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CITY OF BURBANK
CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE

MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 20, 2019
TO: City Council
FROM: Justin Hess, Acting City Manager

Amy Albano, City Attorney

SUBJECT: 325 North Lincoln Street

This memorandum is intended to bring to light the facts of the situation at 325 North Lincoln
Street. In neighbor disputes emotions can run high, which sometimes causes the underlying
facts to be overlooked. While Mr. Casey and Mr. Chang have characterized this situation as a
code enforcement issue during their presentation at the City Council meeting on September
10, the fact of the matter is this is ultimately about Mr. Chang wanting to use a portion of his
neighbor's property to access his unpermitted garage at the rear of his property, which triggered
code enforcement complaints, a variance application, and public hearings. Images of the home
and side yard are Attachment 1 to this memo.

For the benefit of the public, we wanted to clearly state up front, contrary to what has been
posted on social media and other online outlets, discussion of this item is not on the September
24t City Council agenda.

The facts are as follows:

The property at 325 North Lincoln Street was originally developed with a single family home in
1937. Building permits on file with the City of Burbank Building Division identify that the single-
family residence was approved to be 756 square feet in size (living space), with an attached
180 square foot one-car garage. Since 1937, the following improvements have been completed
on the property without any record of the issuance of City building permits:

e The originally built one-car garage that was attached to the home, was converted into living
space as a bedroom; and
e A 480 square foot detached garage was constructed at the rear of the property.

City planning and code enforcement staff were unable to find any additional building records
that show when these unpermitted improvements were completed. It is important to note that
the City maintains extensive building permit records that are digitized The City uses this
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information with the review of Sanbomn Fire Insurance Maps (circa 1953 through 1969) and
historical aerial photography (e.g., Google Earth/Maps) to make every effort to confirm legally
constructed structures. If in the rare instance, an additional building permit surfaces via a
records search of the Los Angeles County archives then the City will use this to establish legal
construction.

The unpermitted work referenced above was brought to the attention of City staff on April 15,
2016, through a property complaint that was received by the City of Burbank Code Enforcement
Division. These complaints can be and are many times made anonymously. Every
homeowner, business owner, or member of the public preserve the right to file a complaint.
The City treats every complaint the same and follow up to verify whether a violation does or
does not exist. Following this complaint, City staff confirmed the existence of physical
improvements on the property that could not be verified with building permits. The property
owner was notified of the identified code violations in order to make him aware of his options
under the City’s building and zoning codes to address the unpermitted improvements that
included an unpermitted conversion of an attached garage. The converted garage also resulted
in a need to access the rear structure in order to comply with City parking regulations that
require replacement on-site parking and a minimum 10-foot wide driveway to provide access
to the rear of the property. Mr. Chang chose to submit a variance application to remedy the
code violations.

During this period, Mr. Chang filed a lawsuit against the neighbor at 331 N. Lincoln to seek an
access easement to use a portion of the adjacent property to access the rear structure;
effectively taking a right of access to a portion of his neighbor's property. The use of his
neighbor’s property would have had a negative effect on his neighbors own efforts to redevelop
and enjoy his property by creating a non-confirming side yard setback. The lawsuit by Mr.
Chang to use a portion of his neighbor’s property was subsequently dismissed by the courts.

In fact, the neighbors at 331 N. Lincoln never reached a settlement with Mr. Chang regarding
the use of their property to gain access to the rear of his property and they have no intention
of allowing Mr. Chang to access their property for purposes of accessing his rear structure.
Furthermore, the neighbor’s attomey prior to the City Council meeting in September of 2018,
informed City staff via email that Mr. Chang’s side yard is too-narrow in its current form and
would result in a driveway that is “impractical, unsafe, and an invasion of their [the neighbor’s]
privacy. The combined space between Mr. Chang's house and my clients' house totals less
than approximately 11 feet - - 6 feet 10 inches on the Chang property, and 4 feet on my clients'
property. Accordingly, as was discussed in the Planning Board's hearing [on February 26,
2018], the sought variance as to the driveway width of 6 feet 10 inches would not allow sufficient
space for most passenger cars to traverse the proposed driveway adjacent to Mr. Chang's and
my clients’ residences. As was also discussed at the Planning Board's hearing, Mr. Chang's
unpermitted rear building presents safety issues. It was built too close to my client’s property.
There is insufficient space available to maintain that building on the side adjacent to my clients’
property. The method of construction of the rear building, and whether or not it is safe cannot
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be determined as it was built without a building permit.” (See Attachment 2 of this memo for
the full e-mail from the Attorney for the property owner at 331 N. Lincoln.)

Following the suit that had been filed against his neighbor at 331 N. Lincoln, Mr. Chang applied
for a Variance seeking to reduce the City required driveway size from 10 feet to 6 feet, 10
inches. [It is important to note that the driveway access to the rear is necessary to allow use of
the rear accessory structure as his new garage since he is seeking to keep the unpemitted
conversion of the attached one car garage as required by City zoning code.] At an open, public
hearing, the Planning Board denied his request for the Variance and he subsequently appealed
the denial to the City Council.

Following an open public hearing, on September 25, 2018, the City Council approved a
Variance permit application allowing the non-permitted garage at the rear of the property to
remain. The approval was granted by Council with a condition that an 8-foot wide driveway be
provided leading to the garage. To accomplish this, the property owner would need to move-
in one of the sidewalls of the home 1-feet 2-inches. Specifically, Council considered the
following as noted in the Staff Report to Council:

“Subsequent to the Planning Board Public Hearing and in preparation for the City
Council Public Hearing, the Applicant provided City staff a revised proposal to be
included in staff's report for City Council consideration. The revised proposal modifies
the plans to increase the width of the driveway to be 8-feet wide, instead of the
originally proposed 6- feet 10-inches; in order to achieve this one of the walls of the
existing home that is adjacent to the driveway would be pushed in. The revised
proposal is attached as Exhibit G.” [Exhibit G shows the Applicant's proposed
modification of the existing converted garage’s side elevation that would be adjacent
to the existing 6’ 10" driveway.]

The City Council incorporated the Applicant's proposed driveway widening to 8 feet as a
condition of project approval. Specifically, Condition of Approval # 1 notes the following:

“Project No. 17-0004704 (Variance Application) approves maintaining of the existing setbacks
of the detached garage located at the rear of the property, subject to obtaining the required
City building permits and the allowance of an 8-foot driveway width on property located within
the Single Family Residential (R-1) Zone. The driveway shall be a minimum unobstructed width
of 8-feet with said driveway located completely on the subject property at 325 North Lincoln
Street. The City Council staff report is Attachment 3 of this memo.

This permit shall expire if the use is not initiated within one year of the date of this approval
[expires on September 25, 2019] unless Applicant has diligently moved forward with the
proposed project, as shown by the issuance of a grading, foundation, or building permit and
the construction of substantial improvements.” Submittal of plans consistent with Council's
approval will extend the life of the Variance.




It is unfortunate that after this matter has been fully vetted through a court case and two public
hearings, and an agreed upon decision rendered almost one year ago, that Mr. Casey and Mr.
Chang along with others, appeared at the September 10% City Council meeting suggesting,
during public comment, that it is the terrible bureaucracy of the City bullying a resident through
the code enforcement process. Further, they alleged that a City employee was receiving
preferential treatment in this matter. The bottom line is that the City doesn’t silence people who
have complaints, no matter who they are. The fact that Mr. Chang’s dispute is with a neighbor
who happens to be a City employee is not relevant. The City employee is a field worker who
has no connection to the Community Development Department, this process or the decision
making. And just because this employee is one of over 1500 City of Burbank employees and
a Burbank resident doesn’t mean they should be treated differently. Burbank residents who
happen to be City of Burbank employees have property rights too. Being a city employee does
not negate an individual's property rights. The recent email from the neighbor at 331 N. Lincoln
to City Council is Attachment 4 to this memo.

It is important to clarify a few things that were presented by Mr. Casey, Mr. Chang and others
at the September 10t Council meeting.

There is one slide noted in the presentation that is cutoff along the left hand side of the
document and seems to be identified as a City building pemit showing that all structures on-
site were permitted in 1937.
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This document is not a City building permit and is not on file in the City’s Building Division
records. it is in fact a Los Angeles County Tax Assessor form (“Form 6”), which is dated 9/22/37
and shows the tax assessment calculations for the actual City Building Permit No. 10822. The
highlighted sections noted in blue and red on the next page are intended to show matching
information related to house livable space square footage and 180 SF garage building
valuation; the document identifies the taxable building areas related to the City Building Permit
Application No. 10822. The City Building Permit Application No. 10822 is on file with the City
as part of our City archiving in microfiche as included herein after the County form.
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The City Building Permit Application No. 10822 is on the next page. It was filed with the City
on 3/22/1937; six months prior to the County’s tax assessment that is previously noted. The
permit is for “Dwelling & Garfage]’, one story structure to be built at the front of the front of the
property at 325 N Lincoln Street. '
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As it relates to the Staff's use of secondary information in order to assess possible on-site
structures that may have previously existed on-site, staff reviewed Sanborn Fire Insurance
Maps from 1953 that were updated through 1969 for parcels in the City of Burbank. The
following two images show the reported map updates and the structures on-site for the property
at 325 N. Lincoln Street, which includes the single-family residential structure at the front of the
property. As you can see from this image, the rear structure that currently exists is not identified
on the insurance maps during this 16-year period.
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Mr. Chang's property contains an accessory structure on the rear of his property that could
function as a garage that was built without permits; an attached garage converted to a bedroom
without permits and that he had been using the side yard that was only 6 feet, 10 inches wide
to access the rear garage. This width was not adequate to get a car through, which required
Mr. Chang to drive over his neighbor’s property at 331 N. Lincoln to access the required parking
for his home. When Mr. Chang’s neighbor wanted to build a fence on his own property, after
having his newly purchased property surveyed, Mr. Chang objected because he was using part
of the neighbor’s property to access his rear garage. Mr. Chang in an effort to keep the
unpermitted construction intact sought a variance from the City’s 10-foot driveway requirement
to a 6 foot, 10 inch wide driveway. Mr. Chang at the City Council meeting presented a solution
by offering to maintain an 8-foot driveway by reducing his home by 1 foot, 2 inches. The Council
took him up on his offer and one can infer that he understood the ramifications of his solution.
Now 15 days before his variance expires, Mr. Chang with the assistance of Mr. Casey and
others wants to blame the City for this situation, when in reality Mr. Chang has been wrongly
using his neighbor’s property without their consent.

The tone and content of the presentation prepared by Mr. Casey implied that somehow City
staff were either incompetent or willfully hiding information from Council and the public. Neither
is true. The information related to the project application has been made available to the
Planning Board, City Council, and the public in writing and in presentations at duly noticed
public meetings. The unwarranted attacks on city staff are disconcerting and unfortunate.
Council has staff's assurance that when a mistake occurs staff is will admit it, own it, and correct
it. This situation is not one where staff has made a mistake or mistreated a member of the
public. Staff is continuously professional and works hard at remaining consistent in their
treatment of and relationships with the public. Additionally, staff is committed to consistently
applying the City’s regulations in an unbiased manner regardless of who files a complaint and
whose property is the subject of the compliant. Not focusing on the facts of this publicly vetted
matter, which are available to everyone to review, and instead mischaracterizing the actions of
staff and a City employee is hurtful to the process and unfair to the citizens of Burbank as well
as City employees.

Staff is also taking this opportunity to respond to another complaint from Mr. Casey. Mr. Casey
sent an email dated September 12% after his City Council presentation on September 10,
concerning assumptions that Community Development Department staff may have reviewed
his presentation about this property before the meeting. Mr. Casey directed the email to the
City Attorney and copied all Council members. Since his complaint involves this property and
his presentation, we are addressing it in this memo. We disagree with Mr. Casey's
interpretation of the Council's policy on presentations at City Council meetings. The relevant
section of the policy provides staff will not screen a submittal for inappropriate material, as
spelled out in the policy, the presentation will be aired as tumed in, and the Mayor may rule a
presentation out of order if inappropriate material is shown. Further, the City Manager staff




view a presentation to make sure it is compatible and playable; and is not edited or screened
so as not to conflict with First Amendment Rights. The paragraph of the policy cited by Mr.
Casey does not prohibit staff from reviewing a presentation before it is shown at a City Council
meeting. It seems strange that anyone would complain that staff was ready to respond to a
presentation. Being prepared with a coherent response seems to be the best use of City
Council's and the public's time in these matters.
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Attachment 2

From: Meshek, Paul |gaaiitesiamsiissimmoiniesiss |
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 1:08 PM

To: Villa, Daniel <DVilla@burbankca.gov>

Ce: Trista Blomdah! [

Subject: 325 North Lincoln St. - - Appeal to City Council Variance Request required driveway width, and
required side-yard setback

I am writing this email on behalf of my clients, Trista Blomdahl and Kristian
Blomdahl, regarding the Appeal to the City Council by Geoff Chang of the
Planning Board's denial of a Variance Application that was presented by Mr.
Chang.

