City of San Gabriel

STAFF REPORT
Date:

August 14, 2017

To:

Chairman Garden and Planning Commissioners
Chairperson Nadolney and Design Review Commissioner Cheng

From:

Community Development Department, Planning Division

By:

Nicholas Bezanson, Assistant Planner

Subject:

Update on R-1 Development Moratorium and “Mansionization”
Ordinance (ZTA17-001)

SUMMARY
On October 6, 2015, the City Council adopted Urgency Ordinance No. 621-C.S. placing a
moratorium on demolition of single family homes and second story additions to existing
single family homes in the R-1 (Single Family Residence) zone (Attachment A). On
October 4, 2016 the City Council extended the moratorium for one year under Urgency
Interim Ordinance No. 629-C.S., allowing for applications that propose second story
additions with approval from the Design Review Commission (Attachment B).
The moratorium will expire on October 5, 2017. The City Council directed staff to find
ways to preserve the aesthetic character of the City’s residential neighborhoods by
updating the City’s development code standards. Staff is requesting input from the
commissions on a proposal for changes to the review process and development
standards for development applications within the R-1 zone.

BACKGROUND

RESIDENT CONCERNS
Within the City of San Gabriel and the greater San Gabriel Valley area, residents have
expressed concerns about “mansionization”, which has been defined by The Pasadena
Star News as the “practice of demolishing older, smaller homes and replacing them with
larger ones that often dwarf nearby dwellings.” The primary concern that has been
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voiced by the community, is that development of these mansion-type homes leads to a
loss of character within their neighborhood.
MORATORIUM
In response to an increasing number
of proposals for oversized singlefamily homes, City Council adopted
Urgency Ordinance No. 621-C.S.
prohibiting the demolition of singlefamily homes, and initially, second
story additions to one-story homes in
the R-1 zone. The moratorium adopted
by the Urgency Ordinance will expire
on October 5, 2017. While the
moratorium has provided security
against “mansionization,” its expiration
will remove the prohibition on the demolition of single-family homes and would allow
residents to build new home absent any architectural review. By adopting stronger
development standards and instating a tiered review process, the City would be able to
ensure that development within single-family neighborhoods fits the communities’
character.
GOALS
The primary goal voiced by the residents, is to preserve the character of single-family
neighborhoods. Therefore, amendments to the Zoning Code should ensure that development
proposals provide thoughtful design and are sensitive to the neighborhood setting. In order to
achieve these goals, it is necessary to utilize the DRC and City Architect for development with
significant impacts and to incentivize small-scale development.
ANALYSIS

In order to ensure that any new development in single-family zones is sensitive to the
neighborhood, a two part proposal is being suggested, addressing:
1. The process in which development is reviewed
The current review process until recently required no design review for any
proposals for single family development, beyond a staff level review. Upon the
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extension of the moratorium, the Code was revised requiring the Design Review
Commission to review any proposals for a second story addition to existing single
story homes in the R-1 zone. The revision did not take into account review
processes for proposals of new homes or homes that proposed significant
alterations and additions without adding a new second story. For this reason, a
tiered review process is being proposed which addresses all levels of
development in the single family zones.
2. The standards to which development and design are to comply
The City’s “Design Guidelines”, while comprehensive with regards to architectural
style and detail, lack authority and specificity. The abovementioned review
process will grant authority of the DRC to uphold the existing guidelines, while
incorporation of standards into the Zoning Code will provide a specificity to what
is allowed. The proposed standards have been provided to address some of the
basic design concerns expressed by both residents and the commissions.
TIERED REVIEW PROCESS
A tiered review process will ensure that proposed development with the ability to have
the most significant impact on the neighborhood undergoes an architectural review of
the massing, design, and context. Utilizing the existing resources of the City, including
the DRC and the City Architect is necessary in ensuring better and more sensitive design.
The proposed tiered review process consists of three levels of review; DRC, Staff+ , and
Staff.
DRC Review
The City currently utilizes the Design Review
Commission for review of larger development projects,
such as new commercial structures and multi-family
development of five units or more. Currently, with
regard to single family development, DRC only has
purview over second story additions. The tiered review
process would expand upon the scope of the DRC
reviews to include:



new wholesale construction
second story additions to single story homes
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additions which create significant visual impacts from the public right-of-way

As part of the review process, the City Architect would also provide a review of the
project and would be in attendance at the DRC meetings. The Community Development
Director would have the authority to require any project to be reviewed by DRC and/or
the City Architect. In addition to expanding the purview of DRC, the meetings would
also become official noticed public hearings, notifying all residents within a 300-foot
radius.
Furthermore, submittal requirements for projects which are subject to DRC review will
include:
 A neighborhood analysis (300-foot radius)
o number of one-story versus two-story homes
o prevalent architectural styles of surrounding homes
 Professional landscape plan
Staff+ Review
The Staff+ review would utilize the City Architect to review projects which propose
wholesale façade changes, creating a significant shift in the architectural style of the
home. The Community Development Department would utilize the City Architect’s
comments when making the final decision.
Staff Review
Staff level reviews will include residential additions and alterations which have no visual
impact from the public right-of-way. This includes single story addition to the rear of
existing one and two-story homes, or two-story additions to the rear of existing twostory homes. Staff reviews include smaller fees and shorter processing times,
incentivizing development that conforms to the existing neighborhood character.
A provision will be added to allow the Community Development Director to require any
project to be reviewed by the Design Review Commission and/or the City Architect,
even if it does not directly fall into the higher level tiers of the review process.
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STRONGER DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

