
City Council 
Agenda Report ITEM NO. ___ 

DATE: September 16, 2020  

TO: City Council Members 

FROM: Stephanie DeWolfe, City Manager 
Joanna Hankamer, Director of Planning and Community Development 

PREPARED BY: Malinda Lim, Associate Planner 

SUBJECT: Request For Review By the City Council of the Cultural Heritage 
Commission’s Decision to Approve Project No. 2238-COA – Certificate of 
Appropriateness  

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the City Council uphold the Cultural Heritage Commission’s approval of Project 
No. 2238-COA, Certificate of Appropriateness for 1030 Brent Avenue based on the findings and 
conditions of approval contained in the July 16, 2020 Cultural Heritage Commission staff report.   

Executive Summary 
Pursuant to the South Pasadena Municipal Code (SPMC) Section 36.610.020A, a Request For Review 
can be initiated by any two members of the City Council to review a decision. On July 31, 2020, two 
Council members (Council Member Michael Cacciotti and Mayor Bob Joe), submitted a Request For 
Review of the Cultural Heritage Commission’s (CHC) decision to approve a Certificate of 
Appropriateness (COA) for 1030 Brent (see Attachment 2).  This Request For Review was in response 
to Mr. Travis Dunville’s request (adjacent neighbor south of the project site) for the Council to reconsider 
the CHC’s decision on the project based on the following assertions:  

• A delay in Staff’s processing of his first and second public records requests;
• Staff presented inaccurate information to the CHC.

A letter from Mr. Dunville describing his assertion of information he considers inaccurate is included as 
Attachment 3 to this report. Pursuant to SPMC Section 36.610.020A, the Call for Review does not state 
that any error was made and no Councilmember who called for the review has predetermined the matter, 
which will be heard de novo by the entire City Council. 

Background 
On July 16, 2020, the CHC voted 3-0 (Commissioners Morrish and Friedman were absent) approving a 
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to convert an unpermitted patio cover into habitable space for an 
approximately 329 square-foot single-story addition to the rear of an existing single-story home.   

During the meeting, the Commissioners asked several questions relating to the issues expressed in the 
public comments received for this project.  The questions and answers are provided below.  
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• Was the detached unit that was converted into an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) permitted?

Response: Yes. The building records for the property were attached to the July 16, 2020 CHC staff
report and show that both units were permitted in the early 1920s.

As mentioned in the CHC staff report, one of the duplex units was converted into an ADU to
alleviate the requirement of a required covered parking space. This determination was made by the
previous Planning Director.

• In a public comment from Mr. Dunville regarding the July 16, 2020 CHC meeting, he states that
two trees were removed from the property without permits.

Response: As stated in the July 16, 2020 staff report, the Public Works Department investigated
the complaint of an unpermitted tree removal and found that it was unclear if a tree removal permit
would have been required.

The Commissioners heard the concern and included a requirement that the property owner plant a
tree as stated below:

A minimum 24-inch box tree listed on the City’s protected tree species list shall be planted on site.

• What was the delay for Code Enforcement in resolving the code citations on the property?

Response: The code compliance was addressed in two parts, first the ADU conversion (approved
on March 4, 2019) and then the unpermitted patio cover (the subject of the CHC approval being
reviewed). The resolution of the unpermitted patio went through a few design iterations before
Staff could support a compliant resolution.  Given staff turnover during these design iterations,
current staff needed time to understand the history of the project approvals and code violations in
order to pursue an appropriate solution for compliance. In Attachment 9, Mr. Robert Roybal
provided a timeline from March 2018 of when the first correction notice was issued to present time
(stop work order was issued to August 2020).

• Can the proposed addition be denied by the Commission?

Response:  Staff explained that the Commission cannot deny the proposed addition if the design
has been determined to meet the development standards in the Zoning Code and the design
standards in the CHC ordinance, which the ordinance requires consistency with the Secretary of
the Interior’s standards.  Staff also explained that the Commission can deny the conversion of the
illegal patio by requiring the applicant to demolish the existing patio before the applicant applies
for a building permit for the proposed addition. Staff did not recommend demolishing the existing
patio cover because staff was concerned about construction delay that could affect Mr. Dunville.
Instead, Staff recommended the conditions listed below as a penalty to the applicant:

1. A recorded covenant requiring the removal of the unpermitted patio cover if the proposed
addition is not built, and the proposed addition to be completed in 18 months from date of
COA approval.

2. Restricting the issuance of building permits for renovation or addition for 5 years.

16 - 2



CC Agenda  1030 Brent Avenue 
September 23, 2020                                                                                                 Project No. 2238-RFR 
     

Page 3 of 12 

3. Doubling of the cost of the building permit for the inspection fee.    

For the project history, staff report, and comments received for CHC meeting, see Attachments 4 and 5.  
 
Discussion 
The SPMC Section 2.65(e)(10) includes mandatory and project-specific findings which the CHC must 
make in order to approve the Certificate of Appropriateness.  The Request For Review is confined to the 
denial of the Certificate of Appropriateness on the grounds that there was inaccurate information presented 
to the CHC in the staff report. Accordingly, this staff report addresses only Mr. Dunville’s claims of 
inaccurate information.  
 
Issues Raised by Mr. Travis Dunville 
Mr. Dunville provided the below list of staff statements that he states are incorrect.  Below each statement 
from Mr. Dunville are Staff’s responses.  
 
1. Staff stated in June 2008, Planning & Building staff approved the 400 square-foot carport removal. 

There are no documents showing the removal of the 400 sq/ft carport, but there is a permit signed by 
the owner the day after approval for a single story with 400 sq/ft carport. A refund letter request shows 
the owner requesting the refund for fees for the single-story addition and 400 sq/ft carport. 
 
Staff Response:  The Planning Division staff approved a proposed change to the first Certificate of 
Appropriateness that removed only the proposed second story addition (and not the carport) on June 
19, 2008. A copy of those plans are included as Attachment 6.  

 
2. Staff stated a correction notice was issued in March of 2018.  

I ordered in a Public Records Request in February 2019 with all correspondences. No copy has ever 
been provided and a second request was ordered on July 13th, 2020. At the writing of this letter on 
July 29th, the city has not provided any information on the July 13th PRR. Critical to what the owner 
agreed to for complying. 
 
Staff Response:  A correction notice was issued on March 13, 2018 after Code Enforcement received 
and verified a complaint of an unpermitted structure built in the backyard and other possible 
construction occurring without the proper approvals and permits.  A stop work order letter was 
provided to the Roybals on April 9, 2018 as a follow-up to stop the work on the unpermitted 
construction. See Attachment 8 for a copy of both documents.  
 

3. Staff’s statement that the CHC Chairman approved the minor modifications to the plans on August 
24, 2018. 
The CHC Chair stated that he never approved the plans. This would make sense since the city does 
not have a record of the original 8/24/18 signed by CHC Gallatin. I inquired on January 28th, 2019 
about the approved plans and the city staffer could not find them. A few hours later the same city 
staffer emailed the architect and stated he found copies of the approved plans and needed to meet. The 
city staffer never contacted me. My wife and I walked into the city office three days later January 31, 
2019 and found the city staffer, architect and CHC chair Gallatin signing off on a 1/31/2019 approval 
that was based on the 8/24/18 review. There is no evidence that the CHC chair ever approved the 
8/24/18 plans and he is stating he did not. If there was a review and it is based on the 1/31/2019 
signature, the size alone would disqualify it from a minor review. Besides that, items changed were 
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for larger footprint, structure moved south more than 3ft covering the original bedroom window, 
raising the roof and adding multiple doors. All these falls under a Major Design Review and do not 
fall under a minor review.  

 
In either case if there was never an approval, then the COA 1101 was never amended and has not 
expired. If there was an approval, it is based on a major design changed that would have required 
notice to the surrounding properties and would also make the COA still valid. If there is validity to 
the 1/31/19 CHC approval and the items do fall into a minor review, then the 18 months have not 
expired. It would seem like a good idea to get this clarified. 

 
Staff Response:  The property owners (Mr. and Mrs. Roybal) stated that they were not able to make 
the improvements to their property as approved by the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) on 
November 15, 2007 due to financial hardships. The approval includes a 293 square-foot addition on 
the first floor, a new 555 square-foot second story addition, and a new 400 square-foot carport.   
Therefore, in January 2019, they submitted revised plans for a design change to only include the 293 
square-foot addition on the first floor (same size as original CHC approval).  At that time, staff 
determined that the design change was within the review authority of the Chair of the CHC under 
SPMC Section 2.65(e)(4)(E) for Minor Project Review. This section states the following: 

“…minor changes to a previously approved certificate; or any other undertaking determined 
by the director or his/her designee to not materially alter the features or have an adverse effect 
on the integrity of a cultural resource.” 

The revised design was approved on January 31, 2019 by the Chair of the CHC (see Attachment 7). 
The Chair did not approve the illegal patio cover.  

The property owners have the right to seek a new entitlement for various reasons and Mr. and Mrs. 
Roybal did receive the proper approvals as permitted in the CHC ordinance.  

4. Staff’s statement that the owner applied for a building permit in June 2019 based on the 8/24/18 
CHC Chair approval but was found to be inconsistent. Then stated, based on all the changes from 
the originally approved COA, a new COA would be needed. 
Why did the owner and or architect submit different plans in the permit process if they were already 
approved in 8/24/18? How did the owner make the changes to those plans? Keep in mind the staffer 
stated it was found out in the permit process that the plans changed. That was me going into the office 
and reviewing the update. I was told it was in the permit process. The then pointed out the 
inconsistencies with the plans to the city staffer and then emailed David Bergman. 

 
Staff Response:  As stated in the staff response above for Comment No. 3, the revised design was 
approved by the CHC Chair on January 31, 2019 and it was for a 293 square-foot addition on the first 
floor in which case, it falls under the approval authority of the CHC Chair under SPMC Section 
2.65(e)(4)(E). After receiving approval from the Chair, the property owners submitted a construction 
drawing set to the Building Division for a building permit. The construction drawing set submitted 
was not consistent with the revised design that was approved by the CHC Chair because it showed a 
329 square-foot addition on the first floor, which is 36 square feet larger than the Chair approval.  Staff 
reviewed the revised design and determined that a new Certificate of Appropriateness is needed by the 
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entire CHC because the project had evolved significantly from the original approval by the CHC in 
November 2007.   

 
5. Staff’s statement that there were 4 code issues with this property and 3 resolved without 

mentioning how they were resolved. Staffer stated while a single story was approved by CHC, the 
CHC chair stated he did not approve. The other single-story approval in 2008 by staffers. 
As previously stated, this seems very important to clarify the approval. There is an approval in 2008 
for forgoing with the construction of the second story addition and just doing the single-story addition, 
but no mention of eliminating the carport. The permit for the single story and refund show carport. 

 
Staff Response: The 2008 approval by the Planning Staff involved only the elimination of the second-
story addition from the original approval by the CHC, and therefore, was found to be consistent with 
the CHC’s original approval for the COA in November 2007. When the carport proposal was 
eliminated and the property owners were only requesting for the 293 square-foot addition on the first 
floor, in which case, falls under the approval authority of the CHC Chair under SPMC Section 
2.65(e)(4)(E).  

 
The July 16, 2020 CHC staff report provided brief summaries of the code enforcement issues on the 
property site and how they were addressed to be in compliance.  

 
The refund identified by Mr. Dunville was for the fee paid for the original building permit which 
included the second-story addition and carport. The refund was requested because the property 
owners were no longer pursuing those improvements.  

 
6. Staff’s statement that the proposed would not be visible from the street. 

Attached are pictures from north and south elevation on Brent from the Wells Fargo parking lot and 
NW corner of Brent/Oxley in January 28, 2019 before the 1/31/19 approval. I have included panned 
out and zoomed in. I have planted trees to cover as much as I can. The structure can also be seen 
from Park Ave as well. These pictures show the roof line. The proposed roof line is proposed to be 6 
feet taller. 
 

Figure 1: Photos of Unpermitted Patio Cover From Street 
 

16 - 5



CC Agenda  1030 Brent Avenue 
September 23, 2020                                                                                                 Project No. 2238-RFR 
     

Page 6 of 12 

Staff Response: Mr. Dunville is correct that portions of the proposed rear addition would be visible 
from the street. As the images above show, it appears that portions of the unpermitted patio cover are 
currently visible from the street, and therefore, the proposed addition would also be visible from the 
street.  These images were provided by Mr. Dunville show the existing unpermitted patio is visible 
from Brent Avenue after zooming in.   

 
While the July 16, 2020 staff report stated that the addition would not be visible from the street, staff 
still supports the approval of the project because the proposed addition will match the roof and building 
materials and colors of the existing house. The addition will replace the visible portion of the existing 
patio cover, which was not designed to blend with the existing house.   

 
The rear addition approved by the CHC on July 16, 2020 has been designed to retain and preserve the 
character-defining features with matching materials and colors to the existing residence, including 
wood French doors, wood siding, and composition shingle roofing. A wooden gable vent and 
outriggers/knee braces for the gable wall will match the existing architectural features of the home. 
The existing river rock veneer over concrete along the sides of the home will continue along the base 
of the proposed addition.  The proposed design changes would remove the existing patio cover and 
replace it with an addition that would complement the architectural style of the existing house.   

 
Therefore, the images above will be replaced with an addition that will blend in with the existing house 
and would not stand out to people walking on the street. 

 
7. Staff’s figure of the existing site plan outlined in blue. 

The existing layout is still incorrect as it currently mirrors the red proposed. The existing building 
separation from unpermitted construction and the duplex is still under 10ft, which was on the original 
plans. Existing show 10’2”. A PRR was requested on July 13, 2020 for the city staff measurements. 
This is not a surveyor issue since they are landmark measurements (driveway and fence). It should 
also be noted that the existing plan still shows the back patio that was already torn down. If you 
remember, the owner, city staffer and architect stated that the owner was building a covered patio. 
The owner did not have COA approval for a covered patio, it was for a first and second story addition. 
This itself can be reason for tearing down the structure and a 5-year moratorium for building.  

 
Staff Response:  Below is the figure Mr. Dunville is referring to. This was Figure 3 from the July 16, 
2020 CHC staff report.  
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Figure 2: Figure 3 From July 16, 2020 CHC Staff Report 
 

 
 
The site survey that was conducted included property line and setbacks but did not include the distance 
measurement between the existing ADU and unpermitted patio cover. The measurements of existing 
building locations, including the distance between the ADU and the unpermitted patio cover, were 
provided by the architect.. However, even if the architect’s dimension is incorrect regarding the separation 
of the ADU and unpermitted patio cover, the proposed addition that will replace the unpermitted patio 
cover will be plan checked and inspected to meet current codes, including building separation distances.  
 
In the July 16, 2020 CHC staff report, it was stated clearly that the existing patio cover is unpermitted and 
is the subject of the active code enforcement case for unpermitted construction.  With all the unapproved 
and unpermitted demolition and construction causing a public nuisance to the surrounding neighbors, the 
CHC approved the project with the following conditions to ensure that the proposed project is completed 
within the time allotted for a Certificate of Appropriateness: 
 

• Within 30 days of approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness, the property owner shall execute 
and record a covenant for removal of the unpermitted patio cover and the proposed addition to be 
completed within 18 months from the date of approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness.   
 

o If the owner refuses to execute and record such covenant, then the City shall remove the 
patio cover and restore the original house, and the owner shall reimburse the City for all 
costs incurred in doing the work.  The cost of the work performed by the City shall 
constitute a lien against the property on which the work is performed.   

o Upon application to the Commission, the time may be extended on a covenant if the owner 
shows that the work cannot reasonably be performed within 18 months.  
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• The covenant shall also include no building or construction-related permits which change the 
architectural or character-defining features of the home, or expansion of the home, shall be issued 
for a period of five years following the date of demolition of the unpermitted patio cover or 
completion of the proposed addition pursuant to South Pasadena Municipal Code Section 2.67c. 
Permits which are necessary for public safety or welfare in the opinion of the Planning Director 
may be issued.  

• The construction of this project shall be subjected to an inspection fee which doubles the amount 
of the building permit.  

In addition to the statements listed above involving Staff, Mr. Dunville also had responses to the comments 
the Commissioners and the Applicant’s representative made during the July 16, 2020 CHC meeting.  The 
details can be viewed starting in the middle of page 2 of Attachment 3. Staff is unable to respond on 
behalf of the Commission.  
  
As staff has mentioned to the CHC, the original COA that was approved in 2007 did not have an expiration 
date under the Cultural Heritage Ordinance in place at that time but when the property owners came in 
with a revised project in 2019, it was subjected to the current Cultural Heritage Ordinance which had an 
18 month expiration date on the approvals.  
 
Conclusion 
As discussed above, the information staff presented to the CHC for consideration of the project on July 
16, 2020 was correct according to City records.  Therefore, Staff recommends that the City Council uphold 
the decision by the CHC for approval of the project subject to conditions of approval.   
 
Legal Review 
This report was reviewed by the City Attorney.  
 
Environmental Analysis 
This item is exempt from any California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis based on State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15331, Class 31 Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation and 15301, 
Class 1 Existing Facilities.  Class 31 consists of projects limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, 
rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), 
Weeks and Grimmer. Class 1 exemption includes additions to existing structures provided that the addition 
will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square feet in which the project site is in an area where 
all public facilities are available and is not located in an environmentally sensitive area.   
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Required Cultural Heritage Findings 

Based on the discussions above, Staff recommends that the City Council make the findings as provided in 
more detail in the Resolution, included as Attachment 1, pursuant to South Pasadena Municipal Code 
(SPMC) Section 36.410.040(I), mandatory findings, and project-specific findings. A brief summary of the 
findings for the COA is provided below. 

Design Review 

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

 
2. Will adequately accommodate the functions and activities proposed for the site, will not 

unreasonably interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring, existing, or future 
developments, and will not create adverse pedestrian or traffic hazards; 

 
3. Is compatible with the existing character of the surrounding neighborhood and that all reasonable 

design efforts have been made to maintain the attractive, harmonious, and orderly development 
contemplated by this Section, and the General Plan;  

 
4. Would provide a desirable environment for its occupants and neighbors, and is aesthetically of 

good composition, materials, and texture that would remain aesthetically appealing with a 
reasonable level of maintenance and upkeep. 

 
Mandatory Findings 
The City Council shall make all of the required findings listed below: 
 

1. The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan. 
 

2. The project is consistent with the goals and policies of Article IVH – Cultural Heritage 
Commission Ordinance – of Chapter 2 of the South Pasadena Municipal Code. 
 

3. The project is consistent with the applicable criteria identified in Section 2.65(e)(8) which the 
Commission applies to Alterations, Demolitions, and relocation requests.   

 
Project-Specific Findings 
The City Council shall make at least three (3) of the findings listed below: 
 

1. The project removes inappropriate Alterations of the past;  
 

2. The project is appropriate to the size, massing, and design context of the historic neighborhood; 
(Staff Recommendation) 

3. In the case of an addition or enlargement, the project provides a clear distinction between the 
new and historic elements of the Cultural Resource or Improvement; (Staff Recommendation) 
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4. The project restores original historic features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties; 
 

5. The project adds substantial new living space (for example:  a second story toward the rear of 
a residence) while preserving the single story [architectural style or building type] character of 
the streetscape; 
 

6. The project enhances the appearance of the residence without adversely affecting its original 
design, character, or heritage; 
 

7. The project will not adversely affect the character of the Historic District in which the property 
is located; and/or; 

 
8. The project will be compatible with the appearance of existing Improvements on the Site and the 

new work will be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and Character-Defining Features to 
protect the Historic Integrity of the property and its environment;  

 
9. The Project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of 

Historic Properties, and is therefore exempt from CEQA under Class 31, which applies to 
“projects limited to Maintenance, Repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, 
Preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with 
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines 
for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstruction Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks 
and Grimmer.” (CEQA Guideline [Cal. Code Regs. Title 14] § 15331). (Staff Recommendation) 

10. Relocation as an alternative to Demolition of the Cultural Resource is appropriate because of 
the following:  CEQA analysis has been conducted and the owner has provided substantial 
evidence, as defined in CEQA (Public Resources Code § 21080(e)), demonstrating that no 
feasible alternative exists that would avoid a significant adverse impact on the resource; 
Relocation is required to prevent destruction of the resource at its current location; the new 
location is compatible with the Cultural Resources original character and use; upon relocation, 
the resource retains its historic features and compatibility in orientation, setting, and general 
environment; if re-located within the City of South Pasadena, the receiving location is 
appropriately zoned; the relocation is part of a definitive series of actions that will assure 
Preservation of the Cultural Resource. 
 

11. Demolition of the Cultural Resources is appropriate because of one or all of the following:   
i. CEQA analysis has been conducted and the owner has provided substantial evidence, as 

defined in CEQA (Public Resources Code § 21080(e)), demonstrating that no feasible 
alternative exists that would avoid a significant adverse impact on the resource;  

ii. The owner is approved for a Certificate of Economic Hardship; 
iii. The size, massing and scale of the proposed replacement structure is harmonious with 

other improvements and natural features that contribute to the Historic District, or the 
neighborhood character; and 
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iv. The proposed replacement structure contributes to the integrity of the Historic District or 
neighborhood. 

