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          Case No. ________________ 

Date ____________________ 

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); 

Or to: 
Community Development Department (CDD), 633 East Broadway, Rm 103, Glendale, California, 91206 (Monday 
thru Friday, 12:00 pm to 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 4 – FINDINGS OF FACT (per Glendale Municipal Code Title 30, Chapter 30.44).  To justify your Administrative 
Exception request, please answer all of the following questions: 
A.  How will the granting of the exception result in design improvements OR how do the space restrictions of the site 

preclude full compliance with Code requirements without hardship? __________________________________________  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

B.  Why will granting of the exception NOT be detrimental to the public welfare?__________________________________  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

C. Why will granting of the exception be in keeping with the objective/s of the applicable regulation/s? ____________  
  
 
Note:  Failure to furnish any of the requested information will delay action on the request. Three (3) copies of this 
application are to be submitted.  Attach additional pages as needed.   
 

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 
 

Appeal 

PART 3 – APPEAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A. State the name or title of the board, commission or officer from which this appeal is taken ___________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Were you given written notice of the action, ruling or determination?  Yes �  No �    
 If “Yes,” attach a copy of the written notice and write the date you received it here _________________________ 

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 or other action was the basis for the 

decision from which the appeal is taken _________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E. Were you the party seeking the relief that was originally sought?  Yes �  No � 
 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 �  No �    
 If “Yes,” give the address, or describe the real property affected __________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  

PART 2 – APPELLANT INFORMATION 

A._______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 First Name                                      Last Name  Email Address 

B._______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Street Address                                City                                     State                Zip Code            Area Code - Phone Number 

Ingrid Wilcox ingridvistacourt@gmail.com

1232 Vista Court Glendale CA 91205 323-350-5116

Design Review Board

7/3/2020 6:45pm Glendale Website Decision Letter

DRB voted 3 to 1 to approve an incomplete application with at least twelve conditions instead  
 of returning it for redesign so the public can review and comment.  The redesign that will be necessary to address the conditions will have a 

Approval of design and protected tree plan for a new two story 1,976 sq. ft. house with a 500 sq. ft. attached two car garage on 

I live in and own the home next door and will suffer massive lose of privacy, natural light and property value if project proceeds. 

1226 Vista Court Glendale CA 91205

substantial effect on the appearance of the project.

a 6,143 sq. ft. lot in R1 zone.

I am also concerned that the applicant failed to demonstrate that the project can be built without endangering the tree.

A residential lot that created when the property was subdivided in to three separate parcels. Lot features a protected indigenous tree.
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FOR STAFF USE ONLY         Date Stamp 

Date received in Permit Services Center ____________   Received by _____________    

Fee paid ________________________________________ Receipt No. _____________________________________     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statement of additional facts related to the appeal:  ____________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The foregoing statements, contained in PARTS 2, 3 and 4 above, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 
 
_____________________________________________________   
Appellant’s Name – Please Print 

__________________________________________ __   _______________________________ 
Appellant’s Signature   Date Signed 

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? 

___Yes   ___No      If “Yes”, state each specific provision of law that you contend was violated: _______________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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”? ___Yes   ___No      If “Yes”, state which provisions, and state specifically each act 
that was in excess of authority:  ________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

C. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer failed to fulfill a mandatory duty by any provision of law 
given in answer “A”? ___Yes   ___No      If “Yes”, state which provision, and the specific duty that it failed to 
exercise:  ____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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

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   ___No          
If “Yes”, state what evidence was necessary, but lacking:  ________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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? ___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: 

GMC 30.40.020  “Applications for Design Review shall contain all information required therefor”,  GMC chapter 12.44.1. Indigenous Tree Ordinance

X

X

Final  design review requires the applicant file a complete application.    
DRB approved an application that was preliminary in details and non compliant with chapter 12.44 - Indigenous Tree Ordinance. GMC 30.47.040

X

GMC 30.40.020 - application filing - paragraph G,  GMC 12.44 - Indigenous Tree Ordinance, the landscape plan was non compliant and  

DRB failed to consider how site drainage could be achieved without injury to the protected coast live oak tree, 30.47.040 section B 3  

X

I submitted photos indicating views from the family room of the project would look into my living spaces and backyard. 