After reviewing neighboring cities’ requirements and comments made at past DRC
meetings for second story additions, staff has created a list of 14 initial proposals to
strengthen the development and design standards of single-family homes. These items
are intended to provide a starting point for the commissions and spark a dialogue with
the community.
Attachment C provides an analysis of the 14 items compared side-by-side with the City’s
existing regulations. Visual representation for each item has also been provided. The
items concern the following design criteria:
1. Double Height Spaces
2. Second Floor area to First Floor Area
3. Single Story Max Heights
4. Entryway Heights
5. Garage Location
6. 2nd Story Articulation
7. 2nd Story Setbacks
8. Lot Coverage
9. Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
10. Excess Area on Detached Garages
11. Number of Accessory Structures
12. Height of Accessory Structures
13. Minor Modification Process
14. Landscaping Requirements
The first twelve items look to revise existing requirements within the Zoning Code and
address development regulations that do not currently exist. Item 13, Minor
Modification Process, is a recommendation to remove a process which allows staff to
approve the increase or decrease of code requirements (lot coverage, FAR, setbacks) by
up to 20 percent without the need for a public hearing. Item 14 includes adding a
professional landscape plan as a submittal requirement for projects that go before the
DRC.
COMMUNITY MEETING
On July 27, 2017, the Planning Division held a community meeting at the Grapevine
Room providing information regarding staff’s ideas. The meeting began with an open
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house, in which graphic presentation boards (Attachment C) were laid out for residents
to gain an understanding of the ideas staff is proposing. Following the open house
staff, giving more in-depth reasoning behind the initial ideas, gave a PowerPoint
presentation (Attachment D). The remainder of the meeting consisted of a residents
providing questions, comments, and concerns, with staff providing answers.
Approximately 25 people attended the meeting expressing both support and concern
for staff’s proposals.
Each attendee was provided with stickers, which they could stick next to each proposal
indicating their support. The number of votes for each item have been provided below.
Item #
1 – Double Height Spaces
2 – Second Floor Area to First Floor Area
3 – Single Story Max Heights
4 – Entryway Height
5 – Garage Location
6 – 2nd Story Articulation
7 – 2nd Story Setbacks
8 – Lot Coverage
9 – Floor Area Ratio
10 – Excess Area on Detached Garages
11 – Number of Accessory Structures
12 – Height of Accessory Structures
13 – Minor Modification Process
14 – Landscaping Requirements
Tiered Review Process
Above Average Support
(9 Votes or More)

Average Support
(6-8 Votes)

Votes For
8
6
10
10
6
17
6
2
6
3
7
11
3
6
8

Votes Against

1

2
3
2
1

Below Average Support
(5 Votes or Less)

Of those residents that expressed concerns, their comments included:


Requiring a professional landscape plans for additions (Item 14) is expensive and
may be too burdensome for the homeowners.



The proposed changes to how lot coverage is calculated (Item 8) is too stringent
and is not aligned with “green” efforts.
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Requiring garages to be located in the side or rear yard areas (Item 5) on a typical
50-foot wide lot would be too limiting on the developable area of the residence.

Since the Community Meeting, multiple correspondences and news articles have been
brought to the Planning staff’s attention and are provided as attachments to this report.
Attachment E: Email Correspondence with Dave Fukuyama
Attachment F: Email Correspondence with Andrzej Szpikowski
Attachment G: Newspaper Article in the Pasadena Star News
Attachment H: Newspaper Editorial in San Gabriel Valley Tribune
RECOMMENDATION
At this time, no official recommendation is being made on behalf of staff. Staff is
requesting that DRC and Planning Commission provide input on the proposed
amendment to the review process and development standards, addressing items the
commissioners want to add, edit, or remove. On September 11, 2017, staff will present
an official recommendation to the Planning Commission requesting a recommendation
of the Planning Commission to be made for presentation to the City Council on October
3, 2017.
ATTACHMENTS
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

Urgency Ordinance 621-C.S.
Interim Ordinance 629-C.S.
Community Meeting Presentation Boards
Community Meeting PowerPoint Presentation
Email Correspondence with Dave Fukuyama
Email Correspondence with Andrzej Szpikowski
Newspaper Article in the Pasadena Star News
Newspaper Editorial in San Gabriel Valley Tribune

URGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 621 -C. S.

AN URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF

THE

IMPOSING

CITY

A

OF

SAN

45 -DAY

GABRIEL,

CALIFORNIA

MORATORIUM

ON

THE

ISSUANCE OF ANY PERMITS FOR THE DEMOLITION

OF EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY HOMES OR FOR THE
ADDITION

OF

A

SECOND

STORY

TO

EXISTING

SINGLE FAMILY HOMES IN THE R -1 ( SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENCE) ZONE

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL DOES ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1.

While this ordinance remains in effect, no permits for the demolition of

existing single family homes in the R -1 ( Single Family Residence) zone shall be issued and

no building permits for the construction of second story additions to existing single family
homes in the R -1 ( Single Family Residence) zone shall be issued and no application for
such permit(s) shall be accepted.
Section 2. Pursuant to the provisions of Section 65858 of the Government Code of

the State of California, this is an urgency interim zoning ordinance.

This ordinance shall

take effect immediately and shall expire forty -five ( 45) days thereafter unless extended by
the City Council after notice and public hearing. The facts constituting the current and

immediate threat to the public welfare necessitating an urgency ordinance are as follows:
Urgency Ordinance No. 621 -C. S
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The unique residential buildings in the City of San Gabriel help to create the

identity and atmosphere of the community. The dwindling number of smaller historic
homes in the City and the region, and the risk that very large homes will be constructed
in San Gabriel' s unique neighborhoods, represent a true danger to the health, welfare

and safety of the community in that historic resources are in danger of being lost and
replaced with large modern homes that are out of character with the neighborhoods in

which they are located.

The City continues to experience a number of applications for, and approvals of,
building permits for projects that involve historic structures, the addition of a second

story to a one -story home or the removal of an existing home in the R -1 ( Single Family
Residence) zone. Approval of these projects has resulted in the destruction of some of
the

City' s

limited

historical

resources

and

negatively

impacted

privacy

and

neighborhood architectural compatibility resulting from replacing small traditional
homes with large imposing structures.
This ordinance will prevent the issuance of permits for projects that will have

the most significant impact on the City' s historic resources and those that can most

negatively impact privacy and neighborhood compatibility and is, therefore, necessary
for the immediate preservation of the public health, safety and welfare.

The City Council has directed City staff to continue its study and planning
process to find ways to preserve the historic and aesthetic character of the City' s

residential neighborhoods by updating the City's historic preservation ordinance and
development

code

standards.

The

City

Council

hereby finds that
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San

Gabriel' s

neighborhood character and ambiance created by the look and style of residential
structures is

a

tremendous community resource.

Neighborhood character can

be

diminished each time a home is constructed to be significantly out of character with
other homes in the neighborhood without appropriate controls. The City Council and
staff

intend

to

expeditiously

whether

study

additional

reasonable

regulations would be prudent and necessary to reduce the threat
San Gabriel' s residential neighborhoods.
process,

of "

development

mansionization" in

During the course of the study and planning

the City Council finds that developers and others are likely to submit

applications for demolition of, or additions of a second story to, existing single family
homes in the R -1 zone of the City. Those projects may conflict with the types of
restrictions the City Council may adopt. Given the time required to undertake the

study and planning this situation calls for, the City Council finds that it is necessary
that this temporary moratorium be declared to ensure that the demolition of, and /or

additions of a second story to, homes in the R -1 zone that may be in conflict with the
contemplated new development policies are not permitted in the interim.

