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Case No. PDEI?O‘f@ﬁ/‘C_
Date - 23.20]9

Submit 3 copies of this application, along with the required fee, to: '
Permit Services Center (PSC), 633 East Broadway, Rm. 101, Glendale, California, 91206 (Monday thru Friday, 7:00
am to 12:00 pm); j

Or to:
Community Development Department (CDD), 633 East Broadway, Rm 103, Glendale, California, 91206 (Monday

thru Friday, 12:00 pmto 5 p.m.).
For more information please call the PSC at 818.548.3200, or the Planning Division at 818.548.2115,

Please complete (PRINT or TYPE) the following information:

PART 1 - NOTICE TO APPELLANT (please read carefully)

A. This form must be prepared, and 3 copies filed, within 15 days of the date of the decision being appealed.

B. Every question must be answered.

C. If a question does not apply, you must answer “does not apply” or words to that effect.

D. Failure to properly fill out this notice or failure to make a sufficient statement of a case in this notice, even if in
fact you have valid and sound grounds for appeal, may cause your appeal to be dismissed forthwith.

E. Attach additional pages for long answers.

F. Prior to completing this form, read the Glendale Municipal Code, Title 2, Chapter 2.88 Uniform Appeal
Procedure on the City's webpage at www.ci.glendale.ca.us/gmc/2.88.asp

PART 2 - APPELLANT INFORMATION .
A_[SAY MOND Mg “ ViS1ha entrpnse wicc yalp.c

First Name Last Name Email Address
5. B1e7 Kk DL, Clendale , 1. zoe 523 edgpe s/,
Street Address City State Zip Code Area Code - Phone Number

PART 3 — APPEAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. State the name or title of the board, commission or officer from which this appeal is taken (D Ra
LeESlaN  REYIEW  WARD Y A
B. Were you given written notice of the action, ruling or determination? Yes¥1 No [
If "Yes," attach a copy of the written notice and write the date you received it here JAN, 1S5 249
If “No,” give the following information concerning your receipt of notice of the action, ruling or determination.
Date Time Location Manner
C. State generally what kind of permit, variance, ruling, determination o&\rther action was the basis for the

decision from which the appeal is taken __ [DES(GN  REVIE BOARY DeciSionN
FoR A PROWZED SJUglE FARILY ReSIDENCE L (TH
ATACH  2-CAR  CARAGE

D. State the specific permission or relief that was originally sought from the board, commission, or officer

DER  APPRWVAL. _ FoR 4 SN ,

-
E. Were you the party seeking the relief that was originally sought? Yes M No O ‘
If “No,” how are you involved with the permit, variance, ruling, determination, or other action referred to

above?

F.  Does this matter involve real property? Yes M No O
If “Yes,” give the address, or describe the real roperty aifaercted

Ao LARD R (=2LEAD C

Sl rorroTs TEgETOT

8.2140 - www.ci.glendsle ca.us/planning

City of Glendale - Community Development Dept., Planning Division - 633 E. Broadway, &m. 103 - Glendale, CA 91206 - 818.54



PART 4 - STATEMENT OF ERROR
A. Do you contend that there was a violation of a specific provision of law, which forms the basis for this appeal?
XYes — No I "Yes", state each specific provision of law that you contend was violated:

a

SEE
B. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer exceeded its authority by virtue of any of the provisions
of law given in answer “A”"? X Yes __No If “Yes”, state which provisions, and state specifically each act
that was in excess of authority: "
See A )

. C. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer failed to fulfill a mandatory duty by any provision of law
givenin answer "A"? XA Yes __No If “Yes", state which provision, and the specific duty that it failed to

exercise: _ SEE£ A

D. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer refused to hear or consider certain facts before
rendering its decision? _XYes ___No If “Yes”, state each such fact, and for each fact, state how it should
have changed the act, determination or ruling:

See mdzﬁ

E. Do you contend that the evidence before the board, commission or officer was insufficient or inadequate to
support its action, determination or ruling or any specific finding in support thereof? __Yes X No
If "Yes”, state what zvidence was necessary, but lacking:

2EE ATFE
F. Do you contend that you have new evidence of material facts not previously presented, which if considered
should change the act, determination or ruling? X Yes ___No If “Yes", state each new material fact not

previously presented to the board, commission or officer. For each fact, "state"why it was not available, or with
the exercise of reasonable diligence could not have been discovered and previously presented by the

appellant: :

Statement of additional facts related to the appeal: —_&Aﬂg’-ﬁb

The foregoing statements, contained in PARTS 2, 3 and 4 above, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and
belief.