 
12. In the case of a structure that poses an Imminent Threat and is unsafe to occupy, the Commission 

shall make one or all of the following findings to approve a Demolition of a Cultural Resource: 
i. The building has experienced several structural damage and there is substantial evidence 

to support this conclusion from at least two sources (e.g., Structural Engineer, Civil 
Engineer, or Architect); or 

ii. No economically reasonable, practical, or viable measures could be taken to adaptively 
use, rehabilitate, or restore the building or structure on its existing site and there is 
substantial evidence to support this conclusion from at least two sources (e.g., Structural 
Engineer, Civil Engineer, or Architect); or 

iii. A compelling public interest justifies demolition. 

Alternatives to Consider 
If the City Council does not agree with staff’s recommendation, the following options are available:  
 

1. The City Council can Approve with additional condition(s) added (e.g. removal of the existing 
patio cover before submitting a building permit for the proposed addition); or  

2. The City Council can send the project back to the CHC for reconsideration; or  

3. The City Council can Deny the project, if it cannot make the required findings for approval. 

Next Steps 
If the City Council agrees with Staff’s recommendation, the applicant will proceed through the Plan Check 
Process with the Building Department and staff will review the construction plans to ensure that all 
conditions are satisfied.  
 
If denied, the applicant will remove the unpermitted covered patio.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
Not Applicable. 
 
Public Comment 
At the time of writing this report, staff received no public comments in regards to this Request to Review.  
 
Public Notification of Agenda Item 
The public was made aware that this item to be considered this evening by virtue of its inclusion on the 
legally publicly noticed agenda, posting of the same agenda and reports on the City’s website, publication 
in the South Pasadena Review newspaper, and mailing of a postcard notice to property owners within a 
300-foot radius of the subject property. 
 
The Roybals sent an email to Council Member Cacciotti requesting the reasoning behind why their project 
was requested for review. The email is provided as Attachment 10.  
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Attachments 
1. Resolution 

a. Exhibit A - Conditions of Approval 
2. Request For Review Email from City Council 
3. Travis Dunville Reconsideration Document & Attachments  
4. July 16, 2020 CHC Staff Report & Additional Documents 
5. June 18, 2020 CHC Staff Report & Additional Document 
6. Plans Approved by Staff on June 19, 2008 
7. Plans Approved by CHC Chair on January 31, 2019 
8. Correction Notice & Stop Work Notice 
9. Roybal’s Timeline of Events for Property 
10. Roybal’s Email to Council Member Cacciotti 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Resolution and Exhibit A – Conditions of Approval 
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RESOLUTION NO. _____ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOUTH 
PASADENA, CALIFORNIA PROJECT NO. 2238-REQUEST FOR 
REVIEW, TO UPHOLD THE CULTURAL HERITAGE 
COMMISSION DECISION TO APPROVE PROJECT NO. 2238-COA – 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR 1030 BRENT AVENUE 
(ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 5318-015-019) 

 
 WHEREAS, on November 15, 2007, the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) 
approved a 293 square-foot addition on the first floor, a new 555 square-foot second story 
addition, and a new 400 square-foot carport. The approved additions were located in the 
rear of the primary dwelling unit at 1030 Brent Avenue, (Assessor’s Parcel Number 5318-
015-019); and 
 
  WHEREAS, on December 4, 2007, the Design Review Board approved a 293 
square-foot addition on the first floor, a new 555 square-foot second story addition, and a 
new 400 square-foot carport. The approved additions were located in the rear of the primary 
dwelling unit; and  
 
 WHEREAS, on June 19, 2008, the Planning Division staff approved a proposed 
change to the project that removed the proposed second story addition and the 400 square–
foot carport. The revised project would construct only the 293 square-foot single story 
addition, which was determined to be consistent with the previous CHC and DRB 
approvals; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on March 13, 2018, the Planning Division was notified of 
unpermitted construction occurring at the project site. The Building Inspector conducted 
an inspection of the property and issued a correction notice. The notice was provided to the 
property owner with instructions to contact the Planning and Building Department to apply 
for the appropriate applications to gain compliance for the unpermitted construction by 
either receiving approval or removing the improvements; and 

WHEREAS, on January 31, 2019, the CHC Chair approved the rear addition of a 
293 square-foot patio cover; and  

 WHEREAS, in June 2019, the property owner applied for a building permit and 
during the building permit review process, it was discovered that the submitted 
construction plans were not consistent with the CHC Chair approval dated January 31, 
2019.  The construction plan submittal incorporated a 329 square-foot existing unpermitted 
patio cover as part of the single story addition that would result in a project that was 36 
square-feet larger than the design approved by the CHC Chair; and   

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2019, the Planning Division approved the conversion of the  
detached duplex unit into an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) which alleviated the requirement 
of additional parking for the proposed addition; and 
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WHEREAS, on July 10, 2019, the owners of 1030 Brent Avenue submitted an 
application for a new Certificate of Appropriateness for the conversion of an unpermitted patio 
cover into habitable space; and 
 

WHEREAS, the proposed project is considered a “Project” as defined by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 
seq.; and  

WHEREAS, the City determined that the proposed project is exempt from any 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis based on State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15331, Class 31 Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation and 15301, Class 
1 Existing Facilities; and  

 WHEREAS, on  June 5, 2020, the City of South Pasadena Planning and Building 
Department published a legal notice in compliance with state law concerning Project No. 
2238-COA in the South Pasadena Review, a local newspaper of general circulation, 
regarding the City of South Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission public hearing of  
June 18, 2020.  In addition, on  June 4, 2019, a public hearing notice was mailed to each 
property owner within a 300-foot radius of the project site, indicating the date and time of 
the public hearing at the Cultural Heritage Commission meeting for Project No. 2238-
COA; and  
 
  WHEREAS, on June 18, 2020, the Cultural Heritage Commission continued 
Project No. 2238-COA to the July 16, 2020 Cultural Heritage Commission meeting; and  

WHEREAS, on July 16, 2020, the Cultural Heritage Commission conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing, at which time public testimony was taken concerning Project No. 
2238-COA, and following the close of the public hearing, approved Project No. 2238-
COA, a Certificate of Appropriateness for 1030 Brent Avenue, subject to conditions of 
approval; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to SPMC Section 36.610.040(A), a Request For Review can 

be initiated by any two members of the City Council to review a decision by the Cultural 
Heritage Commission; and 

WHEREAS, on July 31, 2020, the last date of the appeal period for the July 16, 
2020 Cultural Heritage Commission meeting, City Council members Michael Cacciotti 
and Mayor Bob Joe, filed a Request for Review, in response to Mr. Travis Dunville’s 
request for the Council to reconsider the Cultural Heritage Commission’s approval with 
the City Clerk’s Office; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with state law, on September 4, 2020, City of South 
Pasadena Planning and Building Department published a legal notice in compliance with 
South Pasadena Municipal Code Section 36.630.020 concerning the Request for Review 
of the Cultural Heritage Commission’s approval of Project No. 2238-COA in the South 
Pasadena Review, a local newspaper of general circulation, regarding the City of South 
Pasadena City Council meeting of September 16, 2020.  In addition, on September 3, 2020, 
a public hearing notice was mailed to all property owners and occupants within a 300-foot 
radius of the project site, indicating the date and time of the public hearing at the City 
Council meeting for the Request for Review.  
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WHEREAS, on September 16, 2020, the City Council conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing, at which time public testimony was taken concerning the Request for 
Review of the Cultural Heritage Commission’s approval of Project No. 2238-COA, a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the conversion of an unpermitted patio cover into 
habitable space for an approximately 329 square-foot single-story addition to the back of 
an existing single-story home located at 1030 Brent Avenue.  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOUTH 
PASADENA, CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE AND 
ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 

 
SECTION 1: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDINGS 

This project is exempt from any California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis 
based on State CEQA Guidelines Section 15331, Class 31 Historical Resource 
Restoration/Rehabilitation and 15301, Class 1 Existing Facilities.  Class 31 consists of 
projects limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, 
preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 
Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer. Class 1 exemption includes additions to existing 
structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 
square feet in which the project site is in an area where all public facilities are available 
and is not located in an environmentally sensitive area.   

SECTION 2:  DESIGN REVIEW FINDINGS 

The City Council hereby upholds the Cultural Heritage Commission’s approval and 
findings for approval of a Design Review for the Project pursuant to South Pasadena 
Municipal Code Section 36.410.040, as follows: 
 
1. Is consistent with the General Plan, any adopted design guidelines and any 

applicable design criteria for specialized areas (e.g., designated historic or other 
special districts, plan developments, or specific plans); 
 
The existing house is a Craftsman architectural style home. The proposed project has 
been designed to retain and preserve the character-defining features of the house.  The 
proposed addition is in keeping with the City’s design guidelines for the scale, massing, 
and building placement of Craftsman style homes. The gable roof form, wooden vent, 
and outriggers of the addition have been designed to complement the architectural style 
of the existing Craftsman home. The project would be consistent with the potential 
historic character of the 1000 Block Brent District and is also consistent with the 
General Plan. 

 
2. Will adequately accommodate the functions and activities proposed for the site, 

will not unreasonably interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring, 
existing, or future developments, and will not create adverse pedestrian or traffic 
hazards; 
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The project will not unreasonably interfere with the use or enjoyment of the 
neighboring, existing, or future developments, and will not create adverse pedestrian 
or traffic hazards.  The proposed project involves reusing the framing of an unpermitted 
patio for the proposed addition, which will remove the existing code violation on the 
property.  Conditions are included to prohibit the property from obtaining additional 
building permits to change or expand the house for a period of five years after 
completion of the proposed addition.  

 
The project, as designed, is in compliance with the Residential Multi-Family 
development standards. The proposed addition is in keeping with the design guidelines 
for scale, massing, and building. The proposed addition is not out character with the 
existing neighborhood as there are other homes with similar additions nearby and the 
addition would not be visible to the street.  Conditions are also included  
 

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

The proposed project has been designed to retain and preserve the character-defining 
features of the house. The scale of the addition will not change the visual appearance 
of the home from the street because no changes are proposed to the front of the existing 
house and the proposed addition would not be visible to the street.  Therefore, the 
existing house with the proposed addition remains harmonious and compatible with 
surrounding homes and neighborhood.  
 

4. Provides a desirable environment for its occupants and neighbors, and is 
aesthetically of good composition, colors, materials, and texture, that would 
remain aesthetically appealing with a reasonable level of maintenance and 
upkeep.   
 
The project, as designed, would provide a desirable environment for its occupants and 
neighbors because the project will use the same exterior building materials as the 
existing house. The proposed addition is at the rear of the home and will not be visible 
from the street. In addition, the project will retain and preserve the character-defining 
features of the house such as the exposed rafter tails, river rock trim, and front porch. 
The existing home is consistent with the historic character of the neighborhood and 
potential district, 1000 Block Brent District; the proposed addition will not change this. 
The project will fix an existing code violation and is conditioned to prohibit issuance 
of building permits for a period of five years after completion of the proposed addition 
so that this property would stop being a nuisance to nearby neighbors.  

 

SECTION 3:  CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FINDINGS 

The City Council hereby upholds the Cultural Heritage Commission’s approval and 
findings that the proposed project is consistent with all mandatory findings and three 
project specific findings to approve the Certificate of Appropriateness of the project 
pursuant to SPMC Article 4H, Chapter 2, as follows: 
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     Mandatory Findings.  

1. The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan. 

The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan 
for preservation, rehabilitation, and use of historic resources in the City. The 
existing house is a Craftsman architectural style home. The proposed project has 
been designed to retain and preserve the character-defining features of the house. 
The project would be consistent with the historic character of the potential district, 
1000 Block Brent District and is consistent with the General Plan. 
 

2. The project is consistent with the goals and policies of Article IVH – Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance – of Chapter 2 of the South Pasadena Municipal Code. 

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Cultural Heritage 
Commission Ordinance. The project implements the goals of the Cultural Heritage 
Commission Ordinance by perpetuating the use of a cultural resource through 
rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the historic resource. The project preserves the 
architectural and aesthetic features of the historic home consistent with the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards. (See the detailed discussion of these standards 
below.)  
 

3. The project is consistent with the applicable criteria identified in Section 
2.65(e)(8) which the Commission applies to Alterations, Demolitions, and 
relocation requests.   

The renovations proposed for the project are consistent with the Secretary of 
Interior Standards for rehabilitation.   

    Project-Specific Findings 

1. The project is appropriate to the size, massing, and design context of the 
historic neighborhood  

The project is appropriate with the size, massing, and design context of the 
surrounding historic neighborhood. The design of the renovation features the same 
building materials and color finishes as the existing structure. The proposed 
addition is in keeping with the design guidelines for scale and massing of the 
historic neighborhood as the addition is not visible to street.  Therefore, the 
proposed addition would be harmonious and compatible with surrounding homes 
and neighborhood.  
 

2. In the case of an addition or enlargement, the project provides a clear 
distinction between the new and historic elements of the Cultural Resource or 
Improvement 

 
The project is designed to add the additional living space behind the existing house. 
The height of the addition will be shorter than the original structure and is offset 
from the sides of the home. It will be set in about 12 feet from the north wall and 
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about 6 feet in for the south wall of the existing home. The gable roof for the 
proposed addition will be perpendicular to the existing home with a roof pitch of 
6:12, which is different from the existing roof pitch of 5:12.  Therefore, the 
proposed addition will provide a clear distinction from the existing dwelling. 
 

3. The project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties, and is therefore exempt from CEQA under 
Class 31, which applies to “projects limited to maintenance, repair, 
stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or 
reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstruction 
Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer.” (CEQA Guideline [Cal. 
Code Regs. Title 14] § 15331)  

Consistency with Secretary of the Interior Standards 
Standard Consistency Determination 
Standard 1: A property will be used as it 
was historically or be given a new use that 
requires minimal change to its distinctive 
materials, features, spaces, and spatial 
relationships 

Consistent. The property will continue to be used as a 
single-family home. The proposed project would have 
minimal changes to the materials and features of the house.  
 

Standard 2: The historic character of a 
property will be retained and preserved. 
The removal of distinctive materials of 
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial 
relationships that characterize a property 
will be avoided.   
 

Consistent. The project proposes to retain all of the 
character-defining features. The proposed rear addition is 
to accommodate more living space to the existing structure 
and would be constructed in the rear of the house. The 
addition will be architecturally consistent with the 
character of the existing home.   

Standard 3: Each property will be 
recognized as a physical record of its time, 
place, and use. Changes that create a false 
sense of historical development, such as 
adding conjectural features or elements 
from other historic properties, will not be 
undertaken.  

Consistent. As described in Standard 2, the overall design 
does not create a false sense of historical development and 
does not incorporate conjectural features from other 
historic properties into the development.  
 

Standard 4: Changes to a property that 
have acquired historic significance in their 
own right will be retained and preserved.  

Consistent. The proposed design and modifications to the 
house will maintain and preserve the historic accuracy of 
the house.    
 

Standard 5: Distinctive materials, 
features, finishes, and construction 
techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
that characterize a property will be 
preserved.  
 

Consistent. The project proposes to retain all of the 
character-defining materials, features (such as existing 
windows), finishes, construction techniques, etc. 

Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features 
will be repaired rather than replaced. 
Where the severity of deterioration 
requires replacement of a distinctive 
feature, the new feature will match the old 
in design, color, texture, and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement of 
missing features will be substantiated by 
documentary and physical evidence. 

Consistent. No deteriorated historic features are identified.    
 

Standard 7: Chemical or physical Consistent. No chemical or physical treatments are 
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treatments, if appropriate, will be 
undertaken using the gentlest means 
possible. Treatments that cause damage to 
historic materials will not be used.  

proposed. 
 

Standard 8: Archeological resources will 
be protected and preserved in place. If such 
resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
measures will be undertaken.  

Consistent. No archeological resources are known to exist 
on the site.   
 

Standard 9: New additions, exterior 
alterations, or related new construction 
shall not destroy historic materials that 
characterize the property, the new work 
shall be differentiated from the old and 
shall be compatible with the massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features to protect 
the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment.  
 

Consistent. The proposed rear addition would be off set 
from the existing sides of the home and the gable roof has 
a different pitch and is perpendicular to the existing roof.  
The modifications would be compatible with the existing 
massing, scale, and materials of the house. 

Standard 10: New additions and adjacent 
or related new construction shall be 
undertaken in such a manner that if 
removed in the future, the essential form 
and integrity of the historic property and 
its environment would be unimpaired.  

Consistent. The new construction, if removed at some later 
time, would not impair the essential form and integrity of 
the retained portion of the building. 

 
SECTION 4:  RECORD OF PROCEEDING 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of the proceedings upon  
which the Cultural Heritage Commission’s decision is based, which include, but are not 
limited to, staff reports, as well as all materials that support the staff reports for the 
proposed project, and are located in the Planning and Building Department of the City of 
South Pasadena at 1414 Mission Street, South Pasadena, CA 91030. The custodian of these 
documents is the City Clerk of the City of South Pasadena. 

SECTION 5.  DETERMINATION 

For the following reasons and based on the information included in the Staff Report and 
findings outline in this Resolution, and record of proceeding, the City Council hereby 
upholds the Cultural Heritage Commission’s Decision of Approval on July 16, 2020 for 
the proposed Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an unpermitted patio cover into 
habitable space for an approximately 329 square-foot single-story addition at the rear of an 
existing single-family home located at 1030 Brent Avenue, subject to conditions of 
approval attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.   
 

SECTION 6.  CERTIFICATION OF THE RESOLUTION 

The City Clerk of the City of South Pasadena shall certify to the passage and adoption of 
this resolution and its approval by the City Council and shall cause the same to be listed in 
the records of the City. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED ON this 16th day of September 2020. 
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 Robert Joe, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 
             
Evelyn G. Zneimer, City Clerk Teresa L. Highsmith, City Attorney 

(seal) 
 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the City 
Council of the City of South Pasadena, California, at a regular meeting held on the 16th 
day of September, 2020 by the following vote:  
 
AYES:  

NOES:  

ABSENT:  

ABSTAINED:  
 
 
 
      
Evelyn G. Zneimer, City Clerk 
                 (seal) 
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EXHIBT A 

 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL   
Certificate of Appropriateness 

 
PROJECT NO. 2238-Request For Review of the Cultural Heritage  

Commission’s Approval of Project No. 2238-COA 
1030 Brent Avenue (APN:  5318-015-019) 

 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

On September 16, 2020, the City Council upheld the Cultural Heritage Commission’s approval of Project 
No. 2238-COA at 1030 Brent Avenue.  Therefore, the following approval is granted for the land as 
described in the application and any attachments thereto, as shown on the development plans 
submitted to and approved by the Cultural Heritage Commission on July 16, 2020:   
 

1. Certificate of Appropriateness for a partial demolition of the rear portion of a warehouse and 
restoration of the remaining front portion of an existing historic structure 

 
PLANNING DIVISION:  

P1. Approval by the Cultural Heritage Commission does not constitute a building permit or 
authorization to begin any construction.  An appropriate permit issued by the South Pasadena 
Building Division must be obtained prior to construction, enlargement, relocation, conversion or 
demolition of any building or structure on any of the properties involved with the Certificate of 
Appropriateness. 

P2. All other requirements of any law, ordinance, or regulation of the State of California, City of 
South Pasadena, and any other government entity shall be complied with. 

P3. Compliance with and execution of all conditions listed herein shall be necessary prior to 
obtaining any occupancy inspection clearance and/or prior to obtaining any occupancy 
clearance. 

P4. The applicant and each successor in interest to the property which is the subject of this project 
approval, shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City of South Pasadena and its agents, 
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the City or its agents, 
officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul any approval of the City, City Council 
or City Cultural Heritage Commission concerning this use. 

P5. The construction site and the surrounding area shall be kept free of all loose materials resembling 
trash and debris in excess of that material used for immediate construction purposes.  Such 
excess may include, but is not limited to: the accumulation of debris, garbage, lumber, scrap 
metal, concrete, asphalt, piles of earth, salvage materials, abandoned or discarded furniture, 
appliances or other household fixtures. 

P6. The hours of construction shall be limited to the following:  8:00 am and 7:00pm Monday through 
Friday, 9:00am and 7:00pm Saturday, and construction on Sundays limited to 10:00am to 
6:00pm.   

P7. During construction, the clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations that cause 
excessive fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular water or other dust preventive 
measures using the following procedures: 
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a. All material excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent excessive 
amounts of dust. Watering shall occur at least twice daily with complete coverage, 
preferable in the late morning and after work is done for the day; 

b. All material transported on-site or off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely 
covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust; 

c. The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations shall be 
minimized so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust; and 

d. Visible dust beyond the property line emanating from the project shall be prevented to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

 
P8. Within 30 days of approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness, the property owner shall execute 

and record a covenant for removal of the unpermitted patio cover and the proposed addition to 
be completed within 18 months from the date of approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness.   
 

a. If the owner refuses to execute and record such covenant, then the City shall remove the 
patio cover and restore the original house, and the owner shall reimburse the City for all 
costs incurred in doing the work.  The cost of the work performed by the City shall constitute 
a lien against the property on which the work is performed.   

b. Upon application to the Commission, the time may be extended on a covenant if the 
owner shows that the work cannot reasonably be performed within 18 months.  