The City Council finds and determines that the moratorium imposed by this
ordinance is enacted to protect and preserve the public health, safety and welfare of the
residents of the community pending completion of the creation of an updated historic

preservation ordinance and new development code standards, subject to an extensive
public engagement process.
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Section 3.

The City Council may grant relief from the provisions of this

moratorium ordinance upon recommendation of the Planning Commission, subject to a

finding of the following:
The strict application of the provisions of the moratorium to a particular

1.

project would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent
with the general purpose and intent of the moratorium; and
That there are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicable to the

2.

development that do not apply generally to the other projects covered by this
moratorium; and

That the granting of an exception would not be materially detrimental to the

3.

public welfare as defined above.
Section 4.

Projects that have active applications pending before the Community

Development Department and that have submitted construction plans to the Building
Division on or prior to October 6, 2015 are not subject to this moratorium. Furthermore,

those projects proposing demolition of an existing single family home and replacement

with a new single family home or projects proposing second story additions that have
active applications pending before the Community Development Department and that
have not obtained site plan review approval by the Planning Division on or prior to
October

6,

2015 are hereby required to obtain approval from the Design Review

Commission. Applicants for said projects shall not be assessed further fees in association

with review and approval by the Design Review Commission.
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Section 5.

If any provision of this ordinance is held to be unconstitutional, it is the

intent of the City Council that such portion of this ordinance be severable from the
remainder and that the remainder be given full force and effect.
Section 6.

This Ordinance has been determined to exempt from the California

Environmental Quality Act pursuant to State Guidelines Section 15061 ( b) ( 3)

as a project

that has no potential for causing a significant effect on the environment.
Section 7. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Ordinance.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 6th day of October, 2015.

t

n Pu
or

ATTEST:

C..(, a ul'b )( . (, L/'. QJLQLt d
Eleanor K. Andrews

City Clerk
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I, Eleanor K. Andrews, City Clerk of the City of San Gabriel, California, do hereby
1
2

3

certify that the foregoing Urgency Ordinance No. 621 -C. S. was adopted by the City
6th

Council of the City of San Gabriel at a regular meeting held thereof on the
October, 2015 by the following vote, to wit:

4

Ayes:

Costanzo, Harrington, Liao, Pu, Sawkins

Noes:

None

Abstain:

None

Absent:

None

5
6

7

8

9
10
11
12

Eleanor K. Andrews
13

City Clerk
14

City of San Gabriel, California
15

16
17
18

19
20

21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28

day of

1

ORDINANCE NO. 629-C.S.

AN

URGENCY

INTERIM

ORDINANCE

OF

THE

CITY

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN GABRIEL, CALIFORNIA
EXTENDING

ORDINANCE

NO.

623-C.S.

PROHIBITING

THE ISSUANCE OF ANY PERMITS FOR THE DEMOLITION
OF

EXISTING

SINGLE

FAMILY

HOMES

IN

THE

R-1

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE) ZONE AND ALLOWING
THE ADDITION OF A SECOND STORY TO EXISTING
SINGLE FAMILY HOMES IN THE R-1 ( SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENCE)

ZONE,

SUBJECT

TO

REVIEW

AND

APPROVAL BY THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION AND
NOTIFICATION OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS

WHEREAS, the City Council , on October 6 , 2015 , approved Ordinance No. 621-

C.S. prohibiting the issuance of permits for the demolition of existing single family homes
in the R-1 ( Single Family Residence) zone or for the construction of second story
additions to existing single family homes in the R-1 ( Single Family Residence) zone in

order to allow reasonable time to study possible regulations regarding such projects; and
WHEREAS, the City Council , on November 17 , 2015 , approved Ordinance No .

623-C.S. extending Ordinance No . 621-C .S. for a period of 10 months , 45 days, through
October 5 ,2016 ,as allowed by Government Code Section 65858 ; and
WHEREAS , additional time is necessary to complete ordinances regulating such
projects and conduct public hearings at the Planning Commission and City Council ; and

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 65858 provides statutory authority and
time limits for interim ordinances prohibiting any projects which may be in conflict with a

contemplated zoning

proposal which the City plans to consider or , study with

a

reasonable time ;and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in order to protect the public health, safety
and welfare of the City ,the City must extend an immediate, but temporary , prohibition on
the issuance of permits for the demolition of existing single family homes in the R-1
Single Family Residence) zone ;
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to allow for the construction of second story
additions to existing single family homes in the R-1 ( Single Family Residence) zone ,
provided there are adequate provisions in place for the review of such projects and for
notification of the public when such projects are proposed ; and
WHEREAS, the City Council has duly considered all of the evidence submitted into
the record which includes , but is not limited to , public comments , both written and oral ,
received and/or submitted at , or prior to , the public hearing supporting and/or opposing

the staff recommendation.
NOW, THEREFORE , BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of San
Gabriel as follows:

Section 1.

Ordinance No . 623-C .S. is hereby extended for a period of one year

through October 5 ,2017).
Section 2 . The City Council hereby finds that there exists a current and immediate
threat to the public safety ,health and welfare from the demolition of existing single family
homes in the R-1 ( Single Family Residence) zone should this interim ordinance not be

enacted to extend Ordinance No . 623-C.S .The City Council reaffirms the findings stated
in Ordinance No . 623-C.S .

Section 3.
a.

The City Council FURTHER FINDS , DETERMINES ,AND DECLARES :

Section 153.352 of the San Gabriel Municipal Code is hereby amended
to read as follows :

153.352 APPLICABILITY .

No building permit or any other type of construction permit shall be issued until
a precise plan of design or site plan review covering the parcel or parcels to be
used is approved as provided herein . Building permits and other construction
permits may be issued only in accordance with such an approved precise plan

of design or site plan review , including the terms and conditions thereof.
b.

Section 153.353 of the San Gabriel Municipal Code is hereby
amended to read as follows :

153 .353 APPLICATION FOR PRECISE PLAN OF DESIGN OR SITE PLAN
REVIEW.
A)

Filing requirements.

An application for a precise plan of design or site

plan review shall be filed with the Community Development Department. The
application shall contain the information required in the operating guidelines for
design review issued by the Community Development Director.

c.

