her car and drivewo/y-"cle‘/éfronce. The ‘firg\ploce will extrude 8.~
» £ / . 4

< y 4

\‘_\ < /.1
\\\ B, ey

Smeaton: noted the o is installing a new gate, but ’rhdtjhé_s‘r’rike'dlignmen‘r is where the

existing fire place is and theg@ée will impede the driveway clearance.

Li: noted that the gate is locagmnd d/e igned so that the driveway:clearance will be

maintained. .

Lopez: inquired if the existing chimné yed, and a new-oneconstructed as

proposed. N

Li: yes

Lejuene: inquired about measurements of

-"\ .

?‘ﬁé‘_

PUBLIC COMMENT: @
No public commen/’r,»' >
y \ \

BOARD DISCUSSION? 7

4

Smeaton: noted that the proposet "jdesign solu’rioﬁ\c’édress the co gs of the Board and that

he is satisfied wifh\ttleir solution thafthey have propesed.
Lopez: noted His\gpbr\e\cigﬁo@,.of"!h'e' owner's rres;p'énse fo address the Bod

requests. ;

DEGISION: .

Lopez made.a motion to approye the oproject as submitted.
Lejuene: seconded:the motion

 Ayes: (5-0) N \ &
'NEW ITEMS =
3. BleNORANGE GROVE PLACE (1750-NID-DRX)
PRESENTATION: ./

Lopez: ihquired'wi,tﬁsfoff why the project was listed as new business on the Agenda.
: v :

Sissi: ndf‘ed ’rhdf the project is continued, but due to a time lapse since the last review, the
project needed to be renounced and placed under new business.

Peter DeMaria, architect: noted that he has been before the Board several times, and that
each time was not successful, which explains why they are back here tonight. He noted that he
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has conducted neighbor outreach out of neighborliness. He presented several different design
options, to the neighbors at the subject site, and the last neighborhood meeting was well
received, however moods had changed at the time of the review before the DRB. He noted
that he researched the City for similar street scales that is similar to orange grove plage. He
noted a house on 1035 Adelaine is a quaint two-story house with good massing, /zc:le and plate
height. This served as partial inspiration of the proposed design at the subject site. e noted
that it was decided to demolish the existing structures at the subject site due/i‘_o thelr condition.
He presented a slide show and noted his contemporary designs in other cih’e s Pasadena
juxtaposed to traditional historic fabric. He presented the selection of ‘rhe m ’re gls nd
architectural features such as siding, and doors. He noted that the cl ’r is not m’réres'réd in
developing a low-budget project but wants a high-quality high- des ro;ec’r Ther wnlr'b
copper planters, standing seam metal roof, frosted glass ronllngs/pe rs and Iondscopln TQGJ
will break down the scale. He noted the height limits will not e;}o)/ched exceeded or co
close to it. He noted that all the required open space will bé a@f’'ground level to eliminate
excessive structure at the upper floors. He also presented aistreet elevation montage with the . 4
proposed project to indicate the contextual scale of the project. He no fedthat the front shows
no garage doors, and all the parking is hidden, which'i is confextual for‘theféelghborhood The
materials are selected for their quality and longevity. 4 y

. ¥

QUESTIONS FROM BOARD: /

Lopez: inquired how many times the ap Iico,g\’r has come befo\e\he\SQord and the different
designs that have been presented eachitime. . \ b
DeMaria: noted that he has been at leos# fW\O hmes\bgfor\ihe Boord and ﬂ'sof the designs
have evolved each time due fo Board concerQs and ‘roo ?any conc;ems of the neighbors.

Smeaton: noted that the meeting minutes from chobér 20161in wﬁich the Board made
comments to reduce the'square footage fro c m(c,Mmum of 5000 to 4000 which he complied
with. But now he is ba’ck atthe SOOO\mox FAR.

eastis a smgje ormulh -fomlly pIOje X

DeMaria: Itis o*slnglé fom;ly e ,7

\
Lejeune: Thonkéd peMono for hlb jfjee’rscope pﬁpfo\gwon’foge He inquired if the house to the

\ 4

Fenske:-nofed ‘rhof he rec{ed the applicant reduced the scale and replaced the front unit
/wn‘h d small scaled unit ﬂ;\d s reflective of the neighborhood building pattern and why he
chctnged it bdck to moxmkze )rhe development potential this fime.

" De Maria: noted ’rhcn‘ after unsuccessful reviews before the Board, he reviewed the zoning code
_ to see what is allowed by right. Thatis why the project has changed to maximize the
». development pOSS|B'IIWLOf the site.
I
Lerene inquired if/ ?he development has evolved to include more units, or if it has always been
three unn‘s A
Ve i

DeMaria:; n*ofécj’rﬁo’r the design has always included three units.
PUBLIC COMMENT:
Elizabeth Hollingsworth (815 orange grove place): expressed her concern with the larger project

and less parking. She objects to the project for its scale, size, density and incompatibility of the
neighborhood. She expressed puzzlement over the applicant's design that have consistently
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ignored the design recommendations of the DRB. She notes that several design criteria were not
addressed with this design proposal. The size, scale, density of the project are not compatible
and will create adverse traffic hazards along the alley way and orange grove place. She noted
that Public Works has stated that the alleyway improvement cannot be funded solely' by the
City, and that the PW commission expressed concern with the traffic along Orange Grove
Place. She noted that the street is one block long, and there is no cul-de-sac /gt/’rhg%eod end
where a car can turn around. The project is foo big for this neighborhood. /Sh'ef-.u' ed the Board
vote to deny the project. y A~ \

,/ ,/
Jane Schumeister (816 Orange Grove Place and 814 Orange Grove Rlace): She\rhted_\mof she
lives across the street from the project site. She is concerned with the c mpatibility ofithe’ 9
project with the neighborhood. She is concerned with the den/s@-t{‘d %he neighborhoo *c‘i\hd‘:‘mo’r
the neighborhood is already over populated. She urged Thg/DRB"i'o vote denial of the projeet.»,

Tara Kowakami (825 Orange Grove Place): She allegedthaithe owner, Ms\ Chan, is utilizing
intimidation and spite by hiring a lawyer to do what shé wants. The owmér}as had numerous
opportunities to revise her plans, and she has consistént!y rejected ’rh/eﬁfl'fef'q ests of the Board and
the neighborhood. She asked the Board to vote for dehita!h_" \\ /

Anna Uehara 1050 Orange Grove Avenue): she noted ’rhofhﬁé lives along the alleyway and
that there is sufficient space to park cars.and maneuver along th 2 glleyway and orange grove
place. She expressed that the owner sﬁbulQbénMe to construct herpteject and that her
current property is in disrepair and a prdble»Q“for\;’[heﬁ_engoorhood. he expressed her support
of the project: \ g . N 4

et -y 4

Lydia Morton (828/826 Orange Grove Place): o'redfjtﬂ/df[ﬁﬁe\ﬁves_ with’her mother on the
property whom has lived in_the neighborhodd iﬁ;é(}é.yfeérs. She noted that the neighborhood is
dready packed with cars, andifhat Goldline users ufilize the neighborhood as overflow parking.
She noted that her Prép,eﬁv is at the end of the rogd, and that her driveway is used by many
people to turn theircars oround.‘\,rSh does not feel tbe project is not right for this neighborhood
and urged the Board to take thejimpacts of this project into consideration. She hoped the

Board does not @pprove the projeet. A

Botum Chay (818 1/2Orande Grove Place): noted that she just moved to south pasadena in
June of this year from Sadramento and that she Truely loves the city. She looks forward fo the
demolitien.of the préjec‘r-s_i(es existing building, but she is not thrilled about what is proposed.
She expressedithat the ‘p\roj_e‘cj appears to be out of place with the neighborhood, and it does
‘notblend i}'a;,gnd‘i\t,is ratherlarge. She believes a better solution can be achieved. She noted
_the oddity of the parking as not being sufficient. She wants to preserve the neighborhood
~ charm, but she is not epposed to &' new development at the property, but feels this design
\. solution presented "ﬁpni“‘ghf is not right for the neighborhood.
. F‘i@:yl Zimmer {818 Oré_nde Grove Place): nofed thaf he grew up in the neighborhood. He
“expressed concernwith the compatibility of the neighborhood and traffic with its size and
|5rc3po¥tion. He gp’pt}v’és the project and urges the Board to deny its approval.

Michae| Childs _L}{543 ‘Orange Grove Ave): noted that the concerns of the neighborhood are
legitimate, leé alleyway is not adequate and can only accommodate one-way fraffic. He
urged the owner to create a project that pleased the neighborhood and was more compatible
with it.
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Michael Hollingsworth (815 orange grove place): presented a county assessor map indicating
the square footage of assessed living area in the neighborhood. He expressed his frustration at
having to see the proposed project presented again tonight that rejects all the
recommendations of the Board and the neighborhood. He noted that this latest iterdtion is a
revenge tactic, and that the project site cannot fit another square foot due to i‘rs,p’rop‘cfsed size.
He noted the generous additional non-bedrooms in the project and the overo_llaéize,d/f the units.
And urged the Board to deny the project. y

Patrick Perry (property owner's legal counsel and architect): noted fhgi’fh' re dre twe set
criteria. The first criteria is the zoning requirements. This project compll‘\e-s- vith ’rhos\é{eq\l-.ui ements
from density, height limits, lot coverage, parking, and FAR. He n;;ed that the public works:has
provided a condition of approval that the alleyway be improveg .cl’&'hg with the street withinew
asphalt in front of the property. He noted that the project wm«ﬁgké improvements to the § \_
surrounding infrastructure. The second criteria is subject to the design guidelines, and as SN
expressed in his letter presented to the Board, the projeoi/c-—':e» plies with all.of the design ) 4
guidelines. He noted that the architect has taken medsures to articulatgthe facade, and break
up the massing including recessed windows, and diffe’r“e’\n#i‘q%\)n of mgfen;dfg. He noted that the
neighborhood is eclectic in architectural style, and that b@i‘e[y\ém looked at the
neighborhood for architectural appropriation to tie the propesed project into the neighborhood.
s a set list of objective

He noted that design issues can be subjective, but that the Bo rel

criteria fo decide upon and to follow throogh on that.

.
e

BOARD DISCUSSION: \ i, N
Fenske: noted that the project should bé~.;p.n. er code g‘nf&bemenf duetoifs dilapidation.
\ AR \"*\\*_ ’
Sissi: noted that the applicant has received prrovalfor the demolition of the rear unit, and they
are obtaining permits for that.. The graffiti of t\ggrage has been painted over.

4

existing old buildipgk such as is tdking place in this neighborhood. He noted that the architect,
though skilled, needs to take infg‘coﬁ/'nsidero‘rion Thg oncerns of the neighborhood. He liked the
project whenit w\,c(s reduced ir],.s.cc'}leand the fronf ur)l’r was brought down to one story as the
front. AV

N

y P A .
Fenske: noted that he understands ’éhe struggle ofiprojects that are new construction next to

Lopez: noted ’rhd‘i\he and f/eﬁ/ske have seen all fﬁe iterations of the project through the years as
it has.come before fh@ Bogrd. He expressed his disappointment at the current project. He
noted the nuimerous hours spent reviewing the project regarding the scale, massing and
“compatibility.of the project, and now the project has gone completely backwards. He noted
“that design is subjective, on\d\opihions are subjective. Just because zoning says you can do it,

~ doesnt mean you.can. That is why the Board exists to ensure that projects are compatible with
.. the City and the neighborhood.
h A

Eejgune: noted fhotthciugh the Board has specific review powers, these meetings are where
the public can express/_,"heir voice, and it is the Board's responsibility to ensure the neighbor's
concerns are heal‘d./‘»We have fo look at the project within the lens of the community, noft just
the p}'eﬁy, icture. He noted that the project is not heading in the right direction and that the
overwhelming representation of the neighborhood in rejection of the project is an indicator the
project as, prgrjosed is not right for the neighborhood.

Smeaton: noted that he wants to commend the architect for all his efforts. He understands why

the project has evolved into what it is today due to client/owner requests. The project tonight is
a backwards approach to addressing the concerns of the neighbornood and the Board. The
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massing at the rear unit is too vertical. He understands the difficulty of the neighborhood and
compatibility with the zoning and that the neighborhood is probably incompatible for mulfi-
family.

V. : \\
Lir: she expressed concern with the design because there is not green space, it IS/bUIlf out, and it
does not fit info the neighborhood. She noted the design can be beautiful in qnoi er location,
but not here. 4 {
DECISION: VA N
Lopez: made a motion to DENY the project because it does not meet Flgdlng number\f} due to
its massing, its architectural articulation and the numerous oﬁemp)s fhe ard has eip[ess_ d
their recommendations only o have them ignored. p b i

y \‘\ \\‘\
y s N b
Smeaton: seconded the motion A ,,»/ ) ‘
4 i B
(4 Ayes, 1 Nay-Fenske) 4 / o a
92 PINECREST DRIVE (2024-NID-DRX) ,_/‘

¢ THE BOARD: O <
about the windows and fhelr speclﬂcoflons
e windows will be wo%i but the spemﬁcd’nons are still be worked out.

QUESTIONS
Smeaton: inqu
Architect: noted
Fenske: noted that 1
Architect: noted that w8

indow schedule lists Mijllard viny).”
.1ndows canbein tqlled/\ﬁ'/l’fh no problem

PUBLIC COMMENT: 4 Q) \ 4
Gary (84 pincrest dnve) noted ’rl e IS O selsr}\* dnd design engineer. he has serious
concerns with Uwe prOJec’r He noTe at the hill anq mountains, indicate close proximity to
faults. And helis ¢ oncerned w1j|4 t[je ory pro]ec?\belng located close to fault lines. The
houses to the' eos and west are one s’rory.- .stor‘y Bundmgs need fo be designed differently to
handle the stress of The se;smlc faults, and the@edtion of this two story building in a seismic
location is not safex He no‘red the building doe it in context and proportion to the east and
west. neighboring properheﬁs He expressed conce iih the construction and fraffic impacts on
the streef. Hewas also concerned with the demolitio d the asbestos and lead and it being
clrborne whvch can be a sofe’ry hozord to his children.
™

g Amondo knight (98 plhecres’r drlve) noted that she is a neighDYg@li© the immediate east and she
has lived there 20 yeors She noted that she was overall supportiVeEathe project. Her house sits
higher than the exisfing | house at the subject site, and none of her wi s are frosted including
her bathroom wundowsi She noted that since the project proposes a t ory house, her views,
pnvacy, and light will be compromised. She expressed concern with the N@AOf the existing
paol pump and wou!c{hke the applicant to consider the relocation of the po8 p and
location of thesqew ac unit o be under the proposed rear yard deck. She was S\g@ortive of the
overall'design, but it appears to be a little too large for the site. She also did not wd
applicant to install spot lighting along the sides, and that if the overhead wires can be
along the side.

Steve Laub, the applicant/contractor: noted that he can make a request to have the
overhead wires moved. he noted that he can build a wall to obscure the noise of mechanical

77



78



ATTACHMENT 11
Architectural Historian’s Report
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NOV 1 8 2015

Memorandum

~E SOUTH PASADENA
City Of SOUTH 1 ”X\EG DEPT

PLANNING AND BUILDI
To: Patty Chan, property owner
2447 Ridgeway Drive
San Marino, CA 91148
Re: Preliminary Historical Assessment: 817 Orange Grove Place (AIN 5315-018-064)

Date: November 12, 2015

[Introduction

At your request, Nelson White Preservation has prepared an historic
assessment of the subject property located at 817 Orange Grove Place. The
legal description of the property is McCament Tract, Lot 25. The property
features two one-story dwellings and a detached one-story, two-car garage. The
oldest, built in 1922, is the front dwelling. In order to document the property’s
history the author conducted a site visit, reviewed archival records, and
performed historical research. The author, who meets the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in architectural history, conducted
all documentation. The “City of South Pasadena Iinventory of Historic Resources”
(the Inventory) identifies neither the original dwelling nor the additional buildings.
Due to a loss of physical integrity and no apparent architectural or cultural
significance, the subject property is ineligible to be a historic resource.

Property Description

McCament Tract was subdivided in 1906 by John O. McCament (1857-
1940) and is comprised of one and two story residences, the majority of which
were built in the 1920s. Of the thirty-five parcels within the tract (originally thirty-
two), forty-five percent (fifteen) are listed on the Inventory.