RAVMonD  pPMUNR O
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Appe!ant

FOR STAFF USE ONLY - -
Date received in Permit Services Centerj 25 f Received by /
Fee paid 7, 0, & Receipt No. X &9 7,

9/23/2013
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Statement of Additional Facts

Appeal of DRB Denial /Record of Decision January 10, 2019 PDR1709694-C
633 E Broadway
Glendale CA 91206

Subject Property:
910 Laird Drive, 2512 N. Chevy Chase
Glendale, CA 91206

History of Design presentations for the proposed project over time.

Hearing date: 1-22-14 Conditional use Permit
Project House and Guest house Square Footage: 4,643 3-car Garage




Hearing DRB August 11, 2016
House Square Footage 3,750 3-Car Garage




WEST ELEVATION
DRB HEARING DEC. 14, 2017

WEST ELEVATION ~
DRB HEARING JANUARY 10, 2019 -

Hearing DRB December 14, 2017
House Square Footage: 3,515, 3-Car Garage

Hearing DRB April 12, 2018
House Square footage 3,496, 2-Car Garage

Hearing DRB January 10, 2019
House square Footage 3,275, 2-car Garage



Appeal of DRB Denial /Record of Decision January 10, 2019 PDR1 709694-C
633 E Broadway

Glendale CA 91206

Subject Property:
910 Laird Drive
Glendale, CA 91206

Architect: Elizabeth Ann Herron
Owner: Raymond Munro

Part 4- STATEMENT OF ERROR : (APPEAL APPLICATION ADDENDUM)
A. Do you content that there was a violation of a specific provision of the law, which forms
the basis of this appeal? (Yes)

COMPREHENSIVE DESIGN GUIDELINES (Adopted Nov. 29, 2011

These Design Guidelines are to be used by all those applying for permits in the City of Glendale, City
staff, the Design Review Board (DRB), City Council and Successor Agency. In order to approve a
project under Design Review, decision-makers must find that the project is consistent with the intent of
the Design Guidelines. They were developed to provide predictability for property owners and
developers, as well as residents and other stakeholders in the Glendale community.

The Comprehensive Design Guidelines and the Hillside Design Guidelines were followed
and adjusted over the 5 years that this project has been considered. The project does
conform to the design guidelines for the City of Glendale and despite staff approval and
initial approval for a Conditional Use Permit heard: March 11, 2014 (case #
PCUP13122910) along with 4 separate hearings of the DRB hearings (2 different design
review applications with different architects) in which the conditions of approval were met,
the project was been denied. We contend that the Comprehensive Design Guidelines
have been met and our right to a “predictable” process as a home owner, has been
violated.

B. Do you content that the board, commission or officer exceeded its authority by virtue of
any of the provisions of law given in answer ‘A ? "(Yes) . If ‘ves', state specifically each
act that was in excess of authority:

We contend that specific conditions of approval from 4 different DRB hearings have been
satisfied and DRB has not appropriately respected the intent of the Comprehensive
Design Guidelines by not considering the specific design modifications responding to the
Conditions of Approval in a reasonable, objective way. There were 5 different redesign
efforts undertaken to conform to specific Conditions of approval from the DRB. Each time
the applicant went to extraordinary design effort to satisfy the conditions of approval.
Below is a summary of the main concerns of the DRB Board.

1. Restoration of driveway cut graded without permit prior to applicant purchase of the
property 2012, Restoration of this driveway cut with landscaping materials and
possible restoration grading. Each presentation to the DRB board shows how this
Condition of Approval has been satisfied for each DRB presentation, see exhibits.