Section 153 .354 of the San Gabriel Municipal Code is hereby
amended to read as follows :

153.354 ACTION ON APPLICATION .
A)

Action by Community Development Director. Any precise plan of design

application for a residential project of four or fewer dwelling units or for
commercial , office , institutional or industrial projects equal to or less than 3,000
square feet of gross floor area shall be considered

by the Community

Development Director within 30 days after the filing of a complete application.
The Community Development Director shall approve , disapprove , or approve

with conditions , the application . The Community Development Director may
refer any application not otherwise required for Design Review Commission
review and recommendation , if the Director determines that the controversial

nature or the complexity of the application requires such referral. In such case,
the 30-day time limit shall not apply , but the matter shall be timely scheduled
for hearing before the Design Review Commission.
B)

Action by Design Review Commission .
1)

The Design Review Commission shall consider any site plan review for

residential second story additions in the R-1 ( Single Family Residence) zone and any
precise plan of design application for residential projects of five or more dwelling units ,
applications for commercial , office ,institutional or industrial projects in excess of 3,000
square feet of gross floor area . The Design Review Commission shall also consider

additions to commercial , office or manufacturing buildings that add more than 2,500
square feet of gross floor area to the existing structure(s).
2)

The Community Development Director shall place a completed application ,

submitted with all of the required supplementary information required herein , on the
next available Design Review Commission agenda . No application shall be placed on
the Design Review Commission agenda for consideration until all of the required

information has been submitted in sufficient time for staff analysis and review prior to
the Design Review Commission meeting. After a completed application is placed upon
the Design Review Commission agenda , the Commission shall , within a reasonable
time thereafter, make a decision of approval , disapproval , or approval with conditions .
The Design Review Commission shall utilize the evaluation criteria herein in making
its recommendation .
C)

Appeal to City Council. Any decision of the Community Development Director

or the Design Review Commission may be appealed to the City Council within the
time and manner specified by§ 153.004 of this code. The City Council may approve ,

deny or modify, in whole or in part ,the action of the Community Development Director
or the Design Review Commission. The City Council shall utilize the evaluation criteria

herein in making its decision.
D)

Action by City Council. The City Council shall consider any appeal of a Design

Review Commission action within 30 days of the filing of said appeal. The City Council
may approve , deny or modify , in whole or in part , the action of the Design Review

Commission . The City Council shall utilize the evaluation criteria herein in making its
decision.
E)

Decisions to be in writing . All decisions of the Community Development

Director , Design Review Commission and City Council shall be in writing and shall
include findings supporting the decision .
F)

Changes after approval. After a site plan review or a precise plan of design has

been approved by the Design Review Commission , the Chairman and City Architect
may make minor modifications to the approved plans , including changes to color ,
roofing materials and colors , types of finishes or textures for items such as stucco or
wood , and other material changes.

Such modifications must be approved and

documented and approved by both the Chairman and the City Architect.

Nothing

herein shall obligate the Chairman and City Architect to approve any requested

changes.
d. Section 153 .355 of the San Gabriel Municipal Code is hereby amended

to read as follows :
153.355 EVALUATION CRITERIA.
A)

In approving a precise plan of design or site plan review , the Director,

Design Review Commission or City Council , on appeal , must find in writing that
the site plan , architecture and landscape design :

e.

Section 153 .356 of the San Gabriel Municipal Code is hereby amended
to read as follows :

153.356 TIME LIMIT
The precise plan of design or site plan review shall be valid for one year from

the approval date. Construction must be commenced within one year from the
approval date . If construction has not commenced within one year from the

approval date , but the applicant has diligently pursued the project plan review
process ,the Community Development Director may extend the precise plan of
design or site plan review for up to one additional year . If construction has not
commenced within this additional one year period , the precise plan of design

or site plan review shall expire and no longer be valid.

The Design Review

Commission may , upon application and with good cause shown , extend the
time limit in the case of unavoidable delay .
f .

Section 153.357 of the San Gabriel Mun icipal Code is hereby amended
to read as follows :

153.357 MINOR REVISION .
Subsequent to the approval of a precise plan of design or site plan review ,
the Community Development Director may approve minor changes in the
precise plan ...
site plan review or the conditions thereof if he or she finds that
there are practical reasons for such changes , that such changes do not

substantially vary from the previously approved precise plan or site plan review
and applicable city codes and that such changes do not involve deviations from
the design's intent and from established written policies of the Design Review
Commission or Planning Commission. Any time the Community Development
Director takes action to approve or disapprove a requested minor modification ,
he or she shall notify the approving body in writing . The action of the

Community Development Director shall

be final

unless appealed to the

approving body within 10 calendar days of the decision .
Section 4 . Severability. The City Council declares that should any provision ,
section , paragraph , sentence or word of th is interim ordinance be rendered or declared

invalid by any final court action in a court of competent jurisdiction or by reason of any
preemptive legislation , the rema ining provisions , sections , paragraphs , sentences or
words of this interim ordinance sha ll remain in full fo rce and effect.
Section 5 . Effective Date .The Mayor shall sign and the City Clerk shall certify to
the passage of this ordinance and shall cause it to be processed pursuant to the
provisions of law in that regard . This ordinance is an urgency ordinance for the immediate
preservation of the public health and safety ; therefore , it shall be passed immediately

upon its introduction and shall become effective immediately upon its introduction
pursuant to Government Code Section 36937 .

APPROVED and ADOPTED this 4th day of October, 2016 by the City Council at San
Gabriel , California.

Chin Ho Liao
Mayor

ATTEST:

Ft2~w~. Ovvt~ \J~ G .\v\.
City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )
CITY OF SAN GABRIEL )

I, Gloria Molleda, Chief City Clerk of the City of San Gabriel DO HEREBY CERTIFY that
foregoing Ordinance No. 629-C.S was duly passed and adopted by the City Council of
the City of San Gabriel at their regular meeting held on October 4, 2016 by the following
roll call vote, to wit:

AYES:

COUNCIL MEMBERS COSTANZO, HARRINGTON, PU, MAYOR LIAO

NOES:

NONE

ABSENT:

VICE MAYOR SAWKINS

i310iia

Molleda, Chief City Clerk

SEAL)

The foregoing is the original of Ordinance No. 629-C.S. duly passed and adopted by the
San Gabriel City Council at their regular meeting held on October 4, 2016.

J\_ o~
Gloria Molleda, Chief City Clerk

SEAL)
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Which proposals would you like adopted?
Proposal

Interior Spaces
Existing Requirement
Any space on first floor, no matter how tall, only
counts as one-story

Proposed Requirement
Interior Spaces greater than 12’-0” count twice
toward FAR

1

Interior Spaces
Existing Requirement
The second floor area may not exceed 75% of the
first floor area (not including double height spaces)

Proposed Requirement
Interior Spaces greater than 12’-0” count towards
max 2nd floor coverage

2

Exterior Heights
Existing Requirement
All single-family homes, one or two stories, may be
up to 28 feet in height

Proposed Requirement
Max height for a one-story structure shall be 17 feet

3

Like

Which
Whichproposals
propsals would
wouldyou
youlike
likeadopted?
adopted?
Proposal

Entryways
Existing Requirement
No regulation on the height of an entryway

Proposed Requirement
Max height of entryway structure top plate shall be
10 feet or equal to top plate of first story, whichever
is less

4

Garages
Existing Requirement
Garage structures shall be located on side or rear.
Parallel garage doors must be setback min 10 feet
behind primary structure.