The subject property is situated on a long narrow parcel with an area of
approximately 10,225 square feet. It is bordered on the north by Orange Grove
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817 Orange Grove Place — AIN: 5315-018-064

Place, on the south by McCammet Alley, on the west by Lot 26 and on the east
by Lot 24 (vacant). Situated on the property are three one-story buildings dating
from 1922 and 1960. A concrete block wall lines most of the eastern boundary
while a metal fence runs along the western and southern boundaries. There is
little mature landscaping. Hardscaping consists of two driveways, a front walk,
and rear patio behind the front dwelling. A concrete walk remains along the
western side of the rear dwelling. Other hardscaping has been demolished.

The front one-story dwelling, dating to 1922, faces Orange Grove Place.
Originally a bungalow that has been heavily altered, the dwelling is presently clad
in stucco. The home’s north fagade features a low-pitched front-facing gable with
porch. The projecting porch spans the eastern half of the facade and features a
front-facing gable roof partially integrated into the primary roof. Two wood Tuscan
columns provide support. A single entry door is centered within the porch, while a
metal-framed sliding window is situated to the east. West of the porch a wider
metal-framed sliding window occupies the remainder of the fagade. An original
tapered stone chimney lies on the east elevation.

The rear dwelling, dating to 1960, consists of a similar one story stucco-
clad residence with a low-pitched, hipped roof with a gable rising from the center.
A pair of metal framed sliding windows occupies the western half of the north
fagade. The entrance is situated on the west fagade. Both the east and south
walls of the building have been demolished.

A two-car garage with metal overhead door is located at the southern end
of the property. The building is clad in stucco and features a flat roof.

Evaluation of Significance

Building Chronology — Front Dwelling

The front dwelling facing Orange Grove Place was built in 1922. The City
of South Pasadena issued dentist Russell H. Kibby (1893-1963) building permit
#3043 on February 4, 1922 for a “four room cottage.” Construction cost was
estimated at $1,500. Kibby was listed as the contractor. The first known occupant
was city employee Ed Ripley.

A second permit was issued on September 4, 1923 to Ed Ripley for a
garage. The building would measure 20 feet by 16 feet and cost an estimated
$100. Mr. Ripley would serve as the contractor. A year later a third permit was

nfsonwhile | archiieciural Rislovy + pussrivaiicn

nehileS@mac.con ] 12.203.6127

nelinobiloprestration.com | 58 Snelsoneseves
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issued to Mr. Ripley on December 12, 1924 for a garage to measure 16 feet by
18 feet. The estimated value was $150.

Building Chronology — Rear Dwelling and Garage

According to the permit history and Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps from
1930-1951, two additional buildings (a second dwelling and detached garage)
existed as early as 1930. Additional records indicate these are not the same
buildings present today.

Documentation within the permit file of the subject property and records of
the Los Angeles County Assessor reveal the existing rear dwelling and garage
date from 1960. The present building appears consistent with this later date.
While no permits survive a note dated February 18, 1959 survives in the Building
Department’s permit file. It states that a building at the rear of the subject
property was in the process of being completely rebuilt with neither a permit nor
code compliance. A registered letter also exists (dated February 25, 1959) from
the City of South Pasadena Building Department to property owner Arthur
Urness. The letter declares that an investigation of the subject property revealed
a single family dwelling to the rear of 817 Orange Grove Place exhibited un-
permitted work in progress and was about 50% demolished. The letter ordered
the dwelling be completely demolished. Hand written notes on the City’s copy of
the letter suggest demolition was completed on March 4, 1960. Permit #41247,
since lost, is referenced without further details.

On January 21, 1997 an owner identified simply as Hudson was issued
building permit #19370 to construct a block wall. The permit valuation was
$4,000. The Elwin Co. Inc. was listed as the contractor.

Integrity

Though it is the oldest building on the property, the front dwelling displays
very little integrity from its original 1922 appearance. The only architectural detail
discernably original is the tapered Craftsman style stone chimney. The
neighboring Craftsman bungalow at 815 Orange Grove Place exhibits a partial,
though otherwise identical, chimney. That property is listed on the Inventory. The
stucco siding of the front dwelling most likely covered or replaced original siding.
Additionally, all original wood-frame windows have been replaced with metal-
framed sliding windows.

[
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Both the rear dwelling and the garage are of later construction than the
front dwelling. As previously discussed, the permit history and Assessors’
records indicate these two buildings were built in 1960. The rear dwelling is
presently in a state of partial demolition with two exterior walls missing and
interior partitions demolished to the studs.

Conclusion

After evaluation of the subject property and its earliest owners/occupants,
neither reveals evidence supporting the property has the physical integrity or
cultural significance to qualify for inclusion on the “Inventory of Historic
Resources.” The 1922 dwelling is heavily altered from its historical appearance
as a bungalow. Specifically, due to the loss of original siding and windows,
including resizing of the openings, the property has lost integrity of design,
materials, workmanship, historic feeling, and association with its architectural
context. Therefor, it is ineligible for inclusion on the Inventory.

%&WE eealzermhite | achilectural history + prassivation
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Attachment 1: Building Permit History

Permit# |Date .~ |Description _|Builder/Gontractor |Owner
la04s 21411922 Construction: 4 room residence. R. H. Kibby R. H. Kibby
$1,500.
3996 91411923 gfgos“”c""”: garage. 20x16. Ed Ripley Ed Ripley
4822 12121924 gfgg"““""“z garage. 16x18. Ed Ripley Ed Ripley
1959-1960  (Reconstruction: Rear dwelling Arthur Urness
6515 11711973 Cpnstruchon: driveway wity Caple Bros, Allen Sullivan
sidewalk.
19370 1/21/1997  |Construction: block wall. $4,000. The Elwin Co. Inc. Hudson

nzlsonwhite | archilectural history + preservalion

nwhila3@mac.com | 312.208.0127

nelanhwhilepreservotion.com | 0@ @nelsonpreseves
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T—Plumbing fixtures are in.
8—Hesctric Axtures are I
9—Xinal completion.

f~—Rough plumbing Is in

8—Rlectric wires are in,

oundation ix in,

3—Joists are laid.

Made in Duplicate, ": - No. _S_..._an_wa —

City of South Pasadena

Department of Bmldmgs

Thie permit becomes yull and vopld
if work is not commenced with
in 60 days from date of {issue,

Pemiseionmhetey ? }?ﬁ /éi [7 s “
granted to.

Owner's Address:
City and State —Phones

Contractor’s Name.

i
e € SR
Contractor’s Address: /K/ bt \‘!

City and State. Phones

ry i «'f—f” P Y Gt C«?;ﬁn

A

Street and Number— j . 0 T W 7l 4 .
In accordance with Appliedtion N on file in this
office, and subject to the provisions of the Building Ordinences of the
City of South Pagadena.

Estimated value, 3. fw- "*C‘%““ﬂ‘

FM/M 77 - M*—»ﬁ

%iumﬂna Inspector.
(Ownes must post Inspecfion cﬁ o job)
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v

WHF.N’

8—Hlectrie fixtures gre in.
9—Final comnletion,

6—Rough plumbing is in.
6—TBlectric wires are In.

4—Frame i8 np.

2—Foundation 18 in.

1—Trench {8 dug.
3—Joists are laid.

Made in Duplicate. ‘ No. 3_,? ,? 5 .....

City of South Pasadena

Department of Buildings

This pe'rmit becoman null and vold
i work Is mot commenced within

90 days from dete of issme.
South Pasadena, Calif. W ..... 192.9

Permission is hereby
granted to . ...

Owner's Address:

City and State...

Contractor’s Name

Contractor’s Address:....

City and State Phones
To a8 F o 2ER e

Tract.. %/ I @ﬂ/i/t«&yl/-/ 125"3’
Street and Number g / 7 / Z.£. { k ’0

In aecordance with Application No ............................. on file in this office, and
Eu‘bj(:i:t to the provisione of the Bmldmg Ordinances of the City of South
Pasadena,

Dt
Estimated value, §..... /GC)\

Fee, 5.5 2,7~
"RU b g,

/% A J’ F FIVRE 7 ¢x.._ Bullging tnspector,

(Owner must post Inspection Card on job)

nelsonwhite | architectural history  preservation

nwhite3@mac.com | 312.208.0127

nelzonmehitoprescivation.com | @@ @relsonpleserves
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10

Made in Duplicate

N Clty of South Pasadena

subject to the provisions
Pasadena.

Estimated Value P

A

Fee, 3 LH07 o

£
i
é b Depa.rlment of Buildings
I —
%
X8 This permit becomes null and void
Bo8 if work iz not commenced within
2 g o 90 days from date of fssue.
3
' 'ggigf; South Pasadena, Calif. /2= /2~ 1994
ddd Permission is herebyd / <A 7
g granted to K- VJL-{ ,Owner
o e VP S Y
5 wi | Owner's Addresst foslfoitil . ool O T TR
= B .
5 g«'g.g City and State__...... _ . Phones i,
o2 :
S ﬁfaﬁ Contractor’s Name 1O Pl
Z £28
; § pI:’l: Contractor’s Address
2 City and State -Phones ... ’
& ) T'o ,é G, ﬁl/;i-’. € Ll R /5
B sfg |
Z Sg —
oy & On Lot.. 2. .3 . Block
EER ‘Lract._ 2’ f' (/": i t“/
EEes .
1 41 Street and Number... 7 Cvj-f‘ Ao G0 ST e Vﬂ'a’*?

In accordance with Apphcation No, ..on file in this office, and

of the Bmldmg ‘Ordinances of the City of South
— &

¥
¥

WHEN

/ Z & zAA-«ML-
mglmpector '

(Owner must po;/ Lospéotion ﬁ on Job

g ﬂ? s & L architecturs SOy - P
E 2 ;75“\ '*o
3 Sd nwhitedd@mas.com | 312.208.0127

wrvalion, Jom | R @relsunpeseves
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| 4
w ° ) Z0
_Pebraary 25, 1959 W
: Aok

FEGISTRSED WAL - /
Exiaza_Ressipt Xpsnanied

bty G b8 =
e pe .

Ny ArtSur Urassa
1240 8lair Avanue .
Sewth Pasadums, Califerain

——.

Subjestt 01T Srangs Sreve Plane
pewsliftien of vanr asit

Dsar Ne. Urmade:

On ta2is date iavesstigation of the sh:lc family dweliling
standing to the rear of 817 Orange Szeve Plade fuclosed the
fallowingt

1. MNerk Aa progress without o persit.
2, Bqlld!_&q sheut SOX dewolighed.

" 3¢ Existiog fowndatisn-at graiée me .snn«. 1o six fueh .»m'
graduy -

4. Clesrancs detwesn fiser jeists at mevo te Lhkrow fashes
oppesed to eightewn Lashes.

S, ‘Cofiing Jolsts, bath sxisiing and vepiaagd, were 24 iackey
AR APAteY 83 #Ppposed te —Q"iuu tuehas.

6. Yalls have o sisgle 18p plate ss oppesed te & déndle tup
- plates . :

‘

7. New hgedwr aupporting anrfrs sulifeg is 2 4 x & apanned
twalys fast 4s opposad te & required 4 x 12. .

8, MNew headurs for Wiedsks wers sll svar Fpsewad.
9, Cripples nia sal gat aader windew Nasders.

10. Studs are set 24 imahas om seatar a3 oppused 1o sixreen
1oakits oo csnter.

11, Rutsrier shesthisg 18 3/8 ingk chiek as sppened te 3/d insh,
13. Balldisy peper 14 ses pluced usier the wall whssthing.
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' A - )

' 13, All elecirfcsl wiriag is insnfftelant.

The naw werk st fulr market valua will gout abeut
$3.000,00, The presenxt value of tha duilding, ms it mew
stands, fu st best $300.00. Ssctien 104 (B} of t1he Uniferm
Bullding Codé ntntes: :

“Yhan addirisas, .ulterations, oxr repsirs within sny
2 month pariod sxsesd 30 par cent of the velue of
% existing building er ptructure, gusk building e»

stracture Fiall be mude to cenferm to the raquirsmsats
for new huiidings or strmotares.”

Tharefore, pléase da ndvised that thia bultding sugt da
dumolished busanse it caxxot stand in Ate prasent sesditien
snd it cuipot be repuired without briayging the entire building
Ip to code, .

© Huy wa ;uvc"go‘r dewolitfan parmit applisatioa wo later
than Moxch 11, 1989,

Yours traly,

CITY OF ‘SOUTN FASADENA
BUILBING DRPASTNENT

FAUL D, [ORTON
PDNims Chiel Buildimg Iaspsctor

6ot - Allea Bullfven
817 Oramge Grove Place
City Engineer

G127
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92



Preliminary Historical Assessment:
817 Orange Grove Place — AIN: 5315-018-064

13

Attachment 2: Current Photographs

Building 1. Front (North) fagcade, view south (author 2015)
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Building 1. Back (south) fagade, looking north (author 2015)
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156

Detail: chimney at northeast corner of building 1,
east fagade, looking south {(author 2015)
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Building 2. Front (north) fagade and demolished east fagade ,
looking southwest (author 2015)

Building 3. Front (south) fagade, looking north (author 2015)
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Attachment 3: Current Tax Assessor Map
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Attachment 4: Sanborn Fire Insurance Map
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Attachment 5: McCament Tract Map
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ATTACHMENT 12
CHC Decision Letter
Re: Proposed Demolition
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CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
1414 MISSION, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
TEL: 626.403.7210 = FAX: 626.403-7211

WWW.SOUTHPASADENACA.GOV
NOTICE OF DECISION

INTENT TO DEMOLISH
August 13, 2018
APPLICANT: OWNER:
Peter DeMaria, AlA Patty Chan
DeMaria Design, LLC 2477 Rideway Road
642 Moulton Avenue, Studio W4 San Marino, CA 91108
Los Angeles, CA 90031-3715
PROJECT #:. 1750-NID-HDP PUBLIC HEARING DATE: July 19, 2018
PROJECT LOCATION: 817 Orange Grove Place, South Pasadena, CA 91030

(APN: 5315-018-064)

HISTORIC DISTRICT: N/A YEAR BUILT: 1922 / 1960
ZONING: RM-Residential Medium Density GENERAL PLAN:  Medium Density Residential

Dear Mr. DeMaria:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on July 19, 2018 in accordance with the City's Historic Preservation
Ordinance, Section 2.65(E)(3) for the proposed demolifion of structures over 45 years of age, the City of
South Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission ("CHC") reviewed your proposal as a Consent Calendar
item. The CHC has determined that, upon review of the filing materials and testimony, that the subject
property is not eligible at the federal, state, or local level, and the proposed project involving demolition
as described below shall proceed through the City’s application process without any further restrictions
pertaining fo the Historic Preservation Chapter of the South Pasadena Municipal Code.

Project Description:

The Cultural Heritage Commission will consider a request for a CHC consent approval for
a proposal to demolish an existing single story duplex with a detached, two vehicle
garage. The existing structures consists of: the 1,150 sq. ft. front unit, the 1,660 sq. ft. rear
unit. and the 560 sq. ft. garage. The sfructures where constructed in 1922 and1960 and
they sit on a 10,102 sq. ft. lof. An Architectural Historian has provided a Historic Evaluation
Report and has determined that the structure is not eligible as a designated Historic

420 Lamime e 2107-MID HOF HISTORIC REVIFW DE ISION LETTER |1
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Resource. The Commission will review and validate the findings of the report for the
purposes of the proposed demolition, as required for all structures proposed for demolition
that are at least 45 years old, and not currently on the City’s Historic Inventory. If the CHC
approves of the demoailition, the project will proceed to the Design Review Board for the
proposed construction of a two-story 4,977 sq. ft. friplex.

DETERMINATION:
The CHC determined that the proposed demolition of a structure over 45 years of age is not eligible at the
federal, state, or local level as a Cultural Resource, with the following RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendations:

1. The CHC recommends the existing front unit along Orange Grove Place to be adaptively reused
and incorporated info the proposed new development project to retain the project site’s
neighborhood compatibility and Historic confext.

Special Conditions:

1. The CHC cleared the Historic review and approved of the immediate demolition of the rear unit,
currently in a state of disrepair and a Code Violation. The demolition of the remaining structures
shall be subject to the approval of the proposed replacement project by the Design Review
Board.