My clients are the owners of the property located at 331 North Lincoln Street,
Burbank which is located to the north, adjacent to Mr. Chang's property.

By way of background, Mr. Chang filed a lawsuit against my clients in April,
2016. In general, that case sought to quiet title to a claimed prescriptive
easement and sought injunctive relief. The parties engaged in settlement
discussions which included the possible grant by my clients to Mr. Chang of a six-
inch access easement over their property's side yard adjacent to the
Chang/Blomdahl boundary. The access easement was proposed to run adjacent
to the boundary from the front of my clients’ residence to the rear of Mr.
Chang's house. A settlement agreement was drafted, however, it was not signed
by my clients because my clients were advised that any reduction in the 4-foot
width of their side yard could affect their own submitted plans to renovate their
home. The Chang lawsuit has been dismissed.

To clarify, my clients have not reached a settlement with Mr. Chang regarding
any easement over their property; they do not intend to allow Mr. Chang to
access their property for purposes of accessing his rear structure. My clients
intend to proceed with their approved plans to renovate their home.

My clients observe the use by Mr. Chang of his side yard as a too-narrow
driveway as being impractical, unsafe, and an invasion of their privacy. The
combined space between Mr. Chang's house and my clients' house totals less
than approximately 11 feet - - 6 feet 10 inches on the Chang property, and 4 feet
on my clients' property. Accordingly, as was discussed in the Planning Board's
hearing, the sought variance as to the driveway width of 6 feet 10 inches would



Attachment 2

not allow sufficient space for most passenger cars to traverse the proposed
driveway adjacent to Mr. Chang's and my clients’ residences.

As was also discussed at the Planning Board's hearing, Mr. Chang's unpermitted
rear building presents safety issues. It was built too close to my clients property.
There is insufficient space available to maintain that building on the side
adjacent to my clients’ property. The method of construction of the rear
building, and whether or not it is safe cannot be determined as it was built
without a building permit.

I plan to attend the hearing on September 25.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul J. Meshek
Vice President, Senior Trial Counsel
Fidelity National Law Group

I

The Law Division of Alamo Title Insurance, Chicage Title Insurance Co., Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Co.,
and Fidelity National Title Insurance Co.

THIS ELECTRONIC MAIL MESSAGE AND ANY ATTACHMENTS ARE INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE
ADDRESSEE(S) NAMED ABOVE AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND
EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. IF YOU ARE NOT AN INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE
EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THIS E-MAIL TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY
NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY
PROHIBITED. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS E-MAIL MESSAGE IN ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE SENDER BY
REPLYING TO THIS MESSAGE OR BY TELEPHONE. THANK YOU.

NOTICE: The information contained in this message is proprietary and/or confidential and may
be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are hereby
notified to: (i) delete the message and all copies; (ii) do not disclose, distribute or use the
message in any manner; and (iii) notify the sender immediately.



ATTACHMENT 3

| city of burbank
community development department -

staff report
DATE: September 25, 2018
TO: Ron Davis, City Manager
FROM: Patrick Prescott, ‘Community Development Director

Via: Fred Ramirez, Assistant Community Development Director — Planning
By: Daniel Villa, Associate Planner

SUBJECT: Appeal to the Planning Board’s Decision Denying Project No. 17-
0004704, a Variance Application — Located at 325 North Lincoln Street

RECOMMENDATION

1. Adopt A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BURBANK
DENYING AN APPEAL TO THE PLANNING BOARD’S DENIAL OF PROJECT NO.
17-0004704 ‘FOR A VARIANCE APPLICATION (Exhibit A).

Staff is recommending that ,the City Council adopt the Resolution denying the appeal,

therefore denylng the Variance Application to deviate from the City's Single Family
Residential (R~1) Zone development standards. Staff's recommendation is based on City
planning staff's assessment and the Planning Board’s determination that the Findings of
fact as contained in the staff report and the attached Resolution cannot be made in the
affirmative.

BACKGROUND

Variance Request
The Project site is located at 325 North Lincoln Street within the City's R-1 Zone (see

Exhibit B, Aerial Photo). The Projectis an application for a Variance requesting a deviation
from the following City of Burbank R-1 Zone development standards:

1. A reduction in the required driveway width (only 6-feet 10-inches would be provided,
rather than the City Code-required 10-feet); and

2. A reduction in the required side-yard setback for a detached garage (only 1-foot 2-
inches would be provided, rather than the City Code-required 3-feet minimum
setback). See Exhibit C for the Application and Project Plans.




The property owner Geoffrey Chang (“The Applicant”), who is being represented by Greg
Jackson (“The Applicant's Representative”), is pursuing the Variance request in order to
deviate from the City’s development standards in an effort to legalize existing unpermitted
improvements that were constructed without City issued Building Permits. The
unpermitted improvements include (1) the conversion of an attached one-car garage into
a bedroom; and (2) the construction of a detached two-car garage at the rear of the
property; these unpermitted improvements do not comply with the City's R-1 Zone
development standards. City Council denial of the Variance request would require The
Applicant to comply with the current R-1 zone standards by modifying and/or removing
the unpermitted improvements.

On February 26, 2018, the Planning Board held a noticed public hearing to consider the
Variance request. Subsequent to the Board's review the staff report and presentation,
public input, and deliberation on the Project, the Planning Board voted 5-0 to deny the
requested Variance application. After the Planning Board Public Hearing, The Applicant
filed an appeal to the Planning Board's Decision before the end of the 15-day appeal
period as allowed under BMC Section 10-1-1907.3(C). A detailed history of the Project
and associated information provided to the Board, including the Board's minutes from the
meeting, are included in Exhibit D.

Applicable Variance Findings
Per Section 10-1-1917 of the Burbank Municipal Code (BMC), the Planning Board and/or

City Council can grant a Variance from the development standards should it be
determined that all of the required findings can be made (see Exhibit E, Required
Variance Findings). Therefore, if the Planning Board and/or City Council cannot make the
required findings for approval, then the Project must be denied.

The granting of a Variance is intended to provide deviations from the development
standards in situations where there are exceptional circumstances associated with the
physical characteristics of a property, through which a property owner is deprived of a
substantial property right!. Variances are not intended to grant an applicant/property
owner a special privilege that is inconsistent with the limitations placed on other similarly
zoned properties, or provide relief from self-created hardships. Instead, a Variance
approval is intended to allow a property owner the opportunity of utilizing the property in
a similar manner as other similarly zoned properties.

FINDINGS/ ANALYSIS

As previously noted, the Planning Board concumred with staffs assessment that all
required Variance Findings cannot be made to support approval of the Project. The
Planning Board determined that: (1) the Project does not have exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the property that do not apply
generally to other similarly zoned property; (2) the Project does not need the Variance for
the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right that is possessed by other

1 Exceptional circumstances typically include, but are not limited to; (1) unusually shaped properties; (2) drastic
changes in a property’s topography; and/or (3) an unusual site design.




similarly zoned property; (3) the granting of the Variance will be materially detrimental to
the public welfare or injurious to property in the vicinity in which the property is located:;
and (4) the granting of the Variance will be contrary to the objectives of the Burbank2035
General Plan. See Exhibit A, Resolution, for a response to each required finding.

Analysis

In identifying whether the required findings could be made City staff and the Planning
Board considered (1) whether the deviations proposed meet the intent of the development
standards; and (2) whether the requested deviations from the R-1 Zone development
standards were consistent with existing conditions found on similarly zoned properties in
the surrounding neighborhood. The following are staff's assessment of why the Variance
request should not be approved:

1. The Variance request and resulting deviations do not meet the intent of the R-1 Zone
development standards. The proposed driveway width of 6-feet 10-inches would not
provide adequate width for an average sized vehicle to reasonably and safely access
the parking garage in the rear. Additionally, the proposed side-yard setback of 1-feet
2 inches for the detached garage would provide insufficient clearance for the
maintenance of the structure potentially creating a visual nuisance as well as a
potential health and safety hazard to the site and adjacent property; and

2. The Variance request and resulting deviations are not consistent with the existing
conditions found on similarly zoned properties in the surrounding neighborhood.
Allowing for a reduced driveway width and garage setback for this Project would result
in a special privilege that is inconsistent with the allowances and limitations placed on
other similarly zoned properties in the surrounding neighborhood. A more detailed
analysis is provided in Exhibit F,

Proposed Madification to the Project Proposal

Subsequent to the Planning Board Public Hearing and in preparation for the City Council
Public Hearing, The Applicant provided City staff a revised proposal to be included in
staff's report for City Council consideration. The revised proposal modifies the plans to
increase the width of the driveway to be 8-feet wide, instead of the originally proposed 6-
feet 10-inches; in order to achieve this one of the walls of the existing home that is
adjacent to the driveway would be pushed in. The revised proposal is attached as Exhibit
G.

City staff has reviewed the revised proposal, and it is staff's assessment that the Project
must still comply with the current R-1 zone development standards. Similarly zoned
properties both in the neighborhood and throughout the R-1 Zone are required to comply
with the applicable driveway width and building setback provisions, and must therefore
design their development proposals in compliance with applicable development
standards. Therefore, it is staffs assessment that the granting of the Variance request
would still result in the granting of a special privilege to that subject property that is
inconsistent with the limitations placed on other similarly zoned properties.




PUBLIC INPUT

Public notice for the City Council hearing has been provided as required by law, including
mailing out notices to property owners and tenants within a 1,000-foot radius of the project
site, publication of the notice in the local newspaper, and posting of an on-site sign.
During the preparation of this report staff did not received any comments. Any additional
comments received will be provided to the City Council at the noticed public hearing.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Project has been determined to be exempt from the Califomia Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 (Existing Facilities) for
additions to an existing residential structure.

FISCAL IMPACT
Denying this appeal will have no impact to the City's General Fund.
CONCLUSION

The Applicant seeks the City Council’s approval to allow for two deviations from the City
development standards for the R-1 Zone. It is City planning staff's assessment and the
Planning Board's determination that the deviations requested are not consistent with the
intent of the R-1 development standards, nor are they consistent with the requirements
that are imposed on other similarly zoned residential properties.

Based on their review of the Project request, the Planning Board determined that all of
the required Variance Findings cannot be made for the Project’s approval. City planning
staff has determined that the granting of the Variance request for either the original
proposal or the modified proposal would result in a special privilege that is inconsistent
with the limitations placed on other similarly zoned properties; the Planning Board
Resolution and unanimous vote concur with staff's assessment that the Project should be
denied. Therefore, City planning staff recommends that the City Council adopt the
attached Resolution denying the appeal, thus denying the Project. .

List of Exhibits

Zoning and Fair Political Practices Act Compliance Map; Aerial Photo
4 Application Form and the Project Plans

Additional Information Regarding the History of the Variance Request
Findings Required for Approval of a Variance Application

Detailed Analysis Regarding Consideration of the Variance Request:
Proposed Modification to the Proposed Plans




RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF BURBANK DENYING AN APPEAL TO THE PLANNING BOARD’S
DENIAL OF PROJECT NO.17-0004704 FOR A VARIANCE APPLICATION
(A Request for a Variance from the required driveway width and required side-yard
setback for a detached garage, for property located in the Single Family Residential Zone)

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BURBANK FINDS:

A. On July 20, 2017, Greg Jackson (“Applicant”) submitted an application for Project
No. 17-0004704 (Variance), for a Project located at 325 North Lincoln Street

B. The Planning Board at its meeting of February 26, 2018, held a public hearing to
consider Project No. 17-0004704 (Variance) located at 325 North Lincoln Street. The Planning
Board voted 5-0 in favor of denying the Project and Variance request,

C. Applicant Greg Jackson filed an appeal to the Planning Board’s Decision before
. the end of the 15-day appeal period as allowed under Burbank Municipal Code (BMC) Section
10-1-1907.3 (C). '

D. The City Council of the City of Burbank at its regular meeting of September 25,
2018, considered the appeal to the Planning Boards decision denying Project No. 17-0004704
(Variance) located at 325 North Lincoln Street,

E, Said hearing was properly noticed in accordance with the provisions of the BMC.