Proposed Requirement
Garages may be located in front of residence.
Parallel garage doors must be setback min 10 feet
behind primary structure

5

Articulation
Existing Requirement
No articulation requirements

Proposed Requirement
2nd floor structures shall include articulation of 2
feet every 20 linear feet

6

Like

Not Allowed

Allowed

Which proposals would you like adopted?
Proposal

Like

Setbacks
Existing Requirement
2nd story setbacks may be equal to 1st story setbacks

Proposed Requirement
The 2nd story shall be set back from the 1st story 5’
on the sides 10’ on the front

7
Does not Count

Counts

Lot Coverage
Existing Requirement

Gravel/Aggregates

Pavers

Lot Coverage does not include walkways or
permeable hardscaped areas

Proposed Requirement

Grass/Lawn

Concrete

Plant Beds

Structures

Lot Coverage shall include all non-landscaped areas,
other than required driveway and backup space

8

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Existing Requirement
Code is vague on what portions of attached garage
are included in FAR

Proposed Requirement
FAR shall include any portion of attached garages
that exceed required parking area

9

Which proposals would you like adopted?
Proposal

Like

Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement
No regulation on the size of detached garage
structures
*No accessory structure (except garages and ADUs)
may exceed 200 SF

Proposed Requirement
Any excess space provided as part of a detached
garage counts towards the number of accessory
structures
*No accessory structure (except garages and ADUs)
may exceed 200 SF

10

Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement
No limit to number of accessory structures

Proposed Requirement
Maximum three accessory structures

11

Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement
An accessory structure may be 15’ in height or taller
if applying for a CUP

Proposed Requirement
No accessory structure may exceed the height of a
primary residential structure or 15’, whichever is less

Not Allowed
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Which proposals would you like adopted?
Proposal

Like

Minor Modifications
Existing Requirement
Minor Modifications allow for staﬀ to
approve up to a 20% increase/decrease in
code requirements without a public
hearing, including:
• FAR
• Lot Coverage
• Heights
• Setbacks

Proposed Requirement

No Minor Modifications allowed
Applicant may go through a public
hearing process for a Variance

13

Landscaping
Existing Requirement
Only projects involving new development or major
landscape alterations require professional landscape
plans

Proposed Requirement
All DRC submittals require a professional landscape
plan

14

VS

Tiered

Review Process

The “Big Stuff”
1) New Single Family
2) New 2nd Story
Additions
3) Additions w/
Visual Impacts
from the ROW

DRC
Visual Impacts

STAFF LEVEL +
Change in Architectural Style

STAFF LEVEL

DRC
Addition is
entirely behind
existing house
NEW ONE
STORY
ADDITION

EXISTING HOUSE

DET.
GARAGE

VS

STREET

Addition is
visible from
the street

DET.
GARAGE

NEW ONE
STORY
ADDITION

EXISTING HOUSE
EXISTING HOUSE

STREET

The Process
Noticed Public Hearing
(300’ Radius)
Review by City Architect
Analysis of Neighborhood
(300’ Radius)
Architectural Styles
One-Story Vs. Two-Story

STAFF LEVEL +

City Architect Review
Significant Changes to
Architectural Detailing
w/out Adding to
Footprint

DRC
Visual Impacts

STAFF LEVEL +
Change in Architectural Style

STAFF LEVEL

Staff Level Reviews...
Have faster processing times
Involve smaller review fees
Incentivise development with
no neighborhood impacts

STAFF LEVEL
One-Story Additions to One
or Two-Story Houses with no
Visual Impact from the ROW
Two-Story Additions to
Two-Story Houses with no
Visual Impact from the ROW
Addition is
entirely behind
existing house
NEW ONE
STORY
ADDITION

EXISTING HOUSE

STREET

DET.
GARAGE

City of San Gabriel
Planning and Community Development

Mansionization and Moratorium
Community Meeting
July 27, 2017

Meeting Agenda
Meeting Layout:
Mansionization
Moratorium
Goals
New Process
Stronger Development and
Design Standards
• Public Comments / Q&A
•
•
•
•
•

Mansionization
What is “Mansionization”?
“practice of demolishing older,
smaller homes and replacing them
with larger ones that often dwarf
nearby dwellings.”
(Pasadenastarnews.com)

Moratorium
Moratorium was adopted on October 6, 2015
• Prohibit complete demolition of single family homes in R-1
zones
• No 2nd story additions allowed

Moratorium was extended on October 4, 2016
• 2nd story addition would be allowed through approval by the
Design Review Commission (DRC)
Will Expire October 5, 2017: No more extensions

Expiration of Moratorium
What Does the Expiration Mean???
• No restrictions on demolishing single family homes
• DRC purview over 2nd story additions only…
• Will not review proposals for:
• New Homes
• Major alterations/rebuilds
• Additions to the front of houses
• No notification to neighbors required

Community Concerns
1.Loss of Community Character
2. Out-of-Scale with the Neighborhood
3. Poor Design
4.

Direct Impacts

Goals
1. Ensure thoughtful design
2. Preserve the neighborhood
context
3. Promote development with
minimal impacts

How to Reach the Goals
PART 1: Tiered Review Process
•
•
•

Utilize DRC
Utilize City Architect
Noticed public hearing process

PART 2: Stronger Development Standards
•
•
•

Prioritize single-story additions
How big can people build?
How much can people build?

Part 1: Tiered Review Process

Part 1: Tiered Review Process
Design Review Commission:
• Covers “the big stuff”

DRC
Visual Impacts

STAFF LEVEL +
Change in Architectural Style

STAFF LEVEL

Part 1: Tiered Review Process
• New Single Family
Residences (SFR)
• Demolition over 50%

• New 2nd Story Additions to
One-story Homes
• Additions that have a visual
impact from the public
right-of-way (ROW)

Addition is
entirely behind
existing house

DET.
GARAGE

NEW ONE
STORY
ADDITION

EXISTING HOUSE

STREET

Addition is
visible from
the street
NEW ONE
STORY
ADDITION

VS

EXISTING HOUSE
EXISTING HOUSE

STREET

DET.
GARAGE

Part 1: Tiered Review Process
Design Review Commission:
•
•
•
•

Covers “the big stuff”
Noticed public hearing (300’ Radius)
Review by City Architect
Analysis of Neighborhood (300’
Radius)
• Architectural Styles
• One-story vs. Two-story homes