General Conditions:

1. The determination made by the CHC is effective only for the project scope of work that was
presented to the Cultural Heritage Commission on July 19, 201 8.

2. The proposed demolition and replacement project described in the project description shall be
subject to the approval of the Design Review Board or the Planning Commission at a public
hearing. No construction or demolition shall begin until the City’s Building Division issues a building
permit for the project identified in the above description (unless the Director of Planning and
Building defermines there is a public health and safety reason).

PROJECT APPEAL:

Please note that any interested person may appeal this decision to the City Council (15) calendar days
from the date of this decision by requesting an appeal application from the City Clerk's office along with
submitting the $951.00 appecal fee.

e Cultural Heritage Commission Hearing Date: July 19,2018
« The end of the appeal period is: August 3, 2018

« The Effective Date of Determination is af the end of the 15 day appeai period: August 4, 2018

« The Expiration Date of Determingtion is 18 months from the effective date: February 1, 2020

If you have any questions regarding fhis Notice, please contact the Planning Division af (626) 403-7220.
Sincerely,

el Pl Z-23-/¢

Mark Gallafin (Chair) Date
Cultural Heritage Commission

gt 2107 NIu-HOE HISTORIC RE JIEW DECIS N LFTER | 2
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ATTACHMENT 13
Code Enforcement Citations
2015-2018
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CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT COORDINATOR
1414 MISSION STREET. SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
TEL: 626.403.7225 = FAX: 626.403.7221
WWW.SOUTHPASADENACA.GOV

October 8, 2015

PRT Chan LLC
2477 Ridgeway Rd.
San Marino, CA 91108

Re: 817 Orange Grove Place, Property Maintenance Violations
Dear Property Owner,

This letter is to inform you of code violations on your property located at 817 Orange Grove
Place, South Pasadena. The dwelling unit in the rear of the property is in a dilapidated state,
covered in plastic, and most of the roof covering is deteriorated. This condition violates South
Pasadena Municipal Code sections 24.02.C.7B, 24.02.C.13B, and 24.02C.23. A property
maintained in this type of condition has a detrimental impact on the surrounding neighborhood.

We ask that you contact us within 10 days of this notice to schedule an on-site inspection of the
premises. Please call me at (626)403-7225 to schedule an inspection. Your cooperation in
resolving this matter is highly appreciated.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (626)403-7225 or email me at
mramirez@southpasadenaca.gov. Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

2=

Marlon Ramirez
Community Improvement Coordinator
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CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT COORDINATOR
1414 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
TEL: 626.403.7225 = FAX: 626.403.7221
WWW.SOUTHPASADENACA.GOV

May 8, 2018

PRT Chan LLC
2477 Ridgeway Road
San Marino, CA 91108

Re: 817-819 Orange Grove Avenue
Dear Ms. Chan,

This letter serves as a follow-up to Mr. Jose Villegas’ email and phone call on May 7, 2018 concerning the
condition of your property (enclosed). The City has received concerns about your property located at 817-
819 Orange Grove Place. Although you’ve submitted plans and Planning applications for a new
development on the site, to date you have not received approval and the code violations involving the
partially demolished rear unit has not been resolved. This condition has existed since 2015 when
contractor began demolishing the structure without approvals. The plastic covering on the structure is
worn and has come off the roof, and there is graffiti sprayed in several locations on the property
(enclosed). These conditions violate the South Pasadena Municipal Code (Ch. 9 Sections 9.74, 9.78, and
107.1).

In order to bring this violation into compliance with the South Pasadena Municipal Code, the following
must be completed:
1. Remove all graffiti from the property — removal shall be done in a workmanlike manner.
2. Obtain a demolition permit, demolish the rear (partially demolished) structure, and call for
an inspection within 30 days of this notice, by no later than June 9, 2018; Or
3. Obtain permits to restore the rear unit to its original permitted condition — submit required
plans, obtaining Planning and Building approval, obtain permits by no later than June 9,
2018.

Failure to bring this condition into compliance will result in further enforcement action by the City
including administrative citations starting at $100 and up to $750 for every calendar day of non-
compliance. Your cooperation in resolving this matter is highly appreciated.

If you have any Planning questions, please contact a Planner at (626)403-7220. If you have any Building
questions, please contact the Plan Checker at (626)403-7224 on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, and
Fridays between 1:30 PM to 3:00 PM. If you have any questions related to Code Enforcement, please call
me at (626)403-7225 or via email at mramirez(@southpasadenaca.gov. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation in resolving this matter. ‘

__Sincerely,

)14/ 2

" ‘Marlén Ramitez

Community Improvement Coordinator

Enclosures
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CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT COORDINATOR
1414 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
TEL: 626.403.7225 = FAX: 626.403.7221
WWW.SOUTHPASADENACA.GOV
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ATTACHMENT 14
Letters of Support for
Appeal and Proposed Development Project
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My name is Ana Uehara, I have lived at 1050 Orange Grove Avenue for over
30 years. I love this area and all my kids grew up here. They are much older
now, but at the same time I would like to see a new design in this community. I
am loving the design of the three unit house from Patty Chan and I hope the
units can be finished soon - I’'m excited to see how they will turn out. I’'m sure
the completion of these three units will raise the value of the neighborhood.

RES e 757 5
RECt W5

JAN 2 5 iy
CITY OF SGUTH BASADENA
PLANNING AND BUluiin DEPT.
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My name is Sylvia Gomez. Ihave lived at 817 Orange Grove Place for over 15
years since my son was 11 months old, and I love this community and school
district. I saw the design from Patty Chan - it looks so beautiful and modern. I
even asked Patty if I could move back into this unit once it is finished. I’'m
confident that once the three units are finished, the value of the propertjswill
surely go up. Iam very happy to see the house get approval from the Planning
Commission. If Patty can rent the house to me, I would be absolutely
overjoyed.

RECEIVED

JAN 23 200

CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPT.

114



RECEIVED

FEB 20 2019

February 20, 2019 CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPT.

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

My name is Ana Uehara, I have lived at 1050 Orange Grove Avenue for more than 30 years. I
have looked at the new design for the project at Patty Chan's property at 817 Orange Grove Place
and like it very much. Three units will fit on the property, and the design fits in very well with
the rest of the neighborhood.

My house is at the corner of Orange Grove Avenue and the alley that goes behind the houses on
Orange Grove Place. 1do not use the alley because my driveway is located on Orange Grove
Avenue. The only people who use the alley are the people at 813 Orange Grove Place, so there

is very little traffic in the alley, and if the people at 817 Orange Grove Place use the alley
sometimes, it will not be a safety problem. Please approve the new design for the property.
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ATTACHMENT 135
Letters of Support for

Denial of Appeal and Upholding of DRB Decision
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Jose Villegas

From: Elizabeth Hollingsworth

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2019 10:21 AM

To: Jose Villegas

Subject: Fwd: New Plans for 817 Orange Grove Place

Begin forwarded message:

From: Elizabeth Hollingsworth <

Subject: New Plans for 817 Orange Grove Place

Date: March 21, 2019 at 10:03:26 AM PDT

To: Edwar Sissi <esissi @ southpasadenaca.gov>, David Bergman

<dbergman @ southpasadenaca.gov>

Cc: Marc Donohue <mdonohue @ southpasadenaca.gov>, Michael Hollingsworth

-

Dear Mr. Sissi, Mr. Bergman, and Planning Commissioners Braun, Dahl, Koldus, Lesak, and
Tom,

On March 18, I reviewed the newly submitted plan for the project proposed at 817 Orange Grove
Place. The newly submitted plan is a completely new plan for the property, and were submitted
to the City on March 15, 2019.

It is not a revision to the previous plan.

The former plan being appealed to Planning Commission included Unit A, a 2-story front unit,
Unit B, ground level unit, and Unit C, a second story unit. The newly submitted plan is very
different, with Unit A, a 1 story front unit, Unit B a 2-story townhome, and Unit C also a 2-story
townhome. Parking, open-space configuration, and use of McCamment Alley are also newly
designed.

I urge you to return these plans for a De Novo review, treating these plans as a new project that
must be evaluated by the city from the beginning of the process. It is very important to honor the
public’s right to review and comment on the new plan with a new, formal Public Hearing, fully
noticed to all in the legal neighborhood.

Respectfully,

Elizabeth Hollingsworth

813 Orange Grove Place
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Edwar Sissi

f eeceor—n. =
From: | garys.tsai |

Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2019 12:10 AM

To: Edwar Sissi

Cc melissa hon tsai

Subject: In Response to Appeal at 817 Orange Grove Place

Edwar,

I trust this finds you well.

Please forward/include the email below to the Planning Commission as Public Comments for the meeting this
coming Monday, February 25th. Thanks in advance!

s sfe ste sl st she she sle sfesla she sl stesha sl stestesestestestente e sle sl sfesleshesle e ofe

To the Planning Commission,

We are the owners and residents at 821 Orange Grove Place (a single family residence), the property directly
East of the proposed development at 817 Orange Grove Place. As this proposal has been ongoing for the past 4
plus years, we will not detail the extensive issues brought up from the DRB and Neighborhood as there is
sufficient documentation.

Instead, we would like to emphasize a few other points as it directly affects us. Please also keep in mind that our
residence was an in-fil! project and not a teardown rebuild development.

One of our biggest concerns is that the development will be rental properties. As such, there will inevitably be
turnover in tenants. Given her current tenants, we do not feel she is best suited as a landlord as there have been
multiple incidents involving law enforcement at the property (drug use, trespassing, etc). With young children
in our home, we have some safety concerns. Couple that with the fact that she tried to demolish the unit in the
back without a permit reveals her standards.

While we were required to build a detached garage with access from the alley, the garage is not and cannot be
used as such since the City and Public Works have deemed (he alley to be essentially abandoned as it is not
legally wide enough for vehicular traffic (hence why the last 3 properties have encroached on the alley). We
know the proposal includes a thoroughfare but with the current condition of the alley, this will surely
push/increase traffic to Orange Grove Place.

We want to be fair to the Owner as we recognize it is her property and right but they still cannot simply ignore
the comments from the DRB or Community. Yes, they may be following all guidelines and within all the
zoning and building codes, but if it were that simple, South Pasadena would not be the South Pasadena it is
today as anyone could then build anything as long as it met the "guidelines”. There is a reason the DRB exists
and allows the Community to openly discuss projects like these.

There should be consideration to the number of bedrooms, as this then would alleviate some of the concerns of
massing, scale, traffic, tenants, etc.

(We are curious where the Owner has been the last 4 years. If she is really wanting to contribute to the
Neighborhood, being present would be a natural step. Since the last Planning Commission meeting in January,
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we have not heard from the Owner, Architect or anyone representing the development regarding the redesign of
the development considering we are directly adjacent to the property.)

We respectfully encourage and request the Planning Commission to uphold the DRB's decision.
Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,
Gary + Melissa Tsai
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Edwar Sissi

From: Elizabeth Hollingsworth

Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 12:06 PM
To: Edwar Sissi

Subject: Planning Com Mtg 2/25/19

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Edwar, thank you for your help in answering my many questions. Would you please share the letter below with
the Planning Commissioners before their meeting next Monday, Feb. 25, 20197

Thank you!
s sk sk s st s s sfe e st s ke S s s ofe s sle s s sfe s s e e ofe sl s s sfe s sfe sk sle ol s sfesfe s b o ok s she sl st sfesfe s she ok sk sk sk sfe sk sk ok sk ke sk ok sk sk sfe sl sk ok sk sk ke sk sk sk sk sl sfshsfe sk sk ok
Dear Planning Commissioners,

I appreciated that Mr. Bergman was willing to meet with me to clarify the next steps of your consideration of
the appeal brought by the owner of 817 Orange Grove Place.

Mr. Bergman emphasized that there is only one question before the Planning Commission; Did the Design
Review Board make the correct findings when it denied the 817 Orange Grove Place project as presented on
Qctober 4, 20187

The Design Review Board considered many iterations of this project during a four-year period, and they made
many suggestions to decrease scope, scale, and massing which are well documented. Yet, on October 4, the
developer presented another redesign, which actually increased the scope, enlarging the project and
development potential. The Design Review Board made the correct decision and denied the project.

Please consider only the one question before you, as to whether the DRB made the correct findings. If the
applicant has made any changes, big or small, the project should be considered a new proposal, and therefore
returned to the Design Review Board for their consideration.

T urge you to uphold the to uphold the Design Review Board’s decision and deny the proposed development at
817 Orange Grove Place.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Hollingsworth

(Owner 813-815 Orange Grove Place)
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Edwar Sissi

—
From: J) Patrow
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 5:42 PM
To: Edwar Sissi
Subject: Project at 817 Orange Grove Place

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am 2 resident of South Pasadena and live at 815 1/2 Orange Grove Place, which is alongside the 817 lot that
may soon be under construction if the owner is allowed to proceed with her plans.

My feclings about this project ccho that of my landlords as presented in their recent letter to you. In their
words:

“I urge you to uphold the to uphold the Design Review Board’s decision and deny the proposed
development at 817 Orange Grove Place.”

Please know that I'm certainly not against development in South Pasadena, but 1 do harbor concemns about this
owner's ability to maintain such a sizable property il it's approved for construction. The previous, smaller
structure on the Jot had to be torn down duc to disrepair and the current tenant who lives in the front house -
which is also in disrepair -- has complained about not having access to a very basic necessity: heat. No heat in
this weather? I explained that this was against renter's rights, which she did not know existed.

Thank you {or your time.

-Joe

Josiah Patrow

818.480.1937
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Edwar Sissi

== -
From: Eric Joo
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 7:46 PM
To: Edwar Sissi
Cc: Jee-Eun Oh
Subject: Fwd: 817 Orange Grove Place Project

Dear Planning Commission,

My name is Eric Joo and 1 am the owner of 809 Orange Grove Pl, South Pasadena. We recently remodeled our
house and had a requirement to work with the South Pasadena design board for our project even though we did
very little work to alter the facade of our home. This requirement, while it had a bit of cost and required us to
take the time to get additional approvals, is something we appreciate about South Pasadena.

This allows us to maintain the unique charm and character of South Pasadena as a place of unique historical
value as well as the feeling of a small, close knit community. Iunderstand that the 817 Orange Grove Place
project is being considered without design approval and would strongly urge the Planning Commission require
Design Board approval to help maintain the integrity and character of our community.