F. The City Council considered the report and recommendations of the City Planner
and the evidence presented at such hearing,

G. The City Council considered the testimony and evidence from the Appellant, the
Applicant, and the general public presented at such hearing,

H. The Project is exempt from environmental review in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), per CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 (Existing Facilities) for
additions to an existing structure,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BURBANK RESOLVES:
1. The appeal to the Planning Boards decision of Project No. 17-0004704 (Variance)
is hereby denied. The denial is based upon the fact that the City Council determined that all

required findings for approval of the requested Variance could not be made as required under the
BMC for Project No. 17-0004704:
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Findings: Variance

1. The are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the property
or to the intended use that do not apply generally to other property or classes of use in the
same vicinity and zone;

The proposed Project is located at 325 North Lincoln Street, property that: (1) is approximately
50-feet wide and 135.6-feet deep, which is similar to the standard lot dimensions for properties
in the surrounding neighborhood, and (2) is not affected by drastic changes in the property’s
topography that would otherwise create a unique physical condition. The property is similar to
the other lots in the surrounding neighborhood, and there exists no exceptional or extraordinary
circumstances as it relates to size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings that are
applicable to the property that do not apply generally to other property in the same vicinity and
R-1 zone that would warrant noncompliance with the applicable development standards.
Therefore this finding cannot be made, to support (1) a Variance from the Burbank Municipal
Code (BMC) Section 10-1-603(I)(9) to reduce the driveway width from the City-minimum
required 10 feet to 6-feet 10-inches; and (2) a Variance from the BMC Section 10-1-603(G)
to allow a reduction of the required 3-foot side-yard setback for the unpermitted detached
garage to 1-foot 2-inches,

2. The Variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right
of the applicant, possessed by other property owners under like conditions in the same vicinity
and zone but which is denied to the property in question;

The proposed Project is located at 325 North Lincoln Street, a property that: (1) is
approximately 50-feet wide and 135.6-feet deep, which is similar to the standard lot
dimensions for properties in the surrounding neighborhood; and (2) is not affected by drastic
changes in the property’s size, shape, location, surroundings, and topography that establish a
unique condition. While there exists other driveways in the surrounding neighborhood that are
less than the BMC required 10-foot driveway width (BMC Section 10-1-603(I)(9)), there exists
no property in the surrounding neighborhood with a driveway width of less than 8-feet.

Approval of the Variance request is not necessary to allow for the preservation and enjoyment
of a substantial property right of the applicant, possessed by other property owners under like
conditions in the same vicinity and zone but which is denied to the property in question.
Similarly zoned properties both in the neighborhood and throughout the R-1 Zone are required
to comply with the applicable driveway width provision, and must therefore design future
development proposals in compliance with applicable development standards.

Furthermore, requiring the unpermitted detached garage to meet the City code required 3-foot
side-yard setback (BMC section 10-1-603(G)) would not deny the property owner the same
rights as other property owners in the vicinity because there is nothing unique about the
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property that would prevent the property owner from meeting the required setback as he
proceeds with obtaining the required permitting to legalize the existing unpermitted structure.
The requirement to obtain the proper City permits and subsequently build or modify the
structure to comply with applicable setbacks in the R-1 Zone ate equally applicable to the
Project site as they are to similarly zoned properties in the neighborhood. The 3-foot minimum
side yard setback is applicable to all R-1 zoned property and ensures that proper distance
separation and minimum access provisions are kept to comply with applicable building and
fire codes for building separation and continued access to ensure maintenance of the structure
over time. Therefore, this finding cannot be made in order to approve Variances to allow: (1)
a driveway width of 6-feet 10-inches; and (2) a side-yard setback for an accessory structure of
1-foot 2-inches.

3. The granting of the Variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity and zone in which the property is located;
and

The requested Variance and resulting deviations from BMC Section 10-1-603(1)9) (10-foot
driveway width) and BMC Section 10-1-603(G) (3-foot side-yard setback) do not meet the
intent of the R-1 Zone development standards. The applicable development standards have
been established and are enforced by the City in order to protect the public welfare and property
citywide by facilitated responsible development that protects the character of the single family
residential neighborhoods by allowing the orderly development of the community, The
proposed driveway width of 6-feet 10-inches would not provide adequate space for an average
sized vehicle to reasonably access the parking garage, which is also required to maintain a
minimum width of 9.6 feet per vehicle (BMC Section 10-1-603(I)(1)). Allowing a reduction
in the required driveway width could result in (1) damage to personal property as well as that
of adjacent property owners; (2) the property owner driving over the adjacent neighbor’s
property; and/or (3) a non-functional driveway that does not provide necessary driveway
access to the on-site parking and creates a non-usable garage, which results in vehicles that are
unable to navigate the narrower driveway from having to park on the street, Furthermore, the
proposed side-yard setback of 1-feet 2-inches (for the detached garage) would not provide
adequate clearance for the maintenance of the structure, This could result in the future
degradation of that structure, creating a visual nuisance as well as potential health and safety
hazard created by having less separation between structures (both on-site and on neighboring
properties). Therefore this finding cannot be made to support (1) a driveway width of 6-feet
10-inches; and (2) a side-yard setback for an accessory structure of 1-foot 2-inches.

4. The granting of the Variance will not be contrary to the objectives of the General Plan.

The Variance request to (1) reduce the driveway from the BMC section 10-1-603(I)9) 10-foot
width requirement to 6-feet and 10-inches; and (2) reduce the side-yard building setback from
the BMC section 10-1-603(G) requirement of 3-feet to 1-foot 6-inches would be contrary to
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the intent of the development standards, because the driveway would be unable to reasonably
accommodate a current-day average sized vehicle and because the reduced building setback
would create a potential maintenance problem for that structure in the future. Furthermore, the
allowance of a reduction of building setbacks would be contrary to General Plan Policy 8.3
which “requires that building envelopes preserve access to light and air, provide adequate open
space, and maintain appropriate setbacks” which are necessary to “ensure that privacy is
respected to the extent feasible in an urban environment.” As noted, the proposed deviations
from the BMC can lead to privacy issues because minimum setbacks are not being maintained
which is contrary to the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan. Therefore this finding
cannot be made, to support (1) a driveway width of 6-feet 10-inches; and (2) a side-yard
setback for an accessory structure of 1-foot 2-inches.

2, The Secretary of the City Council shall mail a copy of this Resolution to the
applicants,

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 25™ day of September, 2018.

Emily Gabel-Luddy
Mayor of the City of Burbank
Attest:

Zizette Mullins, MMC, City Clerk

Approved as to Form
Office of the City Attorney

By: Joseph H, McDougall, Sr. Asst. City Attorney
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss,
CITY OF BURBANK )

I, Zizette Mullins, City Clerk of the City of Burbank, do hereby certify that the foregoing
Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted by the Council of the City of Burbank at
its regular meeting held on the this 25 day of September, 2018, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:

ABSENT:

Zizette Mullins, MMC, City Clerk
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Outer line represents the 1000 foot Fair Political Practices Act conflict are..
Inner line represents the 500 foot Fair Political Practices Act conflict area.

Zoning/Public Noticing/Fair Political

Practices Act Compliance Map
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: Guy of Burbank .
Planning.and Transpyrtation Division.

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL.
Pann‘tt Appthaﬁon

825 N, Lincoln:Stredr . .
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FAarn VfJC'?EﬁQ‘; FEOI

mmt!vesprovlded
Top piatehdghtzofeetorle& (7 Additiona! 10-foot front second story setback
Roof pitch 6:12 or greater L Additional 5-foot side second story setback
Second story within pitched roof [ Second story floor area 75% or less of first story fioor area
s&deywdsebadtszbetgmterﬂ\mnwimun [ Hipped roof or gables do not face side yards
i LCA REQUIREIIENTS
Length of proposed addition along setback ine
Detached garage/accessory structure
Existing setback distance to be continued Length of existing structure along setback ine

Purpose of extension (extension of existing room({s) or new roomy(s)?)

Plumbing facilities
bathroom sink
‘Proposed use of structure (recreation, office, storage, etc.) waw*‘“
. [0 shower (must include pool if shower is requested)
i siickre aftach nal Shoots to discuss how the projoct wil moot the i
Square footage of second dwelling unit Attached
[ Detached

LARGE FALYLY DAY CARE HO'2E ACLILISTRATH

Nunmddmwumbecamm Age range of children

Nunbefotd\lldrenwhoreddeinmehomematm10ymotage Number of employees who do not reside in the home
or younger

Hmmwunwammmmacmmmmmdsmsm7
0 es(attaeh copy of the license) 0

Reasonbnppﬂmﬂon . Reweslhgto' from
[ lot size under 6,000 square feet w- M
1 consistency with surrounding hotises

lot S

lot coverage — requested lot coverage.
Dtloovareamﬁo(FAR) -tequested FAR ___

O bovond
[]Gmdommgreatermanwfeet

Cublc yards 1o be exported from site,
[ House height aver 16 faet 1o top of roof Cubic yards 1o be importad to site
1 House size over 3,000 square foet
Mywmnwummpﬁonﬁunmynimbmwmﬁdmms? U Ves OnNo

if yes, attach addifional sheet listing code seeﬁonmmbarsmdshﬁerembtemspﬁonrequest
g mmm&nmmm ‘ ]

requestedtrom(llstoodesewone standards)
Section 10-1-603G.2 (Yard Sethacks) and Section 10-1-6031.9 (Parking and Driveways)
Reason for varianoe request
To legalize attached garage conversion into a bedroom and bathroom and detached two-car garage both constructed without permits.
You may attach additional sheets to discuss how the project will meet the required indings. See Attachment
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ATTACHMENTS

1. Background Information and Justifications,

2.

3.

Notice of Violation dated May 5, 2016

Plan Check Comments dated December 8, 2016

Building Permit dated March 22, 1937

Photograph of 325 N. Lincoln Street dated “Easter 1952”
Aerial Phﬁtograph

Site Photographs

LA County Assessor Map
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305N, LcoLN STREET, BURBANK
PROJECT OVERVIEW AND'BACKGROUND

The Applicant; Geofftey Chang, i seeking to legalzze wit &t ::=a,t;ached sedioort, withi

bathroom and: detached: two-car garage 'I.'her residence was: built 80 years 2o €Buﬂﬂing

Perniit: No. 10822, issued Mart 937).  The attacked sinple-tar: garage: Was

vonverted into-a bedroom and bathmom by a-prior:property owsier- mors: thian 65 ym-s

ago (See phioto dated “Bnster- 1952’-’)., Thﬂ d ed 4 *twwar garage was wnswm:tedxatz
6 1le g % propérty data kstord

WAS unaware ﬁuit the interior: remede}ing und detached g, kge-r-iware éohs‘trﬁiwfedlm, om.;.
building perniits..

varianice feque.st;'

ENTITLEMENT REQUEST

licant requests purigant, fo BurbankITMnniawal Code. (BMC) Title "'10
, Division:3, Seetion 10-1-19: ANCES fegm BMC. A
i "fl'xdential Uses andStandards), Diviston. 1 &mgle Fami ’&esidm.
jection. 10:1-603G.2 (Vard Sethacks) nihid Section 10- L9 (Park :
), The Variances are toquested so that die' existini gamgeean cotititis:
40 be miaintained with a one:foot suk yard sefback and thiatthe driveway can have
o reduced width of 6 107, "Thie:applicant is viirrently negodating an agrestent
with the adjacent property-owner . Lincoln ﬁtrmwvbmin an acldiﬁonalg
B4uch inobstructed eassment WHICh would miake the driveway 7€ intobl,

JKORSON & JACKSON N Bl
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ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAR;

Th fequested entnﬁeme“nt tualifiss for s Categorical Bxemption from: CEQA.
pursuant, to Section 15305@), which allows minor setback: variances, ‘and. Section
"15305(8) of the}Statﬁ Guidelities pertaining to additions of 1ess tian 2,500 squate feet.