DRC
Visual Impacts

STAFF LEVEL +
Change in Architectural Style

STAFF LEVEL

Part 1: Tiered Review Process
Staff Level +
•
•

Approval by City Architect
Applicability:
• Significant changes to architectural detailing

Staff Level
•
•

Two-story additions to two-story homes that do
not create visual impacts from ROW
One-story additions that do not create visual
impacts from ROW

DRC
Visual Impacts

STAFF LEVEL +
Change in Architectural Style

STAFF LEVEL

NOTE: Community Development Director may require a project be
reviewed by DRC for any reason

Part 2: Stronger Standards

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Interior Spaces
Existing Requirement
Any space on first floor, no matter how tall, only
counts as one-story

Proposed Requirement
Interior Spaces greater than 12’-0” count twice
toward FAR

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Interior Spaces
Existing Requirement
The second floor area may not exceed 75% of the
first floor area (not including double height spaces)

Proposed Requirement
Interior Spaces greater than 12’-0” count towards
max 2nd floor coverage

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Exterior Heights
Existing Requirement
All single-family homes, one or two stories, may be
up to 28 feet in height

Proposed Requirement
Max height for a one-story structure shall be 17 feet

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Entryways

Not Allowed

Existing Requirement
Allowed
No regulation on the height of an entryway

Proposed Requirement
Max height of entryway structure top plate shall be
10 feet or equal to top plate of first story, whichever
is less

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Garages
Existing Requirement
Garages may be located in front of residence.
Parallel garage doors must be setback min 10 feet
behind primary structure

Proposed Requirement
Garage structures shall be located on side or rear.
Parallel garage doors must be setback min 10 feet
behind primary structure.

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Articulation
Existing Requirement
No articulation requirements

Proposed Requirement
2nd floor structures shall include purposeful
articulation of 2 feet every 20 linear feet

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Setbacks
Existing Requirement
2nd story setbacks may be equal to 1st story setbacks

Proposed Requirement
The 2nd story shall be set back from the 1st story 5’
on the sides 10’ on the front

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Does not Count

Counts

Lot Coverage
Existing Requirement
Gravel/Aggregates

Pavers

Lot Coverage does not include walkways or
permeable hardscaped areas

Proposed Requirement

Grass/Lawn

Concrete

Plant Beds

Structures

Lot Coverage shall include all non-landscaped areas,
other than required driveway and backup space

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Existing Requirement
Code is vague on what portions of attached garage
are included in FAR

Proposed Requirement
FAR shall include any portion of attached garages
that exceed required parking area

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement
No limit to number of accessory structures

Proposed Requirement
Maximum three accessory structures

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement
No regulation on the size of detached garage
structures
*No accessory structure (except garages and ADUs)
may exceed 200 SF

Proposed Requirement
Any excess space provided as part of a detached
garage counts towards the number of accessory
structures
*No accessory structure (except garages and ADUs)
may exceed 200 SF

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement
An accessory structure may be 15’ in height or taller
if applying for a CUP

Proposed Requirement
No accessory structure may exceed the height of a
primary residential structure or 15’, whichever is less

Not Allowed

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Minor Modifications
Existing Requirement
Minor Modifications allow for staff to
approve up to a 20% increase/decrease in
code requirements without a public
hearing, including:
• FAR
• Lot Coverage
• Heights
• Setbacks

Proposed Requirement

No Minor Modifications allowed
Applicant may go through a public
hearing process for a Variance

PART 2: Stronger Standards
Landscaping
Existing Requirement
Only projects involving new development or major
landscape alterations require professional landscape
plans

Proposed Requirement
All DRC submittals require a professional landscape
plan

VS

Moving Forward
Tentative Schedule:
August 14, 2017: DRC and Planning Commission public meeting
September 11, 2017: Planning Commission recommendation
October 3, 2017: City Council
• Urgency Ordinance (effective immediately)
• Regular Ordinance
October 5, 2017: Moratorium Expires
1 Year Later: Follow-Up with Commissions

Thank You!
Questions & Answers

Nicholas Bezanson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dave Fukuyama <dave@mvfmc.org>
Wednesday, July 26, 2017 4:20 PM
Nicholas Bezanson
Development standards for single family homes

Dear Nicholas,
I hope this email finds you well. I will not be able to attend the meeting on the development of single family homes
meeing tomorrow, so I wanted to email you to communicate my thoughts on the issue.
I am against the “mansionization” of single family homes for several reasons.
1) I live in San Gabriel just north of Roses Rd. The architecture of the homes located in North San Gabriel give the
neighborhoods a certain feel and look to it that “mansions” will ruin. We border San Marino and NE Alhambra
where there is a continuity of housing design that give the neighborhoods a “family” and “traditional” feel to
them. San Marino does have large houses, but the majority of the larger mansions are built north of Huntington
boulevard where they blend together to create a cohesive look.
2) The majority of the lots in north San Gabriel are fairly small. Building mansions on such small lots reduces the
privacy between neighbors and the unique look of the neighborhood.
3) “Single family” mansions have been known to have 3-4 families living in them which increases noise, traffic and
reduces street parking.
4) The reason we moved into San Gabriel 14 years ago was for the quaintness of the neighborhoods and the
diversity of the people.
5) San Gabriel does not have one American super market nor does it have a diversity of eateries or retail
businesses.
The city is losing its diverse nature and the mansionization of single family homes will continue to lead us down that
pathway.
Please retain the strict housing codes against the mansionizations of single homes.
Thank you for listening

Dave Fukuyama

1

Nicholas Bezanson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andrzej Szpikowski <atszpikowski@att.net>
Monday, August 07, 2017 11:48 AM
Nicholas Bezanson
Re: community meeing dated 07/27/2017

Thank you, Nicholas
Andrzej Szpikowski

From: Nicholas Bezanson <Nbezanson@SGCH.ORG>
To: Andrzej Szpikowski <atszpikowski@att.net>
Sent: Monday, August 7, 2017 7:58 AM
Subject: RE: community meeing dated 07/27/2017

Andrzej,
Currently there is no Zoning requirement for setbacks with regards to slopes, as this is an Engineering
concern. Setbacks are measured from property lines, or in an instance where there is an easement such as a
wash, from the edge of the easement (beginning of the developable area). As the city does not have any
known bodies of water other than washes adjacent to the R-1 (single family residence) zones, there are no
required setbacks from such bodies of water. The required setbacks in the R-1 zone are as follows:
Primary Structure (Main Residential Unit):
 Rear Setback = 25’ Min
 Side Setback = 6’ Min or 10’ Min (if there is a driveway on the side of the house)
 Side Setback (if adjacent to a street) = 12’
 Front Setback = 20’ Min to 35’ Max (the average of the two adjacent neighbors, but must fall within the
allowable range)
Accessory Structures (detached garages, accessory dwelling units, etc.)
 Rear Setback = 5’ Min
 Side Setback = 5’ Min
 Front Setback = N/A (not allowed to be located in the front yard)
I hope this information is helpful,