Thanks and Regards,

Eric Joo
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ATTACHMENT 16
Mapping Exhibits and Photographs of Project Site

125



126






WARDE




]
| <
[+ 4
Ll
| <
...Y
=
2
| X
s O
[+ 4
A - S

SUBJECT SITE

[ ———————

aN3o3a1







WARDE




]
| <
[+ 4
Ll
| <
...Y
=
2
| X
s O
[+ 4
A - S

SUBJECT SITE

[ ———————

aN3o3a1




)

o iy .ﬁm.wn
g L g Ty
._h“.f.\... . mnd.ﬁ

e,

ill"
o R 1
WL llf

Rt

=
<
oz
T}
<
b
=
=
O
>




\
{

€1

ELY CENTRO
L R
T & |
50
) =
L 3 >
R
< 5| a3l 2] 7] | 4 For. ;
" o @l e ek | i THAOD?
) . 55,820 £0 ‘ = — ALLEY
0:\;(1 50.98 __':_ ' /\'* / 4 d
G e 3 /" Osoer 8
“-7_931 e ' 4
THROOP 2 @), 54 (s
@x 6 | 17 |18 | 19| 20Y 3 2
ALLEY ) ~ S
_ 5 (3] B
5 —S5.897956"W-
(4
0 e
2 ot
N J o
1
s o
o @8 o ez Bl | /F (B o) | Fede § T
R - 50
—] 50
| >
] e @11 o é
H g an(m 3 @ . - —
MAPPING AND GIS I G , 8 83.48 .
e |k —— 1= . Of P ® z[ 2O G %
| COLLIER AND GRAHEMS ABDIHAN O YOl I @4 |3 =m -
LK 1[SoU r - gl ARION- N
- |
5?13GL:END__ z sZ@s o O, mgg. }:16@ g
s 15 9l "
HAWTEE Q & Bhe JE ofi3@n ’h] SGLENDON _  CT=
— | " Ve § : g S §|l —wESF AT ]
A5 ASSESSOR PARCEL MAP

D SUBJECT SITE PARCELS

LEGEND






WARDE




]
| <
[+ 4
Ll
| <
...Y
=
2
| X
s O
[+ 4
A - S

SUBJECT SITE

[ ———————

aN3o3a1







WARDE




]
| <
[+ 4
Ll
| <
...Y
=
2
| X
s O
[+ 4
A - S

SUBJECT SITE

[ ———————

aN3o3a1




)

o iy .ﬁm.wn
g L g Ty
._h“.f.\... . mnd.ﬁ

e,

ill"
o R 1
WL llf

Rt

=
<
oz
T}
<
b
=
=
O
>




\
{

€1

ELY CENTRO
L R
T & |
50
) =
L 3 >
R
< 5| a3l 2] 7] | 4 For. ;
" o @l e ek | i THAOD?
) . 55,820 £0 ‘ = — ALLEY
0:\;(1 50.98 __':_ ' /\'* / 4 d
G e 3 /" Osoer 8
“-7_931 e ' 4
THROOP 2 @), 54 (s
@x 6 | 17 |18 | 19| 20Y 3 2
ALLEY ) ~ S
_ 5 (3] B
5 —S5.897956"W-
(4
0 e
2 ot
N J o
1
s o
o @8 o ez Bl | /F (B o) | Fede § T
R - 50
—] 50
| >
] e @11 o é
H g an(m 3 @ . - —
MAPPING AND GIS I G , 8 83.48 .
e |k —— 1= . Of P ® z[ 2O G %
| COLLIER AND GRAHEMS ABDIHAN O YOl I @4 |3 =m -
LK 1[SoU r - gl ARION- N
- |
5?13GL:END__ z sZ@s o O, mgg. }:16@ g
s 15 9l "
HAWTEE Q & Bhe JE ofi3@n ’h] SGLENDON _  CT=
— | " Ve § : g S §|l —wESF AT ]
A5 ASSESSOR PARCEL MAP

D SUBJECT SITE PARCELS

LEGEND



.y
< PR S

i T TS

.
o




.y
< PR S

i T TS

.
o













BUILDING FOOTPRINTS - PROXIMITY

l:l PARCELS

i
‘ - BUILDING FOOTPRINT




LEGEND

D SUBJECT SITE

BUILDING FOOTPRINT

BUILDING FOOTPRINTS - VICINITY

D PARCELS



LEGEND

| | i '(
- ‘! | |
| ‘ |
P |
Throop Alley et
[ ;____ 4 e _!
i
:\ |
\
Fawl| { ‘
|
| o e |
[ o |
L < | |
b o |
| £ -
e |
| o
= s |
=l |
w | | -
o S
R I
J | |
U ‘ ‘
| >
2 b
e c ; . _
;’g
2 ne St
< [ Hawthorme 2% ——
-
- Tivoaf Alley
| ]

D SUBJECT SITE

K
/l
| /,
I 7
. : s A
' b B
| ! -
| | S/ v
i i ; wy:
i | /_ |
|| | sy
Orange Grove Pl Orange Grove Pl ] i
2 1
z {
< L -
- — |
9 {
E |
E - == = == o
? T =
i N 1
5 7| =
S |
T p— = |
c | -
~ @
O
|
—
i J
1 )
..’/ | |
- ’)A— - ! f
iL,»/" ip‘}\fﬁ-’"'{ B J |
MM gy
[ Glendon Ct
(* e
r/ ! \
= l\ | |
| | |
| | 1 <
‘ i . 3 i 1 —

HISTORIC PROP

HISTORIC INVENTORY PROPERTIES

ERTIES

PARCELS




LEGEND

Throop Allcy Thraoop Al

ey

Orange Grove Ave

D SUBJECT SITE

MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

|

tista Ct

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE

[ ]

PARCELS

MISSION STREET SPECIFIC PLAN

Glendon Ct

Glendon Ct

—




STREET CIRCULATION

PARKING LOT

a1

ﬁ ALLEYWAY CIRCULATION
METRO GOLD LINE

—
|
‘x—_.
|

==

SINGLE-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT

T
Z
i
=
a
O
=
m
>
i
()]
-
=
T
5
=2
=

ENCROACHING PROPERTIES

PARCELS

w

_ NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS DIAGRAM

SUBJECT PROPERTY ID NUMBER
NON-HISTORIC PROPERTY ID
HISTORIC PROPERTY ID

D SUBJECT SITE
®
®

- ®




Pl

S

LEGEND

56423

acw G237

EL CENT

825

F25

Eeiy )

g2/

]

==0RANBE-GROVE = PL+~"2'L — o

@ .‘%’"'Zv'd/:,;,;;"

i

i

806 803 &I
809

L

TR T 7

VASIA V'

“
T wrv i Gef T
i

SANDBORN MAP - 1910

<
s

® A\ 4 AAN0YHO IAONVHO

— e
P37 g

D SUBJECT SITE

l:‘ PARCELS

BUILDING FOOTPRINTS



vl

BUILDING FOOTPRINTS

LEGEND

g
Q
| o
b
o
Sy
§
W
[ 3
hd
O
s W
-
4 : <
N S
y g ©
4

02 GOE 405

RN MAP - 1930

D SUBJECT SITE l:l PARCELS



10 FOOT TOPOGRAPHIC MAP - PROXIMITY

D SUBJECT SITE l—_—] PARCELS
. TOPO LINE




D SUBJECT SITE E PARCELS
. TOPO LINE




Gyl

Adelaine Ave

H Adelaine Ave
|
|
|
| \

Throop Alley

=

Thiroon Al ey

QOrange Grove Ave

rawthorne St

e

LEGEND

i
1
i
1

RM - RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY

i
|
i

D SUBJECT SITE

]

ZONING MAP

RS - RESIDENTIAL LOW DENSITY

fista Ct

PARCELS

MISSION STREET SPECIFIC PLAN

Glendon Ct

ndon Ct

[
o

|







ALLEYWAY

147



ALLEYWAY




ATTACHMENT 17
Legal Analysis from Owner’s Legal Counsel, Patrick Perry
Dated: January 24, 2019
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. Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP
Attomeys at Law
Allen Matl{]‘ns 865 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2800 | Los Angeles, CA 90017-2543

Telephone: 213.622.5555 | Facsimile: 213.620.8816
wwiw.allenmatkins.com

Patrick A, Perry
E-mail: pperry@allenmatkins.com
Direct Dial: 213.955.5504 File Number: 377127-00002/LA1148550.0!

VYia Hand Delivery

January 24, 2019

Chair Kelly Koldus

Vice-Chair Janet Braun RECE!VED
Secretary Richard Tom

Commissioner Steven Dahl JAN 2 4 2019
Commissioner John Lesak
City of South Pasadena Planning Commission CITY GF SQUTH PASADENA

1414 Mission Street 4£77 FaRZ g
South Pasadena, California 91030 PLANNING AND BUILDIHS DEPT.

Re: 817 Orange Grove Place
Dear Chair Koldus and Members of the Planning Commission:

This firm represents Ms, Patty Chan in connection with her appeal of the Design Review
Board's denial of her design for a housing development project consisting of three residential units
(the "Project") on the property located at 817 Orange Grove Place (the "Property"). The Property is
zoned RM, Residential Medium Density. As presently designed, the Project fully complies with the
requirements of the South Pasadena Municipal Code ("SPMC") and the City's Design Guidelines
for New Multi-Family Development (the "Design Guidelines") and is consistent with the character
of the surrounding community. According to Section 36.600.050 of the SPMC, the Design Review
Board ("DRB") may not determine the location or appropriateness of a land use, if the use is in
compliance with the SPMC, or restrict development beyond the development standards identified in
the SPMC except as specifically provided in the SPMC. In denying the Project, the members of
DRB erred and abused their discretion by ignoring the requirements of the SPMC and substituting
their own subjective judgment for the objective standards of the SPMC and the Design Guidelines.
For the reasons set forth below, you are accordingly respectfully requested to reverse the decision of
the DRB and grant the present appeal, thereby permitting the Project to be developed on the

Property.
1. Background.
The Property has historically been developed with two residential units and a detached

garage. According to records maintained by the Los Angeles County Assessor, the front residential
unit was constructed in 1922 and contains two bedrooms and one bathroom in 819 square feet. The

Los Angeles | Orange County | San Diego | Century City | San Francisco
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rear residential unit, which has recently been demolished, was constructed in 1960 and contained
three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,258 square feet. Ms. Chan proposes to remove the front
unit and detached garage and develop one detached and two attached residential units on the
Property that will contain a total of 4,977 square feet as follows:

Unit A Two-story, three bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms, 2,319 square feet.
UnitB Ground floor, one bedroom, 1.5 bathrooms, 1,187 square feet.
Unit C Second floor, one bedroom, 1.5 bathrooms, 1,471 square feet.

On July 19, 2018, the Cultural Heritage Commission approved the demolition of all
structures on the Property subject to approval by the DRB of the proposed development of the
Property prior to demolition of the existing front unit and existing detached garage. The Property is
currently occupied with the least amount of development within the surrounding neighborhood, and
the City has zoned the Property and the surrounding area for multi-family development at higher
densities than what is presently constructed.

2. The Proposed Design Fully Complies with All Applicable Zoning Requirements.

According to the City's Zoning Map, a copy of which is enclosed as Attachment A, the
Property and the surrounding properties bordered by Orange Grove Avenue, El Centro Street,
McCamment Alley, and the property located at 899 El Centro Street are zoned RM, Residential
Medium Density. According to Section 36.220.040 of the SPMC, properties in the RM zone may
be developed with up to 14 dwelling units per acre. The maximum allowable floor area ratio is
0.50, and the maximum allowable lot coverage is 50 percent. The maximum allowable height is 35
feet. Front and rear yard setbacks must be a minimum of 20 feet, and side yard setbacks must be 10
percent of the lot width but no less than four feet. According to Section 36.350.190 of the SPMC,
200 square feet of common open space is required for every multi-family residential development
containing three to four units, and an additional 200 square feet of private open space is required for
each unit. According to Section 36.310.040 of the SPMC, one parking space is required for a one
bedroom multi-family residential unit; two covered parking spaces are required for multi-family
residential units with two or more bedrooms, and one guest parking space is required for every two
units.

The lot area of the Property is 10,104 square feet or approximately 0.23 acre, and the lot
width is 47 feet. Up to three dwelling units and 5,052 square feet of floor area may therefore be
developed on the Property. According to the drawings prepared by DeMaria Design, LLC, the
proposed lot coverage is approximately 40 percent, and the maximum height of the proposed
structures on the Property is 23 feet. The proposed structures have front and rear yard setbacks of
20 feet. A side yard setback of 13 feet 10 inches is provided on the west, and a side yard setback of
five feet is provided on the east, both of which exceed the minimum setback requirements. Two
hundred forty square feet of common open space is provided, and private open space ranging from
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205 square feet to 260 square feet is provided for each unit. A total of four covered parking spaces
and two guest parking spaces are provided.

3. The DRB Failed to Comply with its Duty to Apply the SPMC and Design Guidelines in
Connection with Its Consideration of the Project.

Section 65589.5(j) of the California Government Code provides that when a proposed
housing development project complies with applicable, objective general plan, zoning and
subdivision standards and criteria--including design review standards—that are in effect at the time
that the housing development project's application is determined to be complete, a local agency may
not disapprove the project or require the project to be developed at a lower density unless the local
agency makes written findings supported by the preponderance of the evidence that (1) the housing
development project would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health and safety, and
(2) there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the identified adverse impact.
Section 65589.5(h)(2)(A) of the Government Code defines "housing development project” as a use
consisting of residential units only.

Section 65589.5 of the Government Code, otherwise known as "the Housing Accountability
Act...and ... referred to colloquially as the 'Anti-NIMBY Law," has been interpreted by the
courts as an effort to restrict "an agency's ability to use what might be called 'subjective'
development 'policy’ (for example, "suitability") to exempt a proposed housing development project
from the reach of [Government Code § 65589.5(j)]." (Honchariw v. County of Stanislaus (2011)
200 Cal.App.4"™ 1066, 1069, 1076). The phrase "design review standards" has similarly been
interpreted to mean "design review standards that are part of 'applicable, objective general plan and
zoning standards and criteria." (/d. at 1077.) Members of the DRB may therefore not substitute
their subjective judgment for objective standards and may not rely on such innocuous concepts as
neighborhood "suitability" in considering housing development projects. Contrary to the clear
requirements of State law, that is exactly what the DRB did in this case.

In a letter dated September 28, 2018, a copy of which is enclosed as Attachment B, the DRB
was provided with detailed information demonstrating that the Project fully complies with the
SPMC and the Design Guidelines. Members of the DRB nevertheless dismissed the Design
Guidelines as mere "guidelines" that have no binding effect, and that all decisions affecting design
are subjective. As set forth in the transcript of the DRB hearing regarding the Project on October 4,
2018, a copy of which is enclosed as Attachment C, DRB Chair Conrado Lopez stated as follows:

Guidelines are what it's called. They're guidelines, so they're not rules
that you have to follow or rules that we have to approve. They're
guidelines, right? So design is subjective. Opinions are subjective.
Design is subjective. So I'm not going to argue with you guys saying
that you followed the guidelines and this is a design that f{ol]lows the
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guidelines. It might very well be. I'm not going to go guideline by
guideline arguing this or that or the other. (Transcript, p. 55, 1l. 5-15).

Mr. Lopez further stated that "just because zoning says you can do it doesn't mean you can,"
and "this may be a perfect example of how the guidelines are interpreted, but that doesn't mean that
it's good architecture that fits in the site and in the neighborhood." (Transcript, p. 55, 1. 18-24).

DRB Member Michael Lejeunne was similarly dismissive of the Design Guidelines in the
following statements:

I had a couple of thoughts, and none of them have to do with the
particular architecture of the project because though this body has
specific guidelines and sort of rules, if you will, for how we proceed,
what we can ask for, what we can't ask for . . . this is the place where
community comes to express themselves about particular projects.
(Transcript, p. 56, 11. 13-22).

We have plenty of very detailed representation as to heights,
footprints, materials, but there are other considerations for the Design
Review Board at play. (Transcript, p. 58, 1. 23-p. 59, 1. 2).

According to Board Member Lejeunne, such other considerations consist primarily of comments
made by neighboring residents. (See, Transcript, pp. 56-57).

DRB Member Yael Lir voiced objections to the Project on the grounds that it did not
provide sufficient open space and that three units is too many for the Property. (See, Transcript, p.
61, 1. 23-p. 62, 1. 16; p. 66, 11. 15-16). Board Member Lir clearly ignored the fact that the amount of
open space and number of units fully comply with the applicable requirements of the SPMC for the
RM zone. Pursuant to Section 36.600.050 of the SPMC, the DRB may not restrict development
beyond the development standards identified in the SPMC except as specifically provided in the
SPMC. Nothing in the SPMC gives the DRB authority to impose more restrictive density or open
space requirements in connection with its approval of a proposed design. Section 65589.5() of the
Government Code similarly prohibits the DRB from requiring a project to be developed at a lower
density absent specific findings that the DRB failed to make in this instance. Objections to the
Project on such grounds was accordingly not permissible.

Indeed, none of the members of the DRB made any effort to consider compliance with the
SPMC or the Design Guidelines in connection with their review of the Project, but instead relied
exclusively on subjective criteria and statements from neighboring property owners to inform their
decision. This constitutes a clear violation of Government Code § 65589.5(j). Because the Project
fully complies with the requirements of the SPMC and the Design Guidelines, the members of the
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DRB could not substitute their subjective judgment for the objective standards of the SPMC and
Design Guidelines, and the Project must be approved.

4, The DRB Ignored Clear Evidence Demonstrating that the Project Is Fully Compatible
with the Character of the Surrounding Neighborhood.