P9. The covenant shall also include no building or construction-related permits which change the 
architectural or character-defining features of the home, or expansion of the home, shall be issued 
for a period of five years following the date of demolition of the unpermitted patio cover or 
completion of the proposed addition pursuant to South Pasadena Municipal Code Section 2.67c. 
Permits which are necessary for public safety or welfare in the opinion of the Planning Director may 
be issued.  

P10. The construction of this project shall be subjected to an inspection fee which doubles the amount 
of the building permit.  

BUILDING AND SAFETY DIVISION: 
General conditions for all existing buildings and proposed addition: 

B1. The second sheet of building and grading plans is to list all conditions of approval and to include 
a copy of the Cultural Heritage Commission Decision letter. This information shall be 
incorporated into the plans prior to the first submittal for plan check.  

B2. Park Impact Fee to be paid at the time of permit issuance. 

B3. Per Chapter 16A of the City of South Pasadena Municipal Code, Growth fee to be 
paid at the time of permit issuance. 

B4. Project shall comply with the CalGreen Residential mandatory requirements. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS: 

PW1 The applicant shall obtain City approval for any modifications or revisions to the approval 
of this project.  Deviations not identified on the plans may not be approved by the City, 
potentially resulting in the need for the project to be redesigned. 

 
PW2 The applicant shall be responsible for all costs incurred by the City and the Public Works 

Department for the use of professional services or consultants in the review, investigation, 
and/or plan check of the public improvement plans.  The applicant shall deposit monies 
into an approved project account from which the City shall draw funds to pay for said 
professional services. 

 
 PW3 The applicant shall replace all broken, damaged, or out-of-grade curb and gutter, 

sidewalk, and driveway fronting the property on Indiana Avenue to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer per SPMC Section 31.54.  All improvements within the public right-of-way shall 
conform to the current editions of the Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction (SSPWC) and Standard Plans for Public Works Construction (SPPWC). 

 
PW4 If any trees are to be removed, apply for a tree removal permit with the Public Works 

Department per City Ordinance No. 2328 amending Section 34.10 of SPMC.  See SPMC 
Section 34.12 for the required information and process for the trees that are proposed to 
be removed and/or impacted during construction.  Replacement trees shall be planted 
per SPMC Section 34.12-5.  If existing trees are to remain on site, the applicant shall note 
on the plans methods of protecting existing trees during construction. 

 
PW5 No overnight storage of materials or equipment within the public right-of-way shall be 

permitted. 
 

PW6 Temporary bins (low boy) will be “roll off” style to be provided by Athens Services.  Athens 
Services has an exclusive agreement with the City for the provision of trash removal 
services: only Athens dumpsters can be used. Any dumpsters placed on the roadway shall 
require a protective barrier underneath (such as plywood) to protect the pavement.  The 
applicant shall obtain dumpster permit from the Public Works Department. 

 
PW7 The applicant shall obtain oversize/overload permits from the Public Works Department for 

any oversized equipment used during the stages of construction, including, but not limited 
to: demolition; clearing and grubbing; grading; material disposal; drilling for piles and/or 
caissons; trenching for footings; excavation for retaining walls; core sampling of soils; etc. 
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From: Michael Cacciotti
To: Joanna Hankamer; Kanika Kith; Maria Ayala; Kenia Lopez; Stephanie DeWolfe
Cc: Mark- Steven Gallatin; Robert Joe; Michael Cacciotti; dunvillefisk@earthlink.net; Travis D; Teresa Highsmith
Subject: Re: COA 2238 Correction to the record for 1030/1032 Brent
Date: Friday, July 31, 2020 10:38:38 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Maria, Joanna, and Kanika,

My previous email regarding an appeal of the CHC decision on July 16, 2020 regarding
1030/1032 Brent Avenue was actually intended to be a call for review pursuant to SPMC
section 36.610.020.  I have a second from Mayor Bob Joe to call this matter up for review.  I
have in no way predetermined the outcome of the matter before the City Council in requesting
review of this matter.
Thanks
Michael 

Sent from my iPhone
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ATTACHMENT 3 
Travis Dunville Reconsideration  

Document and Attachments 
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From: Travis D
Sent:Wednesday, July 15, 2020 11:39 AM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc:mcacciotti@southpasadena.gov; Nichole >
Subject: Project Number 2238 COA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Commissioners,

I previously sent an email for the June meeting with my concerns and opposition to this project. My questions were to
the architect for clarification. As of the writing of this email, the deadline for the owner presentation has expired. It
appears no owner or architect will be able to answer any of the questions. After reading the CHC July 16th Agenda
packet, I have more comments and questions regarding the staff presentation and recommendation. My replies go with
the timeline of staff comments and the Ongoing Enforcement 1 4, in addition to supplemental comments.

I see this is not the first time the GC/Owner has received a stop work order for his home. It appears that he was issued a
stop work order in 2002 for interior demolition and re roofing. While it looks like some permits were pulled, they
appear to have expired with only the electrical panel finalized (Edison had to sign off). While we are not looking into
that, it does show a pattern of ignoring the code as a GC/Owner.

On agenda packet page 2 2 a timeline of events from the city staffers appear to have inaccurate and incomplete
information.

June 19, 2008 states that the Planning staff approved the removal of the proposed second story addition and the 400
square foot carport. There is no documentation of the removal of the carport for approval. In fact, permit #023034 was
issued the next day June 20th, 2008 and states in the description of work “Add Family RM. To Back Of Existing Home;
400SQ/ft carport.” This is signed by the owner. If you scroll to 2 65, you can see a year later on June 5th, 2009 that both
Dianne and Robert Roybal submitted a letter for a refund of permit # 23034 that they state was for the room addition
and carport project that was permitted in June 30, 2008(actually June 20th). If there was approval to eliminate the
carport, why mention the carport in the permit and the refund? I would also ask if parking was not an issue, why did
staffers state in 2019 to David Bergman that parking was holding this project up (see previous emails)?

March 13th, 2018 Planning was notified of unpermitted construction. The inspector came into our house 40 days earlier
on February 1, 2018 and took pictures. The City has failed to provide us with copies of those pictures after numerous
requests. They have not provided the stop work order and correspondences from the owner to comply. The pictures
show 12 doors that were installed vertically and horizontally. We have one picture from our kitchen at night (in the
agenda packet). If you look, you can see the two doors installed next to each other with another above, horizontally.

CHC chair review was done on August 24th, 2018 and it was determined to be consistent with the previous approval and
approved minor modifications. Please see the previous documents as they show the footprint shifted, the height of the
structure increased and the addition of more doors. These changes were not minor per SPMC that has previously been
mentioned (see previous emails), they required a major design review.
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A year later in 2019 the same plans were submitted and now staffers in their current CHC presentation are stating that
the plans are inconsistent. It was discovered that they were not consistent with the CHC chair approval. What happened
in the year of complying? It has been 2 ½ years and they still are unable to comply.

Staff states that with all the changes, the project now requires a new COA? The new design is a hybrid of the original
approval, so why not use the original COA#1101 with a modification to approve, deny or revoke? Because the
information originally provided to DRB and CHC confirms to be false and falls under misrepresentation and fraud in
approval of a COA and that needs to be enforced. See the site plan approval of 2007 vs. 2020.

Ongoing Code Enforcement 1 4

1.

2. Incorrect measurements?

3. Simple tape measurements were able confirm the numerous errors on the original site plan. With or without a
surveyor, the measurement errors were in feet and not inches. The site plan in this agenda packet still has
errors on the building separation from

4. the duplex to unpermitted construction. It shows 10ft 2 inches in an existing site plan. After meeting with the
Director of Planning in November, we followed up with a letter and image to the Director of Planning showing
the measurement of about 7 ft (see

5. both below). We acknowledged that the rafter areas need to be considered in the measurement, but both are
small. When staffers measured the property by tape measure, city staffer (Jose) stated to Robert Roybal (owner)
that he thought all the measurements

6. were good except the building separation. A visit to the property by CHC and councilmember Cacciotti to
confirm this error would be great. We have requested a PRR for the measurements from the January 9th

7. staffers site visit. Don’t forget the carport area that measures 20ft and needed additional space for the
required setback, nor could it have been constructed with the items behind the duplex (see image
below). There is also a utility pole in that area that

8. we asked the Director of Planning about in our one and only meeting in November 2019 that was not included
in the original plans. It too requires an additional setback. Director of planning never got back to us.

9.

2.
3. Construction or conversion
4. to an ADU. Since 2016, the City of South Pasadena has had a minimum lot size for ADUs. This owner’s lot did

not meet the requirement and there was not a state law that overrode it. The owner in a 2018 letter told the
city what could be built to eliminate

5. the carport (see emails). The city was made aware of this numerous times in 2018, 2019 and 2020 but never
formally addressed it. Only in 2020 did the state requirement change that did not require a minimum lot size for
ADUs to be

6. constructed
7. or converted
8. from an Accessory Structure. This is a legal duplex and the state and city websites are clear that a duplex is not

considered an Accessory Structure (i.e. garage, carport, pool house, incidental). In February 2019 this was
brought up with David Bergman and
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9. at the same time, Bergman was in contact with the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (CDHCD) regarding ADUs. Bergman could not provide any support docs on a conversion. In
November 2019, we brought this up to the Director of Planning,

10. but she never got back to us. I contacted the California Department of Housing and Community Development
regarding this issue early on in this process and a follow up in 2020 and they confirmed a duplex is not an
Accessory Structure. The CDHCD can set up

11. a Webex or conference call to confirm this information, but it is in the code.
12.

3.
4. This was brought up informally
5. with city staffer prior to the investigation. Formally we brought it up with Interim Planning Director David

Bergman in February 2019. After numerous requests, City Manager emailed us on October 10, 2019 that “Based
on the Public Works investigation the

6. removed tree was less than 12 inches in diameter and did not require a tree removal permit.” When we
emailed back providing pictures and stated that the tree was multi trunk and required a stump grinder and who
and how did they investigate, there was no reply.

7. After part of the Public Records Request was provided to us in May 2020, Public Works stated that they never
investigated the tree removal. Now city staffers are stating it was investigated with aerial views and unable to
determine. In a PRR we found that

8. on October 10th,
9. 2019 the city arborist was sent pictures of the aerial views and could not determine. The arborist asked for any

ground pictures. No other follow up was done on this request from any city staffers. There are now three
versions of this story. It appears

10. the homeowner was never questioned or asked to provide any support documentation about the tree
removal. Neither tree was ever listed on the original COA approval. You can use Google Earth and the Los
Angeles County Assessor maps for measurements. You can

11. also request receipts and cancelled checks to confirm what work was performed. An arborist can also estimate
the size of the multi trunk trees based on the tree that is visual in Google images from at least 2006 and cut
down in 2015. (To date, the city never

12. followed up with the oak tree that was cut out of season without a permit)
13.

4.
5. When you look at the original

6. COA #1101 which never expired (according to Bergman April 2019 & Stephanie DeWolfe October 2019, see
emails) and the new design, there is no need for a new COA. The designs are very similar. This would fall under
a Major Design Review under the original

7. COA #1101. When misrepresentation or fraud occurs in the approval process, the SP municipal code allows
revocation of the COA and for the project to be torn down and no permits issued for 5 years under this
behavior. The owner and architect did exactly that.

8. They used fraudulent measurements and misrepresented the site plan to the CHC and DRB (which originally
included Morrish) on the original DRB approval. To get around this, staffers are recommending a new COA.

9.
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In the staff presentation slides, there are still mistakes I would like to point out. Remember, the owner and architect
have had 2 ½ years to fix these items and it appears that they continue to misrepresent the project to the residents of SP
and CHC.

Slide 6:

The original, existing, and proposed site plans have never shown the utility pole in the back of the duplex. The pole has
been there since before they owned the property. This was brought to the Director of Planning, but she never followed
up with a CPU set back requirement. See the picture of guide wire below in front of the fence.

The carport area behind the duplex measures 20.89 or about 20ft 10inches. Different from the original measurements
used for approval. The carport they were required to build would have never been able to fit there and comply with the
electrical panel, washer, dryer, garden window and water heater. In a conversation with the owners in January 2019,
the owners told us that they knew all along that the carport would have never fit. See the picture below.

The existing blue line goes completely to the house and is tied into the roof like the proposed red. The blue line makes it
look like it is open (see previous email pictures). In either case, they are both wrong. The “existing” is not what is
built. What is built looks like the red “proposed”. It is a square box. In the existing, it also shows the stairs in the
unpermitted patio running north and south. This is not the case. They come straight off the door and down in a
west/east direction.

The existing blue shows building separation is 10’ 2”. This is not the case as it measures 8 to 9ft. We have requested a
PRR for the field measurements from the city site visit in January 2020. The existing also is misrepresented in scale. It is
built like the red proposed. The only bump out is underneath the rafters that extend out about a foot. The large blue
area that extends out in the existing is the original porch that was torn down in 2015 or 2016 when unpermitted
construction started. See the picture below. Why are there still errors after all the previous notifications?

On the interior, it is unclear if the existing proposed hallway area between the master bathroom and closet will be taken
down. Rafters were modified in the attic to allow plenty of clearance to walk around and a ladder or steep staircase
was installed. I would suggest a site visit or lots of pictures or video provided to you via the owner for a better
explanation. Based on previous details, it appears that this project is being constructed with the intent to add a
staircase and possibly finish the attic like the original COA#1101 approval since the roof line has increased to 17’
10”. The centerline of the roof pitch goes right to the top of the master closet. Compare to the original COA#1101 (see
previous emails)

Slide 9:

Existing makes it appear like it is an open patio, but it has vertical wood 8 10 tall (see previous emails for picture)

The height of the new roof appears to be 17ft 10 which also appears to be tall enough for clearance into the attic. Like
the original approval with the staircase into the closet and a slight turn inches that appears to be high enough that a
dormer would not be needed.

Slide 10:

North elevation existing appears to be open but is installed with OSB plywood. See picture below.

Slide 11:

East elevation shows the existing master bedroom window but fails to show the bathroom window or the exterior door
into the unpermitted construction. See picture below.

Slide 12:

Staff recommended a new COA when comparing the original approval to the new design because there are so many
changes. When you look at slide 6, it is almost the same footprint, but a little wider which would require a Major Design
Review.
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Parking requirements were lied about in measurements in the original approval in the carport section and the driveway
width. Now staffers are stating that the CHC approved in 2008 a single story addition with no carport. The permit and
refund letter from the owners do not confirm that (see agenda packet).

CHC spends lots of volunteer hours on all types of projects to ensure compliance in the city. Send the message and deny
this COA and revoke COA 1101 based on fraud and misrepresentation. Only then will the residents of South Pasadena
know they can be granted a fair approval process with the CHC.
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Kind regards,
Travis Dunville 
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From: Travis D
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 12:22 AM
To: Kanika Kith <kkith@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc: Joanna Hankamer <jhankamer@southpasadenaca.gov>; Mark Steven Gallatin <mgallatin@prodigy.net>; Robert Joe
<rjoe@southpasadenaca.gov>; Michael Cacciotti <mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: COA 2238 Correction to the record for 1030/1032 Brent

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Kanika,
I'm asking for reconsideration of the COA approval based on the inaccurate information provided in the 
meeting.  This would include all the items that are in the attached CHC consideration letter and the supporting 
documents regarding the inaccurate information.  I held off as long as I could because I was waiting for more 
support documentation from a July 13th Public Records Request.  The request was based on the material the 
city uploaded on the city website prior to the meeting.  As of the writing of this document, I have not received 
any of the items I requested.  I have not been contacted by the city stating it may take some time.  While it 
would be great to have this information for the CHC, I think the corrected information attached should be 
enough.
Because the window is closing on the appeal process, it is urgent that everyone review the information.  If the 
city or CHC is unable to still make the call for reconsideration, the next step would be to have a council member 
review the commission's decision and file with the City Clerk's office.  I think with the history of this project 
and the lack of the first PRR and now the delay in the second PRR, consideration should be highly considered. 

Kind regards, 
Travis Dunville 
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Dear City Staffers & CHC members, 

I am asking for reconsideration of the approval of COA #2238 because of the following inaccurate information that was 
provided to the commission by staff and the owners representative that were imperative for this project to be approved.  

Staff report: 

Staff stated in June 2008 Planning & Building staff approved of the 400 sq/ft carport removal. 

There are no documents showing the removal of the 400 sq/ft carport, but there is a permit signed by the owner the day 
after approval for a single story with 400 sq/ft carport.  A refund letter requests shows the owner requesting the refund 
for fees for the single-story addition and 400 sq/ft carport.    

Staff stated a correction notice was issued in March of 2018. 

I ordered in a Public Records Request in February 2019 with all correspondences.  No copy has ever been provided and a 
second request was ordered on July 13th, 2020.  At the writing of this letter on July 29th, the city has not provided any 
information on the July 13th PRR.  Critical to what the owner agreed to for complying.   

Staff stated that on 8/24/2018 the CHC Chair approved the minor modifications to the plans. 

The CHC Chair stated that he never approved the plans.  This would make sense since the city does not have a record of 
the original 8/24/18 signed by CHC Gallatin.  I inquired on January 28th, 2019 about the approved plans and the city 
staffer could not find them.  A few hours later the same city staffer emailed the architect and stated he found copies of 
the approved plans and needed to meet.  The city staffer never contacted me. My wife and I walked into the city office 
three days later January 31, 2019 and found the city staffer, architect and CHC chair Gallatin signing off on a 1/31/2019 
approval that was based on the 8/24/18 review.  There is no evidence that the CHC chair ever approved the 8/24/18 
plans and he is stating he did not.  If there was a review and it is based on the 1/31/2019 signature, the size alone would 
disqualify it from a minor review.  Besides that, items changed were for larger footprint, structure moved south more 
than 3ft covering the original bedroom window, raising the roof and adding multiple doors.  All these falls under a Major 
Design Review and do not fall under a minor review.  

In either case if there was never an approval, then the COA 1101 was never amended and has not expired.  If there was 
an approval, it is based on a major design changed that would have required notice to the surrounding properties and 
would also make the COA still valid.  If there is validity to the 1/31/19 CHC approval and the items do fall into a minor 
review, then the 18 months have not expired.   It would seem like a good idea to get this clarified. 

Staffer stated that the owner applied for a building permit in June 2019 based on the approval of the 8/24/18 CHC 
Chair approval but was found to be inconsistent.  Then stated, based on all the changes from the originally approved 
COA, a new COA would be needed.  

Why did the owner and or architect submit different plans in the permit process if they were already approved in 
8/24/18?  How did the owner make the changes to those plans?  Keep in mind the staffer stated it was found out in the 
permit process that the plans changed.  That was me going into the office and reviewing the update.  I was told it was in 
the permit process.  The then pointed out the inconsistencies with the plans to the city staffer and then emailed David 
Bergman.  

Staff stated there were 4 code issues with this property and 3 resolved without mentioning how they were resolved.  
Staffer stated while a singe story was approved by CHC, the CHC chair stated he did not approve.  The other single-
story approval in 2008 by staffers.   

As previously stated, this seems very important to clarify the approval.  There is an approval in 2008 for forgoing with the 
construction of the second story addition and just doing the single-story addition, but no mention of eliminating the 
carport.  The permit for the single story and refund show carport. 
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Staff stated the proposed would not be visible from the street. 

Attached are pictures from north and south elevation on Brent from the Wells Fargo parking lot and NW corner of 
Brent/Oxley in January 28, 2019 before the 1/31/19 approval.  I have included panned out and zoomed in.  I have planted 
trees to cover as much as I can.  The structure can also be seen from Park Ave as well.  These pictures show the roof line.  
The proposed roof line is proposed to be 6 feet taller. 

Staff showed the existing site plan in blue. 

The existing layout is still incorrect as it currently mirrors the red proposed. The existing building separation from 
unpermitted construction and the duplex is still under 10ft, which was on the original plans. Existing show 10’2”.  A PRR 
was requested on July 13, 2020 for the city staff measurements.  This is not a surveyor issue since they are landmark 
measurements (driveway and fence).  It should also be noted that the existing plan still shows the back patio that was 
already torn down.  If you remember, the owner, city staffer and architect stated that the owner was building a covered 
patio.  The owner did not have COA approval for a covered patio, it was for a first and second story addition.  This itself 
can be reason for tearing down the structure and a 5-year moratorium for building.  

Question for staff from the commission: 

Commissioner Cross asked about the history and permits of the backhouse.  Then asked if the accessor building 
description slips show that structure on the property. 

Staffer said it was converted to and ADU and was originally a duplex.  Staff then stated it needs to investigate the 
permits but stated that it is a legal non-conforming structure.  Then stated because of the non-conforming setbacks it 
could be converted to an ADU. 

First, It has not been converted to an ADU.  While utilities have recently been altered to eliminate an electric meter, this is 
not a requirement for an ADU. An ADU would not have been approved in 2018 when the owner proposed it based on lot 
size.  Nor could it in 2019. This was brought to the attention of staffers in 2018 and 2019 in person and email.  Even in 
2020 when state law changed on lot size requirements, it is clear that an ADU is intended to add new housing with new 
construction or a conversion of an Accessory Structure which is incidental to the primary residence like a garage, carport 
or covered parking. Not a legal duplex with setbacks from the early 1900’s. The California Department of Housing and 
Community Development are very clear about this with the state code.  