X

Window arrangements shown on elevations did not match plan views.
Many dimensions were missing .  There were numerous errors, inconsistencies and misrepresentations. Applicant is an architect and should have been

X

Evidence was presented but not considered as stated in “D” above.

The public and I were denied our right to a public hearing to consider the design as the 

application was too full of omissions, errors and misrepresentations to fully review the design. The design was instead shifted to staff.  

Ingrid E Wilcox

7/6/2020

and GMC 30.47.030 - 1 Review of Plans and Conditions of Approval - plans are not in reasonable conformance with municipal code.

The DRB did not ascertain my privacy impacts as required.  DRB did not ensure that earthwork for drainage and irrigation could be performed without

and GMC 30.47.040 section B 3 New developments in R1 zones with more than one story shall not unreasonably impact privacy.

encroaching in tree protection zone although public comments raised this issue.

able to provide a complete code compliant design.

As a result, DRB failed in its responsibility to ensure a positive design relationship with adjacent residences and developments on the block per 
GMC 30.47.070 - standards.

section D requires that DRB place particular attention to ensuring a positive design relationship with adjacent developments and failed to do so.
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          Case No. ________________ 

Date ____________________ 

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); 

Or to: 
Community Development Department (CDD), 633 East Broadway, Rm 103, Glendale, California, 91206 (Monday 
thru Friday, 12:00 pm to 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 4 – FINDINGS OF FACT (per Glendale Municipal Code Title 30, Chapter 30.44).  To justify your Administrative 
Exception request, please answer all of the following questions: 
A.  How will the granting of the exception result in design improvements OR how do the space restrictions of the site 

preclude full compliance with Code requirements without hardship? __________________________________________  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

B.  Why will granting of the exception NOT be detrimental to the public welfare?__________________________________  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

C. Why will granting of the exception be in keeping with the objective/s of the applicable regulation/s? ____________  
  
 
Note:  Failure to furnish any of the requested information will delay action on the request. Three (3) copies of this 
application are to be submitted.  Attach additional pages as needed.   
 

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 
 

Appeal 

PART 3 – APPEAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A. State the name or title of the board, commission or officer from which this appeal is taken ___________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Were you given written notice of the action, ruling or determination?  Yes �  No �    
 If “Yes,” attach a copy of the written notice and write the date you received it here _________________________ 

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 or other action was the basis for the 

decision from which the appeal is taken _________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E. Were you the party seeking the relief that was originally sought?  Yes �  No � 
 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 �  No �    
 If “Yes,” give the address, or describe the real property affected __________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  

PART 2 – APPELLANT INFORMATION 

A._______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 First Name                                      Last Name  Email Address 

B._______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Street Address                                City                                     State                Zip Code            Area Code - Phone Number 

Ingrid Wilcox ingridvistacourt@gmail.com

1232 Vista Court Glendale CA 91205 323-350-5116

Design Review Board

7/3/2020 6:45pm Glendale Website Decision Letter

DRB voted 3 to 1 to approve an incomplete application with at least twelve conditions instead  
 of returning it for redesign so the public can review and comment.  The redesign that will be necessary to address the conditions will have a 

Approval of design and protected tree plan for a new two story 1,976 sq. ft. house with a 500 sq. ft. attached two car garage on 

I live in and own the home next door and will suffer massive lose of privacy, natural light and property value if project proceeds. 

1226 Vista Court Glendale CA 91205

substantial effect on the appearance of the project.

a 6,143 sq. ft. lot in R1 zone.

I am also concerned that the applicant failed to demonstrate that the project can be built without endangering the tree.

A residential lot that created when the property was subdivided in to three separate parcels. Lot features a protected indigenous tree.
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Fee paid ________________________________________ Receipt No. _____________________________________     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statement of additional facts related to the appeal:  ____________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The foregoing statements, contained in PARTS 2, 3 and 4 above, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 
 
_____________________________________________________   
Appellant’s Name – Please Print 

__________________________________________ __   _______________________________ 
Appellant’s Signature   Date Signed 

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? 