2. Reduce size and mass of the subject property. See the chart and progression of
deduction of square footage from 4,643 sq. ft. to current proposal to 3,275 sq. ft.

See chart, for reduction of square footage. See comparative Elevations to see
reduction of mass.

Chart Showing Reduction in Square Footage over Design Process

G10 Land Dr. house has been reduced i srze 3 times far g total reduction ot 13684 It

Hearing Date Square Footage of Hoo .o ____Size ot Garape o
1/22/14 1,647 wq ft i B car garage
8/11/16 3.750 sty 1t 3 car garage
12/14/17 3,515 sq. ft 1 3 car garage

I 4/12/18 149 sq.ft. | 2 car garage ]
{ 1/10/18 Lo 3wssqtt ] 2 catgarage

Total reduction m sguare footare 1 338 g ft



Chart Showing Reduction in Square Footage over Design Process

910 Laird Drive 3,275sq ft 81,000sq ft ACTUAL PROJECT
Addess Living Space Land Distance from Laird
2176 Chevy Chase 6,317sq. Ft. 2.71acres 0.50miles
2500 Chevy Chase 3,729sq. Ft. 0.32acres 0 Miles
2566 Chevy Chase 3,230sq ft. 0.40acres 0.20miles
2737 Chevy Chase 3,353sq ft. 0.50acres 0.50miles
2815 Chewy Chase 4,470sq ft. 0.26acres 0.60miles
3028 Chevy Chase 3,698sq ft. 8,963sq ft. 0.80miles
3030 E Chewy Chase 4,686sq ft. 0.37acres 0.80miles
2845 Kennington Dr. 5,088sq. Ft 0.38acres 0.60miles
2671 Kennington Dr. | 4,2665q. Ft. 7,294sq ft. Imile
2584 Cascadia Dr. 3,444sq ft. 1.03acres 0.60miles

The only property that has a larger lot is 2176 Chevy Chase, 2.71AC

910 Laird Dr. has 81,000sq ft. almost 2AC
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REDCTION IN MASS EXHIBIT

WEST ELEVATION
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Lo you contend that the board, commission or officer failed to fulfill a mandatory duty by
provision of law given in answer “A’? (yes) , State which provision, and the specific duty

that it failed to exercise:

DRB board failed to consider how the conditions of approval were met and how the
proposed development satisfied the Design Guidelines for the City of Glendale.

Do you contend that the hoard, commission or office refused to hear or consider
certain facts before rendering its decision? (Yes), If “yes" state each new material fact.

state how it should have changes the act, determining the ruling:

At the DRB hearings: January 10, 2019, April 12, 2018 and December 14, 2017,.
grading plans and landscape plans specifically addressing the restoration of previous
driveway cut were presented. The DRB hearing presentation of December 14, 2017,
included grading plans documenting the amount of grading that had been previously
removed without permit and how this grading would be restored. There were landscape
plans that exhibited how these areas would be replanted and restored. Conditions for
Redesign did not include any discussion of the driveway cut restoration. because the
plans presented satisfied the DRB board. Since there were no conditions for redesign
the previously presented grading plans were not significantly revised and some of the
more detailed bench fill-slope sections were not represented. However, the landscape
plans were enhanced and oak trees were proposed to enhance the Oak woodland and
to create more of a barrier, as requested, to the existing driveway cut. The DRB board
failed to review the record particularly at the January 10, 2019 hearing when a new
previously satisfied condition was added to the “findings” as a justification for denial of
the application.

See landscape plan below
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Do you contend that the evidence before the board, commission or officer was
insufficient or inadequate to support its action, determination or ruling or any specific
finding in support thereof? (No)

The exhibits and presentation has sufficient detail to make the determination that the
proposed project met the criteria for approval for conforming to the Design Guidelines
for the City of Glendale. Further, if any detail refinements or clarification are required
these items traditionally can be resolved with city staff to ensure best design practices
and enhanced conformity to Glendale Design Guidelines. Finding 4 (January 10, 2019
DRB hearing) states that the design and window detailing are inconsistent.