“Accessory structure” means a structure that is accessory and incidental to a dwelling located on the same lot. 

Clarifies that when ADUs are created through the conversion of a garage, carport or covered parking structure, 
replacement off street parking spaces cannot be required by the local agency.   

Staffer said because of it is a legal unit that is non-conforming it could be converted.  In 2008, the CHC approved the 
parking behind the duplex to meet this requirement, so there is no issue why the parking could not have been 
established.  You can see that neither apply to the owner’s duplex. 

I have had a handful of conversations with Greg Nickless at the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. This week he emailed and stated “Travis-ADU law addresses the creation of additional dwelling units, not 
an addition to existing living units. Parking requirements, and exemptions, are related directly to the creation of 
additional units. Generally, if the proposed improvements are not related to the creation of an ADU, the local agency’s 
development standards, or zoning code, would apply.”  Please see the attached email. 

Commissioner Gallatin asked, does this owner have a valid COA? 

Staffer stated that when the original COA was approved, it did not have an expiration date.  Because it was amended 
and approved by CHC in 2018, it has now expired. Please remember, the CHC Chair mentioned that he did not approved 
the CHC plans.  With no approval, this COA has not expired.  The city has no record of the original plans that show a CHC 
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approval in 2018 that was signed off by CHC Chair Gallatin.   In the staffers report, it was stated that because there were 
so many changes, staff recommended a new COA, not that it was expired.  There are two versions for the COA.   

There is a CHC approval from 1/31/2019 signed by Commissioner Gallatin.  The remarks state it is based on the 2018 
approval when signed off on 1/31/2019.  Please keep in mind that I requested to look at the 2018 approved plans just a 
few days earlier and was told by city staffer that they could not find the approved plans.  A few hours later that same 
staffer emailed the architect for a meeting.  This is provided in a letter from the original PRR.     

While the owner could have asked for a 12-month extension (if there is an approval), this process was under investigation 
which would allow the owner to be discussing the misrepresentation of the original COA.  It would benefit the owner to 
delay this process.  It was brought up later that over last 3 years the Planning and Building has had issues “off the rails”.  
It was the owner’s responsibility to comply and they failed.  After 18 months of the city knowing about this nuisance, the 
city failed to comply which would have required the owner to tear down.   Why is the city picking and choosing the rules 
it wants to follow?   

Gallatin asked about the removal of the tree. 

This is not about one tree being cut down illegally.  More important is that there were two trees at the time of the 
original COA approval.  They were in the proposed driveway area to the required carport and the project stated no trees 
to be trimmed or cut.  The site plan stated no trees to be trimmed, cut, or removed.  The trees were not added to the site 
plan which was critical to the CHC to approve the original COA. This was a question for the architect that he failed to 
address.  In fact, he did not address any of the items that were grossly misrepresented and were in the June 2020 
meeting notes and the July agenda.  Instead he stated errors and omissions(insurance) and was happy to have a survey 
of the property.  Keep in mind that the architect used landmarks which are implied markers regardless of the actual 
property line.  Not one measurement really needed a surveyor to survey the property.  It only confirmed the 
misrepresentations. 

Staff Public Comments. 

While it was mentioned that there were 7 in opposition, staffers forgot to include the ones from the June meeting.  There 
were three including mine.  Resident Lisa Chin sent a reply on time for the June meeting, but it did not make the meeting 
notes.  It appears she followed up and it was then added in the July agenda.  It should be noted that all four owner that 
border this property opposed the project.  Two of them do not know the Roybals and have never even met them.  There 
were no residents in favor of this project.   

In the meeting notes, it is stated that there is a comment from the applicant’s representative, Jim Fenske; these 
comments are attached.  There was no attached comment from Jim Fenske.  The owner or rep failed to meet the 48-hour 
deadline for submitting a presentation.  Following the COVID guidelines all items needed to be emailed by specific 
deadlines.  While none of my neighbors or myself who opposed the project were able to speak or read the prepared 
statements, later in the evening these privileges were given to another agenda item.  The agenda item could have been 
continued.  While I think it would be fine to have the owner’s rep discus the project, he was given the opportunity to 
explain the misrepresentations.  I stated earlier that he did not answer one.  Instead we went on and stated that the 
owner has been working “Over a decade to resolve”.  Let me be clear, he quit and asked for refund of permit fees in 2009.  
Then in 2015 he started tearing down the back porch and cut a tree.  He then took 2 ½ years to construct the covered 
patio.  Now he has been trying to comply for 2 ½ years.  Jim Fenske stated it would be loud to tear down the structure.  
The demo could be completed in less that a week.  This would be less noise than the construction schedule over the next 
year.  While not a factor in the CHC process, kids start school in two weeks and parents still working from home.  The 
Roybal’s tenant in the duplex is a teacher and will be teaching from home.  I too have a tenant that will be teaching from 
home. 

Jim Fenske stated “they required us that we make that an ADU.  Who are they?  Bob Roybal started this in 2018 and 
stated in a letter what was required to convert the duplex into an ADU. 
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Question for Fenske. 

Commissioner Thompson:  Asked about convoluted timeline and so many lag times. 

Fenske stated that the owner responded to the city for anything they asked for.  First, it is the owner responsibility to 
comply with the stop work order.  Any delay from the city should have continued follow ups with the city.  This is what I 
did.  Based on emails from a PRR, there were times where I would go into the city and inquire on the status and the same 
or next day, emails would be send to the architect from a city staffer asking  the architect what the status was. 

Fenske stated at some point they said let’s do an ADU.  In the middle of all of this …2018 Let’s not do the carport.  We 
won’t have to do the carport anymore… But you have to get that done first…eventually got that done…  It has been 
pointed out that this is not an ADU. 

Fenske “Set backs don’t make any difference”.   Actually, they do.  The approved trellis carport needed the required 
setback and with landmark measurements are clear that the project could not comply. 

Thompson:  Looking at the facts and dimensions were curious. 

Fenske: “Resolved that with a licensed surveyor” 

All the survey did is confirm Jim Fenske’s measurements were grossly off.  The surveyor was not needed for the SE corner 
of the house to the edge of the driveway.  The driveway never conformed and is why the owner tried to purchase the 
strip of land from me to conform. That did not need a survey.  The missing trees did not need a survey.  The building 
separation from the duplex to the patio cover that is built to plans is off by 1ft and still off on the details submitted for 
the meeting did not need a survey.  He made the back of the duplex smaller that the front of the duplex when the back 
gets larger and cannot conform to the 10ft code. That did not need a survey.  The measurement from the back of the 
duplex to the fence measurement could not conform and that did not need a survey.  The utility pole that was not on the 
site plan and didn’t need a survey.  The garage set back to the fence had an overage of 2ft 9 inches past the fence and 
into the neighbor’s yard.  This did not need a survey either when it was based off the fence landmark. 

Thompson: Ticked off and vindictive. 

This was a description of me.  In reading the emails, they might “sound” like I am coming on strong.   Keep in mind that 
this was one of the hardest things that I have ever had to do. It took a long time and I tried to remain anonymous and 
give the city all the information they needed.   I have been neighbors with the Roybals for 18 years and we have never 
had any issues. I think you would be pleasantly surprised about our relationship if you knew me and my family.  Beside 
the Roybal’s illegal construction, there has never been any type of dispute between the Roybals and me or my family.   

I did not oppose any of Fenske’s projects on Brent Ave.  I did not oppose the construction two doors up on Park Ave, who 
did oppose the Roybal’s project.  I am not a NIMBY.  If fact, I have spent 22 years at the same company in the building 
industry working with contractors and architects daily.  All I asked for was transparency from the beginning.  They city 
failed and if the issues I brought up during this process were addressed, the story would not be so convoluted.  

It should be noted that on July 20th, the owner moved forward with construction on the unpermitted patio and was issued 
another stop work order.  Please review the information I provided and make sure the record is corrected.  If the city is 
unable to correct the record and revoke the COA decision and the CHC commission chooses not to review the corrected 
information,  I’m asking for two members of the Council to review the Commission’s decision and file with the City clerk’s 
office. 

Kind regards, 

Travis Dunville 
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Greg Nickless
Housing Policy Specialist
Housing & Community Development
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500 | Sacramento, CA 95833
Phone: 916.274.6244

From: Nickless, Greg@HCD
To: Dunville, Travis
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: ADU
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 11:12:29 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Travis-
ADU law addresses the creation of additional dwelling units, not an addition to
existing living units. Parking requirements, and exemptions, are related directly to the
creation of additional units. Generally, if the proposed improvements are not related
to the creation of an ADU, the local agency’s development standards, or zoning code,
would apply.
-Greg

From: Dunville, Travis > 
Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2020 11:16 AM
To: Nickless, Greg@HCD >
Subject: RE: ADU
 
Greg,
We’ve had a few conversations about ADUs in South Pasadena, CA.  I see the Technical Assistance
Booklet is under construction to include the current 2020 law.  Because this is not ready, I am hoping
you might be able to assist in a letter regarding ADU conversions.  Incase you forgot, South Pasadena
has a project that has a single family home with a legal duplex that is occupied by a tenant.  The
project is adding about 300 sq/ft to the existing single family home and nothing to the duplex.  With
the proposed addition they cannot meet the parking requirements.  They are using the “conversion”
of the legal duplex as a basis for eliminating the required parking.  In our previous conversations, you
mention that the intent to construct or convert and ADU is to provide housing because of the
shortage of inventory in California.  This does not assist in additional inventory.  You also mentioned
that even if they chose to add on to the duplex, it would not be considered and ADU(nothing is being
added).  The state and South Pasadena codes are clear about the conversion of an “Accessory

, 
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Structure” into an ADU.  Your memorandum dated June 10 2020 defines an “accessory structure” to
mean a structure that is accessory or incidental to a dwelling on the same lot as the ADU.
 
I need to submit something to the city by Thursday this week.  Please feel free to call me so I can
answer any specific questions you may have.
 
Kind regards,
Travis Dunville

 

From: Dunville, Travis 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 10:00 AM
To: Nickless, Greg@HCD <G >
Subject: RE: ADU
 
Greg,
I got your out of office message Friday and thought I would check in again today to see if you have a
few minutes.  Darby Whipple and David Bergman had been working with Paul and maybe yourself on
suggestions to the South Pasadena ADU ordinance form the HDC website.  Both of them are no
longer employed with the City of South Pasadena.  Because I see that you are heavily involved in
ADU and look to be a keynote speaker as well, I assume you will understand my questions and
concerns.
 
Than you in advance for your consideration.
 
Travis Dunville

 
 

From: Dunville, Travis 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 12:01 PM
To: Nickless, Greg@HCD < >
Subject: FW: ADU
 
Greg,
You were kind enough to get the attached letter updated on your website and provide me a copy. 
Would you have time for a 3-6minute call today to answer 1 or 2 questions for me?
Thanks,
 

Travis Dunville

 
 

From: Nickless, Greg@HCD < > 
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Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Dunville, Travis < >
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ADU
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ATTACHMENT 4 
July 16, 2020 CHC Staff Reports  

& Additional Documents 
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Cultural Heritage Commission 
Agenda Report 
 

  

 

ITEM NO. ___ 

DATE: July 16, 2020  
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Cultural Heritage Commission  
  
FROM: Joanna Hankamer, Director of Planning and Community Development 
 Kanika Kith, Planning Manager 
 
PREPARED BY: Malinda Lim, Associate Planner 
 Jose Villegas, Management Intern 
 
SUBJECT: Project No. 2238-COA – Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an 

unpermitted patio cover into habitable space for an approximately 329 square-foot 
single-story addition to the back of an existing single-story home located at 1030 
Brent Avenue (Assessor’s Parcel Number: 5318-015-019). 

 

Recommendation  
Staff recommends that the Cultural Heritage Commission approve the Certificate of Appropriateness for 
1030 Brent Avenue, subject to conditions of approval.  
 
Background 
The existing historic structure is a 1,332 square foot, single-story bungalow located at 1030 Brent Avenue 
(see Figures 1-2). The home, built in the Craftsman Bungalow style, was built in 1910.  The home is 
located in the potential historic district, 1000 Block Brent District, and has a National Register status code 
of 5D1, which means the property is a contributor to a district that is listed or designated locally by the 
local government. Property information is provided in Table 1. 
 

Table 1:  Historic Property Information 

Year Built:   1910 House  

  

Historic Name:  N/A 

Architectural Style:  Craftsman Bungalow 

National Register Status Code: 5D1* 

*The property is recognized as historically significant by local 
government as a contributor to a district that is listed or designated 
locally.  
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On November 15, 2007, the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) approved a 293 square-foot addition 
on the first floor, a new 555 square-foot second story addition, and a new 400 square-foot carport. The 
approved additions were located in the rear of the primary dwelling unit. On December 4, 2007 the Design 
Review Board approved the same project.  

On June 19, 2008, the Planning Division staff approved a proposed change to the project that removed the 
proposed second story addition and the 400 square–foot carport. The revised project would construct only 
the 293 square-foot single story addition, which was determined to be consistent with the CHC approval.  

On March 13, 2018, the Planning Division was notified of unpermitted construction occurring at the 
project site. The Building Inspector conducted an inspection of the property and issued a correction notice. 
The notice was provided to the property owner with instructions to contact the Planning and Building 
Department to apply for the appropriate applications to gain compliance for the unpermitted construction 
by either receiving approval or removing the improvements. 

A Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) Chair review was required for the unpermitted construction and 
on August 24, 2018, the CHC Chair approved the minor modifications to the approved plans, which were 
determined to be consistent with the previous approval and within the authority of the Chair under the 
Cultural Heritage Ordinance Section 2.65(e)(4).  

In June 2019, the property owner applied for a Building Permit and submitted plans per the design 
approved by the CHC Chair on August 24, 2018.  During the building permit review process, it was 
discovered that the submitted construction plans were not consistent with the CHC Chair approval.  The 
construction plan submittal incorporated a 329 square-foot existing unpermitted patio cover as part of the 
single story addition that would result in a project that was 36 square-feet larger than the design approved 
by the CHC Chair.   

Given the extent of the changes, approved and proposed, from the original project, Staff determined that 
the project requires a new Certificate of Appropriateness, to be reviewed and approved by the CHC.   

Ongoing Code Enforcement 
There is an active code complaint for this property for the four issues listed below. Over the last year, the 
Applicant has been working with the City to resolve the following complaints and gain compliance with 
the Zoning Code.  
 
1. The plans for the original approval by the CHC for the 293 square-foot addition on the first floor, a 

new 555 square-foot second story addition, and a new 400 square-foot carport and the subsequent 
approvals by the Planning Division and the CHC Chairman had incorrect measurements and property 
lines.   
 
Following Staff’s recommendation, the applicant hired a surveyor to provide measurements between 
the property lines and existing structures. The plans for the CHC’s consideration have been corrected 
to reflect true measurements. The proposed addition complies with all Zoning Code requirements and 
setbacks.  
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2. There is no parking provided for the existing second unit on the property.  
 

Prior to approval of an addition to the primary dwelling, a covered parking space was required to be 
constructed to serve an existing detached second unit. Based on state law that allows construction of 
or conversion to an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) without requiring dedicated or replacement 
parking, the Applicant submitted plans to convert the detached unit into an ADU. On March 4, 2019, 
the detached second unit was approved as an ADU conversion, which alleviated the requirement of 
additional parking.   
 

3. A tree was removed without proper authorization.  
 
The removal of a tree was referred from a code complaint to the Public Works Department for review. 
After review of aerial photographs of the subject property and further investigation, it was unclear if 
the tree that was removed would have required a tree removal permit. Therefore, the Public Works 
Department deemed the tree removal investigation as inconclusive. 
 

4. A patio cover was erected in the rear yard without any building permits. 
 

While an approval for a single story addition was reviewed and approved by the CHC Chair, the 
addition and/or modified addition that was constructed is not consistent with the Chair approval. The 
proposed project for consideration of a new Certificate of Appropriateness is the Applicant’s proposed 
correction to the pending code violation.  

 
Project Description  

The applicant is requesting approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an unpermitted patio 
cover into habitable space for an approximately 329 square-foot single-story addition to the rear of the 
existing single-family home.  

The proposed home addition, designed to be a family room, will not be visible from the street. Figure 4 
provides a comparison between the existing and proposed site plans; the blue outlined area is the proposed 
area to be demolished and the red box is the proposed addition.    

Building records are provided as Attachment 3. Property photos are provided as Attachment 4 and details 
of the proposed changes are provided in the attached development plans, included as Attachment 6. 

The site is a rectangular lot that is surrounded by single-family homes. The approximate depth of the lot 
is 124 feet and the approximate width is 60 feet with a total lot area of 7,436 square feet.  Figure 1 is an 
aerial view of the neighborhood, with the project site outlined in green. Figure 2 shows a view of the 
property from the street.   
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Figure 1: Project Location 

  
 
 
 
 
 

N 
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Figure 2: Street View 

 
 
General Plan and Zoning Consistency 
 
General Plan Consistency 
The General Plan land use designation of the site is Medium Density Residential which allows for 
development of duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, and other attached dwellings at a density of 6 to 14 units 
per acre, not exceeding two stories, or in combination with single-family dwellings as “bungalow courts.” 
The project site consists of two dwellings (a single family residence and an ADU) and the proposed project 
is an addition to the existing single-family home, therefore, it is consistent with the General Plan density 
level of the Medium Density Residential district. 
 
Zoning Code and Design Review Compliance 
The subject property is zoned Residential Medium Density (RM) which is intended for the development 
of a variety of housing types including single-family homes. The purpose of the Residential Design 
Review process is to ensure that the proposed site layout and building design are suitable and compatible 
with the City’s design standards and guidelines. Standards from the South Pasadena Zoning Code Section 
220.040 Residential Zoning District General Development Standards were applied to the project. Table 2 
below gives a breakdown of the existing and proposed property and its compliance with Section 220.040. 
 
The original project plans for this property had incorrect distance measurements from the structures to the 
property lines. Staff required that the Applicant hire a land surveyor to verify the property lines and 
distances between the existing structures and property lines. The survey is included as Attachment 2.  
The Planning and Building Department also conducted a field inspection to measure and verify that the 
measurements on the proposed plans are consistent with the existing conditions. The distances in the 
proposed project plan set are consistent with the survey. 
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Table 2: Development Standard Compliance 
 DEVELOPMENT STANDARD COMPLIANCE 
 Allowed/ 

Required 
Existing w/o 

Unpermitted Patio 
Cover 

Existing w/ 
Unpermitted Patio 

Cover 

Proposed 

Lot Coverage 50% 
(3,718 sq. ft.) 

33.4% 
2,487 sq. ft. 

38% 
2,816 sq. ft.  

38% 
2,816 sq. ft.  

Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) 

50% 
(3,718 sq. ft.) 

26.4% 
1,957 sq. ft.  

26.4% 
1,957 sq. ft.  

30.7% 
2,286 sq. ft.  

Building Height 35’ Existing Home:  
21’-9” 

Existing Home:  
21’-9” 

Existing Home: No 
Change 

Proposed Addition: 
17’10” 

 
Off-Street 
Parking 
(covered) 

1 covered space 1 covered spaces 1 covered spaces 1 covered spaces 

Front Setback 15’ 27’-9” 27’-9” No change 
Side Setback  10% of lot width  

(6’ both sides) 
House North Side: 

12’11.5” 
House South Side: 

7’-8.5”  

Patio North Side:  
27’7.5” 

Patio South Side:  
12’11.5” 

 

House North Side: 
no change* 

House South Side: 
no change*  

 
Rear Setback 15’ 50’ 33’6” 34’9” 

*There is no changes to the existing side setbacks because the addition is set in from the existing 
building face.  
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Figure 3: Existing and Proposed Floor Plans 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing 
Proposed 
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Figure 4: Existing and Proposed Site Plans 

 

 
The design and size of the proposed addition is in compliance with the South Pasadena Zoning Code 
Section 220.040. Overall, the proposed project has been designed to meet the development standards in 
the Zoning Code including but not limited to building height, FAR, and setbacks. 

N 

Area to be demolished  

New addition area 

Existing Proposed 
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Architectural Design  
The City's list of historic resources identifies the property with a Craftsman architectural style. The 
proposed addition has been designed to retain and preserve the character-defining features of the house  
with matching materials and colors to the existing residence, including wood French doors, wood siding, 
and composition shingle roofing. The proposed additional living space to the rear of the home will include 
a new gable roof with a slope at 6:12 which is different from the existing home with a slope of 5:12; this 
difference in roof slope will help distinguish the new from the existing. A wooden gable vent and 
outriggers/knee braces for the gable wall will match the existing architectural features of the home. There 
is river rock veneer over concrete along the sides of the home which will continue along the base of the 
proposed addition.  The proposed design changes would complement the architectural style of the existing 
house. No changes are proposed for the west (front) elevation, see Figure 5. Figures 6 through 8 are a 
comparison between the existing and proposed elevations.  