___Yes   ___No      If “Yes”, state each specific provision of law that you contend was violated: _______________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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”? ___Yes   ___No      If “Yes”, state which provisions, and state specifically each act 
that was in excess of authority:  ________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

C. Do you contend that the board, commission or officer failed to fulfill a mandatory duty by any provision of law 
given in answer “A”? ___Yes   ___No      If “Yes”, state which provision, and the specific duty that it failed to 
exercise:  ____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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

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   ___No          
If “Yes”, state what evidence was necessary, but lacking:  ________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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? ___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: 

GMC 30.40.020  “Applications for Design Review shall contain all information required therefor”,  GMC chapter 12.44.1. Indigenous Tree Ordinance

X

X

Final  design review requires the applicant file a complete application.    
DRB approved an application that was preliminary in details and non compliant with chapter 12.44 - Indigenous Tree Ordinance. GMC 30.47.040

X

GMC 30.40.020 - application filing - paragraph G,  GMC 12.44 - Indigenous Tree Ordinance, the landscape plan was non compliant and  

DRB failed to consider how site drainage could be achieved without injury to the protected coast live oak tree, 30.47.040 section B 3  

X

I submitted photos indicating views from the family room of the project would look into my living spaces and backyard. 

X

Window arrangements shown on elevations did not match plan views.
Many dimensions were missing .  There were numerous errors, inconsistencies and misrepresentations. Applicant is an architect and should have been

X

Evidence was presented but not considered as stated in “D” above.

The public and I were denied our right to a public hearing to consider the design as the 

application was too full of omissions, errors and misrepresentations to fully review the design. The design was instead shifted to staff.  

Ingrid E Wilcox

7/6/2020

and GMC 30.47.030 - 1 Review of Plans and Conditions of Approval - plans are not in reasonable conformance with municipal code.

The DRB did not ascertain my privacy impacts as required.  DRB did not ensure that earthwork for drainage and irrigation could be performed without

and GMC 30.47.040 section B 3 New developments in R1 zones with more than one story shall not unreasonably impact privacy.

encroaching in tree protection zone although public comments raised this issue.

able to provide a complete code compliant design.

As a result, DRB failed in its responsibility to ensure a positive design relationship with adjacent residences and developments on the block per 
GMC 30.47.070 - standards.

section D requires that DRB place particular attention to ensuring a positive design relationship with adjacent developments and failed to do so.



Ingrid E Wilcox 
1232 Vista Court 

Glendale CA 91205 
ingridvistacourt@gmail.com; 323-350-5116 

July 6, 2020 

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council, 

On June 25, 2020 the Design Review Board reviewed an incomplete application that was 
noncompliant with the Glendale Municipal Code. Although every Board Member commented 
that the application was incomplete and noted some of the numerous errors, inconsistencies and 
misrepresentations, they nonetheless voted 3 to 1 to approve it with TWELVE conditions and left 
it up to the staff to “make it work.”  

As you know, the purpose of the DRB process is to give the public an opportunity to review and 
comment on a project’s design. By approving an incomplete, noncompliant design with so many 
significant details missing instead of returning it for redesign, the DRB has circumvented the 
public review process and relegated the design to an administrative review.  The public was 
deprived of the opportunity to see what the project will look like and assess the impacts on the 
adjacent homes. 

GMC 30.47.040, Section B - 3 and GMC 30.47.040 section D was not referenced or  considered 
when I described that my privacy will be invaded completely in the main body of my home if the 
proposed plans proceed.  My living room, kitchen and dining room/work area is one big open 
floor plan.  Ten windows of my home face the proposed building site so I will be impacted by 
this design. 

The east elevation of these plans, the rear of the proposed house, contains approximately 20 
windows and many glass doors.  The family room windows will look into my kitchen and 
dining/work space 100%.  These windows will also look into my backyard and patio.   

The placement of the proposed house creates unobstructed sight lines from both the first and 
second story into my home. Photos 2 though 8 of the 1226 Vista Court pdf shows the of the side 
of my home and views looking out of my windows, out of my back door and from my back yard. 