4 ] .is":x.s_ a6t wide and L35i5‘7 ‘feet dseep with an areaiof proximately
_ 6"7‘79 squm feat (per :survey),e the two stiiohires ‘Wil Bave & fotal Iot. ¢ f:

JAGHHON & THCRION,
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CITY OF BURBANK
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

150 North Third Street, P.O. Box 4459, Burbank, Californla 915106459
www.cl.burbank.ca.us

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
May 5, 2016

Geoffrey Chang
325 N, Lincoln Street
Burbank, CA 91506

SUBSTANDARD CONDITIONS EXISTING AT: 325N LINCOLN STREET, BURBANK
OWNER OF RECORD: GEOFFREY CHANG

Dear Mr, Chang:

A property maintenance investigation has revealed violations at the above-described property. You are hereby
notified that violations of the California Building Code were found to exist at this location and you are directed to
cotrect the violations, which are listed below. (Reference: CBC California Building Code)

CODE SECTION/S; CBC 105.1

» Detached garage constructed without building permit,
* Existing garage converted without building permit
» Air Conditioning system installed without permit

Permits Requited: any owner of authorized agent who intends to construct, enlarge, alter, repair, move, demolish,
or change the occupancy of a building or structure, or to erect, install, enlarge, alter, repair, remove, convest or
replace any electrical gas, mechanical or plumbing system, the installation of which is regulated by this code, or to
cause any such work to be done, shall first make an application to the building official and obtain the required
rmnit,

gfease consider this letter as your official notice that your property is in violation of the above referenced California
Building Code Section(s). An inspection is scheduled within 30 days or by June 4, 2016, at which time you are
expected to have complied with all requirements of the California Building Code. If more than two inspections for
this violation are required, a $37.00 fee will be assessed for each subsequent field inspection as provided by the
Burbank Fee Resolution No. 28,350 Article VII, Section 23, (A). If you have any questions please contact me at
(818) 238-5287

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Building Division -
Chris Thompson
License & Code Manager
ADMINSTRATION Busone Housna, ECONOMIC DevELoMENT PN Secnon 8 & CDBG TRANSIORTATION
* ™ & Succesion Acency ¢ $ 4
8182385174 8182385220 818.2385100 8182385250 8182385140 8182385270
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Conifunity Development Department
Plahihitig and Tratisportation. Divigion
150 Nofth Third Straat

Burbank, Caiifornia 91602

. el PG 12/08/2018

Plan.Check Commaents:
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325N,

LINCOLN STREET, BURBANK
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TRACT NO. 9510

M.B.137-82 -83

ASSESSOR'S NA?

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIF,

FOR PREY. ASSMT. SEE: [B73~27
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING THE HISTORY OF THE VARIANCE
REQUEST

Background Regarding the Active Code Enforcement Case on the Property

The property was originally developed with a single family home in 1937. Buikling permits
on file with the City of Burbank Buﬂdlng Division identify that the single family residence
was approved to be 756 square feet in size, with an attached 180 square foot one-car
garage. Since 1937, the following improvements have been completed on the property
without the issuance of City building permits:

1. The originally built attached one-car garage was converted into a bedroom: and

2. A new 480 square foot detached two-car garage was constructed at the rear of the
property.

Images of the property’s existing conditions can be seen in pages three through seven
(3-7) of this exhibit. City planning staff was unable to identify when these unpermitted
improvements were completed.

The unpermitted improvements referenced above were brought to the attention of City
staff on April 15, 2016, through a property complaint that was received by the City of
Burbank Code Enforcement Division. Following the complaint, City staff confirmed the
existence of unpermitted improvements on the property, and notified the property owner
of the identified code violations and his options under the City's building and zoning code
to address the code violations. City staff provided the property owner with the following
options to correct the code violations: (1) legalizing the unpermitted improvements
through the issuance of building permits, however this would require that modifications
be made to the unpemmitted improvements so that they are compliant with the City’'s R-1
zoning regulations; or (2) bringing the property back into conformance with the originally
issued building permits by requiring demolition of the detached 480 square foot garage,
and converting the unpermitted bedroom space back to the originally permitted one-car
garage.

Regardless of the options provided by City staff to correct the outstanding code violations,
the property owner has chosen to move forward with the Variance application in order to
obtain the City Council's approval to deviate from the applicable R-1 Zone development
standards and as a result legalize the unpermitted improvements as they currently exist.
Without the approval of a Variance City staff could not issue the required building permits
for the unpermitted building improvements as they currently exist.

Project History
The Project was submitted to the Planning Division on July 20, 2017, following code

enforcement action on the property. After City planning staff's initial review of the
proposal, staff determined that the Project did not meet the findings required for approval
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of a Variance. Staff informed the applicant that the Planning Division would not be able
to recommend Planning Board approval of the Project, and provided him with the option
of revising the proposal. The applicant chose to move forward with the Project without
any revisions, and asked that City planning staff schedule the Project for Planning Board
consideration.

The Planning Board held a noticed public hearing for the Project on February 26, 2018,
during which the Planning Board Members considered staff's report, the applicant’s
comments, and comments from the general public. After Planning Board consideration
and deliberation, the Planning Board voted 5-0 to deny the requested variance
application; attached on pages eight through eleven (8-11) of this exhibit are the minutes
and the approved Planning Board resolution from the public hearing.

Subsequent to the Planning Board Public Hearing, the Project Applicant filed an appeal
to the Planning Board’s Decision before the end of the 15-day appeal period as allowed
under BMC Section 10-1-1907.3(C). The appeal application is on pages twelve through
thirteen (12-13) of this exhibit.
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Images of the Existing Structures on the Property
Image of the Fagade of the Existing Home

Image 1: This shows the existing home. Outlined with a yellow circle Is the location of the original attached one car garage. The garage has
been illegally converted into living space, without bullding permits. Also visible on the image is the driveway that led into the garage.

Image of the Fagade of the Existing Home
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Image 2: This shows another image of the existing home. Outlined with a yellow circle is the location of the original attached one car
garage. The garage has been iilegally converted Into living space, without building permits. Also visible on the image is the driveway that
led into the garage.
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Image of the Proposed Location for the Driveway

Image 3: This identifies the location of a portion of the proposed 6-foot 10-inch driveway. The portion of the proposed driveway Is outlined
in yellow,

Image of the Existing Home

i

Image 4; This shows a picture taken standing on the proposed driveway, looking towards the unpermitted detached garage.
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Image of the Proposed Location for the Drivewa y
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Image 5: This shows a picture taken standing on the proposed driveway, looking away from the unpermitted detached garage,

Image of the Existing Home

[mage 6: This shows an image of the unpermitted detached garage.
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Image of the Proposed Location for the Driveway
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Image 7: This shows another image of the unpermitted detached garage.

Image of the Existing Home

Image 8: This shows an image of the unpermitted detached garage.
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Image of the Proposed Location for the Driveway

Image 9: This shows an Image of the unpermitted detached garage, and it shows the distance between the structure and the side property
line (highlighted in yellow). As identified in the staff report, the building has a 1-foot 2-Inch setback.
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Meeting Disclosure
None

Notices Given
Mr. Ramirez confirmed that the required notices had been
given and the Board currently had a complete file.

- Staff Presentation
Mr. Villa presented this item to the Board.

Applicant Presentation

Greg Jackson, Applicant's Representative, provided the Board
with his findings that show that his client could make the
required findings so that the Variance could be granted. Mr.
Jackson illustrated the problem that his client inherited when
he purchased the house, and in order to avoid having to sell
the property, his client had requested the following Variance.

Public Comments
None.

Staff Response to Public Comment '

Mr. Villa restated that City Staff could not find any unique and
exceptional characteristics with the existing property that would
deem the Variance necessary.

Applicant Response to Public Comment
Mr. Jackson stated that his client had been in discussion with
his neighbor to obtain an easement to utilize their portion of the

property.

Staff/Board Q&A

Ms, Liuwanted clarification on the "exceptional characteristics”
requirement for a Variance. Mr. Villa explained how that
exception is detennined.

Mr. Rizzotti inquired if the home owner was aware that the
garage had been converted to a living space prior to him
purchasing it. Mr. Jackson stated that his client purchased the
property in good faith and it appeared to him at the time of
purchase that everything was in order.

Mr. Atteukenian inquired about a building permit that was
pulled in 1937 and If any other permits were issued since then.
Mr. Villa confirmed that no additional permits had been issued
since that date,
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RESOLUTION NO, 3375
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING BOARD OF

THE CITY OF BURBANK DENYING
PROJECT NO. 17-0004704, A VARIANCE APPLICATION
(A Request for a Variance from the required driveway width aid required side-yard
setback for a detached garage, for property located in the Single Family Residential Zone)

(325 North Lincoln Street — Greg Jackson, Applicant)
THE PLANNING BOARD OF THE CITY OF BURBANK FINDS:

A,  The Planning Board of the City of Burbank at its regular meeting of February
2018, considered a request for a Variance to allow for two deviations from Title 10 of the City of
Burbank Municipal Code, the deviations consists of (1) a reduction in the required driveway width
(only 6-feet 10-inches would be provided) and (2) a reduction in the required side-yard setback for
a detached garage (only 1-foot 2-inches would be provided), The property is located at 325 North
Lincoln Street.

B,  Said hearing was properly noticed as required by law.

C. The Planniqg Board considered the report and recommendations of the City plamm Ee

' and the evidence presented at such hoaring,

D, ° 'This project is exempt from the California Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA) in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 (Existing Facilities) for addihons to an existing
structure,

THE PLANNING BOARD OF THE CITY OF BURBANK RIQSOLVES

1. Project No. 17-0004704 is hereby denied. The denial is baSed on the inability of the
Planning Board to make each of the following findings:

Findings for a Vai catl «&:-z..

1. Thmmexoepdondwmordinmyébmwmorwndimapplmbkwwe"

propmyortothelnmdedwetlwdonotappb'ganerallytootherptopemorclavmofam_
inthemetdcwam“ndzone

ThepmpoMijeotislocatedatnSNOtﬂxlinwh,SMMthat:(l)is
approximately 50°feet wido and 135.6-fect deep, which is similar to the standard lot

dimensions for propetties in the surrounding neighiborhood; and (2) is niot affected by drastic
changes in the propetty’s topography that would otherwise create a unique physical condition,
The property is similat to the other lots in the sutrounding neighborhood, and there exists no
exceptional or extraordinaty circumstances applicable to the property that do not apply
generally to other propesty in the same vicinity and R-1 zone that would warrant
noncompliance with the applicablo development standatds. Therefore this finding. cannot be
made, to support (1) & Variance from the Burbank Municipal Code (BMC) Section 10-1-
603(I)(9) to reduce the driveway width from 10 feet to 6-feet 10-inches; and (2) a Variance
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from the BMC Section 10-1-603(G) to reduce the required side-yard setback for. the
unpermitted detached garage from 3-feet to 1-foot 2-inches,

. The Variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right
of the applicant, possessed by other property owners under like conditions in the same vicinity
and zone but which is denied to the property in question,

The proposed Project is located at 325 North Lincoln Street, property that: (1) is
approximately 50-feet wide and 135.6-feet deep, which is similar to the standard lot
dimensions for properties in the surrounding neighborhood; and (2) is not affected by drastic
changes in the property’s topography that establish a unique condition, While there exists
other driveways in the surrounding neighborhood that are less than the BMC requited 10-foot
driveway width (BMC Section 10-1-603(1)(9)), thete exists no propetty in the surrounding
neighborhood with a driveway width of less than 8-feet,

Approval of the Varianoe request is not necessary to allow for the preservation and enjoyment
of a substantial property right of the applicant, possessed by other property owners undet like
conditions in the same vicinity and zone but which is denied to the property in question,
Similarly zoned propertics both in the neighbothood and throughout the R-1 Zone are

to comply with the applicable driveway width provision, and must therefore design fisture
dovelopment proposals in compliance with applicable development standards,

Furthettuore, requiting the unpermitted detached garage to meet the City code required 3-foot
side-yard setback (BMC section 10-1-603(G)) would not deny the property owner the same
rights as other property owners in the vicinity because there is nothing unique about the
propexty that would prevenit the propotty owner from meeting the required setback, The 3-
foot minifuum side yard setback is applicable to all R-1 zonied property and ensures that proper
distance separation and minimum acoess provisions are kept to comply with applicable
building and fire codes for building separation and continued access to ensure maintenance of
the structure over time, Therefore this finding cannot be made, to support (1) a driveway width
of 6-feet 10-inches; and (2) a side-yard setback for an accessory structure of 1-foot 2-inches.

+ The granting of the Variance will not be materially detrimenial to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity and zone in which the property is located,

The requested Variance and resulting deviations from BMC Section 10-1-603(1X9) (10-foot .
driveway width) and BMC Section 10-1-603(G) (3-foot side-yard setback) do not meet the
intent of the R~1 Zone development standards, which are in place to protect the public welfare
and property citywide in order to facilitate responsible development that protects the character
of the single family residential neighborhoods, The proposed driveway width of. 6-feet 10-
inches would not provide adequate space for an average sized vehicle to reasonably acoess
the parking garage, which is also required to maintain a thinimum width 0f9.6 feet per vehicle
(BMC Section 10-1-603(0(1)). This could result in (1) damage to personal property as well
as that of adjacent property owners; (2) the property owner driving over the adjacent
neighbor’s propesty; and/or (3) a non-functional driveway that docs not provide necessary
access to the on-site patking and creates a non-usable garage, which may result on vehicles
parking on the street, In addition, the proposed side-yard setback of 1-feet 2-inches (for the
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detached garage) would not provide adequate clearance for the maintenance of the strucure,
This could result in the future degradation of that structure, creating a visual nuisance as well
as potential health and safety hazard created by having less separation between structures
(both ont-site and on neighboring properties), Therefore this finding cannot bemade to support
(1) a driveway width of 6-feet 10-inches; and (2) a side-yard setback for an accessory structure
of 1-foot 2-inches, -

. The granting of the Variance will not be contrary to the objectives of the General Plan,

The City of Burbank Genera Plan (Burbank2035) embodies a guiding vision that is reflective
of the values of the Burbank Community. One of the values reflected in Butbank?2035 i3 the
need to protect and respect the City’s existing residential nelghborhoods by providing fot low
density tesidential development that facilitatcs presorvation and renovation of existing
housing stock while requiting “building envelopes that preserve access to light and air,
provide adequate open space, and maintain the appropriate setbacks”, (Burbank 2035 Land
Use Element Goal No, 8 and Policy 8,2.)