Figure 5: Existing and Proposed West Elevation (No Change) 
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Figure 6: Existing and Proposed North Elevation 
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Figure 7: Existing and Proposed South Elevation 

 

 

 

 

Unpermitted 
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Figure 8: Existing and Proposed East Elevation 
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Scale and Mass 
The proposed addition is located at the back of the existing house and the height of the addition is 17 feet 
10 inches which is lower than the height of the existing home at 21 feet 9 inches. Therefore the visual 
impact of the addition is minimized and the overall massing of the house is maintained from street 
frontage.  
 
Differentiating from Existing  
One of the Secretary of the Interior standard requirements is that the new addition shall be differentiated 
from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the 
historic integrity of the property and its environment. As described above, the project is designed to add 
the additional living space in the rear of the house. The height of the addition will be shorter than the 
original structure and is offset from the sides of the home; it will be set in about 12 feet from the north 
wall of the house and about 6 feet in for the south wall of the existing home (see Figures 3 and 4 above). 
The gable roof for the addition will be perpendicular to the existing home with a roof pitch of 6:12, which 
is different from the existing roof pitch of 5:12.  These design features create a clear distinction between 
the original house and the proposed addition.  
 
Conditions of Approval  
In the past, this property has undergone unapproved and unpermitted demolition and construction, causing 
a public nuisance to the surrounding neighbors. To ensure that the project is completed within the time 
allotted for a Certificate of Appropriateness, Staff proposes the following conditions be added to the 
project: 

 Within 30 days of approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness, the property owner shall execute 
and record a covenant for removal of the unpermitted patio cover and the proposed addition to be 
completed within 18 months from the date of approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness.   
 

o If the owner refuses to execute and record such covenant, then the City shall remove the 
patio cover and restore the original house, and the owner shall reimburse the City for all 
costs incurred in doing the work.  The cost of the work performed by the City shall 
constitute a lien against the property on which the work is performed.   

o Upon application to the Commission, the time may be extended on a covenant if the owner 
shows that the work cannot reasonably be performed within 18 months.  

 The covenant shall also include no building or construction-related permits which change the 
architectural or character-defining features of the home, or expansion of the home, shall be issued 
for a period of five years following the date of demolition of the unpermitted patio cover or 
completion of the proposed addition pursuant to South Pasadena Municipal Code Section 2.67c. 
Permits which are necessary for public safety or welfare in the opinion of the Planning Director 
may be issued.  

 The construction of this project shall be subjected to an inspection fee which doubles the amount 
of the building permit.  
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Required Cultural Heritage Findings 

In order to approve a Certificate of Appropriateness application, the CHC shall first find that the design 
and layout of the proposed sign complies with South Pasadena Municipal Code (SPMC) Section 
36.410.040(I): 

Design Review:               

In order to approve a proposed project, the Commission shall first find that the design and layout of the 
proposed development: 

1. Is consistent with the General Plan, any adopted design guidelines and any applicable design 
criteria for specialized areas (e.g., designated historic or other special districts, plan 
developments, or specific plans); 
 
The existing house is a Craftsman architectural style home. The proposed project has been 
designed to retain and preserve the character-defining features of the house.  The proposed addition 
is in keeping with the City’s design guidelines for the scale, massing, and building placement of 
Craftsman style homes. The gable roof form, wooden vent, and outriggers of the addition have 
been designed to complement the architectural style of the existing Craftsman home. The project 
would be consistent with the potential historic character of the 1000 Block Brent District and is 
also consistent with the General Plan. 
 

2. Will adequately accommodate the functions and activities proposed for the site, will not 
unreasonably interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring, existing, or future 
developments, and will not create adverse pedestrian or traffic hazards; 
 
The project will not unreasonably interfere with the use or enjoyment of the neighboring, existing, 
or future developments, and will not create adverse pedestrian or traffic hazards.  The proposed 
project involves reusing the framing of an unpermitted patio for the proposed addition, which will 
remove the existing code violation on the property.  Conditions are included to prohibit the 
property from obtaining additional building permits to change or expand the house for a period of 
five years after completion of the proposed addition.  
 
The project, as designed, is in compliance with the Residential Multi-Family development 
standards. The proposed addition is in keeping with the design guidelines for scale, massing, and 
building. The proposed addition is not out character with the existing neighborhood as there are 
other homes with similar additions nearby and the addition would not be visible to the street.  
Conditions are also included  
 

3. Is compatible with the existing character of the surrounding neighborhood and that all 
reasonable design efforts have been made to maintain the attractive, harmonious, and 
orderly development contemplated by this Section, and the General Plan;  
 
The proposed project has been designed to retain and preserve the character-defining features of 
the house. The scale of the addition will not change the visual appearance of the home from the 
street because no changes are proposed to the front of the existing house and the proposed addition 
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would not be visible to the street.  Therefore, the existing house with the proposed addition remains 
harmonious and compatible with surrounding homes and neighborhood.  
 

4. Would provide a desirable environment for its occupants and neighbors, and is aesthetically 
of good composition, materials, and texture that would remain aesthetically appealing with 
a reasonable level of maintenance and upkeep. 
 
The project, as designed, would provide a desirable environment for its occupants and neighbors 
because the project will use the same exterior building materials as the existing house. The 
proposed addition is at the rear of the home and will not be visible from the street. In addition, the 
project will retain and preserve the character-defining features of the house such as the exposed 
rafter tails, river rock trim, and front porch. The existing home is consistent with the historic 
character of the neighborhood and potential district, 1000 Block Brent District; the proposed 
addition will not change this. The project will fix an existing code violation and is conditioned to 
prohibit issuance of building permits for a period of five years after completion of the proposed 
addition so that this property would stop being a nuisance to nearby neighbors.  
 

Mandatory Findings                      
 

The Commission shall make all of the required findings listed below:  
 

1. The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan. 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan for preservation, 
rehabilitation, and use of historic resources in the City. The existing house is a Craftsman 
architectural style home. The proposed project has been designed to retain and preserve the 
character-defining features of the house. The project would be consistent with the historic 
character of the potential district, 1000 Block Brent District and is consistent with the General 
Plan. 
 

2. The project is consistent with the goals and policies of Article IVH – Cultural Heritage 
Commission Ordinance – of Chapter 2 of the South Pasadena Municipal Code. 
 
The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Cultural Heritage Commission 
Ordinance. The project implements the goals of the Cultural Heritage Commission Ordinance by 
perpetuating the use of a cultural resource through rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the historic 
resource. The project preserves the architectural and aesthetic features of the historic home 
consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards. (See the detailed discussion of these 
standards below.)  
 

3. The project is consistent with the applicable criteria identified in Section 2.65(e)(8) which the 
Commission applies to Alterations, Demolitions, and relocation requests.   
 
The renovations proposed for the Project are consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards 
for rehabilitation.   
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Project-Specific Findings:   The Commission shall make at least three (3) of the findings listed below:   
 
Staff recommends the Commission make the Findings bolded below.   
 

1. The project removes inappropriate Alterations of the past;  
 

2. The project is appropriate to the size, massing, and design context of the historic 
neighborhood; (Staff Recommendation) 

The project is appropriate with the size, massing, and design context of the surrounding historic 
neighborhood. The design of the renovation features the same building materials and color 
finishes as the existing structure. The proposed addition is in keeping with the design guidelines 
for scale and massing of the historic neighborhood as the addition is not visible to street.  
Therefore, the proposed addition would be harmonious and compatible with surrounding homes 
and neighborhood.  

 
3. In the case of an addition or enlargement, the project provides a clear distinction between 

the new and historic elements of the Cultural Resource or Improvement; (Staff 
Recommendation) 
 
The project is designed to add the additional living space behind the existing house. The height 
of the addition will be shorter than the original structure and is offset from the sides of the home. 
It will be set in about 12 feet from the north wall and about 6 feet in for the south wall of the 
existing home. The gable roof for the proposed addition will be perpendicular to the existing 
home with a roof pitch of 6:12, which is different from the existing roof pitch of 5:12.  Therefore, 
the proposed addition will provide a clear distinction from the existing dwelling. 
 

4. The project restores original historic features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties; 
 

5. The project adds substantial new living space (for example:  a second story toward the rear of a 
residence) while preserving the single story [architectural style or building type] character of the 
streetscape; 
 

6. The project enhances the appearance of the residence without adversely affecting its original 
design, character, or heritage; 
 

7. The project will not adversely affect the character of the Historic District in which the property 
is located; and/or; 

 
8. The project will be compatible with the appearance of existing Improvements on the Site and the 

new work will be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and Character-Defining Features to 
protect the Historic Integrity of the property and its environment;  

 
9. The Project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of 

Historic Properties, and is therefore exempt from CEQA under Class 31, which applies to 
“projects limited to Maintenance, Repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, 
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Preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstruction Historic 
Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer.” (CEQA Guideline [Cal. Code Regs. Title 14] § 
15331). (Staff Recommendation) 

Consistency with Secretary of the Interior Standards 

Standard Staff’s Recommended Consistency Determination 

Standard 1: A property will be 
used as it was historically or be 
given a new use that requires 
minimal change to its distinctive 
materials, features, spaces, and 
spatial relationships 

Consistent. The property will continue to be used as a 
single-family home. The proposed project would have 
minimal changes to the materials and features of the 
house.  

 

Standard 2: The historic character 
of a property will be retained and 
preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials of alteration 
of features, spaces, and spatial 
relationships that characterize a 
property will be avoided.   

 

Consistent. The project proposes to retain all of the 
character-defining features. The proposed rear addition 
is to accommodate more living space to the existing 
structure and would be constructed in the rear of the 
house. The addition will be architecturally consistent 
with the character of the existing home.   

Standard 3: Each property will be 
recognized as a physical record of 
its time, place, and use. Changes 
that create a false sense of 
historical development, such as 
adding conjectural features or 
elements from other historic 
properties, will not be undertaken.  

Consistent. As described in Standard 2, the overall 
design does not create a false sense of historical 
development and does not incorporate conjectural 
features from other historic properties into the 
development.  

 

Standard 4: Changes to a property 
that have acquired historic 
significance in their own right will 
be retained and preserved.  

Consistent. The proposed design and modifications to 
the house will maintain and preserve the historic 
accuracy of the house.    
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Standard 5: Distinctive materials, 
features, finishes, and construction 
techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a 
property will be preserved.  

Consistent. The project proposes to retain all of the 
character-defining materials, features (such as existing 
windows), finishes, construction techniques, etc.  

Standard 6: Deteriorated historic 
features will be repaired rather than 
replaced. Where the severity of 
deterioration requires replacement 
of a distinctive feature, the new 
feature will match the old in 
design, color, texture, and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement 
of missing features will be 
substantiated by documentary and 
physical evidence. 

Consistent. No deteriorated historic features are 
identified.    

 

Standard 7: Chemical or physical 
treatments, if appropriate, will be 
undertaken using the gentlest 
means possible. Treatments that 
cause damage to historic materials 
will not be used.  

Consistent. No chemical or physical treatments are 
proposed. 

 

Standard 8: Archeological 
resources will be protected and 
preserved in place. If such 
resources must be disturbed, 
mitigation measures will be 
undertaken.  

Consistent. No archeological resources are known to 
exist on the site.   

 

Standard 9: New additions, 
exterior alterations, or related new 
construction shall not destroy 
historic materials that characterize 
the property, the new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and 
shall be compatible with the 
massing, size, scale, and 
architectural features to protect the 

Consistent. The proposed rear addition would be off set 
from the existing sides of the home and the gable roof 
has a different pitch and is perpendicular to the existing 
roof.  The modifications would be compatible with the 
existing massing, scale, and materials of the house. 
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historic integrity of the property 
and its environment.  

 

Standard 10: New additions and 
adjacent or related new 
construction shall be undertaken in 
such a manner that if removed in 
the future, the essential form and 
integrity of the historic property 
and its environment would be 
unimpaired.  

Consistent. The new construction, if removed at some 
later time, would not impair the essential form and 
integrity of the retained portion of the building.  

 

10. Relocation as an alternative to Demolition of the Cultural Resource is appropriate because of the 
following:  CEQA analysis has been conducted and the owner has provided substantial evidence, 
as defined in CEQA (Public Resources Code § 21080(e)), demonstrating that no feasible 
alternative exists that would avoid a significant adverse impact on the resource; Relocation is 
required to prevent destruction of the resource at its current location; the new location is 
compatible with the Cultural Resources original character and use; upon relocation, the resource 
retains its historic features and compatibility in orientation, setting, and general environment; if 
re-located within the City of South Pasadena, the receiving location is appropriately zoned; the 
relocation is part of a definitive series of actions that will assure Preservation of the Cultural 
Resource. 
 

11. Demolition of the Cultural Resources is appropriate because of one or all of the following:   
i. CEQA analysis has been conducted and the owner has provided substantial evidence, as 

defined in CEQA (Public Resources Code § 21080(e)), demonstrating that no feasible 
alternative exists that would avoid a significant adverse impact on the resource;  

ii. The owner is approved for a Certificate of Economic Hardship; 
iii. The size, massing and scale of the proposed replacement structure is harmonious with other 

improvements and natural features that contribute to the Historic District, or the 
neighborhood character; and 

iv. The proposed replacement structure contributes to the integrity of the Historic District or 
neighborhood. 

 
12. In the case of a structure that poses an Imminent Threat and is unsafe to occupy, the Commission 

shall make one or all of the following findings to approve a Demolition of a Cultural Resource: 
i. The building has experienced several structural damage and there is substantial evidence 

to support this conclusion from at least two sources (e.g., Structural Engineer, Civil 
Engineer, or Architect); or 
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ii. No economically reasonable, practical, or viable measures could be taken to adaptively 
use, rehabilitate, or restore the building or structure on its existing site and there is 
substantial evidence to support this conclusion from at least two sources (e.g., Structural 
Engineer, Civil Engineer, or Architect); or 

iii. A compelling public interest justifies demolition. 

Environmental Analysis 
This item is exempt from any California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis based on State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15331, Class 31 Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation and 15301, 
Class 1 Existing Facilities.  Class 31 consists of projects limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, 
rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), 
Weeks and Grimmer. Class 1 exemption includes additions to existing structures provided that the addition 
will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square feet in which the project site is in an area where 
all public facilities are available and is not located in an environmentally sensitive area.   

Alternatives to Consider 
If the Commission does not agree with staff’s recommendation, the following options are available:  
 

1. The Cultural Heritage Commission can Approve with additional condition(s) added; or  

2. The Cultural Heritage Commission can Deny the project. 

3. The Cultural Heritage Commission can continue consideration of the project to a future meeting, 
providing the applicant with clear recommendations to revise the proposal. 

Next Steps 
If approved, the applicant will proceed through the Plan Check Process with the Building Department and 
staff will review the construction plans to ensure that all conditions are satisfied.  
 
If denied, the applicant will remove the unpermitted covered patio.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
Not Applicable. 
 
Public Comment 
At the time of writing this report, staff received three public comments in regards to this project; they were 
in opposition to this project and are included as Attachment 5.   
 
Public Notification of Agenda Item 
At the June 18, 2020 Cultural Heritage Commission meeting, the Commission notified the public that the 
project was continued to the July 16, 2020 meeting. In addition, the public was made aware that this item 
was to be considered this evening by virtue of its inclusion on the legally publicly noticed agenda, posting 
of the same agenda and reports on the City’s website, and in the South Pasadena Review newspaper. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL   

Certificate of Appropriateness 
 

PROJECT NO. 2238-COA 
1030 Brent Avenue (APN:  5318-015-019) 

 
 

DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PLANNING DIVISION:  

P1. Approval by the Cultural Heritage Commission does not constitute a building permit or 
authorization to begin any construction.  An appropriate permit issued by the South Pasadena 
Building Division must be obtained prior to construction, enlargement, relocation, conversion or 
demolition of any building or structure on any of the properties involved with the Certificate of 
Appropriateness. 

P2. All other requirements of any law, ordinance, or regulation of the State of California, City of 
South Pasadena, and any other government entity shall be complied with. 

P3. Compliance with and execution of all conditions listed herein shall be necessary prior to 
obtaining any occupancy inspection clearance and/or prior to obtaining any occupancy 
clearance. 

P4. The applicant and each successor in interest to the property which is the subject of this project 
approval, shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City of South Pasadena and its agents, 
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the City or its agents, 
officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul any approval of the City, City Council 
or City Cultural Heritage Commission concerning this use. 

P5. The construction site and the surrounding area shall be kept free of all loose materials resembling 
trash and debris in excess of that material used for immediate construction purposes.  Such 
excess may include, but is not limited to: the accumulation of debris, garbage, lumber, scrap 
metal, concrete, asphalt, piles of earth, salvage materials, abandoned or discarded furniture, 
appliances or other household fixtures. 

P6. The hours of construction shall be limited to the following:  8:00 am and 7:00pm Monday through 
Friday, 9:00am and 7:00pm Saturday, and construction on Sundays limited to 10:00am to 
6:00pm.   

P7. During construction, the clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations that cause 
excessive fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular water or other dust preventive 
measures using the following procedures: 

a. All material excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent excessive 
amounts of dust. Watering shall occur at least twice daily with complete coverage, 
preferable in the late morning and after work is done for the day; 

Note:  As a convenience to the applicant, the development requirements from applicable 
Departments/Agencies are listed herein.  These requirements list what the applicant will be required to 
comply with in order to receive a Building Permit, a Certificate of Occupancy, or other Department-
issued entitlement. 
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b. All material transported on-site or off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely 
covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust; 

c. The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations shall be 
minimized so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust; and 

d. Visible dust beyond the property line emanating from the project shall be prevented to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

 
P8. Within 30 days of approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness, the property owner shall execute 

and record a covenant for removal of the unpermitted patio cover and the proposed addition to 
be completed within 18 months from the date of approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness.   
 

a. If the owner refuses to execute and record such covenant, then the City shall remove the 
patio cover and restore the original house, and the owner shall reimburse the City for all 
costs incurred in doing the work.  The cost of the work performed by the City shall constitute 
a lien against the property on which the work is performed.   

b. Upon application to the Commission, the time may be extended on a covenant if the 
owner shows that the work cannot reasonably be performed within 18 months.  

P9. The covenant shall also include no building or construction-related permits which change the 
architectural or character-defining features of the home, or expansion of the home, shall be issued 
for a period of five years following the date of demolition of the unpermitted patio cover or 
completion of the proposed addition pursuant to South Pasadena Municipal Code Section 2.67c. 
Permits which are necessary for public safety or welfare in the opinion of the Planning Director may 
be issued.  

P10. The construction of this project shall be subjected to an inspection fee which doubles the amount 
of the building permit.  

BUILDING AND SAFETY DIVISION: 
General conditions for all existing buildings and proposed addition: 

B1. The second sheet of building and grading plans is to list all conditions of approval and to include 
a copy of the Cultural Heritage Commission Decision letter. This information shall be 
incorporated into the plans prior to the first submittal for plan check.  

B2. Park Impact Fee to be paid at the time of permit issuance. 

B3. Per Chapter 16A of the City of South Pasadena Municipal Code, Growth fee to be 
paid at the time of permit issuance. 

B4. Project shall comply with the CalGreen Residential mandatory requirements. 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS: 

PW1 The applicant shall obtain City approval for any modifications or revisions to the approval 
of this project.  Deviations not identified on the plans may not be approved by the City, 
potentially resulting in the need for the project to be redesigned. 
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PW4 The applicant shall be responsible for all costs incurred by the City and the Public Works 
Department for the use of professional services or consultants in the review, investigation, 
and/or plan check of the public improvement plans.  The applicant shall deposit monies 
into an approved project account from which the City shall draw funds to pay for said 
professional services. 

 
 PW7 The applicant shall replace all broken, damaged, or out-of-grade curb and gutter, 

sidewalk, and driveway fronting the property on Indiana Avenue to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer per SPMC Section 31.54.  All improvements within the public right-of-way shall 
conform to the current editions of the Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction (SSPWC) and Standard Plans for Public Works Construction (SPPWC). 

 
PW9 If any trees are to be removed, apply for a tree removal permit with the Public Works 

Department per City Ordinance No. 2328 amending Section 34.10 of SPMC.  See SPMC 
Section 34.12 for the required information and process for the trees that are proposed to 
be removed and/or impacted during construction.  Replacement trees shall be planted 
per SPMC Section 34.12-5.  If existing trees are to remain on site, the applicant shall note 
on the plans methods of protecting existing trees during construction. 

 
PW10 No overnight storage of materials or equipment within the public right-of-way shall be 

permitted. 
 

PW11 Temporary bins (low boy) will be “roll off” style to be provided by Athens Services.  Athens 
Services has an exclusive agreement with the City for the provision of trash removal 
services: only Athens dumpsters can be used. Any dumpsters placed on the roadway shall 
require a protective barrier underneath (such as plywood) to protect the pavement.  The 
applicant shall obtain dumpster permit from the Public Works Department. 

 
PW12  The applicant shall obtain oversize/overload permits from the Public Works Department 

for any oversized equipment used during the stages of construction, including, but not 
limited to: demolition; clearing and grubbing; grading; material disposal; drilling for piles 
and/or caissons; trenching for footings; excavation for retaining walls; core sampling of 
soils; etc. 
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From: L Chin
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 3:59 PM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc: Chin Lisa
Subject: Project #2238 COA; 1030 Brent Ave

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

1) My name is Elizabeth Chin, , South Pasadena, CA 91030 
2) Project #2238-COA; 1030 Brent Ave.