The conditions imposed during the hearing were not thoroughly defined and some are  omitted 
from the DRB Decision Letter.  Missing conditions include the exterior lighting plan and a 
“holistic” review of the design by staff. 

There are several municipal code violations in the plans.  The landscape plans that were 
submitted were noncompliant with chapter 12.44 of the Indigenous Tree Ordinance.  Some of the 
proposed plantings were misrepresented in their common versus latin names.  The common 
name  “Vinca”, a small flowering plant, is translated in latin as Hedera Helix Baltica, an 
aggressive and invasive ivy that should never be planted near a protected indigenous tree. This 
ivy is banned in many states and will climb and choke the tree.  The apparent disregard for 
protecting this majestic coast live oak is alarming.  

mailto:ingridvistacourt@gmail.com


Due to Covid-19, the public was not allowed to appear in person, present visual evidence or 
answer questions.  People were also denied their requests to view full scale plans due to Planning 
Office closures.  Because I could not appear in person, I attached extensive photographic 
evidence to my opposition letter. These photographs were not considered by DRB. 

The staff report for the 1226 Vista Court/PDR 1918581 contained outdated and inaccurate 
information.  Several photos presented of the property were taken over five years ago and do not 
represent the current conditions of the property such as the shared wall and the protected oak 
tree. 

DRB is expected to place “special attention” on “ensuring a positive design relationship with the 
adjacent developments and developments on the block on which the proposed project is located.” 
The neighborhood survey within 300 feet included multi-family buildings that do not reflect the 
conditions adjacent to the project. 

For example a condominium complex, that is not visible from the property, was listed as a 
12,795 sq. ft. house.  The case planner acknowledged that there were non-representative 
properties in the survey, but nonetheless relied on the inflated square footage and number of 
stories instead of the size of the homes on the block. 

The average square footage of 17 neighboring single family homes on Vista Court, Green Street 
and Reynolds Drive is 1144 sq. ft. - substantially smaller than the 2102 sq. ft. the case planner 
relied on. 

Addressing the many conditions, errors, inconsistencies and misrepresentations in the plans will 
result in a substantially different design and site plan.  Allowing the staff and applicant “to make 
it work” outside of the DRB process undermines the public’s right to review the design of new 
single family developments as required by Glendale Municipal Code.   

I strongly encourage the City Council to review the video of the June 26th Design Review Board 
hearing as I feel certain the City Council will agree that the meeting was not conducted in a 
manner up to the standards of the Design Review Board or the City of Glendale.  https://
www.glendaleca.gov/government/public-meeting-portal  

I respectfully request that these plans be rejected or sent back for redesign based on all of the 
issues described. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Ingrid Wilcox 

Attachments: 1226 Vista Court pdf, Petition pdf, DRB Letters pdf 

https://www.glendaleca.gov/government/public-meeting-portal
https://www.glendaleca.gov/government/public-meeting-portal
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1232 VISTA COURT VIEWS
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VIEW OUT OF 
SECOND 
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STRUCTURE
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VIEW OUT 
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BACKDOOR 
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LOOKING AT 
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STRUCTURE
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VIEW OUT 
OF 

BACKDOOR 
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LOOKING AT 

PROPOSED 
STRUCTURE
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VIEW FROM 
BACKYARD OF 

1232 V ISTA 
COURT 

LOOKING UP 
AT PROPOSED 

STRUCTURE
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SURROUNDING HOMES 
ON VISTA COURT

Based on the existing square footage of 17 homes surrounding 
the 1226 build site, the average house size is 1144 sq. ft.
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1232 VISTA COURT

10



1222 VISTA COURT

11



1241 VISTA COURT

12



1236 VISTA COURT

13



1218 VISTA COURT

14



1201 VISTA COURT
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COAST LIVE OAK TREE/DRIPLINE
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OVERVIEW

17



VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE

21



VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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TREE DAMAGE