Approving this Project would allow comparable sized propesties the oppottunity of applying
for similar requests, This has the potential to adversely impact the community design and
character of Burbank’s well-designed neighborhoods and buildings that contribute to the
strong sense of place and ‘small town’ feeling, (Burbank 2035 Land Use Element Goal No,
3.) Granting the Vatiance request to (1) reduce the driveway from the BMC section 10-1-
603(1)9) 10-foot width requirement to 6-feet and 10-inches would be contrary to the intent
of the development standards, because it is unsble to reasonably accommodate a cutrent-day
averago sized vehicle; and (2) reduce the side-yard building setback from the BMC section
10-1-603(G) requirement of 3-feet to 1-foot 6-inches oreates a potential maintenance problem
for that structure in the future, As noted, the proposed deviations from the BMC can lead to
potential detrimental changes in the character of the City’s existing single family residential
neighborhoods and contrary to the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan, Therefore
this finding cannot be made, to support (1) a driveway width of 6-feet 10-inches; and (2) a
side-yard setback for an acoessory structure of 1-foot 2-inches,
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City of Burbank e
Planning and Transportation Division bk, Oallomis 31608

APPEAIL FORM - 816.290 5260

F: 818-238-5150

Project Addreas: , ~
, 328 N. Lincorn Smezer

Type of Application:
Vanianvce s

Appealing Action of: , [T Director JX( Planning Board

Action of the Director or Planning Board was: L] Approval X Dental

Purpose of Appeal: Please provide applicable code sections and explain reasons for the appeal. Attach additional
sheels as necessary.
Ser. ATT ACHMRROT

Appellant Name . Second Appeliant Name (if applicable)
Georrprrzy Chane-

Malling address Malling address

PoRox 824 , Conn ,CA 954246

Telephone 1@ 237-73C 4 | Tetephone

AP _oso @ SEceLoBaL.. NeT |

o, —

o 2/5/18

All appeliants must sign officlal appeal form. Attach
additional appeal forms with signatures if more than
two appellants. ,
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ATTACHMENT REVISED

05/16/2018
VARIANCE APPEAL PURSUANT TO BMC D1vISION 10-1-1907.3
325N. LINCOLN STREET, BURBANK, CA 91506

PROJECT NUMBER 17-4704
APPEAL REQUEST

The Appellant, Geoffrey Chang, requested pursuant to Burbank Municipal Code (BMC)
Title 10, Article 19, Division 3, Section 10-1-1916 VARIANCES from BMC Article 6
(Residential Uses and Standards), Division 1 (Single Family Residential Zones) Section
10-1-603G.2 (Yard Setbacks) and Section 10-1-6031.9 (Parking and Driveways), The
Variances were requested so that the existing garage could continue to be maintained with
a one-foot side yard setback and that the driveway could have a reduced width of 6’ 10”,

The Planning Board however denied Mr. Chang’s variance requests on February 26, 2018,
Mr. Chang has decided to relocate the exterior wall of his home 1°2” inward in order to
create an 8-foot wide driveway.

Mr. Chang’s appeal request is to permit an 8-foot wide driveway in lieu of the required 10-
feet and to allow the detached two-car garage to maintain the current approximately 1°2”
setback in lieu of the current code 3-foot side yard setback requirement,

BACKGROUND

Mr. Chang’s home was built 80 years ago (Building Permit No, 10822, issued March 22,
1937). The attached single-car garage was converted into a bedroom and bathroom by a
prior property owner more than 65 years ago. The detached two-car garage was
constructed at some time after that date. The Los Angeles County Assessor’s property data
records first identify the detached garage in 1971; however, an aerial photograph of the
property dated May 1960 (58 years ago) clearly shows the detached garage. Mr. Chang
has owned the property since July 1998 and was unaware that the interior remodeling and
detached garage were constructed without building permits,

Mr. Chang submitted building plans to the Community Development Department so that
he could legalize the structures and comply with the building code. No changes were
proposed to the exterior of the buildings and the only interior construction to be done would
be that required by the Building Division. Mr. Chang was however notified by the Planning
Division that two variances would be required before the City could approve the requested

permits,

JACKSON & JACKSON ' 325N, Lincoln Street
CONSULTING Page 1 of 1
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FINDINGS REQUIRED FOR APPROVAL OF A VARIANCE APPLICATION (BMC
SECTION 10-1-1917):

Before a Variance may be granted, except as otherwise specifically provided, it shall be
shown and the Planning-Board/City-Council must find that:

1. There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the
property or to the intended use that do not apply generally to other property or classes
of use in the same vicinity and zone;

2. The Variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial
property right of the applicant, possessed by other property owners under like
conditions in the same vicinity and zone but which is denied to the property in question;

3. The granting of the Variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity and zone in which the property is
located; and

4. The granting of the Variance will not be contrary to the objectives of the General Plan.
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DETAILED ANALYSIS REGARDING CONSIDERATION OF THE VARIANCE
REQUEST:

In identifying whether the required findings could be made City staff and the Planning
Board considered (1) whether the deviations proposed meet the intent of the development
standards; and (2) whether the requested deviations from the R-1 Zone development
standards were consistent with existing conditions found on similarly zoned properties in
the surrounding neighborhood. Below is an analysis of both considerations:

(1)_Project's Consistency with the Intent of the Development Standards

When reviewing the Applicant's Variance request Planning staff and the Planning Board

considered whether the deviations proposed meet the intent of the development

standards. The intent of the R-1 Zone development standards from which a deviation is

being requested are as follows:

1. The BMC requires a minimum driveway width of 10-feet. This requirement is intended
to provide sufficient width for vehicles using the driveway in order to provide
reasonable and safe vehicle access to the parking garage; and

2. The BMC also requires a minimum side-yard setback of 3-feet for detached garages.
This requirement is intended to: (1) provide adequate separation between structures
on site and on adjacent properties); (2) provide sufficient room for a property owner to
properly maintain the structure; and (3) minimize the visual encroachment of
structures on adjacent properties.

Itis staff's assessment that the Variance request and resulting deviations do not meet the
intent of the R-1 Zone development standards. The proposed driveway width of 6-feet 10-
inches would not provide adequate width for an average sized vehicle to reasonably and
safely access the parking garage in the rear'. Not having a City code-compliant driveway
width could result in (1) damage to personal property as well as that of adjacent property
owners; (2) the property owner driving over the adjacent neighbor’s property; and/or (3)
a driveway that is non-functional and which does not provide appropriate access to the
on-site parking, creating a non-usable garage.

In addition, the proposed side-yard setback of 1-feet 2 inches for the detached garage
would not provide adequate clearance for the maintenance of the structure. The reduced
setback and limited access to maintain that portion of the garage could result in the future
degradation of that structure, creating a visual nuisance as well as a potential health and
safety hazard to the site and adjacent property.

! City staff determined that the size of an average vehicle is 6-feet 11-inches (including a vehicie’s wing mirrors).
This average was identified by measuring 10 randomly selected vehicles. The vehicles measured can be found on
page three (3) of this exhibit.
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(2) Project's Consistency with Similarly Zoned Properties

Additionally, when reviewing the Variance application staff analyzed whether the
requested deviations from the R-1 Zone development standards were consistent with
existing conditions found on similarly zoned properties in the surrounding neighborhood.
In order to determine consistency with other similar zoned properties, staff surveyed
properties along the block face of the Project site (a total of 17 properties). As identified
on page four (4) of this exhibit, the survey taken by staff shows that while 12 properties
have a driveway width of less than the 10-feet required by the BMC, no property has a
driveway width of less than 8-feet in width. The survey results also showed that out of the
seven homes that had detached garages/structures, three of them had a side-yard
setback of 1-foot 6-inches or less.

It is staffs assessment that the proposed 6-foot 10-inch driveway width would be
inconsistent with the existing conditions found on similarly zoned properties in the
surrounding neighborhood, and that it is too narrow to safely navigate a vehicle from the
front of the property to the location of the proposed on-site garage. Furthermore, while
there are examples of similarly zoned properties with a side-yard setback comparable to
1-foot 2-inches (for a detached garage), the proposed side-yard setback still does not
meet the intent of the 3-foot side-yard setback requirement of the BMC and could result
in the future degradation of that structure, creating a visual nuisance as well as potential
health and safety hazards.
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Vehicles Used in Determining the Average Vehicle Width

Vehicle Type Vehicle
Width

Chevrolet Astro

yota Prius 6'10"

Mini Coor ) 4"

BMW 7 Series 1
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Driveway Width's and Side-Yard Setbacks for Accessory Structures in Similarly

Zoned Properties in the Surrounding Neighborhood

Address Driveway Side-yard Sethack for
Width Accessory Structures (if

applicable)

321 orth mel 8

333 North Lincoin
Street

341 North Lincoln
Street

349 North Lincoin
_Street

403 North Lincoin
Street

4 7 N Lincoin
,

423 North Lincoln
Street

42 No Lincoln |
Street
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Attachment 4\

From: 1rists bioml 1 R P

Date: September 16, 2019 at 10:05:54 AM PDT

To: egabel-luddy@burbankca.gov, sspringer@burbankca.gov, bfrutos@burbankca.gov,
tmmurphy@burbankca.gov, jtalamantes@burbankca.gov

Subject: Re: 325 N Lincoln illegal structure public hearing

| forgot to attach the VRBO add.

https://www.vrbo.com/811356?noDates=true

Thank you.

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 16, 2019, at 10:01 AM, Trista Blomdahl _> wrote:

Hello,

We have heard that there is a possible public hearing for 325 N Lincoln on September 24th. A property
that has already been voted on almost a year ago.

We are the neighbors to Geoff Chang at 325 N Lincoln St. We reside right next to him at 331 N Lincoln.
Kristian and | were raised in Burbank as well as our parents being raised in Burbank. We have built our
life here with Kristian beginning to work for the city on the weekends since high school. Before we
moved to this new house we were on the border of Burbank and Sun Valley and loved our home there
but it was not the best neighborhood and it was getting more challenging to get our kids on permits
with Burbank schools. We decided to take the plunge and move to lower Burbank. We loved Lincoln St.
We have many friends that happened to live on this street and the house we choose had great bones to
eventually fix up one day. It was disclosed in our real estate paperwork that the neighbors house was an
Airbnb. We didn’t think much of it until we saw the traffic going in and out of there every 2-3 days in
both side and front unit(and we are not zoned in 2 unit area) For us, having 4 small children, that was
alarming. It was being ran like a hotel with no regards to the neighborhood.

When we were looking at this property we had always had in mind that we wanted to put a fence
between our home and 325 N Lincoln. All of our bedroom windows were along that side and when my
girls open their blinds and 325 N Lincoln side door is open, it looks directly into a toilet area(should be a
single car garage) That is a bit disturbing. We contacted all the neighbors behind and on all sides that we
were going to put up a fence. We had our property properly surveyed and notified Mr Chang where the
property lines were. He came back into town and things got hostile right away. We checked with the City
a bunch of times to make sure we were ok to build a fence on our own property for security and safety.
One of the occasions we were at the City we were informed that a claim had been turned in (this was
only a few days form when Chang came back into town) stating that our girls room(the side room) was
not original. Chang also had a lawyer telling us this and that we needed to demolish the side of the
house where that was. | did a lot of research with Carol Coates and at the county and found original
permits and documents on our property and found this claim to be untrue. In looking all this up we
discovered that Changs property was not legal. We have the plat Sanborn maps from the 50’s showing
no rear garage etc. Once we heard that he had turned our house in and that he was suing us to drive
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over our property we decided that his property needed to be investigated. In Burbank no other property
should hinder a neighboring property and that is exactly what 325 N. Lincoin negligence to get proper
permits etc. He had claimed he had an 4 inch easement over our property. That wasn’t good enough
evidently because he still sued us. The case went nowhere. We choose to not settle since this is our
property and what we paid a hefty price for, We shouldn’t have to be burdened by them not properly
having a wide enough driveway access. From everything |'ve researched this is completely against
Burbank codes to be a nuisance to neighboring properties,

Recently we heard that the Preserve Burbank’s group came to the city to try and change the outcome of
his illegal structures. It seems as if they are defaming us because Kris happens to work for the city when
his position has never once been brought up to try and get ahead in this situation. We've read a piece by
Jim Casey that they want to let Changs property stay as is since it has no encroachments or anything on
other properties but that isn’t the case here. With his original garage being turned into living space
without permits and the new garage thrown up in the back it is encroaching. His too narrow side yard
that he is using as a driveway causes him to have to drive on our side yard. Which is a safety issue, too
close to our house, our children etc.