The design was complemented in previous DRB hearings and window detailing was not
changed as other design revisions were undertaken to reduce mass and size of the
house per neighborhood concerns. Design consistency concerns were never mentioned
previously at any other hearing for this project. A denial based on a previously
unmentioned concern is a violation of a fair and consistent design review process.

Do you contend that you have new evidence of material facts not previously presented,
which if considered should change the act, determination or ruling? (Yes)

If "yes”, state each new material fact not previously presented to the board, commission
or officer. For each fact, state why it was not available or with the expertise of
reasonable diligence could not have been discovered and previously presented by the
appellant:

In the findings for denial of the case condition 1 & 5. (similar) state that:

1. The overall conditions and grading have not been appropriately addressed in the
drawings

5 The drawings do not contain enough information about the grading and landscape

treatments of the previously graded area to the northeast of the proposed garage.
C i ¢ g

Although grading plans were presented at each of the 4 DRB hearings and site
restoration grading along with forensic grading plans (estimating the amounts that were
graded without a permit, previous to the current owner purchasing the property) were
presented to the DRB at the December 14, 2017 hearing, it is assumed that added
sections could clarify and satisfy the grading Findings condition 1.

Findings Condition 5: The landscape and benched fill sections for

restoration of the previously graded area that were presented to the DRB should be
re-reviewed to clarify to City Council that this condition was indeed satisfied in the
December 14, 2017 DRB hearing.



Design review Board Hearing
January 10,2019:910 Laird Dr.

Design response to Previous Design
Review Board Decision

April 12, 2018



How Conditions of Approval April 12, 2018 DRB
have been satisfied with design revisions:

Conditions of Approval:
Condition 1

*  Revise landscape plan to include a number of sizeable oak trees and other native vegetation
at the graded but unpaved portion of the driveway to help restore this illegally graded area
and prevent its future vehicular use.

1. The landscape plan has been revised to include 5 new Live Oak trees and other native
vegetation. These 5 trees will be planted in existing driveway cut area that is being
restored to a more natural condition .

2. The proposed location of the garage will further block vehicular access beyond proposed
garage to northerly portion of the site where the driveway cut will be restored.



Landscape plan

See location of 5 new Oak trees in driveway cut. (condition 1)
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Condition 2

* Reduce the square footage or mass to be more in keeping with other
properties in the area.

1.

The square footage of the proposed residence has been reduced in the following ways:
a. There have been many designs for this proposed residence starting with at 4,000 sq.
ft. structure with 3-car Barage and a guest house. The proposed residence before you

has been reduced to a 3,275 sq. ft. residence with a 2-car Barage, (over 20%
reduction In size),

b. Since the April 12* 2018 DRE meeting the residence square footage was reduced from 3,496q. ft. 103,275 sq. ft,

The mass of the proposed residence has been reduced in the following ways:
a. The current placement of the garage modulates and steps the mass of the
structure up the hill per hillside zoning standards in a more significant way.
The placement af the 2 car garage and the hip roofline eliminates the perception of mass on the

westerly facade. The perceived helght of the structure has been reduced by placing the garage
in this location.

b. The angle of the southerly portion of the proposed structure has been adjusted to
follow the slope of the hillside, shorten and reduce the mass visible from the driveway and to provide
more setback and privacy to the neighbor to the south.

c. All baiconies have been removed on the west elevation to protect privacy to neighbors and
eliminate repetition in the facade of the structure.

d. The entry was relocated to eliminate the dominant central stair and entrance element on the
westerly side of the structure,

e. The structure has been shifted as low on the Laird side of the site to reduce perceived mass to the maximum extent possible
and maintain and minimize impacts to the grove of mature Oak trees present on the side.