Even if the DRB were allowed to rely on such factors as suitability and compatibility with
neighborhood character in connection with their consideration of a housing development project,
the DRB chose to disregard detailed information regarding neighborhood context. As part of the
presentation of the Project, the members of the DRB were provided with photographic simulations
of the proposed Project within the existing streetscape. Members of the DRB were also informed
regarding the mixture of one and two story residential structures throughout the surrounding
community. Peter DeMaria, the Project architect, also described his efforts to address the concerns
of neighboring property owners through outreach efforts which resulted in a consensus which the
very same neighbors later inexplicably and unexpectedly opposed. As a result, Mr. DeMaria used
his professional judgment to examine the surrounding context and develop a design that is
consistent with the character of the existing neighborhood and complies with applicable City
regulations. (See, Transcript, p. 2,1. 18-p. 15, 1. 17).

As illustrated by the photographs enclosed as Attachment D, there are 13 existing two story
homes either on the same block as the Property or within the two blocks immediately adjacent to the
north and the west. In fact, as shown in the photo simulations enclosed as Attachment E, the
property located at 821 Orange Grove Place, immediately next door to the Property, is developed
with a two story house that was constructed in 2016. Referring to the house that they had approved
at 821 Orange Grove Place, members of the DRB simply took the position that it was a mistake and
refused to recognize it as an element of the community character.

Board Member Fenske: "You know, that other one that we had that
was right next door that you're using as a reference I think was a
mistake. It's unfortunate, but it was so different that it was okay."
(Transcript, p. 53, 1. 16-20).

Chair Lopez: "And again, I'm not going to talk about that because
that's approved and it's done. What we can work on is what's coming
next." (Transcript, p. 56, lI. 8-19).

Board Member Lejeunne: "the project that got away and exists on the
street now, that doesn't mean that the mission here is to let more of

this get away." (Transcript, pp. 57, 1. 24-p. 58, 1. 2).

It is not permissible for the DRB to simply characterize its approval of the structure located
on the adjacent property as a mistake and use that as an excuse to exclude consideration of that
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project from its concept of neighborhood character. The DRB cannot apply one set of criteria to
one property and then refuse to apply the same criteria to the property located immediately next
door. Such a position is not only arbitrary and capricious but is not in the manner required by
Section 65589.5(j) of the Government Code. The DRB's denial of the Project is accordingly invalid
on these grounds and should be reversed.

5. The Project Will Not Have an Adverse Impact on Public Health or Safety.

According to Section 65589.5(j) of the Government Code, the City can only deny the
Project if it can make written findings on the basis of the preponderance of the evidence that the
Project would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health and safety. The DRB made no
such findings, nor could the DRB have made such findings because there is no evidence that the -
Project will have an adverse impact upon public health or safety.

The Property has historically been developed with two residential units. The proposed
Project will add only one residential unit. As described above, the Project will comply with all
applicable zoning requirements, including on-site parking requirements. As set forth in the City
Department of Public Works Conditions of Approval enclosed as Attachment F, the Project will be
required to upgrade the physical infrastructure located on and adjacent to the Property. Among
other things, Condition No. 19 requires the removal and replacement of a minimum of four inches
of the existing asphalt pavement of the portion of McCamment Alley adjacent to the Property, and
Condition No. 18 requires the removal and replacement of a minimum of two inches of the existing
asphalt surface to the centerline of the portion of Orange Grove Place adjacent to the Property.

Because all required parking is provided on-site, the Project will not add to or displace
existing parking on Orange Grove Place. The Project will also not result in an appreciable amount
of additional traffic on Orange Grove Place or McCamment Alley over existing levels because the
Project will only add one unit more than what has historically existed on the Property. Historical
access to the front unit on the Property has been from Orange Grove Place, and historical access to
the former rear unit and existing garage on the Property was from McCamment Alley. The Project
will therefore not alter existing vehicular or pedestrian traffic patterns in the neighborhood.

During the demolition of the rear unit on the Property, the demolition contractor recorded
traffic in McCamment Alley. Based on the observations of the demolition contractor, McCamment
Alley is rarely used. Ana Uehara, who lives at 1050 Orange Grove Avenue immediately adjacent to
the intersection of McCamment Alley and Orange Grove Avenue, also testified before the DRB that
McCamment Alley is seldom used. (See, Transcript, p. 30, lI. 8-25). Any concerns regarding traffic
and parking in the vicinity of the Property as a result of the Project are therefore overstated, and no
other concerns have been raised regarding possible impacts that the Project may have on public
health or safety.
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6. Conclusion.

As set forth above, the DRB exceeded its authority by refusing to adhere to the requirements
of the SPMC and Design Guidelines in connection with its denial of the Project. The DRB also
ignored clear evidence regarding neighborhood character and the absence of any impacts of the
Project on public health or safety. The decision of the DRB was accordingly contrary to the
requirements of state law and the SPMC. On behalf of Ms. Chan, you are therefore respectfully
requested to grant the present appeal and approve the Project as designed.

Your careful attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. We are available to meet with
you at your convenience to discuss these issues in greater detail. In the meantime, please do not

hesitate to contact me with any questions or if I can provide any additional information.

Very truly yours,

Patrick A. Perry
PAP

Enclosures
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP
AII M tl ; Altomeys at Law
en a <mS 865 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2800 | Los Angeles, CA 90017-2543

Telephone: 213.622.5555 | Facsimile: 213.620.8816
wiwvivallenmatkins.com

Patrick A, Perry
E-mail: pperry@allenmatkins.com
Dircet Dial: 213.955.5504 File Number: 110045-00136/LLA | 132585.01

Via Electronic and
First Class Mail

September 28, 2018

Chair Conrado Lopez

Vice-Chair James Fenske

Board Member Michael Lejeunne
Board Member Yael Lir

Board Member Mark Smecaton
City of South Pasadena

Design Review Board

1424 Mission Street

South Pasadena, California 91030

Re: 817 Orange Grove Place
Dear Chair Lopez and Members of the Design Review Board:

This firm represents Ms. Patty Chan, owner of the property located at 817 Orange Grove
Placc (the "Property"). Ms. Chan has previously submitted designs for the proposed development
of the Property to the Design Review Board (the "Board") and has incorporated comments received
from the Board into a revised design which is scheduled to be considered on October 4,2018. As
set forth below, the present design fully complies with all City zoning requirements and is
consistent with the City's Design Guidelines. Ms. Chan accordingly requests the Board to approve
the proposed design for the development of the Property.

1. Background.

According to the Los Angeles County Assessor, the lot area of the Property is 10,104 square
feet. The Property has historically been developed with two residential units and a detached garage.
According to the Assessor, the front residential unit was constructed in 1922 and contains two
bedrooms and one bathroom in 819 square feet. The rear residential unit, which is approved for
demolition, was constructed in 1960 and contained three bedrooms and two baths in 1,258 square
fect. Ms. Chan proposes to remove the front unit and detached garage and develop one detached

and two attached residential units on the Property that will contain a total of 4,977 square fect as
follows:

Los Angeles | Orange County | San Diego | Century City | San Francisco
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Unit A Two-story, three bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms, 2,319 square feet,
Unit B Ground floor, one bedroom, 1.5 bathrooms, 1,187 square feet.
Unit C Second floor, one bedroom, 1.5 bathrooms, 1,471 square feet.

On July 19, 2018, the Cultural Heritage Commission approved the demolition of all
structures on the Property subject to approval by the Board of the proposed development of the
Property prior to demolition of the existing front unit and existing detached garage. The Property is
currently occupied with the least amount of development within the surrounding neighborhood, and
the City has zoned the Property and the surrounding area for multi-family development at higher
densities than what is presently constructed,

2, The Proposed Design Fully Complies with All Applicable Zoning Requirements,

According to the City's Zoning Map, the Property and the surrounding properties bordered
by Orange Grove Avenue, El Centro Street, McCamment Alley, and the property located at 899 E|
Centro Street are zoned RM, Residential Medium Density. According to Section 36.220.040 of the
South Pasadena Municipal Code ("SPMC"), properties in the RM zone may be developed with up to
I4 dwelling units per acre. The maximum allowable floor area ratio is 0.50, and the maximum
allowable lot coverage is S0 percent. The maximum allowable height is 35 feet. Front and rear
yard setbacks must be a minimum of 20 feet, and side yard setbacks must be 10 percent of the lot
width bul no less than four feet. According to Section 36.350.190 of the SPMC, 200 square feet of
common open space is required for every multi-family residential development containing three to
four units, and an additional 200 square feet of open space is required for each unit. According to
Section 36.310.040 of the SPMC, one parking space is required for a one bedroom multi-family
residential unit; two covered parking spaces are required for multi-family residential units with two
or more bedrooms, and one guest parking space is required for every two units,

The lot arca of the Property is 10,104 square feet or approximately 0.23 acre, and the lot
width is 47 {ect. Up to three dwelling units and 5,052 square feet of floor area may therefore be
developed on the Property. According to the drawings prepared by De Maria Design, LLC, the
proposed lot coverage is approximately 40 percent, and the maximum height of the proposed
structures on the Property is 23 feet. The proposed structures have front and rear yard setbacks of
20 feet. A side yard setback of 13 feet 10 inches is provided on the west, and a side yard setback of
five [eel is provided on the east, both of which exceed the minimum requirements. Two hundred
forty square feet of common open space is provided, and private open space ranging from 205
square feet to 260 square feet is provided for each unit. A total of four covered parking spaces and
two guest parking spaces are provided.

3, The Proposed Design Is Fully Consistent with the City's Design Guidelines.

As set forth below, the proposed design is consistent with the City's Design Guidelines for
new multi-family development.
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Building Massing and Plan Development.

Minimize the visual impact of large monolithic structures by creating a cluster of smaller
buildings or the appearance of a series of smaller buildings.

o The proposed design includes three units located in two separate structures. Exterior
walls are modulated, and roof heights are varied to avoid the appearance of single
large monolithic structures. The western fagade of the rear structure is interrupted by

a 200 square-foot deck on the upper level, providing a further reduction of the mass
of the rear building.

Courtyard or garden style clusters of multi-family housing are highly encouraged.

o The two structures are located at the opposite ends of the Property, leaving more than
200 square feet of landscaped common open space between. Landscaped open space
is also provided adjacent to the front and rear setback areas.

Interior courtyards should be used to provide sheltered private common space,

o Common open space is located in the center of the Property between the two
structures.

Massing on multi-family buildings should articulate individual units or clusters of units.
Building massing should include variation in wall planes and height as well as and roof
forms to reduce the perceived scale of the building.

o Wall planes and roof heights are varied on both the front and rear structures to
reduce the perceived scale of both buildings.

Multi-family development adjacent to single-family neighborhoods should provide a
buffer of single story and/or detached units along adjoining property lines.

o The proposed design consists of a detached unit in the front and two attached units at
the rear.

Combinations of one, one and-one-half, and two-story units are encouraged to create
variation in mass and building height.

o The proposed design consists of two, two-story structures with varied roof lines to
create variation in height and mass. The overall height of both structures is 23 feet,

which is consistent with the height of the existing two-story structure located to the
east and is lower than the permitted height of 35 feet.
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Garage openings should not be located at primary facades.

o All parking is located at the interior and rear areas of the Property and is not visible
from the street,

Garage doors should be inconspicuous and should generally reflect single family
residential scale.

o There are no garage doors. All parking is located at the interior and rear areas of the
Property and is not visible from the street,

Roofs - Materials, Form and Shape,

* Roofs should reflect a residential appearance through pitch and use of materials. Multi-

form roof combinations are encouraged to create varying roof forms and break-up the
massing of the building,

o The proposed design consists of residential scale gable roofs throughout at a pitch of
3:12. Roof lines are varied in height to break up the massing of both structures.

Rooflines should be designed to screen roof mounted mechanical equipment. All
screening should be constructed with the materials consistent with the lower stories of
the building and should be designed as a continuous component,

o There is no roof mounted equipment in the proposed design.

Roof forms typical of residential buildings, such as gable, hip or shed roof combinations
are strongly encouraged. If a parapet roof is used, the roof should include detailing
typical of residential character and design.

>

o The proposed design consists of residential scale gable roofs throughout at a pitch of
3:12.

Gutters and downspouts should be decorative and designed to integrate with the building
facade.

o Gutters will placed at the eaves, and downspouts will be located at appropriate
intervals to integrate with the building design.

Porches, Balconies and Exterior Stairways,

Porches and balconies should be encouraged as they provide individual outdoor spaces.
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o The front unit has a front porch facing the street and a balcony on the second level at
the rear of the west fagade. The lower unit in the rear structure has a small porch
adjacent to the south entrance, and the upper unit in the rear structure has a 260
square-foot deck centrally located in the west facade.

Parches and balconies should be detailed with features compatible with the architectural
style of the building.

o The design of the porches and balconies utilizes the same materials and is compatible
with the design of the proposed buildings.

Long, monotonous balconies and corridors that provide access to multiple units should
be avoided.

o Each of the units will have its own separate entrance. There are no balconies or
corridors that provide access to multiple units.

Architectural elements that add visual interest, scale, and character, such as recessed or
projecting balconies, trellises, verandas, and porches, are encouraged.

o The front unit has a front porch facing the street and a balcony on the second level at
the rear of the west fagade. The lower unit in the rear structure has a small porch
adjacent to the south entrance, and the upper unit in the rear structure has a 260
square-foot deck centrally located in the west facade. Window box planters are also
proposed at the second level of the north and west facades of the front unit.

Stairways should be designed as an integral part of the overall architecture of the
building, complementing the building's mass and form.

o Only one exterior stair is proposed at the rear of the rear unit.

Windows, Doors and Entry,

Design entry features to reflect the overall architectural identity and character of the
project.

o The entries to all three units are integrated into the design of each unit.

The main building entrance should be clearly identifiable and distinguished from the rest

of the building. All entrances should be emphasized using lighting, landscaping, and
architecture,
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o The entrance to the front unit is clearly distinguished by attached columns on either
side and is clearly visible from the street through a break in the low wall surrounding
the porch, '

Window and door type, material, shape, and proportion should complement the
archilectural style of the building.

o Windows are primarily casement and awning type which are proportioned to the
scale of the buildings. Exterior doors are residential in scale constructed of wood
with glass panels.

Where appropriate to the architectural style, windows should be generously inset from
building walls to create shade and shadow detail.

o All windows are inset, providing shadow details as appropriate to the architectural
style of the buildings.

Windows should be articulated with sills and trim, and shutters, or awnings authentic to
the architectural style of the building.

o All windows are surrounded by sills and trim that contrast with the color of the
surrounding walls to enhance articulation of the building fagade.

Facade Treatments, Materials and Architectural Details,

There should be a variation in wall plane on all facades visible from a public street or
public view.

o Wall planes and roof heights are varied on all facades, including those that are
visible from the public street and public view.

It is expected that the highest level of articulation will occur on the front fagade and
facades visible from public streets and public views; however, similar and
complementary massing, materials, and details should be incorporated into all
clevations,

o The architectural treatment of all facades is consistent throughout the proposed

design. Those facades visible from the public street have the highest degree of
articulation, but all other facades receive similar treatment.
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Architectural elements, such as overhangs, trellises, projections, awnings, insets,
materials, and textures, should be used to create shadow patterns that contribute to a
building’s character and to achieve a pedestrian scale.

o Porches, balconies, and window boxes are provided to create shadow patterns and
contribute to the character of the proposed design. Horizontal projections punctuate
offsets in the roofline and provide additional articulation on the buildings' facades.

Employ materials that relate to the established architectural vocabulary of the
neighboring buildings and districts.

o The proposed design incorporates wood and stucco exterior finishes and a low

pitched gable roof, which is consistent with the style and materials of neighboring
buildings.

Streetscape and Site Design.,

Development should be designed to avoid large parking areas, bulky structures,
decreased private open space, rows of carports adjacent to public streets, and high walls
at the street edge in order to enhance the aesthetic value of South Pasadena.

o Parking spaces are dispersed within three separate areas in the interior of the

Property and are separated by landscaping and open space and are not visible from
the street.

New multi-family structures should avoid large or over-scaled entries into subterranean
parking areas. Avoid creating a “concrete canyon” entry to parking underground
parking.

o All parking is above grade.

Intensified landscaping, increased setbacks adjacent to other uses, and appropriate
building orientation should be used to buffer or transition residential uses from adjacent
uses, such as commercial.

o The Property is not located adjacent to commercial uses. The proposed buildings are
set back 13 feet 10 inches from the property to the west and five feet from the
property to the east, which exceeds applicable setback requirements.