I wanted to write you all so you didn’t only have one side. We are just a young family working hard to
live in Burbank and raise our kids and send them to the schools we once went to.

I am in the next door group and this group of people trying to get this all to happen are speaking badly
of Kristian and that we abused power etc which is extremely far from the truth. Chang has harassed
many of our neighbors since we’ve lived here and I've heard of things in the past too. He is not your
“friendly” neighbor. He yells at our young children if they accidentally step on his lawn. He yells at other
neighborhood children. He has trespassed into other neighbors yards and houses. This is a person who
was treating this property and neighborhood like a business and renting it like a hotel with no regard to
how it affected neighboring properties. Mr. Chang doesn't live here most moths of the years. This isn’t
his primarily residence as he Vrbo’s the property now.

Attach add for Vrbo

From what | understand the preserve Burbank group is to help historical homes. This is not a historical
home. This is a house that was illegally converted. Mr. Chang just joined Preserve Burbank and is now
taking this angle with his home which is not a historical home. His membership with the organization
does not have anything to do with illegal modifications to his home. | also understand that when other
properties have illegal structures they have to be fixed and bright up to code. So if this slides, it is
showing the Burbank community that it is ok to have unpermitted structures and hinder neighboring
properties and that is acceptable. Which is not the case.

Kris’s job has never had anything to do with dealing with this neighbor and his illegal structures and
shouldn’t ever being something discussed. We are just trying to get the truth out to them about the

_situation and we are upset that chang and the Preserve Burbank people are defaming us for Changs
illegal structures.

I would really like for the council members to evaluate the whole situation. Allowing people to not
correct illegal structures is setting a dangerous precedent for the City. Neighboring properties should
never have to carry the burden of people’s wrong doings. This is against what the Burbank codes are all
about.
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Thank you,

Trista and Kristian Blomdahl







city of burbank
%, 4 community development department

memorandum

DATE: August 20, 2019
TO: Justin Hess, Acting City Manager
FROM: Patrick Prescott, Community Development Director@

SUBJECT: August19, 2019 Transportation Commission Meeting Synopsis

e Chairman Mark Ehrhardt was re-elected as Chair of the Transportation
Commission. Konstantine Anthony was elected as Vice Chair.

e Staff held a service change hearing to discuss the BurbankBus Golden State
Circulator fixed route service. Staff recommended eliminating the Golden State
Circulator, and the Transportation Commission accepted staff's recommendation.

e Staff reviewed the Commission’s BurbankBus fixed route policy
recommendations over the last 18 months. Staff also presented short term,
medium term, and long term goals for the BurbankBus fixed route system. The
Commission passed a motion with the following recommendations:

o The BurbankBus fixed route service policies are:
*= 15 minute frequency
= All day service
= Point to point service
= Connect regional transit hubs
o The recommendations to implement these service policies are:

= Short-Term
e Eliminate the Golden State Circulator
= Mid-Term

e Extend the Metrolink-Media District Route to the Universal
City Red Line Station
e Evaluate the NoHo-Media District Route Performance
= Long-Term
e Conduct transit planning as part of specific plan
development
e Support Metrolink 30-minute, then 15 minute all day bi-
directional service
o The Commission asked staff to expeditiously implement the Metrolink-
Media District Route extension to the Universal City Red Line Station.






CITY OF BURBANK
POLICE DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 3, 2019
TO: Justin Hess, Acting City Manager
FROM: Scott LaChasse, Chief of Police \ﬁcozﬁf

By: Josephine Wilson, Police Administrator
Lieutenant John Pfrommer, Traffic Bureau

SUBJECT: CITY MANAGER TRACKING LIST NO. 2203 - MISUSE OF DISABLED
PARKING PLACARDS AND PLATES

On April 16, 2019, the Council requested a report on penalties for the misuse of disabled
parking placards.

Background:

A disabled person or disabled veteran may apply for the issuance of a distinguishing
placard or special license plate with the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV)
[California Vehicle Code 22511.55(a)]. The placards may be used in lieu of the special
license plates. The DMV encourages the use of distinguishing placards and special
license plates because they provide law enforcement officers with a more readily
recognizable symbol for distinguishing vehicles qualified for the parking privilege. The
placards and special license plates bear the International Symbol of Access, commonly
known as the “wheelchair symbol.”

A person using a distinguishing placard or special license plate for disabled parking shall,
upon request from a peace officer or person authorized to enforce parking laws, present
identification and evidence of the issuance of that placard or plate to that person or vehicle
[California Vehicle Code 22511.56(a)]. Failure to present the requested identification and
evidence of the issuance of that placard/plate shall be an undeniable presumption that
the placard/plate is being misused and that the associated vehicle has been parked in
violation [California Vehicle Code 22511.56(b)].

Misusing a disabled placard or license plate is a violation of California Vehicle Code 4461,
which prohibits misuse by lending a plate/placard to someone else or knowingly allowing
someone else to use it, or displaying a disabled placard/plate that has been canceled or
revoked. There is an exception that allows a person to use a disabled placard/plate
issued to someone else while in the presence or reasonable proximity of the disabled
person to whom it was issued, for the purpose of transporting the disabled person.
California Vehicle Code 4461 can be punished as either a non-criminal infraction with a
civil fine between $250 and $1,000, or a misdemeanor crime with potential penalties of
up to six months in county jail and/or a fine between $250 and $1,000.

l|Page



Peace officers or parking enforcement officers may confiscate a placard or special license
plate if they are being utilized for parking purposes that benefit a person other than the
person to whom the placard or plate was issued [California Vehicle Code 22511.56(c)
and (d)]. Any agency that confiscates a placard/plate must verify with the DMV that the
user of the placard/plate is not the registered owner of the placard/plate, and the DMV
will cancel the placard/plate [California Vehicle Code 22511.56(e)]. The DMV has
established an efficient method of notifying their department of confiscated
placards/plates through e-mail, facsimile, and mail.

Burbank’s Enforcement Practices/Policies:

The enforcement of parking violations falls under the purview of the Police Department’s
Traffic Bureau. The Traffic Bureau consists of 13 Motor Officer and 10 Parking Control
Officer positions; however, staffing is currently below the aforementioned levels due to
injuries and recent retirements. Parking violations are primarily enforced by Parking
Control Officers whose primary function involves monitoring areas in the City that are
zoned for street sweeping, time restrictions, and permit only parking. Their secondary
duties include responding to citizen parking complaint calls, vehicle impounds, and all
other parking-related violations. This includes issuing citations to vehicles parked in
designated disabled parking stalls without displaying a distinguishing disabled person
placard or special license plate. The Burbank Police Department also responds to citizen
calls for service regarding the misuse of disabled placards and plates. A total of 54,437
citations were issued in 2018; out of which 59 (or 0.11%) were for vehicles illegally parked
in disabled parking stalls or spaces. In 2017, 0.14% (80 out of 56,807 citations) of the
total parking citations were for similar violations.

In March 2017, the DMV conducted an illegal use of disabled parking placards operation
in Sacramento. The operation involved a group of plainclothes DMV enforcement officers
patrolling the city and examining vehicles parked in disabled parking stalls. The officers
checked the name registered to the license plate against the name printed on the disabled
placard. If the names did not match, the enforcement officers would wait - sometimes for
hours - for the driver to return to the vehicle to confirm the validity of their use of the

disabled placard.

The Burbank Police Department has not conducted an operation specifically focused on
the misuse of disabled placards/plates due to the infrequency of complaints from the
community pertaining to disabled parking violations, and the need to redeploy resources
to address an increase in overall parking complaints received. As of August 2019, a total
of 1,503 parking complaints have been received, compared to 1,397 in 2018. On every
parking problem call reported, either a Motor Officer or Parking Control Officer is
dispatched to provide proper enforcement.

City Of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 186068

In March 2019, the City of Los Angeles amended Ordinance No. 186068 (Los Angeles
Municipal Code Section 89.60) to increase the maximum fine amount for violations of
California Vehicle Code 22511.57 (misuse of disabled placards) from $1,000 to $1,100.
The foundation for the amendment is based on California Vehicle Code 40203.6(a), which
states that “in addition to an assessment levied pursuant to any other law, an additional
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assessment equal to 10 percent of the penalty established pursuant to 40203.5 shall be
imposed by the governing body of the jurisdiction where the notice of parking violation is
issued for a civil violation.” :

The primary intent behind the City of Los Angeles increasing the maximum penality for
the misuse of disabled parking placards is to help eliminate “some measure of placard
abuse and thereby increase the availability of parking for those using legitimate placards
_as well as the general public.” The City of Los Angeles reported high levels of the misuse

of disabled placards within their jurisdiction, depriving legitimately disabled drivers of
reserved parking spaces close to their destinations; essentially cheating the City out of
public revenue, and allowing illegal users of disabled placards to occupy high-demand
parking spots for free all day with no incentive to limit their stay. The misuse of disabled
placards was deemed harmful to merchants in business districts, particularly in the Arts
District, Fashion District and other Downtown business districts, because there was no
turnover of needed parking spaces when people improperly park all day in front of the
same store, or on the same blocks in these districts, discouraging customers from visiting
and shopping in the area.

The City of Burbank has not seen the same levels of misuse of handicap placards as the
City of Los Angeles. Based on the small percentage of disabled parking violations
occurring in the City of Burbank (0.11% to 0.14% over the past two years), and the
existing California Vehicle Code provisions that stipulate the ability to cite and enforce
violations of disabled parking placard abuse and impose a fine of up to $1,000, there does
not appear to be a need to adopt such an ordinance in the City of Burbank.

It should be noted that in July 2019 the Burbank Police Department initiated an
educational campaign to heighten the public’'s awareness on the abuse of disabled
parking placards. Officers have been provided with additional training on the statutes that
provide the authority to enforce the misuse of disabled placards and license plates. An
informational page has been included on the Police Department website (see attached)
and social media platforms, addressing how to report disabled parking violations for
proper enforcement. The Traffic Bureau will also conduct a quarterly review of parking
violations and monitor parking complaints to identify potential increase in the misuse of
disabled placards. If an increase is identified, the Traffic Bureau will deploy proactive
enforcement strategies to address the problem.

Conclusion:

Conducting operations designed to identify the misuse of disabled placards require
extensive personnel hours. Parking violations pertaining to the misuse of disabled
placards are a minor percentage of the parking problem calls received by the Burbank
Police Department. Currently, Parking Control Officers monitor the disabled parking
spaces in their assigned beats, provide enforcement as appropriate for each individual
violation, and respond to disabled parking complaints. Finally, the California Vehicle
Code provides the City the ability to cite and enforce violations of disabled parking placard
abuse and impose a fine of up to $1,000.

Attachment:
Disabled Parking Enforcement Brochure
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Who qualities for a
Disabled Parking placard?

You may qualify for a Disabled Placard or
Disabled license plates if you have impaired
mobility due to having lost use of one or
more lower extremities, or both hands, or
have a diagnosed disease that substantially
impairs or interferes with mobility, or one
who is severely disabled to be unable to
move without the aid of an assistive device.
You may also qualify if you have specific,
documented visual problems, including
lower-vision or partial-sightedness.

How can | apply for a
Disabled Parking placard?

Per California DMV, you must:

e Complete and sign an Application for
Disabled Person Placard or Plates (REG
195) (PDF).

Have a licensed physician, surgeon,
chiropractor, optometrist, physician
assistant, nurse practitioner, or certified
nurse midwife that has knowledge of the
disease and/or disability sign the
Doctor’s Certification section of

the REG 195 (PDF). :

Submit fees when requesting a
Temporary Placard.

Mail the original completed and signed
application to the address on the form.

or more information, visit:
rww.dmv.ca.gov/portal/dmv/detail/vr/disabled

What can | do if | suspect
Disabled Parking abuse or a
Disabled Parking violation?

Anyone who thinks a Disabled
Person Placard is being misused, or
observes a Disabled Parking
violation, can call the Burbank Police
Department non-emergency number,
at (818) 238-3000.

Please be prepared to provide a
description of the person(s),
description of the vehicle, license
plate number, and location.