Dear Commissioners,

Regarding the consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an unpermitted patio cover into 
habitable space.  

My comments:  
First, this unpermitted patio cover should follow South Pasadena City code requirements to submit a building 
permit get this patio cover legally permitted. It does not sound right to me. When the patio cover was built 
illegally and allow it convert to a living space. 

My understanding the City of South Pasadena had required them to tear down this structure (patio) before 
(correct me if I am wrong).  May be they should tear down the patio cover, get a permit to build 
an addition (additional living space) according to the city code.     

I am happy to hear people willing to improve their property, getting more living space. But they need to follow 
the City Code requirements.  

Thank you for reviewing my comments.  

Thank You. 
Elizabeth Chin 
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From: L Chin
Sent: Friday, July 3, 2020 6:38 PM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti Personal <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: Project #2238 COA; 1030 Brent Ave

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Gallatin,

Thank you all at the June 18 meeting. Good job! Well done! 

I am aware that project number:2238-COA moved to the next meeting. I am looking forward to watching the 
July 16 meeting.  

Thank You. 
Lisa Chin 
626-484-7655

On Thu, Jun 4, 2020 at 3:58 PM L Chin wrote:
1) My name is Elizabeth Chin,  South Pasadena, CA 91030
2) Project #2238-COA; 1030 Brent Ave.

Dear Commissioners,

Regarding the consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an unpermitted patio cover into 
habitable space.  

My comments:  

16 - 147



Planning Commission:


FROM: Richard and Janet Marshall
            


There is no agenda number on the notice we received. We just called the number provided for 
the planning department, but could only leave a message.


We are commenting in regards to 
Project Number: 2238-COA         Address:  1030 Brent Avenue


We strongly oppose granting a Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an “unpermitted patio 
cover into a habitable space” for the following reasons:


1) The owner of this property is a Licensed General Contractor who knowingly proceeded with 
building this unpermitted structure after his next door neighbors, Travis and Nichole 
Dunville, would not agree to sell him a strip of their property. 


2)  First it was just an eyesore with random French doors nailed on horizontally and vertically

     to beams to act as makeshift walls. It was not a patio, so much as a de facto shop/storage 
     area. It is plainly visible from the Dunville’s kitchen window.

3) Then, the owner’s brother, also a contractor, arrived to pour a slab foundation beneath this
    makeshift structure. Again, this work was done with no permit.

4) We know this “project” has been going on for close to five years. The Dunville’s have made 
    requests (PRRs) for paperwork in regards to this project only to be told the records  
    cannot be found.  I know this has been an excruciating experience for them. They are to 
    speak with Mayor Bob Joe as to the inability of the city to provide responses to their PRRs.

5) We are frankly appalled that the Cultural Heritage Commission//Planning Department would 
    even consider looking the other way and allowing this project to go forward since all work 

    was done without a permit to circumvent the city.

This is especially distressing as we completed a 3-year remodel of our 1910 Craftsman down 
the street just last year. We had to submit plans numerous times to the Planning Department. 


We demolished a shed that had been attached to the rear of our house since the 1940s  that 
we were using as a bedroom. Though not visible from the street, we were required to pour a 
new foundation that met current seismic standards. It could NOT be a slab foundation. And all 
of this was done for a one-story bedroom/bathroom addition. 


The city conducted numerous inspections of the work being done. We earned the approvals.

EVERYTHING we did was permitted. Meanwhile, the owner at 1030 Brent, purposely avoided 
the entire permitting process and now wants to keep building.

There cannot be two standards for residents contemplating a construction project. Residents 
who require permits and those who, many times though their professional connections, don’t 
need to bother to wait in line with the rest of us.

Richard Marshall	 	 	 Janet Marshall
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First, this unpermitted patio cover should follow South Pasadena City code requirements to submit a building 
permit get this patio cover legally permitted. It does not sound right to me. When the patio cover was built 
illegally and allow it convert to a living space.

My understanding the City of South Pasadena had required them to tear down this structure (patio) before
(correct me if I am wrong).  May be they should tear down the patio cover, get a permit to build 
an addition (additional living space) according to the city code.     

I am happy to hear people willing to improve their property, getting more living space. But they need to follow 
the City Code requirements.  

Thank you for reviewing my comments.  

Thank You. 
Elizabeth Chin 
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Malinda Lim

From: Kanika Kith
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 2:04 PM
To: Malinda Lim
Cc: Joanna Hankamer
Subject: FW: Project Number 2238-COA

From: Nichole
Sent:Wednesday, June 17, 2020 11:35 AM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc: 'Travis D'
Subject: Project Number 2238 COA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I am asking for project #2238 COA to be denied. This property already has COA approval under project #1101 for a 293
sq/ft addition to the back of the house. Stephanie DeWolfe stated in an email that this COA is still valid. Why would the
owners submit a new COA? Because the original COA was approved with what appears to be numerous fraudulent and
misleading information to the DRB and CHC for approval that would never allow for an approval. We are asking for COA
1101 to be revoked. The owners could not comply with the original approved COA and are now misleading the CHC and
residents again with a description of what appears to be a simple enclosure of an unpermitted patio.

The unapproved and unpermitted demo and construction started in the summer of 2015 and took more than 2 ½ years
to build with electrical, structural, roofing and the cement slab being poured last and without any footings. When the
owner installed 12 doors to the structure, we inquired about the permits. The city stated there were no permits. The
city inspected this on February 1st, 2018 and has taken more than 2 years and 4 months to investigate. We have
requested the city to enforce the 18 month nuisance ordinance for residential construction. We have also requested a 5
year moratorium for any building permits for this property from the day the structure is torn down based on fraud and
misrepresentations. There are numerous issues with this project.

For fraud and misrepresentation, the owner who is a licensed general contractor and has been for 40 years tried to
purchase a small portion of our property to conform with building requirements on the original approval. We were not
interested in selling our land. On the site plan, Jim Fenske stated the driveway was 8 ½ ft from the SW corner of the
house. A simple tape measurement shows 7 1/2 feet and is confirmed with a survey. Depending on the rear setback of
the garage, the property line is about 6 inches to one foot based on the owner’s survey. The site plan shows 5ft, which
would go into the next door neighbor’s yard and under the garage roofline. There were two trees in the
backyard. Along with the narrative stating no trees could be cut or trimmed, the site plan stated no trees to be cut,
trimmed or removed. The site plan does not show any trees in the backyard. There is required parking for this project
that would need both trees to be removed since they were in the path to the parking. In the required two car parking,
the measurement is about 21ft and the parking required 20ft. There is a utility pole in this area that was not on the site
plan. The plan did not show the objects that encroached into this parking area (bay window, washer, dryer, electrical
panel). There is a building separation that was marked at 10ft(code). The actual measurement was 8ft and some
change. On the site plan, the duplex is modified to appear that there is more room for the separation than the actual
building. There was a correction notice that was given to the owners on the original approval asking about
measurements and setbacks. The owner and architect made no changes. We are asking the CHC to question Jim Fenske
about each item to clarify how there could be so many errors.
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This is just the beginning of the issues and you can see a portion of the email thread below what we have been going
through. We have asked for transparency and the city has failed. We welcome any questions from the CHC or residence
in South Pasadena.

Travis Dunville

From: Nichole
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 11:09 PM
To: 'Tamara Binns' <tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Teresa Highsmith' <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; 'Lucy Demirjian'
<ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Dr. Richard Schneider Personal' <Rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; 'City Clerk's
Division' <CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Robert Joe' <rjoe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov' <mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Michael Cacciotti Personal'
<macacciotti@yahoo.com>; 'Stephanie DeWolfe' <sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Diana Mahmud'
<diana.mahmud@gmail.com>; 'jhankamer@southpasadenaca.gov' <jhankamer@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Stephanie, thank you for your response and willingness to look deeper into this project. However, we do not understand
why the City continues to ignore its own ordinances. Planning and Building seems to be going out of its way to find
loopholes to allow this homeowner to continue adding onto his unpermitted addition and circumvent required
parking. As a General Contractor, he is aware of the ordinances and the required processes. The relationships that exist
between Planning and Building staff, the homeowner, the architect for this project and the Chair appear to be very
chummy with emails that demonstrate willingness to do favors for each other while ignoring city ordinances. And the
city has yet to fulfill our request for public documents from February 2019.

Here is a summary: Our neighbor, who is a general contractor, had an addition conditionally approved in 2007. The
conditional approval was based upon the addition of covered parking on the property. In 2009 he changed his mind and
requested a refund for the fees he’d paid. No construction was ever started. Years later, in 2015 he started building a
patio with a concrete foundation and a flat roof attached to his house. He cut down a tree and tore off the back porch,
none of this was approved or permitted. After almost 3 years of construction, in 2018, he installed 12 doors vertically
and horizontally to enclose the patio/addition. We went to the city to see the permits but there were none.

As a City Manager, we knew it would be difficult to understand the history since you are using the same incorrect
information from the timeline David Bergman’s staff created and only referencing items from February 1, 2019 present
day. Since the city inspector came to our house to look at the addition through our windows the first week in February
2018, until our email to Michael Cacciotti a year later in February 2019, no one from the City ever was proactive and
reached out to us for one update or asked any questions after that visit. During that period, we called and went into the
office asking for updates. We met with the interim director David Bergman but he was unwilling to hear our complaints
or even look at our documents. There were specific questions that you and David still have not answered and maybe we
will get the responses once our public document request is complete. Below is information regarding ADUs, COAs,
Major vs. Minor Reviews, Code Enforcement, tree removal and trimming, property lines and setbacks that may help you
reevaluate your assumptions.

Converting to an ADU only to circumvent parking requirements
ADU only allowed on lots 12,500 sq/ft per 2016 SPMC which is current. This property is 7,500 sq/ft
Property Lines and setbacks written incorrectly on blueprints
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Illegal tree removal and illegal trimming of Oak Tree
Unpermitted driveway

To City Council

If you read the email thread that started on February 1, 2019, thank you. We realized that you have not received any
other supporting documentation, so we thought it would be best to include it in our response to Stephanie DeWolfe’s
most recent email to us.

If you haven’t read it, we understand and ask that you please review the patio images in this email. This is what we
currently see from our bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, laundry room and backyard every day since construction started in
the summer of 2015. The one at night shows the patio enclosed with glass doors. We will also share the timeline of
construction per Google Earth and street view.

If Stephanie Dewolfe is still not concerned about what really happened, we ask you this; if you do think there are items
that concern you, please let her know. We have tried to get this unpermitted construction to stopped, but you will see
our concerns were ignored when valid points were brought up and not followed through. City Council has the power to
revoke the COA. We ask that you consider revoking the COA.

This us what we look at every day from our bedroom, kitchen, bathroom, laundry and backyard.
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Below is the construction timeline from Google Earth from the original approval in 2007 2019.
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2007 with two trees in the backyard circled in red and the required trellis area in yellow for parking.

November 2009 Two trees in the backyard and no construction.
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March 2011 Two trees and no construction

April 2013 Two trees and no construction
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April 2014 two trees and no construction

March 2015 two trees and no construction
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December 2015 Tree removed and framing started in the summer of 2015. 6 months of construction.
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February 2016 Framing and no concrete. 7 months of construction.
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October 2016 flat roof is on and no concrete. 15 months of construction.
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March 2017 Roof on and no concrete. 20 months of construction.

March 2018 concrete has been poured and visible from the south and east roofline. 2 years 8 months of construction.

Below is our response to Stephanie DeWolfe’s email.

For clarification:

Bold Stephanie DeWolfe quoting our email

Red Stephani DeWolfe’s response to us (SD)

Black Our response to her

Conflicting information regarding the project status in February 2019: 1. “Building and Planning said that it had to be
torn down…” 2. “…had to be turned into an ADU…” 3. “…illegal addition was approved by the Chair…” 4. “…told it had
not been approved.” 5. “show a new set of drawings that had been approved and signed…”

SD: To clarify the Project status, here is a timeline of the Project. The original Project was submitted in 2007 and
included an addition to the rear of the primary residence and a second story addition. The proposed Project was
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approved by the Cultural Heritage Commission on November 15, 2009(2007). Permits were pulled and construction
began soon after the approval, but was later halted and permits withdrawn by the property owner.

At no time did any construction start on this project and the approval was in 2007 not 2009. The homeowner requested
a refund of fees paid in 2009 and was granted the refund. A City staffer confirmed this with us but would not tell us the
amount refunded or provide a copy. This is a public record that we would like to see and should have received on our
original public records request. Construction started in 2015 with the removal of a tree and porch on the back of the
house.

You stated construction began soon after. Can you please elaborate on why you believe this to be true? Who told you
this and what construction began soon after? The more details the better and any supporting documents would be
helpful. We have been told many things from City Staffers that we later discover to be untrue. Jose was the only
employee around at that time, so we assume it is him.

SD: In March of 2018, it was brought to the City’s attention that there was unpermitted construction of a covered patio
adjoining the primary residence. On April 9, 2018, City Staff issued a Correction Notice to the property owner and Notice
to Stop Work.

This issue was actually brought to the attention of Edwar Sissi who recently left the City and is now employed with the
City of Pasadena and Jose Villegas in 2017 with anonymous calls until we actually came into the office. We encouraged
Edwar and Jose to view it from our property, view from the sidewalk or look via Google Earth. Finally, we requested the
City Code Enforcement Officer to investigate. He came into our house the first week of February 2018, so the City
actually knew prior to March of 2018 as you stated in your response. We never found out why it took over 60 days for
the City to issue a correction letter from the initial pictures that were taken. We requested a copy of this too, but Jose
Villegas stated we needed to get it through public records. We never received a copy of this in our public records
request.

SD: In January of 2019, the property owner returned with minor changes and reduced the project to a 293 sq. ft. single
story addition, including revised design of windows and doors, to replace the unpermitted covered patio. The
Commission approvals were still in effect and staff approved the reduced scale of the Project as being in compliance
with prior approvals. These changes were approved by the Commission Chair, as required by ordinance.

SD: On July 10, 2019, the property owner requested a Chair Review to add approximately 36 sq. ft. to the first floor
addition that was previously approved. The 329 sq. ft. addition is pending review.

You mention the owner returned with minor changes and reduced the project to 293 sq. ft to comply with prior
approvals. Why would they come back and ask the City to consider an increase in square footage 7 months later in July
2019? The only reason the owner requested the extra 36 sq/ft is because his structure is already built, the concrete is
poured and he wants to use the footprint he has already built and not the originally approved footprint. We thought the
Chair “approved” these drawings in August 2018. Why are there more changes? We brought this up to David Bergman
in our February 11th meeting and in the emails and have yet to receive an answer. Also in the afternoon on January 28th,

2019 we came into the office and wanted to see the approved plans(see the City timeline). Jose was unable to locate
them. About two hours later Jose was able to find them, but neglected to contact us. Instead he emailed the Jim Fenske
the architect and stated “Let’s meet on Wednesday January 30 and discuss the project plans for the addition of 1030
Brent Ave. I found the approved set of copies. This is a time sensitive issue.”
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Here are more problems with this project approval process.

Original DRB approval All work needs to conform to stamped approved plans, this does not. Planning approval from
DRB is valid for one year. This expired in 2008.

Here are some issues with the changes from the original design.

South: Single door changed to a set of French doors and the room is expanded and now covers a window on the east
side of the house.

East: French door changed to two sets of French doors.

North: Single door, Chimney, Single door changed to a set of French doors without a chimney.

The layout is almost exactly what the owner was caught with in February 2018.
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There are several reasons why this cannot qualify for a Minor Project review. A Minor Project review does not include
structures over 200sq/ft, an increase in the height of the roof from 14ft 11” to 16ft 2”, covering of an original window
that was not originally approved, moving the entire footprint south more than 3ft while being visible from the public
right of way on Brent Ave and Park Ave. These would require a Major Review with notification to the neighbors, which
was not done.
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SD: Is there an ADA concern here that I missed?

No, we are unaware of an ADA issue.

SD: In January of 2019, the property owner submitted plans to convert the second unit into an Accessory Dwelling Unit
(ADU). The conversion would require the removal of the electrical and gas meters. On March 4, 2019 the plans were
reviewed by staff for Zoning Code compliance and approved. On July 11, 2019, the property owner pulled electrical
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permits to remove the electrical meter and on October 1, 2019, the property owner pulled plumbing permits to remove
the gas line to duplex.

Would you not agree that the intent of an ADU is to create new housing in California? David Bergman agreed with this
when he spoke with The California Department of Housing and Community Development (CDHC). Give them a call and
have a discussion with them. They will also say that if the duplex were to be expanded, that too does not justify creation
of an ADU. A duplex just isn’t an ADU.

Jose recommended two options to bypass the parking requirements that were originally a condition of the original
project. Either demolish the unpermitted construction or convert the duplex to an ADU.

Jose Villegas stated convert to ADU(aka SPMC 36.350.200) or SPMC 36.360.090(F). Below is the email and images of
both codes. The owner’s property does not comply with either. SPMC 36.360.090(F) doesn’t work because the CHC
already approved the parking under the trellis.

The current SPMC 36.350.200 was passed in 2016 and signed by Michael Cacciotti and Terri Highsmith and requires an
ADU to meet a minimum lot size of 12,500sq.ft. for an approval and not be visible from the street. The owner’s lot is
less than 7500sq.ft and the duplex is visible from the street, even with the new tree they planted. Why would the City
ignore its own ordinance? At that time, Jose’s second option would be to it tear down.

While we know that new legislation for ADUs lot sizes will change in 2020, we want to make sure everyone is aware that
in April of 2018 the City was having discussions with the owner about converting this into and ADU and state legislation
was not introduced until 2019. In August of 2018 there was discussions of bypassing the parking. Everyone on that
email was in agreement that there is really no change to the structure. In the emails below dated February 8th and 15th

of 2019, you will see what transpired. At that time, Jose’s option to demolish would have been appropriate and would
still be appropriate today. Please note that we met with David Bergman on February 11th with this concern and he
ignored us.

February 8, 2019, Jose emailed David explaining “what was holding up this project” which he stated was the original
parking requirement from the original COA, DRB that was a conditional requirement for approval. Jose failed to address
the previous years’ worth of information that we brought up as our concerns then and now. Why didn’t David Bergman
know about this issue?

February 11, 2019, we met with David Bergman to ask questions and find out why the project was moving forward. We
tried to explain the history of the ongoing construction but he refused to even look at our pictures and documents. We
now know that he did not have the entire story and why he was so confused in our meeting.

February 15, 2019, Jose reviewed and approved the ADU conversion 4 days after our meeting with David to avoid the
original parking requirements of the COA, DRB and CHC requirements. It doesn’t appear as if there was any actual
follow through after our meeting with David.

David and Jose ignored the SP Code and waived the parking requirements on an unpermitted addition. This just doesn’t
make sense. The property is one block from Fair Oaks, between Mission and Monterey. Parking in the area is impacted
by Blaze Pizza and Mosaic Church. Employees and customers from the stores on Fair Oaks that don’t having parking lots,
use Brent for parking. It is shortsighted on the part of Planning and Building to allow a homeowner to add onto their
house and remove parking requirements from the COA, DRB and CHC from 2007. In this area there are some homes and
many apartments that do not have onsite parking so they park on the street. With the housing shortage and increase in
rents, there are more occupants per unit now than in 2007, making street parking more impacted than it was 12 years
ago. Why would Planning and Building overlook this detail?
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Whose name is redacted below? That person told Jim Fenske what was required for the ADU in August of 2018. You’ll
see the owner’s name (Robert) is in the next paragraph, so we assume it’s not him. This shouldn’t be redacted since
there doesn’t appear to be any privilege. Can you please let us know who assisted in the ADU conversion
discussion? You will also see that Mark, Edwar and Jim discussed the fact that the existing unit’s use would not change.
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Expiration of the original Certificate of Appropriateness

SD: The previous code section regarding the Certificate of Appropriate (COA) did not establish an expiration date for
COAs. On July 19, 2017, Ordinance No. 2315 was adopted to repeal and replace Article IVH (Cultural Heritage
Commission) of Chapter 2 (Administration) of the South Pasadena Municipal Code (Code) which established an eighteen
month expiration date for COAs. This Code section does not apply to the Project since the original approval of the COA
preceded the adoption of the ordinance in July 2017. Consequently, the original COA does not have an expiration date.

Since you mentioned that the COA is based on the project, you should have reviewed the conditions for getting permits
on the original approval. The DRB approval was only valid for 1 year which expired on December 20, 2008. See image
below. This is almost 11 years later. Why is the city using this project as the bases to get everything approved?