Fences and walls should be constructed as low as possible while still providing
screening, noise reduction, and security functions.
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o A new concrete block wall will be constructed along the western Property line. The
portion located in the front setback area will be 36 inches high to match the existing
block wall along the eastern Property line. The remainder of the new block wall
along the western Property line will be 72 inches high. The existing block wall
along the eastern Property line will remain.

Fences placed adjacent to a street should be screened with a landscape buffer.

o A 36 inch high wooden slat fence is proposed adjacent to the street. The front porch
of the front unit will be screened by low planter walls with landscaping in front.

Courtyard, walkway, entry and parking lighting should be architecturally compatible
with the building design.

o All exterior lighting fixtures will be compatible with the building design.

The lighting of building elements and trecs is an effective and attractive lighting
technique that is encouraged.

o Outdoor lighting will be provided to enhance security and highlight architectural
features as appropriate.

Low-voltage/high efficiency and/or solar powered lighting should be used in the
tandscape whenever possible.

o All exterior lighting will be low voltage or solar powered and will be controlled by
light sensors and motion detectors as appropriate.

Tile or masonry fountains are encouraged in public spaces.

o N/A.

Parking, Garages, Carports and Ancillary Structures.

° Site plans should limit new curb cuts and driveway entrances to the extent possible.

o The proposed design will utilize the curb cut for the existing driveway.

* New multi-family structures should avoid large or over-scaled entries into subterranean

parking areas. Avoid creating a "concrete canyon" entry to parking underground
parking.
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o All parking is located above grade.

Carports, detached garages, and other ancillary structures should be designed as an
integral part of the development.

o Covered parking for two spaces is located in a one-story carport attached to and
integrated with the front unit. Covered parking for two additional spaces is provided
below the second story unit in the rear building,

Garage doors should appear to be set into the walls rather than flush with the exterior
wall, :

o Garage doors are not provided.

Flat roofs on garages, carports, and ancillary structures are discouraged.

o The carport attached to the rear of the front unit has a low pitched roof in order to
minimize its visibility from surrounding properties.

Trash enclosures should be unobtrusive and conveniently located for trash disposal by
tenants and for collection by service vehicles. They should never be placed near a
primary entry nor should they be visible from the public right of way.

o The proposed trash enclosure is located at the southeast corner of the property away
from the primary entry and not visible from the street. Trash receptacles can be
transported to the street for collection along the eastern Property line.

4, The Proposed Design Complies with All Required Findings for Approval.

The design and layout of the proposed development is fully consistent with the following
required findings of Section 34.410.040.1 of the SPMC.

I

The proposed design is consistent with the General Plan, any adopted design guidelines
and any applicable design criteria for specialized areas (e.g., designated historic or other
special districts, plan developments, or specific plans).

o Asset forth above, the proposed design is fully complies with all development
standards and is consistent with the Design Guidelines for new multi-family
development. The Property is not subject to a specific plan or other specialized area,
and the Cultural Heritage Commission has determined that the existing structures on
the Property are not designated historic,
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2. The proposed design will adequately accommodate the functions and activities proposed
for the site, will not unreasonably interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring,
existing, or future developments, and will not create adverse pedestrian or traffic
hazards.

o The proposed design fully accommodates all proposed uses on the Property in an
orderly configuration. It will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of
neighboring developments because it is set back from the property lines of adjacent
properties and does not intrude on existing views. Existing pedestrian and vehicular
access o the Property will be maintained and therefore not result in any adverse
pedestrian or traffic hazards.

3. The proposed design is compatible with the existing character of the surrounding
neighborhood and that all reasonable design efforts have been made to maintain the

altractive, harmonious, and orderly development contemplated by this Section, and the
General Plan.

o Asshown in the attached streetscape photograph, the neighborhood consists of an
eclectic mix of different architectural styles. The proposed design blends with the
neighboring properties in terms of style and residential scale. The proposed height
of the units is consistent with the residential dwelling immediately to the east, and
the architectural style is compatible with other properties located along both sides of
Orange Grove Place.

4. The proposed design would provide a desirable environment for its occupants and
neighbors, and is aesthetically of good composition, materials, and texture that would
remain aesthetically appealing with a reasonable level of maintenance and upkeep.

o As sel forth above, the proposed design consists of a mix of tastefully designed and
durable materials along with attractive landscaping that will enhance the existing
streetscape and thereby contribute to a desirable environment for both occupants of
the Property and surrounding residents.

5. Conclusion.

As described above, the proposed design complies with applicable zoning requirements and
with applicable Design Guidelines. As shown on the attached streetscape simulation, the proposed
design is also consistent in scale and mass with other residences in the surrounding area and is
therefore consistent with the required findings for approval, Ms. Chan accordingly requests that the

Board approve the proposed design and permit her to develop the allowable potential of the
Property.
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Your careful attention to this request is greatly appreciated. Please contact me with any
questions or if T can provide additional information with regard to this matter.

Very truly yours,
/ ' f— 2 ."J" )
& ey
/ ",:,',4?" / /’—e, o

A
Patrick A. Perry
PAP
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South Pasadena Design Review Board Meeting
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CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: Moving right

along, numbexr 3, 817 Orange Grove Place. Now,
Edward, this is under new business, but it's
considered a continued project.

EDWARD SISSI: It's considered
continued project, but what we had to renew it,

so it goes under new business.

a

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: Very good. Thank

you. Please.

YAEL LIR: What's the fuss about this

project?

MAN 1: What's that?

YAEL LIR: What's the fuss about this

project? What's the fuss about it?

MAN 1: 1It's being (indiscernible).

YAEL LIR: (Indiscernible) Oh,

Oh. Okay.

really?

PETER DEMARIA: Hi, board me members.

I'm Peter DeMaria. I'm the architect on the
project, and I'm going to make a quick little
presentation here. I'm not going to go over the
entire project and the floor plan and all that.
I'm assuming you have all that backup and support

information.

Also with me is Mr. Patrick Perry who
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is an attorney who represents the owner of the
property. He is not only an attorney; he's an
architect. And to go one step further, he and I
went to graduate school about 700 years ago at
the University of Texas back in the '80s, so I've
known Patrick for quite some time. And he brings
a really wonderful perspective to the table when
he's looking at it from a lawful standpoint and
also looking at it from a design standpoint.

So hopefully we've been able to cover
what I hope are some really important issues on
the project, and he gave an extensive, I think,
review of the criteria that's used to evaluate
these projects, and I think that's included in
your packet. It's not a glitzy drawing. 1It's
8.5 by 11 kind of observations and talks about
how we've addressed some of the things that can
sometimes be kind of subjective on a design
review board. And I know that always gets us
into trouble, but I want to talk a little bit
about that.

We did a couple things, and we start to
look at the criteria for this project. We've
been here maybe two or three times, and I know

there was an architect on board before us. And
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we've done some interesting things. We've
received feedback from the commission and from
the board, integrated that into our past
projects. We did not have success with those,
but that's why we're back here today.
Part of this review is we understand
and I understand can be subjective, but that gets
a bit frustrating. But I said, you know what?
That's the way of the world, Peter. It's going
to be that way.
So when I first started working on this
project, there was a conscious effort on my part
to do some outreach to the neighbors and to meet
with all of them. Now, I don't believe there's
anything in your codebook that says you have to
meet with those neighbors. There's nothing up in
Sacramento that tells me as an architect you need
to meet with neighbors and get input from
everybody. And I don't think there's anything in
the code book that says you should do that.
But I think it's decency. I think it's
courtesy. I think it's the neighborly thing to
do, and that's what I did.
We went about designing a few different

options. The first one did not succeed, but the
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second one we actually went back to the site.
And what I would do is set up a table on the
property, right on the sidewalk, and invite the
neighbors to come over. We put up a little
message and anybody could come over and talk
about it.

And after that second one, I don't
think we reached a 100 percent consensus that
this was great for everybody and everybody was in
support of it, but many people said this is good.
You've done a really nice job, and we're really
happy that you reached out to us. It was a great
thing because that had not happened in the past.

So we walked into that last meeting
some time ago, and when it came time for the
public discussion, I kind of got blindsided
because the folks who were in support of it were
no longer in support of it.

So at that point -- and I understand
that's the way the world is as well, you know,
but -- and I'm not going to cry over spilled milk
or anything like that, but at that point, I
realized that maybe my outreach was too much.
And at that point, I said let's look at the

rules, and let's take your design sensibility,
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Peter, that you've developed over the years --
scale, proportion, texture, all those things that
will enable what you're proposing to assimilate
and fit into this neighborhood.

So at that point, I started to
look at how can we design something that's going
to be a contributing structure to this
neighborhood? And I did look at the neighboring
streets. Now, there's Fremont Street and there's
these larger stresses there, but they're not
quite the scale as Orange Grove Place. But you
go out into Orange Grove Avenue, and it gets a
little bit closer. If you go down to Adelaine,
it's a little bit closer in scale. And I could
not find one street that didn't have one-story
and two-story buddings on there. And it wasn't
until they had two-story buildings they kind of
echeloned back and got larger as they went back.
We have those in town. They're wonderful. But
there were many where it just went straight up
two stories. And the key was not that it was a

two-story fagade but the scale of it,

really

There's a house on Adelaine at 1035

Adelaine that's two story, and it is the cutest

Lwo-story you're ever going to see. It's all
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about the scale, and you're going to find that
the plate heights and everything that we have on
this project, they're not these McMansions that
you're going to find all over Los Angeles, kind
of destroy the fabric of what South Pasadena has

tried to preserve so nicely.

So we think we created a solution that

is compatible. I think that the reality of being
in South Pasadena is you're going to have one-
story and two-story structures. Yes, right at
the sidewalk. Not on the sidewalk but at the
front of the yard, not just in the back of the

yard.

The building that's there, always my

first option is try to preserve what's there, but
the building that's there, I think it had mold in
it. One portion of the foundation was sinking,
so I don't know that it's a safe or habitable
structure in any way. It had no redeeming
quality when it came to historic value, so it was
easy for me to say, you know what, let's let that
one go away. There's a house right next door.
It's beautiful. It would be a sin if that house
were taken down. It has such historic value. So

I acknowledge those things.
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Now, the reason I have this image up
here -- this is not our project, okay? But this
is a project we did in Pasadena. Okay. In the
background there is the oldest brick building in
Pasadena, and it's on the historic register. And
we also did an addition in the renovation for the
Friends paper building, which is now a sofa
company on Green Street. And we actually
received awards for historic preservation in the
city of Pasadena.

Now, if you go on my website, it's the
furthest thing from historic preservation.
Right? You say, wow, this is a modernist
architect. He wants to put up a modernist box.
It's just not the case. I mean, I really love
the details that are here. I love those historic
buildings. And we're sensitive to it. But we're
not interested in creating what the state calls a
false sense of history. The last thing we want

is South Pasadena to be like Disneyland. There's

.a certain authentic architecture here that you

can -- I mean, you can sink your teeth into this.

This is really beautiful.
And there are streets where we're

seeing more contemporary type buildings, but
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they're compatible in color, and texture, and
things like that. So I know that marriage can
take place successfully. So I've showed this
only because I do have a sensitivity to the
historic approach to things.

Then the other thing I want to show --
and I know you all have this package as well.

The client is not interested in doing something
that is inexpensive, low-budget type of project.
It's always been aboup quality, okay, and the
details in the project are all about quality.
Even the sensitivity to looking up to the
underside of an eave where you'll have wood --
okay, in this case it's redwood. The stucco is a
warm color. It's not a white, stark-white box.
What I'm finding is that we're taking many of the
materials that already exist in South Pasadena
and reapplying them in a little bit more of a
contemporary pallet.

The two packages that I gave you are
two different alternatives, one that leans a bit
more towards Mediterranean stucco style, and the
other one has a vertical siding on it that breaks
the scale down even more if the folks are worried

that, hey, you're going to have two stories of
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stucco, and that may not be compatible with
scale. So we're trying to be compatible and
really to work with the board.

Copper planters, railings of g
frosted glass to preserve a view. No one can
look down on you because three's a frosted rail,
and you can't see up, so it gives you some
privacy.

Standing seam metal roof is on
really for longevity. We're not interested in
putting up a building that's going to need to be
torn down in 30 years because the quality is not
there. This roof will last 70 years in Southern
California.

Paveré and how we're breaking
scale of things instead of large swaths of
concrete.

And then how we're going to us
landscape to break down the scale of the building
even more so.

Now, I know when we submit the
drawings we're supposed to show you the building,
and you get the building on steroids basically.
When you go to the sidewalk or if there's a

street and you see the building, there are all

lass but

there

down the

e the

se
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these trees. All those things naturally break

the scale down.

I'm not proposing to put up a building

that's 35 feet in height, even though that's
what's allowed. I think we're at 23 or 24 feet.
We're well below the height. That combined with
the landscape, we think we're going to be able to
break the scale down on this building to fit
comfortably into that neighborhood.

Then after that, these are all
renderings that you've seen. I'm not going to
spend a lot of time on these, but this is the
two-story more Mediterranean type approach. You
can see the buildings in the foreground. That's
the one story that's next door. We've broken
down the scale even with the color. We've broken
down the roof massing. Planting -- all these
different ways to break down the scale of the
building.

But we understood that, you kn
maybe that's a bit much. So on the second one,
you'll see that we've broken down the facade in
(indiscernible) and materials. Okay. Both of
these solutions, okay, have all open space, open

area requirements satisfied at ground level. At

the

ow what,
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one point, one of our earlier proposals had the
ground -- all the open area up on the second
floor and contributed even more to the massing of
the project. Neighbors were concerned, and I
think rightfully so, that this deck would be
looking down into their backyard. That doesn't
happen anymore.

And then the last thing we did
did a little streetscape photograph of what's
going on there on Orange Grove Place. And you
can see everything. And on the bottom image,
you'll see our building right smack in the
middle, adjacent to another building that I don't
think we -- I think we're almost as tall, maybe a
foot taller than that building. Okay, but that
building is a one-story building, and ours is two
stories. I believe it's two story at the rear.

But in any event, we're not joka
to out scale everything. And if I zoom in a
little closer, I place that building ﬁhere, and
you can see it, I think, in a little bit more of
its context with the trees and how we break it
down and scale.

There are no garage doors.

YAEL LIR: (Indiscernible) .

is we

oposing
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PETER DEMARIA: All the parking is
hidden, and that's by choice. We're trying to
keep it in character with that neighborhood.

Most of the post-World War II homes and
craftsman-style homes don't have a garage door
that's facing the street. 1It's off the alley or
it's around back, or the garage is, you know, at
the end of a long driveway.

So we're respecting many of those
things that I think are already part of the
neighborhood. And then the materials that I've
chosen for the project are all about quality. We
don't see this neighborhood of South Pasadena
taking a turn for the worse. It's just going to
get more valuable. The homesg that are not on the
historic register, if they have redeeming
qualities, we're going to keep them, I'm sure.
But if they don't, they're going to disappear,
and something's going to have to go in their
place. So we're proposing a quality solution
that I think is in scale with what's taking
place.

Thank you.

VICE CHAIR MARK SMEATON: Would you

mind going back one slide?
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PETER DEMARIA: Sure. I think that
should be part of the packet that we gave you.
If you don't have it, I can -- I have a copy.
CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: Questions from
the Board-?
Can you give us a little background on
how many -- well, I know there was an architect
before you but how many times you have come to us
and the size of the proposal each time you came?
PETER DEMARIA: Mh hmm. I think we've
been here at least twice. Okay, different
proposals. And we've done everything from had
one story solutions. I thought we had some
excellent solutions in the past, and I think a
lot of that was rooted in what I mentioned
earlier where speaking with the neighbors and
what they would like to see.
But I found that that approach just
wasn't working. So I said I can't keep trying to
hit the goal if they keep moving the goalposts.
So at that point, I seem like I can't do that.
And I think at some point, even the commission
was coming back to us with recommendations that
were kind of scattered. They were kind of a

little of this, a little of that because there
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was no clear direction on what was -- what we
wanted to eliminate, what we wanted to get rid
of. And I think some of that was part of the
frustration that was born out of trying to
satisfy maybe too many folks at one time. And,
you know, too many chefs in the kitchen -- or
designed by committee sometimes leads to
frustration.