Burbank Police Department
200 N. Third St.
Burbank, CA 91502
Non-emergency: (818) 238-3000
For emergencies, dial 9-1-1

Disabled Parking
Enforcement

BURBANK
POLICE DEPARTMENT

www.BurbankPD.org




What is BPD's authority to
check identification for
Disabled Person parking?

California Vehicle Code §22511.56
states (in part):

A person using a distinguished placard... or a
special license plate... for parking as permitted
by Section 22511.5 shall, upon request of a
peace officer or person authorized to enforce
parking laws... present identification and
evidence of the issuance of that placard or plate
to that person...

Failure to present the requested identification
and evidence of the issuance of that placard or
plate shall be rebuttable presumption that the
placard or plate is being misused and that the
associated vehicle has been parked in violation.

To expedite this process, you are
encouraged to have your registration
card and photo identification readily
accessible when parking. We will make
every effort to complete our checks
with as little delay as possible.

If you are transporting another person and they
are not present during the check, we may
require that you provide evidence that the
person to whom the placard or special plate
was issued is within a reasonable proximity of
the parked vehicle. CVC §4461

:>z_u_m>vm@
PARKING

PERMIT
xmoﬁwmo

=
o —
t «D\..

What is Disabled Person
parking abuse?

Displaying a Disabled Person parking
placard that was not issued to you or that
has been canceled or revoked by the
DMV. [CVC §4461(c)]

Use of a Disabled Person license plates
not issued to you in a disabled parking
stall [CVC §4461(d)]

Use of a forged, counterfeit, or falsified
Disabled Person parking placard or
special license plate. [CVC §4463(a) &
4463(b)]

Sale or offer for sale, or unlawful
acquisition or possession of a genuine or
counterfeit Disabled Person parking
placard. [CVC §4463(b)(3)]

Lending or knowingly allowing another
person to use your placard. [CVC
§4461(b)]

Knowingly making a false statement to
the DMV in your application for a
Disabled Person placard or special
license plate. [CVC §20]

What are the penalties for
Disabled Person parking
abuse?

California Vehicle Code §4461 provides for
the following penalties for Disabled Person
parking abuse (in part):

(T)he issuance of a notice of parking violation
imposing a civil penalty of not less than two
hundred fifty dollars (5250) and not more than
one thousand dollars ($1,000)... or is a
misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not less
than two hundred fifty dollars (S250) and not
more than one thousand dollars ($1,000),
imprisonment in the county jail for not more than
six months, or both that fine and imprisonment.

Additionally, California Vehicle Code
§22511.56, permits peace officers and
parking enforcement personnel to confiscate
misused placards and plates:

In addition to any other applicable penalty for the
misuse of a placard, the officer or parking
enforcement person may confiscate a placard
being used for parking purposes that benefit a
person other than the person to whom the
placard was issued...

Confiscated placards are reported to the
Department of Motor Vehicles for
cancellation and will not be returned.
CVC §22511.56(e)

Canceled placards cannot be reissued and their
replacement requires a new application and
medical verification to be submitted to the
DMV.

Use of forged, counterfeit or falsified Disabled
license plates can be a felony. CVC §4463







CITY OF BURBANK
POLICE DEPARTMENT
MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 26, 2019
TO: Justin Hess, Acting City Manager

FROM: Scott LaChasse, Chief of Police \f]caﬂlwdy

By: Captain Cremins, Patrol Division
Josephine Wilson, Police Administrator

SUBJECT: CITY MANAGER TRACKING LIST NO. 2208 — DOWNTOWN BURBANK
POLICE OFFICER COVERAGE

On April 30, 2019, the Council requested an update on current police coverage for
Downtown Burbank.

BACKGROUND

The City of Burbank covers 17 square miles. In an effort to provide prompt, effective
service, the Burbank Police Department divided the City into four geographically
determined sectors (Sectors 1 through 4). Each sector contains either two or three Beats.
There are a total of 11 Beats. A beat is the defined territory for which an officer is primarily
responsible for during his/her shift. Within their assigned beats, Police Officers are
responsible for the prevention and detection of criminal activity, enforcement of all
applicable laws and ordinances, response to calls for service, and investigation of criminal
activities, deaths, vehicular accidents, disturbances, and hazardous situations.

DOWNTOWN BURBANK BEAT

Out of the 11 Beats, the smallest is the Downtown Beat (Beat 14). Its boundaries are
Burbank Boulevard, Glenoaks Boulevard, Verdugo Avenue and Bonnywood Place. The
Downtown Beat is approximately three quarters of a mile in length by less than a half-
mile in width. Contained within the Downtown Beat are numerous restaurants and retail
establishments. Stretching through the heart of the Downtown Beat is a closed off length
of Palm Avenue, popularly referred to as the Paseo. It extends the length of a city block
between San Fernando Boulevard and First Street. Lining the Paseo are several
restaurants and a large AMC theater complex.

The Paseo and Downtown area receive a great deal of pedestrian and vehicular traffic,
particularly in the summer months. Historically, the Police Department has received
approximately 435 calls for service a month (approximately 14 a day and 5,200 annually)
from the Downtown Beat. In the month of August 2019, the most frequent calls for service
were primarily due to disturbances (intoxication, loud conduct, unruly behavior), transport
(transfer to hospital, mental health facility or jail) followed by a request for area checks,
advisals, parking, auto burglary, found property and wellbeing checks. Part | crime was
predominantly attributed to auto burglary - particular from parking garages, retail theft,
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and petty theft, among others. A total of 474 calls were responded to in the foIIowmg
categories:

Downtown Part 1 Crime by Type for August 2019:

Auto Burglary: 40
Retail Theft: 18
Petty Theft: 10
Grand Theft: 7
Stolen Vehicle: 3
Aggravated Assault: 3
Burglary: 2

Most Frequent Downtown Calls for Service by Type for August 2019:
Area Check: 76

Disturbance: 73
Transport: 54
Advise: 33
Parking Problem: 31
Auto Burglary: 24
Info Only: 23

Found Property: 18
Check Wellbeing: 14

DEPLOYMENT:

Efficient utilization of Patrol resources is one of the primary tasks of a Watch Commander
on each shift. The primary goal is to allocate resources to address the shift demands of |
that particular day, respond to calls for service, and plan for events/special details based

on the staffing levels.

In the Downtown, officers may be deployed on foot as footbeat units. Typical situations
for this type of deployment are special events such as car shows, art shows, wine or beer
festivals, etc., that are held in the Downtown Beat on streets that have been closed to
vehicular traffic. These special deployments are almost always conducted on an overtime
basis and are not part of the normal Patrol Bureau deployment.

Bicycle patrols are deployed more frequently than footbeat patrols, and are often part of
the regular Patrol Bureau deployment. Bicycle patrols are most often utilized in the
Downtown area or on weekends during summer months as primary deployment levels
allow. Like footbeats, bicycle patrols can be deployed for special events. The deployment
typically consist of two officers who patrol the Downtown for 8 hour shifts on Fridays and
Saturday evenings from 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. These officers focus on traffic and
parking enforcement, vehicle burglary suppression, retail crime suppression, community
outreach and business outreach. In addition to the two officers, one officer is assigned
to Beat 14 for regular patrol functions. A Supervisor (Sergeant) is also available in the
field for supervision and assistance as needed. These combined resources account for
approximately 13% to 18% of the staffing resources available on a shift. If there is an
incident that necessitates additional resources, Officers from neighboring Beats will
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respond to the Downtown area as well. Annually, the Police Department responds to
over 46,000 calls for service. In 2018, the Downtown Beat accounted for. 11.3% of all
calls for service, 11.45% of all Part | crime and 11.62% of arrests.

The overall utility of footbeat and bicycle patrols is quite limited, especially when
compared to that of standard black and white police vehicles. Footbeat and bicycle
patrols cover only a limited area, and officers assigned to these types of patrol cannot be
dispatched to cover the normal range of situations that are assigned to officers who are
deployed in vehicles. Police officers assigned to footbeats or bicycle patrol are capable
of carrying only a limited amount of equipment. This limitation frequently requires the
response of police units from other beat assignments to assist them. Also, because of
the equipment limitations, officers assigned to foot-beat or bicycle patrol do not routinely
have direct access to remote databases. Lastly, whenever officers assigned to a footbeat
or to bicycle patrol make an arrest, they must request additional officers in a police vehicle
to transport arrestees to jail.

Although ideal, permanent assignment of a footbeat or bicycle patrol in the Downtown
Beat is unrealistic, given the daily challenges presented by calls for service and the need
for citywide crime prevention. This is compounded by the fact that the Department is
experiencing a significant number of vacancies (21) and other variables such as Court
subpoenas, injuries, sick time, vacations, maternity leaves, training, family medical leave,
military leave and restricted duty. Despite these limitations, the Police Department
continues to deploy bicycle patrols on a limited basis in the Downtown Beat on weekends
when sufficient deployable assets are available. Additionally, Patrol and Motor Officers
are encouraged to traverse though the Downtown area when travelling to and from the
Police station for routine details. This strategy provides for high law enforcement
presence and visibility, and allows for enforcement opportunities and/or community
engagement as needed.

CONCLUSION
it is important to note that Downtown Burbank is, and continues to be a very safe place
for our community and visitors. Residents and visitors enjoy its dynamic street scene,
outdoor dining, and pedestrian orientation. It also enjoys some of the fastest police
response times and likewise has very low levels of crime. To the extent possible, it is
always a priority for the Police Department to have officers visible on a daily basis and
engage as partners with the community in proactive policing throughout the City and
especially in the Downtown.

Quality of life in the Downtown has been enhanced by the Downtown Burbank Partnership
contract with Street Plus, a nationwide security and hospitality service company which is
providing a Hospitality and Social Service Outreach Program for Downtown seven days
a week. Some of the services provided have augmented the Police Department’s efforts
by addressing quality of life issues in the Downtown that would have previously resulted
in a Police call for service.
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§ city of burbank
community development department

memorandum

DATE: September 12, 2019
TO: Justin Hess, Acting City Manager
FROM: Patrick Prescott, Community Development Director x/j%P

SUBJECT: City Manager Tracking List Item #1950 - Definition of a Bedroom and
the Ability to Divide Rooms

Building Code

The California Building Code (CBC) refers to bedrooms as SLEEPING
ACCOMMODATION. Under the DEFINITIONS in Section 202 of the CBC sleeping
accommodations are defined as “rooms intended and designed for sleeping,” and also
SLEEPING UNIT which is defined as “a room or space in which people sleep, which can
also include permanent provisions for living, eating and either situation or kitchen facilities
but not both. Such rooms and spaces are also part of a dwelling unit are not sleeping
units.”

The Building Code does not address bedroom sizes specifically, but does state that for
room width, habitable spaces (which a bedroom would fall under) other than a kitchen,
shall be not less than 7 feet in any plan dimension and that every dwelling unit shall have
no fewer than one room that shall have not less than 120 sq. ft. of net floor area. Other
habitable rooms shall have a net floor area of not less than 70 sq. ft.

Bedrooms are required to have egress and there must be at least one window which
meets the Emergency Escape and Rescue/Exit Window requirement which must have a
20 inches minimum\ clear width; 24 inches minimum clear height; 5.7 square foot
openable area; 5 square foot minimum openable area for ground floor and the bottom of
the clear opening is 44 inches maximum above the floor and minimum 24 inches from the
floor for operable openings, 72 inches above grade or surface below.

Bedrooms are required to have windows for egress as noted above as well as for
ventilation (4% of the room floor area) unless the bedroom has a door leading directly to
the outside then this would provide for egress and the required ventilation. Ventilation can
also be supplied by a mechanical system that meets the code requirement stated in the
California Mechanical Code.

The Building Code has no requirements for closets in a bedroom.



Bedrooms can legally be divided to create additional bedrooms as long as they meet the
requirements stated above.

Zoning Code

The zoning code does define a bedroom as “any room that is designed or intended to be
used or is capable of being used as a bedroom in whole or in part,” but | silent on any
other requirements for bedrooms such as closets, windows, or minimum size
requirements. Bedrooms can be divided to create additional bedrooms as long as they
are consistent with Building Code requirements noted above. On multifamily zoned
properties dividing bedrooms may trigger additional parking requirements and/or
Development Review approval.







August 20, 2019

A regular meeting of the Burbank Police Commission was held in the Council Chamber of City
Hall, 275 East Olive Avenue, on the above date. The meeting was called to order at 1811 hours
by Commission Chair Vest.

CALL TO ORDER

Present: Commissioners Chapman, Cohen, Elman, Kobaissi, and Vest

Also Present:  Chief LaChasse, Deputy Chief Albanese, Captain Cremins and Irving, Police
Administrator Wilson, Sergeant Green, and Executive Assistant Nakamura
(Liaisons Frutos and Springer)

FLAG SALUTE

The flag salute was led by Commissioner Chapman.