Even if the COA was still good, which we think is debatable, an additional COA is required for exterior changes not
described in the above description and approved by CHC. The COA needs to conform to the stamped approved
drawings. See the images below.
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Authorization for a Chair Review and difference between a Major and Minor Project Review and request for a copy of
the Chair Review Application

SD: The modifications to the previously approved Project plans were considered minor and therefore were subject to a
Minor Project Review. Chapter 2, Article IVH, Section 2.65 (Certificate of Appropriateness – Alteration and Demolition)
establishes that a Minor Project Review may be conducted if it involves “replacement of windows and doors if the
proposed replacements are of the same material, form, color, and location…” or “minor changes to a previously
approved certificate…” As defined by the Code a Chair Review was appropriate for the review and approval of those
changes. Currently, there is no formal application for a Chair Review. Project applicants that are subject to a Chair
Review are requested to visit City Hall to meet with the Chair to discuss their projects. Moving forward, the City will
create a more defined process for Chair Reviews.
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We understand that minor changes could be acceptable, but these are not minor changes. The structure is over 200 sqft,
the elevation of the roof and the entire structure has increased in size and the structure has been moved to the south.
The height has increased from 14’ 11” originally to 16’ 2” on the new details. The structure now covers an original
window on the house that was not covered in the original approval. The doors and windows have also moved. The
chimney has been removed.

If there were minor changes to the plans, why has it taken over 20 months to get this approved and why do they keep
coming back for more changes? Please see the previous images regarding this section.

Code Enforcement actions and remedies

SD: As previously noted, Code Enforcement issued a Correction Notice and Notice to Stop Work in March of 2018. Once
issued, the property owner had 30 days to report to City Hall to work with City to remedy the issue. Currently, City
policy establishes that as long as the property owner demonstrates good faith to work with the City, Code Enforcement
does not issue any citations. If no remedies are provided Code Enforcement may move forward with the issuance of a
citation. However, the property owner was responsive to the March 2018 notices and has been working with the City to
bring the unpermitted construction into compliance with City code. Therefore, no citations have been issued at this
time.

You claim the owner was responsive, but only after the 30 day deadline from the City letter. These are document we’ve
requested but have yet to receive copies of those notices, letters or responses in our request for public documents. You
mention this demonstrates good faith and compliance with the City code. He is and has been a general contractor for 40
years and knows the City ordinances. Why does Planning and Building continue to assist him in ignoring the ordinances
and finding loopholes to build what he wants without public approval from neighbors? What he intends to build is
different from what was conditionally approved 11 years ago and is almost identical to what he built illegally.

Illegal tree removal and oak tree trimming investigation

SD: In March of 2019, the Public Works Department was informed of a possible illegal tree removal and oak tree
trimming. Based on the Public Works Department’s investigation the removed tree was less than 12 inches in diameter
and did not require a tree removal permit.

Edwar and Jose were notified about the tree removal when we first started this process in 2018. The timeline fails to
address this. At no time did either of them state we should go to the Public Works and report it when a quick Google
search could confirm. We discussed this at the February 11th meeting with David Bergman. If there was an
investigation on the removal of the tree, why not investigate the oak tree at the same time? We contacted Public
works twice by phone on the day of the cutting of the Oak and confirmed there was no permit. After numerous
reminders, nothing appears to have been done on this. Below are pictures in January 2019 and March 2019 of the oak
tree that was trimmed out of season. You didn’t actually respond to this issue.
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Regarding the tree that the Public Works Department’s did investigate, you stated it was less than 12 inches in diameter
and did not require a tree removal permit. This is the first that we have heard of an investigation. Can you elaborate on
this and include the public records that we’ve requested previously? Who investigated this and who did they speak
with? Was it the owner who is a General Contractor? Are you aware that this was a multi trunk tree? You can see in
the first picture from 2007 below that the tree was already well established and taller than the house roof line. Please
see the second picture from July 2007 prior to approvals in November 2007. The red markings show the two trees in the
Google street view. The picture below also shows the original porch that was torn down.
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This is important because it shows that the owner knew that they could not conform to the parking that was a condition
of the original approval. See how the pathway crosses where the tree was cut down and the Oak tree. See
the November 2017 conditional approval plan and no trees to be cut or trimmed.We added the red dots to show the
placement of the trees in the drawing below. The lower left dot was the multi truck tree that was cut down and the
upper right is the oak that sits in the middle of the path to the carport that was supposed to be built if they wanted to
build the addition.
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2007 Narrative
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How was the tree that was cut down investigated? Since the tree was removed 4 years ago, how does the investigator
know the diameter of the tree? Did you know this was amulti trunk tree and one would need to measure the
circumference of each trunks at 4 ft from the ground and add them together? An established tree planted before 2007
and cut down 8 years later in 2015 could reasonably be presumed that the multi truck tree did meet the tree ordinance
minimums with just 3 or 4 trunks. Because the trunks of the tree were so large, a stump grinder was needed to remove
the stumps. You could also call the tree a shrub, the pictures clearly show it towers over 16 ft. Since the owner is a
licensed General Contractor, please note the Intentional violation in the SPMC.
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Property line dispute and setback concerns

SD: Property line disputes are a civil matter and are not addressed by the City. If there are concerns regarding the
property line and setbacks that were used in the Project plans, a surveyor would need to be retained to determine the
exact location of the property lines.

This is not a civil matter as there is clearly fraud in the misrepresentation of the current and 2007 documents provided
to the City. John Pope was recently quoted in the South Pasadena Review stating “The City has little choice but to
respond when the facts are ignored or misrepresented as they have been…..”

We aren’t talking about leaves falling on our property or even disputing inches. This is clearly a big discrepancy and
we’ve taken pictures to help you understand. Keep in mind that the owner approached us to acquire a 2 ft swath of
land for about $12k along the length of their driveway during the process of getting this project approved in 2007. So
even then he knew he did not have enough space to build what he wanted. In the pictures below, you can see the owner
had trouble complying with a correction notice that included setbacks in 2007 when the architect was asked to clarify
unclear property lines and setbacks even in 2007 and it clearly shows they put down what was needed to get approved.

The original plans and the new plans show a setback of 5ft at the back of the property which isn’t even our property, but
another neighbor’s. It doesn’t take a surveyor to see in the pictures below that the fence line is at 2ft 9 inches, not 5
feet like the plans show. If it’s true that they have a 5ft setback, it would be just under their neighbor’s gutter on the
back of the neighbor’s garage.

You’ll see in pink below that we measured the driveway in numerus sections and marked them accordingly on the
owners site plan which don’t conform. We even took a picture of their driveway showing 6 ft in one section when their
site plans clearly shows nothing smaller that 8ft 6 inches at the top of the driveway. The image with the red tape
measurer shows the actual location at 8’ 6”. Because of the confusion of the setbacks on the driveway and back of
garage, the owner needs to have the property surveyed. See the text images from the owner in February 2019 when he
acknowledges that the City may require a survey and thinks it’s a good idea since he mentions he’s probably
encroaching and states that the City may require verification of property lines. Then deciding that he doesn’t want to
disclose it to the new owners if/when he sells as his plans are to move on and not even live in the property.

Neither you nor David ever responded to the driveway that was poured without a permit. It’s time to correct this issue
once and for all and require a survey from the property owner.
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2ft 9 inches at the back yard fence.
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5ft at the section in the neighbor’s backyard and just at the edge of the other neighbor’s gutter.
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We also requested the documents and responses the owner is referring to in those texts in our request for public
documents, but those too have not been provided.
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Public Records Request

SD: The City Clerk’s Office is responsible for Public Records Request and is currently looking into the request.

Unfortunately, this too has been mishandled. The first request was marked complete by J. Equivalls and when you
review that information, he only provided 9 emails from the 2018 calendar year. Of those 9, one was a duplicate and all
were generated in August, just two hours after we visited the planning desk for an update. We know there were
communications throughout 2018 and not just August. We will need the City Clerk’s Office to go back from 2018 to
present day correspondences.

After our initial request in February 2019 with minimal results, Juan reached out in April and asked us to clarify what we
needed. We were very clear and he never provided us with any documents. In June, Miriam Ferrel followed up and
provided a copy of the ordinance 2004 which is not valid anymore. We appreciated that, but she too needed us to
clarify what we needed. After several follow ups with her over the next 2 months, she too provided us with
nothing. Now, Maria Ayala is also requesting clarification. She states “With respect to the role of the City Clerk’s Office,
we are looking to fulfill your request for subject emails to your request. I believe City Manager DeWolfe along with
other Planning personnel will be working to provide you with other records” We have been clear from the first request
and are still asking the same questions. Besides that, you stated the City Clerk’s Office is responsible for the Public
Records Request, but Maria is only looking to provide emails. Please confirm who will provide the documents that are
not in email form and when we can expect them. Since we are now at 9 months and three employees later and have yet
to receive the information we’ve requested, we’d like the City to clarify the email retention policy. We want to make
sure that everyone is clear that no emails or documents shall be deleted, trashed, disposed of or purged from the
network or backup drives. We have more pictures, documents and notes to support our story and can share as soon as
we get the documents we have requested.

Stephanie and City Council, after seeing more information about these problems and actual support documentation and
not hearsay, we hope that you are able to clearly see through this facade of misrepresentation from the owner and
architect. Compliance with manipulation, misrepresentation and fraud give you the right to step in and revote the
COA. Remember, John Pope stated “The city has little choice but to respond when the facts are ignored or 
misrepresented as they have been in regard to the 1726 Hanscom Drive property. And the community has 
expressed an interest in hearing the city’s side of the story,” spokesman John Pope said in a prepared 
statement during the gathering, which also included Mayor Marina Khubesrian, City Attorney Teresa Highsmith 
and, by telephone, City Manager Stephanie DeWolfe. Clearly the facts have been ignored and misrepresented in
this case. It’s time for the City and the City Council to acknowledge that the Owner/GC, Architect, City staffers, and
Design Review failed in their due diligence regarding 1030 Brent Ave over the last 21 months and failed to respond
appropriately. We ask again that all movement for this project stop and the COA be revoked.

Travis & Nichole Dunville 

From: Tamara Binns <tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 3:26 PM
To: Teresa Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Lucy Demirjian <ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>; Dr. Richard
Schneider Personal <Rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; City Clerk's Division <CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov>; Robert Joe
<rjoe@southpasadenaca.gov>; mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov; Michael Cacciotti Personal
<macacciotti@yahoo.com>; Stephanie DeWolfe <sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>; Diana Mahmud
<diana.mahmud@gmail.com>; Nichole
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Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032
Importance: High

Mr. and Mrs. Dunville, 

Please see the attached letter answering your questions about the construction at 1030 and 1032 Brent Avenue. 

If you have further questions, please feel free to contact our new Planning Director, Joanna Hankamer at 
jhankamer@southpasadenaca.gov or (626) 403-7222. 

From: Stephanie DeWolfe  
Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2019 6:18 PM 
To: Nichole; Teresa Highsmith; Maria Ayala; Tamara Binns; Miriam Ferrel; Lucy Demirjian; Dr. Richard Schneider - 
Personal; City Clerk's Division; Diana Mahmud; Robert Joe; mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov; Michael Cacciotti - 
Personal 
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032 

Mr. and Mrs. Dunville –

Thank you for sharing your concerns regarding the construction activities at this site. I apologize that you did
not receive a timely and appropriate response from City staff in regard to your concerns. I know you had
received several responses from David Bergman and it was my understanding that he was appropriately
handling the issue. I’m sorry I did not realize that you had not received an appropriate response.

I have now personally delved into the history of this project at your request and have found the issues to be
complex. Having the files spread out on my desk, I understand your frustration with the process. While I had
hoped to have a complete response for you by today, I have not been able to complete my review due to the
complexity and lengthy history of interrelated issues. Please know however, that this has my full attention
and I am personally looking into each of the concerns you raised. I anticipate I will be able to provide you with
a complete response next week.

I apologize again for the City’s failure to respond in a timely manner and appreciate your patience. Please let
me know if you have additional concerns in the meantime.

Sincerely,

Stephanie DeWolfe 
City Manager 
City of South Pasadena 
1414 Mission Street 
South Pasadena, CA  91030 
www.southpasadenaca.gov 
626.403.7210 
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From: Nichole
Sent:Wednesday, September 25, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Stephanie DeWolfe <sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>; Teresa Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; Tamara Binns <tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>; Miriam Ferrel
<mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>; Lucy Demirjian <ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>; Dr. Richard Schneider Personal
<Rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; City Clerk's Division <CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov>; Diana Mahmud
<dmahmud@southpasadenaca.gov>; Robert Joe <rjoe@southpasadenaca.gov>; mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov;
Michael Cacciotti Personal <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Michael,

Another month has gone by and we still have not received a response from the city staff. On August 27th you asked
Stephanie DeWolfe to have the staff provide an estimate as to when they would be able to respond to our requests. Is
there a reason no one is responding? Is the city manager or city attorney concerned about liability? They both have been
included on this thread since February.

In the last 9 months the City Clerk has failed to provide the public records we’ve requested, even after multiple requests
and reminders. In the last 18 months, the Planning/Building Department started and failed to complete two
investigations, first under David Watkins and then again under David Bergman. Also, Public Works and city staffers in
Building & Planning have known about the unpermitted tree removal for the unpermitted construction and promised to
look into it and as far as we know, they still have not. Two months into the investigation, Planning and Building knew
that this addition deviated from the expired plans the homeowners had from 2007. Since then, Planning and Building
has done nothing except help the homeowner who is acting as his own contractor, continue what is clearly an
unpermitted addition, blatantly ignoring city ordinances.

We reported the unpermitted construction in 2017, wishing to remain anonymous. This is extremely frustrating. Please
review the email thread below. The entire City Council needs to be aware of the unprofessionalism of city staff and
management.

Kind regards,

Nichole and Travis Dunville

From: Nichole
Sent:Monday, September 9, 2019 8:41 PM
To: 'Michael Cacciotti' <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Michael,
This is a follow up on your last email to Stephanie DeWolfe. After watching this video of the most recent Planning
Commission meeting, we have a better understanding of what’s going on. Between the antiquated analogue system and
the lack of staff, Planning and Building appears to be off the rails! Now we understand how plans were lost and files
were unavailable and changes were able to happen at the desk without any record or documentation. If you haven’t
seen this yet, we suggest a quick review of Councilmen Richard Schneider’s comments at the 21:40 22:34 mark,
Commissioner Braun from 24:00 25:45 and David Bergman from 30:00 37:30
http://www.spectrumstream.com/streaming/south_pasadena_pc/2019_08_13.cfm
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We understand that City Council doesn’t handle every single issue in the city, but with all of the vacancies in Planning
and Building we have nowhere else to turn. It’s been 4 years and 2 months since the start of the unpermitted
construction going on next door and 19 months since a code enforcement officer was in our house and took pictures of
it. No investigation has ever been completed and our requests for public records have been ignored. David Bergman
claimed to be overworked and was either unwilling or unable to follow up on the investigation or answer our emails.
When you came over to our house you mentioned setting up a meeting. With the departure of David Bergman we think
it’s time to set up a day and time to finally take care of this issue with a decision maker who has authority to put an end
to this illegal construction.

As always, we thank you for your time and service to our city!

Travis and Nichole Dunville

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:15 PM
To: Nichole
Cc: sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov; Teresa L. Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov; Marc Donahue Miriam Ferrel
<mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>; Lucy Kbjian <LKbjian@ci.south pasadena.ca.us>; richard schneider
<rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; cityclerk@southpasadenaca.gov
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Nichole,

I have not received a response from Staff from my email last week. I will check on the status of your request.

Hi Stephanie,

Would you please have our staff provide Nichole and Travis with an estimate as to when staff will be able to respond to
their request. They have been very patient up to this point.
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 27, 2019, at 9:26 AM, Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net> wrote:

Hi Michael,
Wanted to know if you’ve heard anything regarding this, because we haven’t. Thanks for following up
with this!

Kind regards,
Nichole and Travis

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent:Monday, August 19, 2019 9:11 AM
To: dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov
Cc: sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov; Teresa L. Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; Marc Donahue Miriam Ferrel <mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>;
tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov; LDemirjian@SouthPasadenaCA.gov; RSchneider@SouthPasadenaCA.gov;
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richard schneider <rdschneider0@yahoo.com>;
Subject: Fwd: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Good morning David,

Just wanted to follow up on my email from two weeks ago about the above mentioned issue on Brent
Ave. Please have staff provide us a response later this week as Travis and Nichole have been patiently
waiting a response.

If for some reason we are not able to provide a response, please let them know when a response will be
provided.
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Nichole"
Date: August 19, 2019 at 8:35:13 AM PDT
To: "'Michael Cacciotti'" <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Michael,
We appreciate your email two week ago. Have you had any contact or conversations
regarding this issue since you sent the email? The reason we ask is that we still haven’t
heard anything.

Thanks,
Travis and Nichole

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2019 6:27 PM
To: dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov
Cc: sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov; tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov; Marc Donahue
Miriam Ferrel <mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; Teresa L. Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>;

t; Lucy Kbjian <LKbjian@ci.south pasadena.ca.us>
Subject: Fwd: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi David

Good to see you at city Hall last week.

I wanted to follow up with Travis and Nichole’s request for assistance (see emails below)
on the alleged unpermitted construction occurring at the above location at 1030 and
1032 Brent Ave, just north of Oxley (which is adjacent to and north of their home).

When I met with Travis and Nichole today, they mentioned that they had requested
some documents back in June 2019 from the city, but had not received everything they
had requested in their Public Records Request. They are also concerned because
construction continues intermittently at the location, which they believe is not
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consistent with plans and/or permits approved by the city.

I know we have had substantial turnover in your department and the city clerk’s office,
but please, at your earliest available opportunity, this week, work with the city clerks
office to provide any documents that are responsive to their request and are not
privileged, etc. Also, please work with staff to address and respond to their concerns
about this project including permitting, alleged deviations from approved plans, ongoing
construction activities, etc.

Thanks for your hard work!
Michael
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Nichole"
Date: August 1, 2019 at 11:25:05 PM PDT
To: "'Michael Cacciotti'" <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

You’re welcome to come over to our house. It’s 1036 Brent Ave.

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 11:16 PM
To: Nichole
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Travis and Nichole
I can meet at 2 pm. on this Sunday. Where you want to meet?
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 1, 2019, at 4:06 PM, Nichole
wrote:

Hi Michael,
Thank very much for responding so quickly! We are
available anytime Sunday afternoon. Would that work?

Nichole and Travis
626 627 1010

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:59 PM
To: Nichole
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Travis and Nichole,

16 - 196



48

I am usually CC’d on the email communications
between our city staff and you.

I would be happy to meet. Are you available to meet
this weekend in the afternoon?
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 30, 2019, at 3:48 PM, Nichole
< wrote:

Hi Michael,
Hope you’re enjoying your summer.
You may remember that we reached
out to you 6 months ago regarding the
unpermitted construction at 1030/1032
Brent. In that email, we were clear that
we wanted honesty, transparency and
oversite. As of today, we have not
received answers to our questions
about how this project was investigated
and how it keeps moving forward when
there are so many problems that have
not been addressed. We were very
specific in our questions and have yet to
receive answers. In your reply to us on
February 5, you mentioned that you
wanted the staff to keep you informed
on how they are working to resolve this
issue. Besides the below thread, has the
staff informed you of anything
else? We ask because in the attached
email thread, we requested specific
documents with repeated follow ups
with no response.

It's now been over 4 years since the
start of construction and 18 months
since the city inspector took pictures of
the unpermitted structure. This is
unacceptable. We would like to have a
conversation with you when you are
available.

Regards,
Travis & Nichole Dunville
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From: Nichole
<
Sent:Monday, June 17, 2019 8:25 AM
To: 'David Bergman'
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Teresa Highsmith'
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc: 'Michael Cacciotti'
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Stephanie DeWolfe'
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Code Enforcement'
<CodeEnforcement@southpasadenaca.
gov>; 'Alex Chou'
<achou@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

David,
We reviewed the plans
at the counter on
Friday, June 14th. Once
again we are getting
conflicting answers and
there are still many
errors that have not
been addressed. The
plans dated 7/28/2018
but are different from
the Roybal’s plans they
provided us this year
that are also dated
7/28/2018. It appears
that the architect
continues to make
changes to the plans,
that were not part of
the original approvals,
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without properly
notating them on the
plans. When we were in
on Friday, Jose
mentioned that
everything has been
corrected and permits
are ready to be issued
and paid for. While
there are many errors in
the plans, we pointed
out just a couple of
inaccuracies in the plans
and stated it may be
better to wait for you to
come back on Monday
before issuing anything
and Jose agreed. The
Roybals want an
addition that is based
on what they have
already constructed
illegally. These are
some of the items that
are different from the
original approval: the
pitch of the roof has
increased in height, the
width of the structure
has increased, the
footprint has moved 3ft
south and every
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elevation has changed
from what was
originally
approved. The original
plans were conditionally
approved with the
addition of additional
parking on the property.
The approval was based
on a duplex, not an
ADU. Everything about
this project is different
than the original
plans. We would expect
the planning and
building department to
notice these changes as
we have mentioned
them in person and in
emails.

Also, the drawings have
inaccurate setback
measurements that we
have discussed with you
and your staff. One
example is the setback
behind the garage.
We’ve attached a
picture of the garage
setback that shows 5ft
on both the original and
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new plans from
7/28/19. You’ll see in
the picture the setback
is actually only 2 feet
9inches. Besides the
owner sending us a text
stating that he believes
he’s encroaching our
property with their
driveway, he also
poured a new wider
driveway to possibly
meet the minimum
requirements for new
construction and
parking on the original
approval. You may want
to look at their permits
and see if they have one
for the driveway and if
the driveway is even
wide enough to meet
the minimum parking
requirements for the
original approval.