23



TRASH UNDER 
TREE ON 

3/30/15 WHICH 
REMAINED FOR 

WEEKS
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HEAVY EQUIPMENT UNDER THE PROTECTED ZONE 
OF THE TREE 5/18/17
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https://youtu.be/D2kYtvHcPCg 
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THE SUBSEQUENT DAMAGE PER THE ACTIONS ON THE VIDEO
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THE SUBSEQUENT DAMAGE PER THE ACTIONS ON THE VIDEO

28



THE SUBSEQUENT DAMAGE PER THE ACTIONS ON THE VIDEO

29



COAST L IVE OAK CURRENTLY EXPOSED TO DAMAGE EVERY TIME A TRUCK DRIVES BY
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STORY POLES

31



ORIGINAL STORY POLES SELF 
INSTALLED BY MR. BRISKI –

NOT UP TO CODE STANDARDS
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ORIGINAL STORY POLES SELF INSTALLED BY MR. BRISKI –
NOT UP TO CODE STANDARDS
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MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19
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MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19
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MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19

36



MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19

37



STORY POLES REMAINED 
IN NEIGHBORS HEDGE 

FOR A WEEK

38



PROFESSIONAL STORY 
POLES INSTALLED 3/4/20

No story poles present from 
12/26/19 - 3/4/20. Only installed after 
Neighborhood services alerted and 

Inspector directed Mr. Briski to do so.

•

•

39



CURRENT BRISKI HOUSE

40



VIEWS OF PRESENT BRISKI HOME'S UNFINISHED 
PAINT JOB AS IT HAS BEEN FOR OVER 5 YEARS
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VIEWS OF PRESENT BRISKI HOME'S UNFINISHED 
PAINT JOB AS IT HAS BEEN FOR OVER 5 YEARS

42



UNPERMITTED PARKING

43



UNPERMITTED 
PARKING 

OBSTRUCTION 
PUT IN PLACE BY 

MR. BRISKI ON 
6/14/18

44



PARKING 
OBSTRUCTION 

REMOVED BY GPD 
AT 11 :30PM ON 

6/14/18

45



PARKING OBSTRUCTION PUT BACK IN PLACE ON 
6/15/18 BY MR. BRISKI DESPITE NOTIFICATION 

LEFT BY GPD ON THE PREVIOUS EVENING.

GPD had to return to enforce the lack of permit for construction parking
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PETITION TO DEMAND 
REVISED DESIGN TO 

PROPOSED PLANS FOR
1226 VISTA COURT, 

GLENDALE CA 91205

We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge the Design Review Board to reject

the proposed plans for 1226 Vista Court/PDR 1918581 for the following reasons:

1) The proposed structure is too massive for the scale of the property and the

surrounding neighborhood homes.

2) The proposed structure is of poor design quality and vastly divergent from the

surrounding neighborhood homes.

3) The proposed structure poses a potential threat to the protected Coast Live Oak Tree

(quercus agrifolia) that already exists on the property. The story poles set up on the

property are already encroaching on the drip line of the tree.











Ingrid E Wilcox 
1232 Vista Court 

Glendale CA 91205 
ingridvistacourt@gmail.com; 323-350-5116 

July 6, 2020 

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council, 

On June 25, 2020 the Design Review Board reviewed an incomplete application that was 
noncompliant with the Glendale Municipal Code. Although every Board Member commented 
that the application was incomplete and noted some of the numerous errors, inconsistencies and 
misrepresentations, they nonetheless voted 3 to 1 to approve it with TWELVE conditions and left 
it up to the staff to “make it work.”  

As you know, the purpose of the DRB process is to give the public an opportunity to review and 
comment on a project’s design. By approving an incomplete, noncompliant design with so many 
significant details missing instead of returning it for redesign, the DRB has circumvented the 
public review process and relegated the design to an administrative review.  The public was 
deprived of the opportunity to see what the project will look like and assess the impacts on the 
adjacent homes. 

GMC 30.47.040, Section B - 3 and GMC 30.47.040 section D was not referenced or  considered 
when I described that my privacy will be invaded completely in the main body of my home if the 
proposed plans proceed.  My living room, kitchen and dining room/work area is one big open 
floor plan.  Ten windows of my home face the proposed building site so I will be impacted by 
this design. 