COMMISSION ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REPORTING OUT BY COMMISSION
SUBCOMMITTEES

None

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

None

RESPONSE TO ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
None

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM JULY 17, 2019

A motion was made by Commissioner Cohen, with a second by Commissioner

Kobaissi, to approve the minutes of the July 17" meeting. Approved, with an abstention by
Commissioner Elman.

ITEMS OF BUSINESS

1. Discussion and selection of attendees to the NACOLE Conference (September 22-
26, 2019, in Detroit, Ml)

Commissioners Kobaissi and Elman will be attending the conference.

2. Discussion on making a request to the City Council to provide direction to the
Commission on reviewing the Body Worn Camera (BWC) policy.

Commissioner Kobaissi had agendized a discussion, however, with the approval by the City
Council to purchase BWC from Axon, there was no need for further discussion. '

3. Election of new officers
Commissioner Cohen made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kobaissi, to nominate Chair
Vest to serve another term as Commission Chair. Motion carried by consensus.

Commissioner Vest made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Elman, to nominate
Commissioner Kobaissi to serve as Commission Vice Chair. Motion carried by consensus.
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Meeting of the Burbank Police Commission
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Commissioner Kobaissi made a motion, seconded by Chair Vest, to nominate Commissioner
Cohen to serve as Commission Secretary. Motion carried by consensus.

4, Discussion of setting meeting dates for the quarterly meetings of the Commission
The following dates were tentatively set for the next year:

November 20, 2019
January 15, 2020
April 15, 2020
August 19, 2020
October 15, 2020

5. Discussion on conducting a Commission meeting in the community

Commissioner Cohen suggested conducting one of the quarterly meetings in the community.
The Department will contact the BUSD and see if January or April will work for a school venue.
Chief LaChasse also suggested considering other venues such as the library or a park.

6. Announcements by the Police Chief — brief announcements regarding upcoming
events and/or items of note related

8/27 BPD Promotion party

9/17 City Council Open house

9/28 One day Spanish Community Academy

10/2 Coffee with a Cop

10/4 BPOA Golf Tournament

10/5 BPF Family Fun Day at Johnny Carson Park

FINAL PERIOD OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

None

RESPONSE TO ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

None
INTRODUCTION OF AGENDA ITEMS FOR FUTURE MEETINGS

Commissioner Cohen made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Vest, to have a presentation
on trends in internet crimes. Approved by consensus.

Commissioner Kobaissi made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Vest, to provide a
briefback on attendance at the NACOLE conference. Approved by consensus.

Commissioner EIman made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Cohen, to have a
presentation and discussion regarding the expansion of the volunteer program in the
community. (7/26 LA Times article on LAPD volunteer program)

NEXT MEETING DATE

The next scheduled meeting of the Police Commission is Wednesday, November 20, 2019, at
1800 hours.
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ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:30
pm.

s/Robert Cohen

Robert Cohen, Secretary
Burbank Police Commission

S
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September 19, 2019

CALL AND NOTICE OF A SPECIAL MEETING
OF THE
BURBANK-GLENDALE-PASADENA AIRPORT AUTHORITY

NOTICE is hereby given that a special meeting of the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena
Airport Authority will be held Monday, September 23, 2019, at 9:00 a.m., in the Airport
Skyroom of Hollywood Burbank Airport, 2627 N. Hollywood Way, Burbank, California

91505.
%/ _

Terri Williams, Board Secretary
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority

2627 N. Hollywood Way e Burbank, California 91505 e (818) 840-8840 e Fax: (818) 848-1173



BURBANK-GLENDALE-PASADENA AIRPORT AUTHORITY
Special Meeting of Monday, September 23, 2019
9:00 AM.

The public comment period is the opportunity for members of the public to address the
Commission on agenda items and on airport-related non-agenda matters that are within
the Commission’s subject matter jurisdiction. At the discretion of the presiding officer,
public comment on an agenda item may be presented when that item is reached.

vVYw

Members of the public are requested to observe the following decorum when attending or
participating in meetings of the Commission:

o Turn off cellular telephones and pagers.

®  Refrain from disorderly or boisterous conduct, including loud, threatening,
profane, or abusive language, clapping, whistling, stamping, or other acts that
disrupt or otherwise render unfeasible the orderly conduct of the meeting.

o Ifyou desire to address the Commission during the public comment period, fill
out a speaker request card and present it to the Board Secretary.

o Confine remarks to agenda items or to airport-related non-agenda matters that
are within the Commission’s subject matter jurisdiction.

o Limit comments to five minutes or to such other period of time as may be
specified by the presiding officer.

vwvw
The following activities are prohibited:

e Allocation of speaker time to another person.
s Video presentations requiring use of Authority equipment.

vVew

Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on a regular meeting
agenda and distributed by the Authority to the Commission less than 72 hours prior to
that meeting are available for public inspection at Hollywood Burbank Airport (2627 N,
Hollywood Way, Burbank) in the administrative office during normal business hours.

vwew

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, if you require a
disability-related modification or accommodation to attend or participate in this meeting,
including auxiliary aids or services, please call the Board Secretary at (818) 840-8840 at
least 48 hours prior to the meeting.

AGENDA\COMMISSION\9-23-19




AGENDA

Monday, September 23, 2019

ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
PUBLIC COMMENT
CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Committee Minutes
(For Note and File)

1) Operations and Development Committee

(i) July 15, 2019 [See page 1]
2) Finance and Administration Committee

(i) July 15, 2019 [See page 6]

3) Legal, Government and Environmental Affairs Committee

(i) June 17, 2019 [See page 9]
b. Commission Minutes
(For Approval)
1) August 28, 2019 [See page 11]
2) August 19, 2019 [See page 13]
c. Salary Memorandum No. 4 and Amendment No. 3 to [See page 22]

Amended and Restated Employment Agreement With
Director of Public Safety/Chief of Police

ITEMS FOR COMMISSION APPROVAL

a. Replacement Passenger Terminal Project Consultant [See page 28]
Agreements for Financial Feasibility and Advisory Services
Technical Support, Airline Coordination Services and
Outreach/Support Services

1

b. Award of Professional Services Agreement [See page 31]
Airport Marketing Consultant Services -
Anyone Collective LLC

AGENDA\COMMISSION\9-23-19




d.

a.

a.

b.

C.

d.

a.

Renewal of SITA Airport Solution Line Service Agreement
for the Common Use Passenger Processing System and
Related Equipment

Appointment of Committees

ITEMS FOR COMMISSION DISCUSSION

Community Noise Concerns

ITEMS FOR COMMISSION INFORMATION

Charrette Workshop Status Update
July 2019 Parking Revenue Statistics
July 2019 Transportation Network Companies

July 2019 Passenger/Cargo and
Regional Airport Passenger Statistics

CLOSED SESSION

[See page 35]

[No Staff Report]

[No Staff Report]

[No Staff Report]

[No Staff Report]

[No Staff Report]

[See page 46]

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL ~ ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Significant Exposure to Litigation (California Government Code Section
54956.9(d)(2)): 1 potential case. Facts and Circumstances: United

Maintenance Claim

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Significant Exposure to Litigation (California Government Code Section
54956.9(d)(2)): 1 potential case. Facts and Circumstances: FAA Southern

California Metroplex Project

10. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
(Other updates and information items, if any)

11. ADJOURNMENT

AGENDA\COMMISSION\9-23-19




COMMISSION NEWSLETTER

Monday, September 23, 2019
- [Regarding agenda items] R i
5. CONSENT CALENDAR

(Consent Calendar items may be enacted by one motion. There will be no
separate discussion on these items unless a Commissioner so requests, in
which event the item will be removed from the Consent Calendar and
considered in its normal sequence on the agenda.)

a. COMMITTEE MINUTES. Approved minutes of the special Operations and
Development Committee meeting of July 15, 2019 and approved minutes of the
Finance and Administration Committee meeting of July 15, 2019; and approved
minutes of the Legal, Government and Environmental Affairs Committee meeting of
June 17, 2019 are included in the agenda packet for information purposes.

b. COMMISSION MINUTES. Draft minutes of the August 28, 2019, special meeting
and August 19, 2019, regular meeting are attached for the Commission’s review and
approval.

c. SALARY MEMORANDUM NO. 4 AND AMENDMENT NO. 3 TO AMENDED AND
RESTATED EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT WITH DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC
SAFETY/CHIEF OF POLICE. A staff report is inciuded in the agenda packet. This
item seeks Commission authorization to execute a salary memorandum and
approval of a third amendment to the Authority’s amended and restated employment
agreement with the Director of Public Safety/Chief of Police. The salary memoran-
dum will provide a 3% salary increase resulting in a base salary of $191,752.37. The
third amendment will extend the term of the Agreement by three years until April 1,
2023.

6. ITEMS FOR COMMISSION APPROVAL

a. REPLACEMENT PASSENGER TERMINAL PROJECT CONSULTANT
AGREEMENTS FOR FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY AND ADVISORY SERVICES,
TECHNICAL SUPPORT, AIRLINE COORDINATION SERVICES AND
OUTREACH/SUPPORT SERVICES. A staff report is included in the agenda packet.
To continue the advancement of the Replacement Passenger Terminal project, at
the August 19, 2019 meeting of the Finance and Administration Committee
(“Committee”), the Committee voted unanimously (3—0) to recommend the
Commission approve a second year funding with four consultants, and an award of a
new Professional Services Agreement to one consultant, currently providing
financial, outreach, or technical support services related to the development of the
RPT project: Ricondo & Associates, Public Resources Advisory Group, Moroney &
Associates, Airport & Aviation Professionals Inc., and Woodward & Associates.

b. AWARD OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT AIRPORT MARKETING
CONSULTANT SERVICES - ANYONE COLLECTIVE LLC. A staff report is included
in the agenda packet. At the August 19, 2019 Operations and Development
Committee (“Committee”) meeting, the Committee unanimously voted (3-0) to

COMMISSION\NEWSLETTER\9-23-19




recommend to the Commission an award of a Professional Services Agreement to
Anyone Collective, LLC, to provide airport marketing consulting services and media
purchases in support of the Authority’s Fiscal Year 2020 Branding, Marketing and
Advertising program. The total proposed expenditure for the program is not-to-
exceed an amount of $870,000 to be completed within FY 2020.

c. RENEWAL OF SITA AIRPORT SOLUTION LINE SERVICE AGREEMENT FOR
THE COMMON USE PASSENGER PROCESSING SYSTEM AND RELATED
EQUIPMENT. A staff report is included in the agenda packet. Subject to the
recommendation of the Operations and Development Committee at its meeting
immediately preceding the Commission meeting, Staff seeks Commission approval
of a proposed renewal of the Airport Solution Line Service Agreement (“Service
Agreement’) with SITA Information Networking Computing USA Inc. (“SITA”) for the
Common Use Passenger Processing System installed at the Airport. The term of the
proposed renewal is for a three-year base period with two optional one-year
extensions. The monthly cost during the base period will be $61,880 and will be
$64,153 and $66,065, respectively, during the extension periods. The Authority’s
payments to SITA under the Service Agreement are reimbursed monthly by the
Airlines serving the Airport and, if the proposed renewal is approved, will continue to
be reimbursed.

d. APPOINTMENT OF COMMITTEES - No staff report is attached. This item is
included in the agenda to provide the Commission President the opportunity to make
any standing or ad hoc committee appointments that he may wish to make.

7. ITEMS FOR COMMISSION DISCUSSION

a. COMMUNITY NOISE CONCERNS. No staff report is attached. Staff will report to
the Commission on activities undertaken regarding community noise concerns.

8. ITEMS FOR COMMISSION INFORMATION

a. CHARRETTE WORKSHOP STATUS UPDATE. No staff report is attached.
Daniel lacofano of MIG, Inc. will provide an update on the progress of the Public
Design Charrette Workshops (“workshops”). MIG is the facilitator of these
workshops, which are being conducted to gather information from the public to
inform the design of the Replacement Passenger Terminal.

b. JULY 2019 PARKING REVENUE STATISTICS. No staff report attached. Staff will
present parking revenue data for the month of July 2019.

c. JULY 2019 TRANSPORTATION NETWORK COMPANIES. No staff report
attached. Staff will update the Commission on TNC activity for the month of
July 2019.

d. JULY 2019 PASSENGER/CARGO AND REGIONAL AIRPORT PASSENGER
STATISTICS. No staff report attached. The July 2019 passenger count of 541,942
was up 18.96% compared to last year's 455,580 passengers. Air carrier aircraft
operations increased 27.69%, while cargo volume in July was up at 9.3 million
pounds.

-2
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