So at this point, that's why I said we
went back in. Said let's look at the letter of
the law. I get him, and he keeps me tempered and
says, listen, this is the law. This is what
you're going to have to do. He kept me
restrained. And after that, I said, okay, let's
talk about the details, and the beauty, and how

we can be something that contributes to the

neighborhood.

VICE CHAIR MARK SMEATON: So in the
past, you've -- oh, I'm sorry. Jim?

JAMES FENSKE: No.

VICE CHAIR MARK SMEATON: Oh. In the -
- I looked at a -- I wasn't involved in two to

three years ago, as this has been granted for
quite a long time, but I read through some of the

meeting minutes. And in the meeting minutes from
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reasonable in the back. I could go over
everything, like I said, that we've discussed.
All of the issues with scale, massing, size,
compatibility, traffic flow, all of that, it
still remains. So I ask that you deny this
project based on that.

Thank you.

ANA UEHARA: My name is Ana Uehara.

live at 1050 Orange Grove Avenue, So I have to
deal with the alley in the back of this house.
1050 Orange Grove Avenue, the alley in the back
part of it. I don't see why Ms. Chan cannot
build the three units because one of them is
going to park on Orange Grove Place, and the
other two are going to park in the back. So it's
not traffic over there at all because the three
parking places that this -- these people over
here got, they got exclusive cars that they never
take out or they never -- they take it maybe once
or twice a year. And the last one in the back of
us is the building, the house that is two
stories, they park in Orange Place. They don't
park in the back. |

So I don't see no reason why Mrs.

cannot build the two units in the back. To me

Page

Chan

30

Veritext Legal Solutions
866 299-5127

194




10

11

12

13

14

15

le

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

CHAIR CONRADC LOPEZ: Let's no
this.

JAMES FENSKE: All right. No
forth. Sorry.

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: Yeah. L
do this because then we're going to keep going
for an hour.

JAMES FENSKE: Right. My bad.

MICHAEL LEJEUNNE: Thank you,

JAMES FENSKE: So the idea is
it compatible. Massing wise, not so much because
it's a multi-family, but at least, you know, a
nod to the neighborhood with that one story in
front. So scale and massing and the design
style.

You know, that other one that
that was right next door that you're using as
reference I think was a mistake. 1It's
unfortunate, but it was so different that it was
okay. You know what I'm saying? We had that
idea that there's all these little bungalows in a
neighborhood. All craftsman, cute little
bungalows, and then there was this edgy something
else. And it seemed to go okay in our minds.

But in this case, there's a lo

£t do

back and

et's not

So --
Conrad.

to make

we had

t of it
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spent by members of this board, staff, talking
about the size, the massing of this project. And
I thought we were making progress, and it just
went completely backwards in this last proposal.

Guidelines are what it's called.
They're guidelines, so they're not rules that you
have to follow or rules that we have to approve.
They're guidelines, right? So design is
subjective. Opinions are subjective. Design is
subjective. So I'm not going to argue with you
guys saying that you followed the guidelines and
this is a design that flows the guidelines. It
might very well be. I'm not going to go
guideline by guideline arguing this or that or
the other.

The truth is that we spent, like I
said, many hours talking about the size and
massing of this project, and just because zoning
says you can do it doesn't mean you can. And
that's why we, the board, exists, is because,
like you said, this might be a perfect example of
how the guidelines are interpreted, but that
doesn't mean that it's good architecture that
fits in the site and in the neighborhood.

And we -- again, I don't want to
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revisit all the numerous comments that we've
made. Having a two-story structure in the front,
we said -- one of the guidelines I think it says
it would be nice to articulate that and have a
smaller, porch-style one-story volume in the
front besides the fact. The house to the side
has it.

And again, I'm not going to ta
that because that's approved and it's done. What
we can work on is what's coming next, and it's
very disappointing, and I just -- I can't see
myself approving this project in this form.

MICHAEL LEJEUNNE: Let's see.
couple thoughts, and none of them have to do with
the particular architecture of the project
because though this body has specific guidelines
and sort of rules, if you will, for how we
proceed, what we can ask for, what we can't ask
for -- and I've learned a number of those over
the years -- this is the place where community
comes to express themselves about particular
projects. And so I think that whether or not it
finds its way into a particular motion wording or
vote, this is our responsibility to kind of

synthesize and monitor what happens in this room

1k about

I had a
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in situations such as this.
I think you are a good architect. I
see some very nice touches for this particular
project were it not in Year 4 with every neighbor
lined up to say no. I don't know how that can be
considered good architecture for this particular
situation. A
And I'm seeing it for the first time in
the last week and a half since my packet was
delivered. We just can't look at it through
drawings and flats, and even your nice computer
drawings. We have to look at it within the lens
of what's going on in this room. 1It's four
years. I just went through four years of notes,
and back and back and back and back. And every
time there's clearly -- maybe even some of the
neighbor players have changed, but there is
continued protest.
Part of me wants to say why would you
want to set -- whoever's going to live here is
sect to this. I don't know whether these units
are sellable or whether they're only for lease.
Either way, when we consider the alley, the
traffic, the lack of turnaround, the project that

got away and exists on the street now, that
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doesn't mean that the mission here is to let more
of this get away. There are plenty of streets in
South Pas where you drive down the streets and
you think, wow, that really got away from
somebody at some point, usually in the '70s, you
know? But we fix that through the McMansion
guidelines.
As far as the very detailed response
from the attorney in this situation, to me that
feels like prelude to a lawsuit, not any kind of,
you know, effort to respond as a community. It
just feels like that's going to be taken from a
letter submitted to the Design Review Board right
into a lawsuit against the city.
All I can say being the newbie here is
we're not headed in the right direction, are we,
with this project. Conrad said it in another
way, but this 1s community, 55 years this year
that I've lived here. So I have a lot of pent-up
history, and I'm still going to be as impartial
as I can be, but I think maybe that's part of my
purpose here.
I'm not an architect on this board. We
have plenty of very detailed representation as to

heights, footprints, materials, but there are
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other considerations for the Design Review Board
at play.

Any time there's this kind of unanimous
-- I'm not hearing anybody in support of the
project. There was a sort of halfway support for
trying to rid the current project of its trash
and drug use, but I'm not hearing -- there's no
support for the project. And we haven't heard
from the owner. 1It's just a lot of indicators.

And I think it's a lot of mass, and I
can certainly understand the parking issues and
the street issues. That is a spot for Gold Line
parking. There isn't a turnaround. TIt's
probably true that the city can't afford to
improve that alley, and this is on that side of
the alley. I would hate for there to be
fisticuffs in the back alley over who's going to
back up because, you know, that would be
unfortunate and not beyond the paie in a town
with this much passion and people believing in
where they live.

VICE CHAIR MARK SMEATON: I won't
repeat what our other -- my other fellow board
members have done other than just maybe a couple

points. It is always nice if somebody -- if
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issue of how the massing breaks apart in the
back. I don't really mind that, but it's kind of
in your face, and it's not really scaled well at
the street level, and that's what everybody --
that's what you feel. That's disregarding the
whole parking problems that you have on this
street. That's obviously another issue.

And I think as Jim pointed out and as
we all have pointed out, it's unfortunate that
this area is zoned for what it is because it's
just not set up for that. And unfortunately,
more and more of these things are going to happen
as people turn over their homes.

And maybe a way to deal with it is talk
to the city about rezoning. That's the real deal
because otherwise you're going to be fighting
this a lot. And not every block needs to be
multifamily for density. Density can occur on
main streets. When it gets too far off field, it
does create problems.

So unfortunately, I think we know where
me opinion is at this point.

YAEL LIR: Just a few words that were
not said before. If I would be a person coming

to live in this house, I don't think I would like
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to because there's no green space. It's just
basically a place to live, but it's not quality
of life. 1In units like this, it's too congested.
There's no space to put a pin.

MAN 3: Can you put your microphone
down, please?

YAEL LIR: I said there's no space to
put a pin. There's no green space. You cannot
go out and breathe. It just doesn't fit the
neighborhood. South Pasadena is not about

filling it up with buildings and have people be

able to send their kids to South Pasadena

schools. 1It's more than that.
I have nothing to -- this design can be
beautiful in another location, but not this one.
So that's what I have to say.
CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: All right. Well,
I would like to make a motion to deny the project
based on -- and looking at the list of findings,
that it doesn't follow Finding Number 3: is
compatible with the existing character and the
surrounding neighborhood. More than the
architecture necessarily because we understand
that, you know, going to a multifamily is

different. We're not talking about two stories
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CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: All those in
favor?

MICHAEL LEJEUNNE: Aye.

VICE CHAIR MARK SMEATON: I.

YAEL LIR: I would like to say that,
you know, I don't think --

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: All those
opposed? Let me vote. Let's finish the vote,
and then we can talk.

YAEL LIR: Okay.

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: So you guys are
opposed?

JAMES FENSKE: Nay.

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: Nay?

YAEL LIR: I'm with you. I just think
three units for this lot is too much.

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: No, agreed.

YAEL LIR: So maybe --

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: Which one is your
vote?

YAEL LIR: Vote is to deny it, but you
say there can be appeal.

CHAIR CONRADO LOPEZ: All right. So
she's a yes. You are with the --

YAEL LIR: Right.
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817 ORANGE GROVE PLACE (THE "PROJECT")

2-STORY RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES IN PROJECT'S VICINITY
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1. 821 Orange Grove Place (immediately adjacent to Project)
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2. 1012 Orange Grove Avenue Multifamily Apartments

3. 1016 Orange Grove Avenue (front view, and
rear view as seen from Orange Grove Place)
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4, 1029 Orange Grove Avenue
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817 El Centro (front view, and rear view as seen from Orange Grove Place)
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11. 1030 Adelaine Ave
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1015 Adelaine Ave
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
FOR
817 Orange Grove Place

July 11, 2018

Public Works Department Conditions:

1) The applicant shall pay for all applicable city fees including PW plan review and
permit fees.

2) The applicant shall submit a tract map package for review and approval prior to
building occupancy.

3) The applicant shall provide copies of Title reports.

4) The applicant shall provide a copy of the CC&R’S for Public Works Department
review and approval prior tract map approval,

5) The applicant shall pay City water and sewer connection charges per Resolution 7360.

6) The applicant shall contact the City Water Division to coordinate size, location, and
associated fee for a new water meter connection as applicable.

7) Provide Los Angeles County Sanitation District letter of approval/fee receipt for
sewer connection fee.

8) Video inspect the existing sewer lateral for obstructions and remove any obstructions
observed. Provide copy of the inspection video of the cleared lateral.

9) Show the location of all existing utilities on public right-of-way, as well as utility
point of connection (POC) and size of all existing or proposed services serving the
property.

10)Replace all broken, damaged, or out-of-grade sidewalk, driveways, curb and gutter,
painted curb markings, signs, asphalt/concrete fronting the property to the satisfaction
of the City Engineer. The applicant shall repaint house numbers on curb.

11) The applicant shall remove existing driveway and replace with commercial driveway.

12) The applicant shall provide street plans show all existing condition within pu’bic right-

of-ways, curb/gutter, driveway, existing features, trees, dimensions, and proposed
improvements.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
FOR
817 Orange Grove Place

July 11, 2018

13)The applicant shall be responsible implement necessary BMP measures Per City
Municipal Code, Section 23.14. Provide a copy of approved BMP plan from Building
& Safety Department.

14)The applicant shall comply with all requirements of California Drainage Law and/or
the City of South Pasadena Low Impact Development Ordinance No. 2283. Provide
copy of approved plan from Building & Safety Department.

15)Show all existing and proposed trees, including size and species, and indicate their
disposition. The applicant shall provide methods of protecting existing trees during
construction.

16)Show all existing and proposed trees, including size and species, and indicate their
disposition. If any trees are to be removed, per City Ordinance No. 2126 amending
Section 34.4 of the City Municipal Code, file for a tree removal permit application.
See Municipal Code Section 34.5 for the required information and process for the
trees that are proposed to be removed and/or impacted during construction.

17)Building structure shall not be constructed within critical root zone area. For native
and protected species the use of the tree’s DBH (X5) is the minimum critical root
mass. For non-native and protected species use of the tree’s DBH (X3) is the
minimum critical root mass.

18)The applicant shall remove and replace a minimum 2” of existing asphalt to the
centerline of Orange Grove Place, from property line to property line.

19)The applicant shall remove a minimum of 4” existing alley surface and replace with
minimum of 4 asphalt pavement entire width of McCamment Alley fronting the
property.

20)If trash pickup is proposed through McCamment Alley, the applicant shall provide
Athens approval for the trash pickup services.

21)Show location of existing SCE power pole in front of the property and provide
methods of protection during the construction.

22)The applicant shall apply for a change of address permit for the new homes prior to
final occupancy.
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ATTACHMENT 18
Legal Analysis from Owner’s Legal Counsel, Patrick Perry

Dated: March 21, 2019
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP

Allen Matl(jns Attomeys at Law

865 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2800 | Los Angeles, CA 90017-2543
Telephone: 213.622.5555 | Facsimile: 213.620.8816
www.allenmatkins.com

Patrick A. Perry
E-mail: pperry@allenmatkins.com
Direct Dial: 213.955.5504 "File Number: 377127-00002/LA1157082.01

Via Electronic Mail

March 21, 2019

Chair Kelly Koldus

Vice-Chair Janet Braun

Secretary Richard Tom

Commissioner Steven Dahl

Commissioner John Lesak

City of South Pasadena Planning Commission
1414 Mission Street

South Pasadena, California 91030

Re: 817 Orange Grove Place
Dear Chair Koldus and Members of the Planning Commission:

As you know, this firm represents Ms. Patty Chan in connection with her appeal of the
Design Review Board's denial of her design for a housing development project consisting of three
residential units (the "Project") on the property located at 817 Orange Grove Place (the "Property").
On October 4, 2018 the City's Design Review Board ("DRB") denied Ms. Chan's application for the
proposed Project, and Ms. Chan timely appealed the DRB's decision to the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission considered the appeal at its meeting on January 28, 2019 and continued
its consideration until February 25, 2019 to provide an opportunity for the various interested parties
to meet in an effort to resolve their differences regarding the Project. Members of the Planning
Commission also made recommendations regarding proposed modifications to the Project,
including a reduction of the front unit from two stories to one story and reducing the overall square
footage of the proposed residential units.

Without waiving any of the grounds for the present appeal, Ms. Chan made revisions to the
Project in response to the recommendations by members of the Planning Commission during the
meeting on January 28. According to the current design, the square footage of the Project has been
reduced from 4,977 square feet to 4,508 square feet, and the front unit has been reduced to one
story. The revised design has also reduced the mass and scale of the proposed buildings by
eliminating the outside stair to the rear unit, thereby allowing the rear structure to be placed farther
back on the Property. The roof lines have also been reoriented to be parallel to the street in order to
reduce the scale of the proposed structures as seen from the street.

Los Angeles | Orange County | San Diego | Century City | San Francisco
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The revised Project was presented to Planning and Building Department staff for
consideration by the Planning Commission at its meeting on February 25. Staff then requested, and
Ms. Chan agreed, to continue consideration of the appeal until the Planning Commission meeting
on March 25, 2019, in order to allow staff time to review the revisions to the Project prior to
presentation to the Commission for consideration. As set forth below, the revised Project is
consistent with the Planning Commission's recommendations and fully complies with applicable
requirements of the South Pasadena Municipal Code ("SPMC") and the City's Design Guidelines
for New Multi-Family Development (the "Design Guidelines"). We therefore urge you grant the
appeal with instructions to modify the Project design as currently proposed.

1. The Proposed Design Fully Complies with All Applicable Zoning Requirements.

The revised Project consists of three residential units containing a total of 4,508 square feet
as follows:

Unit A One-story, one bedroom, one bathroom, 880 square feet.
Unit B Two-story, two bedroom, 2.5 bathrooms, 1,814 square feet.
Unit C Two-story, one bedroom, two bathrooms, 1,814 square feet.

According to the City's Zoning Map, the Property is zoned RM, Residential Medium
Density. According to Section 36.220.040 of the SPMC, properties in the RM zone may be
developed with up to 14 dwelling units per acre. The maximum allowable floor area ratio ("FAR")
is 0.50, and the maximum allowable lot coverage is 50 percent. The maximum allowable height is
35 feet. Front and rear yard setbacks must be a minimum of 20 feet, and side yard setbacks must be
10 percent of the lot width but no less than four feet. According to Section 36.350.190 of the
SPMC, 200 square feet of common open space is required for every multi-family residential
development containing three to four units, and an additional 200 square feet of private open space
is required for each unit. According to Section 36.310.040 of the SPMC, one parking space is
required for a one bedroom multi-family residential unit; two covered parking spaces are required
for multi-family residential units with two or more bedrooms, and one guest parking space is
required for every two units.