The east elevation of these plans, the rear of the proposed house, contains approximately 20 
windows and many glass doors.  The family room windows will look into my kitchen and 
dining/work space 100%.  These windows will also look into my backyard and patio.   

The placement of the proposed house creates unobstructed sight lines from both the first and 
second story into my home. Photos 2 though 8 of the 1226 Vista Court pdf shows the of the side 
of my home and views looking out of my windows, out of my back door and from my back yard. 

The conditions imposed during the hearing were not thoroughly defined and some are  omitted 
from the DRB Decision Letter.  Missing conditions include the exterior lighting plan and a 
“holistic” review of the design by staff. 

There are several municipal code violations in the plans.  The landscape plans that were 
submitted were noncompliant with chapter 12.44 of the Indigenous Tree Ordinance.  Some of the 
proposed plantings were misrepresented in their common versus latin names.  The common 
name  “Vinca”, a small flowering plant, is translated in latin as Hedera Helix Baltica, an 
aggressive and invasive ivy that should never be planted near a protected indigenous tree. This 
ivy is banned in many states and will climb and choke the tree.  The apparent disregard for 
protecting this majestic coast live oak is alarming.  

mailto:ingridvistacourt@gmail.com


Due to Covid-19, the public was not allowed to appear in person, present visual evidence or 
answer questions.  People were also denied their requests to view full scale plans due to Planning 
Office closures.  Because I could not appear in person, I attached extensive photographic 
evidence to my opposition letter. These photographs were not considered by DRB. 

The staff report for the 1226 Vista Court/PDR 1918581 contained outdated and inaccurate 
information.  Several photos presented of the property were taken over five years ago and do not 
represent the current conditions of the property such as the shared wall and the protected oak 
tree. 

DRB is expected to place “special attention” on “ensuring a positive design relationship with the 
adjacent developments and developments on the block on which the proposed project is located.” 
The neighborhood survey within 300 feet included multi-family buildings that do not reflect the 
conditions adjacent to the project. 

For example a condominium complex, that is not visible from the property, was listed as a 
12,795 sq. ft. house.  The case planner acknowledged that there were non-representative 
properties in the survey, but nonetheless relied on the inflated square footage and number of 
stories instead of the size of the homes on the block. 

The average square footage of 17 neighboring single family homes on Vista Court, Green Street 
and Reynolds Drive is 1144 sq. ft. - substantially smaller than the 2102 sq. ft. the case planner 
relied on. 

Addressing the many conditions, errors, inconsistencies and misrepresentations in the plans will 
result in a substantially different design and site plan.  Allowing the staff and applicant “to make 
it work” outside of the DRB process undermines the public’s right to review the design of new 
single family developments as required by Glendale Municipal Code.   

I strongly encourage the City Council to review the video of the June 26th Design Review Board 
hearing as I feel certain the City Council will agree that the meeting was not conducted in a 
manner up to the standards of the Design Review Board or the City of Glendale.  https://
www.glendaleca.gov/government/public-meeting-portal  

I respectfully request that these plans be rejected or sent back for redesign based on all of the 
issues described. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Ingrid Wilcox 

Attachments: 1226 Vista Court pdf, Petition pdf, DRB Letters pdf 

https://www.glendaleca.gov/government/public-meeting-portal
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1232 VISTA COURT VIEWS

1



NORTHSIDE OF 
1232  V ISTA 

COURT FACING 
PROPOSED 

STRUCTURE

2



V IEW OUT OF  
L IV ING ROOM 
WINDOW OF  

1232  V I STA  
COURT 

LOOKING AT 
PROPOSED 

STRUCTURE
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VIEW OUT OF 
SECOND 

L IV ING ROOM 
WINDOW OF 

1232 V ISTA 
COURT 

LOOKING AT 
PROPOSED 

STRUCTURE
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VIEW OUT 
OF KITCHEN 
WINDOWS 

OF 1232 
V ISTA COURT 
LOOKING AT 

PROPOSED 
STRUCTURE
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VIEW OUT OF 
BACKDOOR 