Nicholas Bezanson
Assistant Planner

City of San Gabriel
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel, California 91776
Phone: 626.308.2806 Ext. 4626
1

Fax: 626.458.2830
nbezanson@sgch.org
SanGabrielCity.com
Counter Hours:
Monday: 8:00am-1:00pm & 3:00pm-5:00pm
Tuesday: 8:00am-1:00pm
Wednesday: 8:00am-1:00pm & 3:00pm-5:00pm
Thursday: None
Friday (Every other): 8:00am-1:00pm & 3:00pm-5:00pm

From: Andrzej Szpikowski [mailto:atszpikowski@att.net]
Sent: Friday, August 04, 2017 9:14 AM
To: Nicholas Bezanson <Nbezanson@SGCH.ORG>
Subject: Re: community meeing dated 07/27/2017

Nicholas:
Thank you for your prompt and clear explanation. I greatly appreciate it. I have two other questions:
Some of San Gabriel properties are adjacent to Rubio Wash. In view of this, please provide
information on:
1. What is a structure foundation setback from a descending/ascending slope?
2. What is a structure setback from a body of water (wash/lake/pond)?
Thank you and have a nice weekend!
Andrzej Szpikowski
San Gabriel, 08/04/2017

From: Nicholas Bezanson <Nbezanson@SGCH.ORG>
To: Andrzej Szpikowski <atszpikowski@att.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 3, 2017 1:38 PM
Subject: RE: community meeing dated 07/27/2017

Andrzej,
Apologies that you were unable to make it to the community meeting. I would be happy to provide information
to clarify the proposals that were presented at the meeting.
Proposal 5: If the garage door is parallel to the public street, then it is to be setback 10’ from the minimum
setback of the primary residence
Proposal 6: Articulation is the extrusion or recession of exterior surface, typically used to create a hierarchy of
elements, and to prevent a continuous and repetitive façade.
Proposal 9: The required parking area changes depending upon the number of vehicles required (based on the
number of bedrooms). However each parking space is measured at 10 feet by 20 feet.
Proposal 12: a CUP is a Conditional Use Permit which is a discretionary entitlement granted by the Planning
Commission.
Proposal 14: DRC stands for Design Review Commission which is an existing body of members who review
design proposals.
An interior lot is a lot in which neighbors the side yard of the lots to either side, and the rear yard of the lot to
the rear. A key lot has at least one side yard which abuts the rear yard zone of a corner lot.
2

I hope this information is found to be helpful,

Nicholas Bezanson
Assistant Planner

City of San Gabriel
425 South Mission Drive
San Gabriel, California 91776
Phone: 626.308.2806 Ext. 4626
Fax: 626.458.2830
nbezanson@sgch.org
SanGabrielCity.com
Counter Hours:
Monday: 8:00am-1:00pm & 3:00pm-5:00pm
Tuesday: 8:00am-1:00pm
Wednesday: 8:00am-1:00pm & 3:00pm-5:00pm
Thursday: None
Friday (Every other): 8:00am-1:00pm & 3:00pm-5:00pm

From: Andrzej Szpikowski [mailto:atszpikowski@att.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2017 11:41 AM
To: Nicholas Bezanson <Nbezanson@SGCH.ORG>
Subject: community meeing dated 07/27/2017

Dear Mr. Bezanson:
Unfortunately I was not able to attend the meeting of 07/27/2017. I have a few questions in regard to
the pamphlet titled "Which proposals would you like adopted?" Please provide
explanation/clarification.
Proposal #5: What are "parallel garage doors" - parallel to what?
Proposal #6: What is "articulation" in regard to structures?
Proposal #9: How "required parking area" is defined?
Proposal #12: What is "COP"?
Proposal #14: What "DRC" stands for?,
and in regard to "Development regulations for the R-1 zone": What is the difference between "Interior
lots" and "Key lots"?.
Your response would help me to better understand the proposed requirements.
Thank you.
Andrzej Szpikowski
San Gabriel, 08/03/2017
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Nicholas Bezanson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mike Newell <mike@athensconsulting.com>
Thursday, August 10, 2017 10:10 AM
Tracy Steinkruger; Nicholas Bezanson
mike@athensconsulting.com
Mike Newell's feedback on the various proposals from the Planning Department
Community meeting on mansionization

Hello Tracy and Nicholas,
Here is my feedback regarding the various proposals from the Planning Department Community meeting on
mansionization for single family homes (R1). It is as long as I feared it would be.
First, let me just say that I was impressed by the presentation and the genuine involvement of the planning department
with people on these issues. I am sure that there are details involving planning, state regulations, etc. that folks working
in the planning are more aware than the rest of us.
My feedback is more on achieving the goal of not having a bunch of “big box“ houses, while still allowing home owners
some autonomy in modifying their home to how they want to live.
It also seems to me that trying to regulate ascetic items in a homeowner’s backyard that cannot be seen from the street
or by neighbors looking over fences seems counterproductive. There are many structural and environment rules that I
believe should be enforced. But, it is not clear how one’s backyard, that is not visible from the street or the neighbors
houses, is designed or laid out (assuming it is structurally sound / environmentally safe / not imposing on neighbors) is
something that benefits from regulation.
I would also like to say that I believe it is important to have a balance between not disrupting the community aesthetics
and realizing that some diversity in the architecture and houses is essential for a city to grow. Allow for the familiar and
the new to coexist.
Lastly, when I am asking questions, they really are just questions. I am not attempting to challenge anyone’s authority
(see earlier comment on me not knowing all the detail for city planning, construction, etc.). I am just trying to
understand a proposal and the reasoning behind it better. If my assumptions about what is trying to be achieved is
incorrect please educate me on the matter.
Thanks,
Mike Newell
Proposal 1:
Category: Interior Spaces
Existing Requirement: Any space on the first floor, no matter how tall, only counts as one story.
Proposed requirement: Interior spaces greater than 12- 0” count twice towards FAR
I am in favor of the Existing requirement. Letting requirement 6 or 7 take care of the box issues.
I would suggest modifying the existing requirement with one or both of the following:
1) Perhaps put a limit on the percentage of the total house area that can be more than one story tall without being
two stories. Say 50%?
1

2) Or make a requirement that if something more than 12’0” tall is to be used for a one story part of the structure,
it needs to have a second story in the plan.
-----------