The lot area of the Property is 10,104 square feet or approximately 0.23 acre, and the lot
width is 47 feet. Up to three dwelling units and 5,052 square feet of floor area may therefore be
developed on the Property. According to the drawings prepared by DeMaria Design, the proposed
FAR is 0.445; the proposed lot coverage is approximately 28 percent, and the maximum height of
the proposed structures on the Property is 28 feet, one inch. The proposed structures have front and
rear yard setbacks of 20 feet. A side yard setback of 14 feet is provided on the west, and a side yard
setback of five feet is provided on the east, both of which exceed the minimum setback
requirements. Two hundred square feet of common open space is provided, and private open space
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at least 200 square feet is provided for each unit. A total of four parking spaces and two guest
parking spaces are provided.

Both the prior design and the current design therefore conform to all applicable requirements

of the SPMC. As set forth in the Planning Commission Staff Report for the Project dated January
28, 2019, no other property in the neighborhood is fully conforming with the requirements of the
SPMC. All but one of the properties are less than the minimum lot area of 10,000 square feet, and
the only other property that exceeds 10,000 square feet is developed with four dwelling units, which
is one more than what is permitted pursuant to the applicable development standards. Disapproval
of the Project on the grounds that it does not conform to the nonconforming characteristics of
surrounding properties is not an appropriate exercise of the City's discretion.

2.

The Proposed Design Is Fully Consistent with the City's Design Guidelines.

As set forth below, the proposed design is consistent with the City's Design Guidelines for

new multi-family development.

Building Massing and Plan Development.

e Minimize the visual impact of large monolithic structures by creating a cluster of smaller
buildings or the appearance of a series of smaller buildings.

o The proposed design includes three units located in two separate structures. Exterior
walls are modulated, and roof heights are varied to avoid the appearance of single
large monolithic structures. The front unit is one story. The rear units are designed
as two separate attached two story units which are divided by inset central stairwells
serving each unit. The roof lines have been oriented to be parallel to the street in
order to deemphasize the scale and mass of the structures as viewed from the street.
The mass of the proposed buildings has been modulated through the use of covered
porches, overhangs, and inset building elements to avoid the appearance of flat,
undifferentiated wall planes.

e Courtyard or garden style clusters of multi-family housing are highly encouraged.

o The two structures are located at the opposite ends of the Property, with 200 square
feet of landscaped common open space between. Landscaped open space is also
provided adjacent to the front and rear setback areas. '

e Interior courtyards should be used to provide sheltered private common space.

o Common open space is located in the center of the Property between the two
structures.
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Massing on multi-family buildings should articulate individual units or clusters of units.
Building massing should include variation in wall planes and height as well as and roof
forms to reduce the perceived scale of the building.

o The front and rear units are all clearly articulated as individual units. Wall planes
and roof heights are varied on both the front and rear structures to reduce the
perceived scale of both buildings.

Multi-family development adjacent to single-family neighborhoods should provide a
buffer of single story and/or detached units along adjoining property lines.

o The Property is not adjacent to a single family neighborhood. The proposed design
nevertheless consists of a detached unit in the front and two attached units at the rear.

Combinations of one, one and-one-half, and two-story units are encouraged to create
variation in mass and building height.

o The proposed design consists of one, one-story detached unit adjacent to the street,
and two, two-story attached units in the rear with varied roof lines to create variation
in height and mass. The height of the front unit is 18 feet, two inches to the main
ridge and 23 feet, three inches to the top of the central cupola. The maximum height
of the rear units is 28 feet, one inch, which is consistent with the height of the
existing two-story structure located to the east and is lower than the permitted height
of 35 feet.

Garage openings should not be located at primary facades.

o All parking is located at the interior and rear areas of the Property and is not visible
from the street.

Garage doors should be inconspicuous and should generally reflect single family
residential scale.

o There are no garage doors. All parking is located at the interior and rear areas of the
Property and is not visible from the street.

Roofs - Materials, Form and Shape.

Roofs should reflect a residential appearance through pitch and use of materials. Multi-
form roof combinations are encouraged to create varying roof forms and break-up the
massing of the building.
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o The proposed design consists of residential scale gable roofs throughout at a pitch of
5.5:12. Roof lines are varied in height to break up the massing of both structures.
Roof lines are also oriented parallel to the street to reduce the scale and mass as
perceived from the street.

Rooflines should be designed to screen roof mounted mechanical equipment. All
screening should be constructed with the materials consistent with the lower stories of
the building and should be designed as a continuous component.

o There is no roof mounted equipment in the proposed design.

Roof forms typical of residential buildings, such as gable, hip or shed roof combinations,
are strongly encouraged. If a parapet roof is used, the roof should include detailing
typical of residential character and design.

o The proposed design consists of residential scale gable roofs throughout at a pitch of
5.5:12.

Gutters and downspouts should be decorative and designed to integrate with the building
fagade.

o Gutters will placed at the eaves, and downspouts will be located at appropriate
intervals to integrate with the building design.

Porches, Balconies and Exterior Stairways.

Porches and balconies should be encouraged as they provide individual outdoor spaces.

o The front unit has a front porch facing the street. The rear units have a small porch
adjacent to each entrance, and the front unit in the rear structure has a cantilevered
deck centrally located in the north fagade.

Porches and balconies should be detailed with features compatible with the architectural
style of the building.

o The design of the porches and deck utilizes the same materials and is compatible
with the design of the proposed buildings.

Long, monotonous balconies and corridors that provide access to multiple units should
be avoided.
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o Each of the units will have its own separate entrance. There are no balconies or
corridors that provide access to multiple units.

Architectural elements that add visual interest, scale, and character, such as recessed or
projecting balconies, trellises, verandas, and porches, are encouraged.

o The front unit has a front porch facing the street. The rear units each have a recessed
porch adjacent to each entrance, and the front unit in the rear structure has a
cantilevered deck centrally located in the north fagade.

Stairways should be designed as an integral part of the overall architecture of the
building, complementing the building's mass and form.

o No exterior stairs are proposed.

Windows, Doors and Entry.

Design entry features to reflect the overall architectural identity and character of the
project.

o The entries to all three units are integrated into the design of each unit and are
sheltered by a covered porch.

The main building entrance should be clearly identifiable and distinguished from the rest
of the building. All entrances should be emphasized using lighting, landscaping, and
architecture.

o The entrance to the front unit is centrally located in the covered porch attached to the
front facade and is clearly visible from the street. The entrances to the rear units are
also recessed under covered porches. All entrances will be emphasized with
appropriate lighting and landscaping,.

Window and door type, material, shape, and proportion should complement the
architectural style of the building.

o Windows are primarily casement and awning type which are proportioned to the
scale of the buildings. Exterior doors are residential in scale constructed of wood
with glass panels.

Where appropriate to the architectural style, windows should be generously inset from
building walls to create shade and shadow detail.
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o All windows are inset, providing shadow details as appropriate to the architectural
style of the buildings.

¢ Windows should be articulated with sills and trim, and shutters, or awnings authentic to
the architectural style of the building.

o All windows are surrounded by sills and trim that contrast with the color of the
surrounding walls to enhance articulation of the building facade.

Facade Treatments, Materials and Architectural Details.

e There should be a variation in wall plane on all facades visible from a public street or
public view.

o Wall planes and roof heights are varied on all facades, including those that are
visible from the public street and public view.

e [tisexpected that the highest level of articulation will occur on the front fagade and
tacades visible from public streets and public views; however, similar and
complementary massing, materials, and details should be incorporated into all
elevations.

o The architectural treatment of all facades is consistent throughout the proposed
design. Those facades visible from the public street have the highest degree of
articulation, but all tfacades receive similar treatment.

e Architectural elements, such as overhangs, trellises, projections, awnings, insets,
materials, and textures, should be used to create shadow patterns that contribute to a
building’s character and to achieve a pedestrian scale.

o Porches, decks, and articulations in the wall surfaces are provided to create shadow
patterns and contribute to the character of the proposed design. Horizontal
projections punctuate offsets in the roofline and provide additional articulation on the
buildings' facades.

e Employ materials that relate to the established architectural vocabulary of the
neighboring buildings and districts.

o The proposed design incorporates plaster and stone exterior finishes and residential
scale gable roofs, which is consistent with the style and materials of neighboring
buildings.
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Streetscape and Site Design.

Development should be designed to avoid large parking areas, bulky structures,
decreased private open space, rows of carports adjacent to public streets, and high walls
at the street edge in order to enhance the aesthetic value of South Pasadena.

o Parking spaces are dispersed within three separate areas in the interior of the
Property and are separated by landscaping and open space and are not visible from
the street.

New multi-family structures should avoid large or over-scaled entries into subterranean
parking areas. Avoid creating a “concrete canyon” entry to parking underground
parking.

o All parking is above grade.

Intensified landscaping, increased setbacks adjacent to other uses, and appropriate
building orientation should be used to buffer or transition residential uses from adjacent
uses, such as commercial.

o The Property is not located adjacent to commercial uses. The proposed buildings are
set back 14 feet from the property to the west and five feet from the property to the
east, which exceeds applicable setback requirements.

Fences and walls should be constructed as low as possible while still providing
screening, noise reduction, and security functions.

o A new concrete block wall will be constructed along the western Property line. The
portion located in the front setback area will be 36 inches high to match the existing
block wall along the eastern Property line. The remainder of the new block wall
along the western Property line will be 72 inches high. The existing block wall
along the eastern Property line will remain.

Fences placed adjacent to a street should be screened with a landscape buffer.

o A 36 inch high wall is proposed adjacent to the front sidewalk with landscaping in
front. A walkway will provide access from the sidewalk to the front unit.

Courtyard, walkway, entry and parking lighting should be architecturally compatible
with the building design.

o All exterior lighting fixtures will be compatible with the building design.
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The lighting of building elements and trees is an effective and attractive lighting
technique that is encouraged.

o Outdoor lighting will be provided to enhance security and highlight architectural
features as appropriate.

Low-voltage/high efficiency and/or solar powered lighting should be used in the
landscape whenever possible.

o All exterior lighting will be low voltage or solar powered and will be controlled by
light sensors and motion detectors as appropriate.

Tile or masonry fountains are encouraged in public spaces.

o N/A.

Parking, Garages, Carports and Ancillary Structures.

Site plans should limit new curb cuts and driveway entrances to the extent possible.
o The proposed design will utilize the curb cut for the existing driveway.

New multi-family structures should avoid large or over-scaled entries into subterranean
parking areas. Avoid creating a "concrete canyon" entry to underground parking.

o All parking is located above grade.

Carports, detached garages, and other ancillary structures should be designed as an
integral part of the development.

o All covered parking is integrated into the design of the Project.

Garage doors should appear to be set into the walls rather than flush with the exterior
wall.

o Garage doors are not provided.
Flat roofs on garages, carports, and ancillary structures are discouraged.

o Flat roofs are not provided over covered parking.
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Trash enclosures should be unobtrusive and conveniently located for trash disposal by
tenants and for collection by service vehicles. They should never be placed near a
primary entry nor should they be visible from the public right of way.

o

The proposed trash enclosure is located at the southeast corner of the property away
from the primary entry and not visible from the street. Trash receptacles can be
transported to the street for collection along the western Property line.

3. The Proposed Design Complies with All Required Findings for Approval.

The design and layout of the proposed Project is fully consistent with the following required
findings of Section 34.410.040.1 of the SPMC.

1.

The proposed design is consistent with the General Plan, any adopted design guidelines
and any applicable design criteria for specialized areas (e.g., designated historic or other
special districts, plan developments, or specific plans).

O

As set forth above, the proposed design fully complies with all development
standards and is consistent with the Design Guidelines. The Property is not subject
to a specific plan or other specialized area, and the Cultural Heritage Commission
has determined that the existing structures on the Property are not designated
historic.

The proposed design will adequately accommodate the functions and activities proposed
for the site, will not unreasonably interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring,
existing, or future developments, and will not create adverse pedestrian or traffic
hazards.

O

The proposed design fully accommodates all proposed uses on the Property in an
orderly configuration. It will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of
neighboring developments because it is set back from the property lines of adjacent
properties and does not intrude on existing views. Existing pedestrian and vehicular
access to the Property will be maintained and therefore not result in any adverse
pedestrian or traffic hazards. The Project will incorporate a driveway through the
entire length of the Property. Vehicular access to all units will therefore be available
from both Orange Grove Place and McCamment Alley, both of which are public
right-of-way. The entire width of the portion of McCamment Alley abutting the
Property will be improved with four inches of new asphalt paving. Development of
the Project will therefore enhance public safety, and failure of the City to maintain its
own right-of-way should not constitute grounds to disapprove the Project.
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3. The proposed design is compatible with the existing character of the surrounding
neighborhood, and all reasonable design efforts have been made to maintain the
attractive, harmonious, and orderly development contemplated by this Section, and the
General Plan.

o The neighborhood consists of an eclectic mix of different architectural styles. The
proposed design blends with the neighboring properties in terms of style and
residential scale. The front unit is one story, which is consistent with the
development of surrounding properties and is lower in height than the existing house
on the adjacent property to the east, and the proposed height of the rear units is
consistent with the height of the existing house to the east. Both the front and rear
units have traditional gable roofs with roof lines parallel to the street to deemphasize
the scale and mass of the structures as viewed from the street, and the architectural
style is compatible with other properties located along both sides of Orange Grove
Place.

4. The proposed design would provide a desirable environment for its occupants and
neighbors, and is aesthetically of good composition, materials, and texture that would
remain aesthetically appealing with a reasonable level of maintenance and upkeep.

o As set forth above, the proposed design consists of a mix of tastefully designed and
durable materials along with attractive landscaping that will enhance the existing
streetscape and thereby contribute to a desirable environment for both occupants of
the Property and surrounding residents.

4. Conclusion.

As set forth above, the Project has been revised to be sensitive to the concerns of
neighboring residents and responsive to the recommendations of the Planning Commission. You
are accordingly respectfully requested to grant the appeal of the DRB's decision and approve the
Project as currently designed.

Your careful attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. We are available to meet with
you at your convenience to discuss these issues in greater detail. In the meantime, please do not
hesitate to contact me with any questions or if I can provide any additional information.

Very truly yours,’

7
Patrick A. Perry
PAP
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DEMARIA RECEIVED
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION MAR 2 1 2019

CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPT.

Chan Residence
817 Orange Grove Place
South Pasadena, CA

Exterior Material Booklet
March 14, 2019
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Chan Residence ANDERSEN WINDOWS & DOORS
Metal Clad Wood Windows / Doors

|
|

Living Room and Balcony Doors

Front Door

ANDERSEN’
PRODUCT OVERVIEW

‘With Andersen, there are product lines for every budget, every personal taste and every
architectural style. No matter which you choose, all feature the beauty, energy efficiency
and durabliity you and your customers have come to expect from Andersen.

ANDERSEN ADVANTAGES
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O 10 t

Deep-set Window and Door Jamb
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Chan Residence CLEAR STAINED IPE / MANGARIS EAVES
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Chan Residence

EXTERIOR: SANTA BARBARA MISSION STYLE SMOOTH TROWEL STUCCO by LAHABRA

Dove Grey
40 (66)
Base 200
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Chan Residence EXTERIOR SMOOTH LIMESTONE VENEER
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Chan Residence RHEINZINC PANELS & BUSH HAMMERED COPPER PLANTERS
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Chan Residence BALCONY RAILINGS TEMPERED GLASS WITH BRASS RAIL CAP by VICEGLASS
CLEAR TEMPERED GLASS OR ALTERNATIVE OBSCURED by CR LAURENCE




Chan Residence STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF
ZINC COLOR BY PACIFIC ROOFING CO.
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Chan Residence | CONCRETE DRIVE & WALKWAY PAVERS
STEPSTONE PAVING CO.
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LANDSCAPE

OLIVE & ITALIAN CYPRESS

Chan Residence

TREES
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