AND DINING 
AREA OF 1232 
V ISTA COURT 
LOOKING AT 

PROPOSED 
STRUCTURE

6



VIEW OUT 
OF 

BACKDOOR 
OF 1232 

V ISTA COURT 
LOOKING AT 

PROPOSED 
STRUCTURE
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VIEW FROM 
BACKYARD OF 

1232 V ISTA 
COURT 

LOOKING UP 
AT PROPOSED 

STRUCTURE
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SURROUNDING HOMES 
ON VISTA COURT

Based on the existing square footage of 17 homes surrounding 
the 1226 build site, the average house size is 1144 sq. ft.
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1232 VISTA COURT
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1222 VISTA COURT

11



1241 VISTA COURT
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1236 VISTA COURT
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1218 VISTA COURT
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1201 VISTA COURT
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COAST LIVE OAK TREE/DRIPLINE

16



OVERVIEW
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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VIEW OF PRESENT GROWTH 
OF DRIP LINE INTO 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
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TREE DAMAGE
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TRASH UNDER 
TREE ON 

3/30/15 WHICH 
REMAINED FOR 

WEEKS
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HEAVY EQUIPMENT UNDER THE PROTECTED ZONE 
OF THE TREE 5/18/17
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https://youtu.be/D2kYtvHcPCg 
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THE SUBSEQUENT DAMAGE PER THE ACTIONS ON THE VIDEO
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THE SUBSEQUENT DAMAGE PER THE ACTIONS ON THE VIDEO
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THE SUBSEQUENT DAMAGE PER THE ACTIONS ON THE VIDEO
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COAST L IVE OAK CURRENTLY EXPOSED TO DAMAGE EVERY TIME A TRUCK DRIVES BY
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STORY POLES
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ORIGINAL STORY POLES SELF 
INSTALLED BY MR. BRISKI –

NOT UP TO CODE STANDARDS
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ORIGINAL STORY POLES SELF INSTALLED BY MR. BRISKI –
NOT UP TO CODE STANDARDS
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MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19
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MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19

35



MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19
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MR. BRISKI’S SELF-
INSTALLED STORY POLES 

BLEW DOWN ON 12/25/19
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STORY POLES REMAINED 
IN NEIGHBORS HEDGE 

FOR A WEEK

38



PROFESSIONAL STORY 
POLES INSTALLED 3/4/20

No story poles present from 
12/26/19 - 3/4/20. Only installed after 
Neighborhood services alerted and 

Inspector directed Mr. Briski to do so.

•

•
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CURRENT BRISKI HOUSE

40



VIEWS OF PRESENT BRISKI HOME'S UNFINISHED 
PAINT JOB AS IT HAS BEEN FOR OVER 5 YEARS
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VIEWS OF PRESENT BRISKI HOME'S UNFINISHED 
PAINT JOB AS IT HAS BEEN FOR OVER 5 YEARS
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UNPERMITTED PARKING
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UNPERMITTED 
PARKING 

OBSTRUCTION 
PUT IN PLACE BY 

MR. BRISKI ON 
6/14/18
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PARKING 
OBSTRUCTION 

REMOVED BY GPD 
AT 11 :30PM ON 

6/14/18
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PARKING OBSTRUCTION PUT BACK IN PLACE ON 
6/15/18 BY MR. BRISKI DESPITE NOTIFICATION 

LEFT BY GPD ON THE PREVIOUS EVENING.

GPD had to return to enforce the lack of permit for construction parking
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PETITION TO DEMAND 
REVISED DESIGN TO 

PROPOSED PLANS FOR
1226 VISTA COURT, 

GLENDALE CA 91205

We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge the Design Review Board to reject

the proposed plans for 1226 Vista Court/PDR 1918581 for the following reasons:

1) The proposed structure is too massive for the scale of the property and the

surrounding neighborhood homes.

2) The proposed structure is of poor design quality and vastly divergent from the

surrounding neighborhood homes.

3) The proposed structure poses a potential threat to the protected Coast Live Oak Tree

(quercus agrifolia) that already exists on the property. The story poles set up on the

property are already encroaching on the drip line of the tree.
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