Proposal 2:
Category: Interior Spaces
Existing Requirement: The second floor area must not exceed 75% of the first floor area (not including double height
spaces)
Proposed requirement: Interior spaces greater than 12- 0” count twice towards Second floor coverage.
It seems that neither proposed or existing requirements would allow for a two story box structure to be created.
I am in favor of the Existing requirement. Letting requirement 6 or 7 take care of the box issues.
-----------

Proposal 3:
Category: Exterior Height
Existing Requirement: Any single family home, one or two stories may be up to 28 feet in height
Proposed requirement: Max Height for a one story structure shall be 17 feet
I am in favor of the proposed requirement.
What is the height requirement for 2 story single family home?
-----------

Proposal 4:
Category: Entryways
Existing Requirement: No regulation on the height of an entryway
Proposed requirement: Max Height for an entry top plate shall be 10 feet or equal to the top plate of the first story
Perhaps a new requirement that meet thing halfway?
Perhaps let the entry way be 10 feet on a one story home, taller on a two story house, say 1 and a half stories (15 feet?)
for the entryway on a two story room on the other side of the front entryway?
-----------

Proposal 5:
Category: Garages
Existing Requirement: Garage Structure shall be side or rear. Parallel garage doors must be set back min 10 feet behind
the primary structure
Proposed requirement: Garages may be located in the front of the residence. Parallel garage doors must be set back
min 10 feet behind the primary structure
I think that the proposed requirement should allow for garages to be allowed to be inline with the primary structure and
not be set back. I like the idea of allowing garages to be in front of the residence.
----------2

Proposal 6:
Category: Articulation
Existing Requirement: No articulation requirements
Proposed requirement: Second story structure shall include articulation of 2 feet for every twenty linear feet.
I am a fan of the proposed requirement
-----------

Proposal 7:
Category: Setbacks
Existing Requirement: 2nd story setbacks shall be may be equal to first story setbacks.
Proposed requirement: The 2nd story Second story setbacks shall be set back from the 1st story 5’ from the sides and 10’
in the front
I am a fan of setbacks. But why 10 feet in front? Is this coupled with the garage 10’ setback? Why not 5 feet in front
instead?
-----------

Proposal 8:
Category: Lot Coverage
Existing Requirement: Lot coverage does not include walkways or permeable hardscape areas
Proposed requirement: Lot coverage shall include all non-landscaped areas not including driveways or backup space
I am in favor of the Existing requirement. I am really not I am in favor of the proposed requirement.
I believe either another requirement is needed, or the existing requirement needs to be modified.
It seems that this requirement is to keep folks from filling large areas of the property up with concrete to avoid
landscaping. I am all in favor of this.
If one could implement the following ideas maybe that would help keep the spitir of the requirement intact. It seems
that the sides of a house can have a walkway and not need landscaping around it if there is only so much space (3 or 4
feet) on the side of the house. In the front or back some walkways / coverings would require some landscaping and
could not be completely covered.
I am more of a fan of paver and rock and structures than concrete for walkways. If a structure is a deck it should be
counted, but a structure that is a walkway should not.
I also know of some neighbors that had pools and they put in brick hardscape outside the concrete of the pool and it
looked quite nice. This coupled with the need to specify some landscaping around any hardscapes would be in line with
the spirit of the requirement.
Again, it is my opinion that as long at the backyard is not filled with concrete, as long as the hardscape is not visible from
the front and follows some design aesthetic, why regulate? In this case, a landscaping requirement/requirements and
the tree ordinances should provide enough plants.
3

I do not believe that putting large percentages (70% to 100%) of concrete or pavers or rocks in the front of the house
should be supported by requirements.
-----------

Proposal 9:
Category: Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Existing Requirement: Code is vague on what portions of the attached garage is included in the FAR
Proposed requirement: FAR shall include any portion of the attached garage that exceeds the required parking area
I am in favor of the proposed requirement
-----------

Proposal 10:
Category: Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement:
Proposed requirement:
I am in favor of the existing requirement
Again, don’t count accessory structures. Count total square feet.
-----------

Proposal 11:
Category: Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement: No limit to the number of accessory structures
Proposed requirement: Maximum three accessory structures
I am in favor of the Existing requirement. Perhaps it needs some modification.
I have three comments on this:
1) It seems that three is an arbitrary number. I am more in favor of letting the area constraints for building new
structures (building size, distance between them, etc. ) limit the number of buildings on a lot. This allows for the
number to scale with lot size. (I am assuming that there is a limit on the smallest structure that can be
approved).
2) It sure seems that this requirement is trying to solve another issue than too many structures. It was speculated
that this was an issues with illegal sublets by an audience member. If that is the case, can the proposed
requirement be changed to 1) above and an additional requirement be added to address any other concern (if
there is one) that this propose requirement is trying to address?
3) What has this to do with mansionization? I am not knowledgeable of all the possible aspects of mansionization,
but isn’t mansionization is dealing with one big structure. And maybe this has nothing to do with
mansionization, and this something that planning has wanted fixed for a while.
-----------

4

Proposal 12:
Category: Accessory Structures
Existing Requirement: An accessory structure may be 15 feet in height or taller if applying for a CUP
Proposed requirement: No accessory structure may exceed the height of a primary residential structure or 15 feet
which every is less
I am in favor of the proposed requirement.
-----------

Proposal 13:
Category: Minor Modifications
Existing Requirement:
Proposed requirement:
Perhaps let minor modifications get a permit from a planning group review, not just one person.
If the concern is how to do this consistently across all applicants, then use the public hearing process, but perhaps
streamline it so there is a quicker turnaround.
-----------

Proposal 14:
Category: Landscaping
Existing Requirement: Only developments involving new development or major landscape alterations require a
professional landscape plans
Proposed requirement: All DRC submittals require a professional landscape plans
I am in favor of the Existing requirement
If I am reading this right, adding on a room would require a professional landscape plan. Is that right? Is it just for the
new room?
Now assuming that replanning landscape when additions are added is really more needed than people realize, there was
a question in the audience of why can’t a homeowner submit a landscape plan and get it approved? Why the added
expense of paying a professional? Is approval of non professional landscape plans too time consuming and costly versus
professional landscaping?
I am not sure if this was the topic where adding landscaping can help add privacy and aid in the approval of a tall
structure. But it seems that it is possible that this proposal to trying to solve a problem that is not completely stated in
this proposal. If that is the case, perhaps rephrase the proposal to address the primary issue.
-----------

Mike Newell
Athens Consulting, LLC
Office: (626) 432-5463
Direct (626) 765-9377
mike@athensconsulting.com
5

www.athensconsulting.com
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