Comparative elevations showing mass reduction,

April 12,2018 DRB elevation top, Proposed elevation bottom. (condition 2)




Condition 3

1. The site plan has been revised in the following ways:
. Revise the site plan to accomplish the goals of Conditions 1 and 2 including the possible repositioning of the house and/or garage.
a. The footprint of the house is smaller than the previous submittal,

b. The neighbors requested that the garage be re-located to a position below the house near the
entrance gate on Laird Drive. The location was considered at length and discussed over 4-6 meetings
but it was determined by the City Arborist and confirmed by our consulting arborist that the cut required for the
garage that would be required would compromise the Oak Tree # 3. In the city arborist opinion there isa 50 %
chance that the impact of the garage cut to the root system, would kill Oak tree # 3.
The Architect met with the Glendale City Arborist and the Project Arb
that this location for the garage was not feasible and the current pro
mitigatable impact on the Oak trees in the area.

orist to discuss this alternative and it was decided
posed location of the garage slab would have a

€. The garage will block the driveway cut beyond the proposed residence then the restoration of the hillside
with natural vegetation will restore and enhance this area.

d. The driveway connection to Laird Dr was studied tom
impair the outlet of water flows durin
adjacent neighbors to ensure that th

ake sure that the existing drainage course will not be altered or
g large rain events. Measurements were taken and discussed in the field with the
ere is no interruption of drainage flow from the hills beyond that would



Condition 4

If still required AFTER IMPLEMENTING Conditions 2 and 3, clarify or correct the drawings of
the roofs at the first and second levels above the porch to the right side of the entry and
revise the design to improve the appearance of this area.

The building has been completely redesigned so that this condition no longer applies.
The porch has been removed and the entry area relocated so that the massing is

altered with different roof lines that are more pleasing.



Consensus Building with
Adjacent Neighbors

4 Meetings with Chevy Chas
Homeowners Association 2‘
site).

& Additional Meetings on Site
with Adjacent Neighbors.



Revisions to Address Neighbor Concerns:
MAJOR CONERNS FROM NEIGHBORS WERE BOILED DOWN TO:

* 1. DRAINAGE:

° 2. PRIVACY:
CONCERNS ABOUT DRIVEWAY AND ENTRY GATE.



PRIVACY CONCERNS

PRIVACY FROM THE HOUSE LOOKING TOWARD ADJACENT NEIGHBORS (2480 & 2500 CHEVY CHASE DR.)




PRIVACY

VIEW FROM HILLS ABOVE (SIMILAR TO SHOT DIST
POLES ARE ALMOST INVISIBLE

RIBUTED THAT WAS GROSSLY INACUTATE), OBSERVE THE STORY



PRIVACY

VIEW FROM CASCADIA . STORY POLES MOST VISABLE FROM HERE BUT MOSTLY BLOCKED BY TREE CANOPIES.
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PRIVACY

TN e R

VIEW FROM CHEVY CHASE TOWARD HOUES AT 2500 CHEVY CHASE



PRIVACY

LY FRONTAGE OF SUBIECT PROPOSERT

{ FROM CHAVY CHASE DR.
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Munroe Ownership: Grading History

Property: 910 Laird Dr./2512 Chevy Chase
Glendale, CA.

To Whom it may Concern:

Real estate marketing literature from June of 2011 show the current access driveway
cut looping from Laird Dr. to Chevy Chase. The current owner purchased the
property in 2012 (see photos from the real estate agent). The current owner has done

a planting edge on the downhill side of the driveway, to further stabilize and minimize
runoff from the hills above The sandbags placed during rainy season better direct the
flow of water onto Chevy Chase Drive and protect properties below.

Before the driveway cut was in place sometime before 201 1. the debris flow from a
rainy season might impact the residences below more significantly. The existing
driveway cut acts as a buffer and directs the runoff from the hills above toward Chevy

previous rainy seasons on the existing driveway cut, the neighboring properties could
have undergone water intrusion during the rainy season of 2016-2017

driveway slope to stabilize the driveway cut. Further, the owner was directed to place
sandbags during the rainy season and to plant vegetation along the driveway. The
owner has complied with these recommendations fully.

Officials from the City of Glendale have visited the site and monitored the
maintenance of the driveway cut for many years pending construction project
approval. Glendale officials have worked with the owner to assure that the driveway
cut maintenance is satisfactory pending final construction approval,

e

Ca. License # Ci15167
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