On February 11th we
requested all public
documents. We
received a few select
items, but not what we
originally
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requested. After our
second request to Juan
on April 30th , we
received an email from
Miriam stating Juan is
no longer working for
the City on June
3rd. We sent her an
email on Friday to
request an update as to
when we may expect
those documents. We
believe that the City
should not move
forward on this project
and issue any permits
until all issues have
been resolved. If you
disagree, please let us
know.

You stated in your April
18th email that public
works is in charge of the
tree trimming and
removal. A tree, that
was never notated on
any of the drawings,
was cut down in 2015 to
build the existing
unpermitted structure
and then another tree,
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an oak, was trimmed in
March of this year
without a permit and
out of season. Public
works was notified
twice on the day in
March. It’s now been
two months and nobody
from public works has
followed up.

It has now been 16
months since the city
inspector took pictures
of this nuisance and 4
years since tree
removal, demolition of
the original back porch
and construction of the
eyesore started. As
residents of this city for
25 years, we expect
more. Regarding our
other concerns in our
previous emails, you
have not responded to
our specific questions
about the approval
process and how Mark
G ignored the South
Pasadena major review
process. Will you or the
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City Attorney be
addressing this issue?

Finally the new
ordinance from 2017
repeals and replaces the
previous ordinance. It
appears that the city is
choosing to ignore
this. Why would the
city choose to use the
old ordinance 2315,
from 1992 and not the
current ordinance from
July 2017?

Sincerely,
Travis and Nichole
Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent:Monday, June 3, 2019 8:55 AM
To: Nichole

; Teresa
Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Code Enforcement
<CodeEnforcement@southpasadenaca.
gov>; Alex Chou
<achou@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello Mr and Ms. Dunville:
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The development application has been
reviewed by the City’s Public Works
Department and returned to the
applicant with requests for
corrections. The property has been
issued a notice to correct unpermitted
construction.

Please let me know if you have any
additional questions.

Best

David Bergman

From: Nichole

Sent: Sunday, June 2, 2019 11:27 AM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Teresa Highsmith
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello Mr. Bergman,
We are following up on our previous
email from April 29th. Can you please
update us regarding 1030/1032 Brent
Ave.?

Sincerely,
Travis and Nichole Dunville

From: Nichole

Sent:Monday, April 29, 2019 10:45 PM
To: 'David Bergman'
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'thighsmith@chwlaw.us'
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc: 'Michael Cacciotti'
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Stephanie DeWolfe'
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032
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Mr. Bergman,

While we are glad to see you
mentioned the structure will be
removed, this is only part of the
problem. If building permits are issued
and the structure is torn down,
whatever the City has approved could
be rebuilt. Rebuilding the new
structure is our concern since the City
did not follow the ordinance and
municipal code. Let’s start with the
investigation that originated on
February 3rd or 4th of 2018. Over a year
later, we receive a text from Bob Roybal
on February 28th, 2019 that states:
”Hi Travis, New Report. I just received a
call from the new City Code
Enforcement Officer Gus. The original
complaint from last April regarding my
patio addition just arrived at his
desk. He knows nothing about
it. Fortunately, I have detailed
documentation on my responses and
compliance to all their requests and
requirements. He indicated that he
would find out the present status of the
matter and inform me. I also notified
my architect. He replied that he is
current and awaiting direction. I am
pulling my hair out at this point and
thinking about lighting matches!
Thanks, hope we can get this done
soon.”

As for the COA still being valid, we
would like the City Attorney to state
why she believes that the COA is
grandfathered in, as the new ordinance
specifically states that the CHC of the
South Pasadena Municipal Code is
hereby repealed in its entirety and
replaced with the following new
CHC. We would like the City Attorney
to explain directly so it doesn’t get
misinterpreted. Perhaps the City
Attorney can explain how the Roybals
will be able to get building permits
without the COA and Design Review
Board (DRB) certificate as well. The
original COA and Design Review
Board(DRB) certificates were needed to
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acquire building permits under that
approval. The original COA is based on
the approved details. The COA then
goes on to state an additional COA is
required for exterior changes not
described in the above description and
approved by the CHC. All work
(alteration, demolition or exterior
changes) requiring a COA shall
substantially conform to the stamped
approved plans dated the effective date
of this approval.

As we’ve previously mentioned to City
staffers, and to you, on our February
11th meeting and in the previous emails,
we still haven’t been told how the Chair
was able to “approve” the updated
drawings. The original approval
specifically states on the certificates
and stamped approved drawings that it
needs to be built exactly as CHC and
DRB approved. This included the
addition of 2 covered parking
spots. The City staffer’s own timeline
states on April 16, 2018 that the owner
called in and spoke to a plan checker
and stated that the project plans have
diverted from the original plans. At that
time staffers should of stated these are
considered new plans and will need to
be resubmitted as a new project. There
is a process that needed to take place
and the former Director did not follow
that process. Even if the Director did
approve, which he did not, the Chair
would have then needed to decide if
this was a Major or Minor
review. Clearly this procedure was
overlooked. It would have been a good
idea to include the other committee
member of the CHC since this was
unpermitted construction that was
under investigation and diverted from
the original approvals. Please let us
know in as much detail as you can why
the Major review was not followed or
the rest of the CHC involved.

The next concern is the property line.
You might remember that we
mentioned the setbacks on the original
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plan and the current site plan were
incorrect and you would investigate
it. What did you find? On February
15th, 2019 Bob Roybal stated in a text:
“Also, City may require verification of
property lines which would probably be
a good idea anyway. I’ll let you know.”
Then the next day on February 16th,
2019 Bob Roybal texted:
“ Travis, just to let you know that, as
per our conversation, our intention is to
complete this process and either sell or
rent and move on. We have really
appreciated you all as neighbors and
will leave with having increased the
value of all our properties. I thank you
for your patience.”
Then on February 21st, 2019 Bob Roybal
texted:
“Hi Travis, still waiting on the City to
process our intentions. Also, I obtained
an aerial picture of our property
showing property lines and
setbacks. Although, these views are
only prospective, they do indicate non
conformity and encroachment. I will
not call for a survey right now because
we might sell and then I would have to
declare it to any new buyers. I will wait
on that. Again, we appreciate your
help.”
This is making more sense to us now
because when the Roybals were getting
the original plans approved in 2007,
they wanted to purchase a 12 inch strip
of our property along the North
elevation of our property. We declined
the offer. Looking back, they probably
didn’t have the minimum requirements
for the driveway. The Roybals need to
confirm their property lines.

There is no consideration of neighbors
who were not living here in 2007/2008
when this was originally
approved. Specifically, the owners
directly behind who can see into the
backyard at 1033 Park Ave. and 1029
Park. who are currently under
construction and can see the addition
from their property as well. Both
neighbors were appalled at the process
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and construction of the structure. Two
doors from them are more new
owners. It keeps on going around the
block and at least 40% of the
homeowners are new to the area since
the original approvals. Maybe these
neighbors should have had a chance to
know what is going on as well.

We are demanding transparency. We
do not want a structure to be built next
door to us that has not gone through
the correct approval process. If they
want to build a structure, they need to
go through the process and let the
neighbors within a 300 foot radius
know what is being built. We look
forward to hearing from you and the
city attorney.

Regards,
Travis and Nichole Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 5:22 PM
To: Nichole

Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Dear Mr. and Ms. Dunville:

Thank you for contacting me with your
concerns about 1030 and 1032 Brent
St. I wanted to provide you with an
update on the status of the project. As I
mentioned in our correspondence on
April 2nd the property owner is in the
process of submitting plans for new
construction that will remove the
unpermitted conditions. The plans for
this project have been reviewed by the
Planning Department for conformance
with the project’s conditions of
approval and with the City’s
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development codes. The City’s Public
Works Department received the plans
for their review on April 17th . They are
currently in the process of checking the
plan for conformance with their
conditions of approval. After they have
completed their review, which is
expected to occur by April 26th, the
City’s Fire Department will review the
plans. Assuming that no major
revisions are required, the property
owner should be able to receive
building permits for the project that will
remove the unpermitted construction
in the first half of May.

As I mentioned previously, as a matter
of policy, the City does not move
forward with code enforcement on a
property when it is being reviewed for
approvals that would
remediate unpermitted
conditions. However, once the permits
have been approved, we will begin code
the enforcement process as an
incentive for the property owner to
begin work within 30 days after the
clearance of the project for building
permits.

As to your other concerns, please note
the following:

1) I have reached out to the
Deputy City Clerk regarding
items missing from your initial
Public Records Request. He
should be able to work with you
to determine if any
disclosable public records were
not included in your
request. He should be able to
engage with you to discuss
other records that may be
relevant to your inquiry. I have
asked him to reach out to you
on this matter.

2) I have contacted our City’s
Public Works Department
regarding the unpermitted tree
trimming and removal. This
department’s staff manages the
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City’s tree program and they
should be able to give you the
correct information on the
status of the trees at the
property. I have asked them to
respond directly to you.

3) I reviewed your concerns about
the Certificate of
Appropriateness with the City
Attorney. The City’s historic
preservation ordnance has
been amended to include an 18
month expiration date on
certificates of
appropriateness. This is a
change from the previous
ordinance that did not have any
time limit for these
approvals. Because the
certificate of appropriateness
for this project was issued prior
to the revision, it does not
expire. If you have questions
about the timing of the
revisions of this ordinance I’d
encourage you to reach out to
the City Clerk’s office for
assistance.

City staff is engaged on this application
and aware of the need for the property
owner at 1030 and 1032 Brent to
remediate any unpermitted
construction. I will instruct our staff to
inform me when the project has cleared
its review for building permits.

Please let me know if you have
additional questions or concerns.

Yours,

David Bergman

David Bergman
Interim Director
Planning and Building Dept.
City of South Pasadena
Wk: 626-403-7223
Fax: 626-403-7221

<image001.jpg>
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Help us shape the future of South Pasadena
by getting
involved in the General Plan and Mission
Street Specific
Plan updates. Click the logo to see how!

From: Nichole

Sent:Wednesday, April 17, 2019 10:58
PM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello David,

Thank you for the update. We still have
concerns that have not been
addressed. We have made our position
very clear; we want this addition torn
down. This project has been under
construction since 2015 and now we
look out at an ugly plywood
structure. Since they were cited
building illegally, the Roybals have told
us they want to rebuild it to their old
plans but with many significant
changes, including making the addition
taller and closer to our property. We
don’t understand why the city would
continue to ignore the municipal code
and continue to assist a general
contractor to build without a permit or
a Certificate of Appropriateness. We
requested all public documents on
February 11, 2019. While we have
received some documents, we have
received no emails, letters or
documents between June 5, 2009 and
August 7, 2018. In your timeline you
stated there are correspondences
between the Roybals and the City
during this time period. The Roybals
have the certified letter dated March
13, 2018 from the City to correct the
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unpermitted construction. Jose Villegas
showed the letter to us on January 31,
2019. When we asked him for copies of
the letter and the investigation file, he
stated that we would need to make a
public file request. We were surprised
that this letter was not in the public
document file we requested; it makes
us wonder what else we were not
given.

We still don’t understand how this
process has gone on for over a year
since the Roybals received their non
compliance letter and why the City did
not follow the rules set in place for this
type of situation. After telling you and
your staff that the COA does expire and
providing a copy of the ordinance in the
last email, you still stated they do not
expire. We’d like to point you to the
municipal code that states Certificates
of Appropriateness do indeed
expire. Please review City Code 2.65 
(11)    Expiration of Certificate of 
Appropriateness. A certificate of 
appropriateness shall lapse and become 
void 18 months (or shorter period if 
specified as a condition of approval) 
from the date of final approval, unless a 
building permit (if required) has been 
issued and the work authorized by the 
certificate has commenced prior to such 
expiration date and is diligently pursued 
to completion. Upon application by the 
property owner before the expiration of 
a certificate of appropriateness, the 
commission may extend the expiration 
date of the certificate for an additional 
period of up to 12 months. The 
commission may approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny any request for 
extension. Not only do the COAs expire,
the Roybals COA had conditions to
it. Their certificate stated: “This
certificate of Appropriateness (C of A) is
effective only for exterior changes
detailed that was presented to the
Cultural Heritage Commission on
November 15, 2007. An additional C of
A is required for changes not described
in the above description and approved
by the Cultural Heritage
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Commission.” Not only did the C of A
expire, so did the Design Review Board
(DRB). The letter to the Roybals dated
December 12, 2007 states in bold:
“Assuming no appeal is filed, the
planning approval is valid for one (1)
year from the effective date of
approval.” Because the effective date
was December 20, 2007, this expired
over ten (10) years ago. Not only did
everything expire, the Roybals
requested a refund and they were
refunded fees spent on this project in
2009.

Besides the expirations, we also asked
about the about how the Chair
“approved” this project in our February
11th meeting with you, and again in our
email. You stated you would find out
what happened. After six weeks, all you
state is that “On August 24th, 2018 the
CHC Chairman approved the revisions
to the approved COA for this
project.” We stated that the owners
didn’t file for a new COA and the Chair
has no authority to approve a major
design review. The only item that has a
mention of approval from public
documents was when architect Jim
Fenske tells Jose, “Mark is good with
it”. On August 24th Jose emailed Mark
Gallatin and Mark only responds the
“the site plan looks fine”. Is this how
plans are approved?

Early February 2018 the illegal
construction was reported to the
City. From the beginning of the
investigation in early Feb 2018, the first
email we received in the public
documents we requested was from Aug
7, 2018. This is the same day we
inquired about the status of the
property. A few hours later Jose
emailed Jim, “I was wondering if you
had an update on 1030 Brent St? Can
you please let me know what is going
on with this project? Thanks Jose” Jim
replied “I’d like to meet with Marky G.
on Thursday to see what changes were
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made to the approved design.” On
August 9, 2018 Jim writes back to Jose,
“I met with Mark today and he says he’s
ok with the redesign of the
addition.” On August 24, 2018 Jim sent
Jose the plans for the project. Minutes
later Jose writes to Mark and says, “Jim
mentioned he met with you about two
weeks ago and that you were ok with
this project. However, a site plan
should be provided because it was
missing.” A few minutes later Mark
replies by email, “The site plan looks
fine.” There were no more emails until
five months later on January 28th, 2019,
when we went in the office at about
2pm to ask the status again. On that
day we requested to see the approved
plans and Jose was unable to find them
and he said the architect did not have
copies either. Then that evening at
5:39, Jose emailed Jim, “Let’s meet on
Wed, January 30 and discuss the project
plans for the addition to 1030 Brent
Ave. I found the approved set of
copies. This is a time sensitive issue.”
We find it curious that neither the City
nor the architect had the approved
plans. It was only after we would visit
the planning and building office and ask
questions that emails would start up
again. And why would staff from
planning building reach out to an
architect of a current code enforcement
case? But none of this actually matters
since the COA expired years ago and a
minor or major project review cannot
happen without a COA. The changes
that the Roybals and the architect have
made to the plans would cause this to
fall under a Major Project Review.

At the end of our meeting on February
11th, we talked about the tree that was
cut down to build this unpermitted
structure. You mentioned you would
look into that. What were your
findings? A search with Google Earth
Pro shows the tree prior to the
structure being constructed. The reason
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we bring this up is that on March 13,

2019, the Roybals had the oak tree in
their backyard trimmed. Per the City
staffers, this tree was cut out of season
and without a permit. We believe this
continues to show a pattern of the
Roybals ignoring City regulations.

Thank you for the offer to review the
submitted plans, but we already have
copies of the originals from 2007 and
the plans that were submitted dated
July 26, 2018. That is how we know that
there are changes to all of the
elevations including the amount of
doors, the increase in height and
placement of the structure closer to our
property. On February 11,, 2019 we left
the meeting with you feeling confident
that you would investigate what
actually happened, or didn’t happen. So
far, this is not the transparency we
were expecting. We have CC’d Michael
Cacciotti to assist in a resolution before
this moves any further.

Nichole and Travis Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 2, 2019 9:50 AM
To: Nichole

Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello Mr. and Ms. Dunville

I wanted to provide you with an update
on the status of the application for
development at 1030/ 1032 Brent. The
property owner has been working with
an architect and our staff to bring the
property in to compliance with all
applicable planning requirements and
building codes. Please note the
following:
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1) The owner has submitted plans
for the property that
are currently waiting for Fire
Dept. and Public Works Dept.
review and approvals.

2) The property owner has been
issued a notice to correct the
unpermitted conditions at the
property. As a general rule
unless there is an immediate
life safety issue the City does
not move forward on
enforcement of conditions
where the property owner has
applied for permits to correct
the cited conditions. No
building permits can be issued
until the Fire Dept. and the
Public Works Dept. have
completed their review of the
project. Building Dept. plan
check and Planning Dept. plan
check will proceed, once Fire
Dept. and Public Works Dept.
conditions are approved.

3) No building inspections have
been done on this property as
no building permits have been
issued.

4) The Certificate of
Appropriateness (COA) was
issued at the November 15,
2007 CHC meeting, unlike
building permits COA’s do not
have an expiration date. On
August 24, 2018 the CHC
Chairman approved the
revisions to the approved COA
for this project.

We are continuing to work with the
property owner to ensure that the
conditions on the site are brought in to
conformance with the City’s municipal
code and that all reviews occur as
specified in the City’s approval
process. I’d encourage you to come to
the Planning Department to review the
development plans that have been
submitted. I will follow up with staff to
investigate that any issues regarding
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incorrectly designated set backs are
being addressed under the proposed
development application.

Please let me know if you have any
further questions and thank you for
your patience as we work with the
property owner to remediate the issues
at the property.

Yours,

David Bergman

From: Nichole

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2019 8:33 AM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello David,

We received the records we requested
on March 4. We’ve reviewed the
records, time line and codes, comparing
them with our own notes and
timeline. We wanted to wait to give
you time to review the records as well.
In our conversation on Feb. 11 you
stated that you were going to review
the code enforcement investigation.
Has that been completed? And what
are your findings? We still have yet to
receive any public records regarding the
code enforcement violation. Based on
what we received, the South Pasadena
Municipal Code (SPMC) has not been
followed.

In our review of the records and time
line there are several big red flags.

1. There is no current certificate
of appropriateness.

2. This project does not fall
under minor project review.

3. The setbacks are incorrect.
4. There is no reason to waive

the parking requirement.
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1. In reviewing the public records there
is no current certificate of
appropriateness. The owner/builder
cannot get a building permit until he
has a Certificate of Appropriateness.
The first step after being caught
building illegally, according to the
SPMC, would be to apply for a
certificate of appropriateness. The
owner would have had to apply for this
within 30 days of being notified by the
city. It’s been over one year, and there
is still no public record of a certificate of
appropriateness application. This is a
very experienced General Contractor
who knows exactly what he’s doing. He
cut down a tree without a permit to
begin building, demolished an existing
back porch, built an unpermitted
addition, claiming it’s a patio, and spent
three years on construction. After three
years of construction, he was notified
by the city to stop construction,
another year has passed and it’s been a
total of four years since this project
began. After he was told to stop he
brought in his old plans from 2007 with
an expired certificate of
appropriateness from 2008. It is not
our job to enforce the city of South
Pasadena’s municipal codes. We rely
on code enforcement and the building
and planning office to do this
job. When the codes are violated, the
city has the obligation to investigate
and follow the proper procedures, see
below.
2.67 Enforcement and penalties.Source
(a)    Unpermitted Work without a Certificate. 
Demolition, relocation, alteration or removal of any 
improvement, site or natural feature subject to the 
provisions of this article without obtaining a 
certificate of appropriateness is a misdemeanor 
and is further hereby expressly declared to be a 
nuisance.

(b)    Obligations and Consequences upon Failure 
to Obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness. 
Unpermitted work, without the approval of a 
certificate of appropriateness pursuant to the 
requirements of this article, shall be addressed as 
follows:

(1)    The director or his/her designee shall 
give notice to the owner of record by 
certified or registered mail of the specific 
demolition or alteration work that was 
made without first obtaining a certificate of 
appropriateness. The owner or person in 

16 - 219



71

charge of the structure shall apply within 
30 days for a certificate of 
appropriateness.

(2)    In reviewing the unpermitted 
alterations, demolition, relocation, or 
removal, the commission shall either:

(A)    Approve the certificate of 
appropriateness pursuant to the 
criteria specified in SPMC 2.65; or

(B)    Deny the certificate of 
appropriateness and require that 
the inappropriate alteration(s) or 
demolition be abated pursuant to 
subsection (c) of this section.

(3)    If the property owner fails to apply for 
a certificate of appropriateness or 
abatement of the public nuisance pursuant 
to subsection (c) of this section is not 
possible, the matter shall be referred to the 
city prosecutor for further action.

(c)    Abatement of Nuisance. Any work 
undertaken for which a certificate of 
appropriateness is required but was not obtained 
shall be deemed a nuisance. Such nuisance shall 
be abated by reconstructing or restoring the 
property to its original condition prior to the 
performance of work in violation of this article in 
the following manner:

(1)    Covenant to Reconstruct Within One Year. 
Within 30 days of the effective date of the 
commission’s denial of a certificate of 
appropriateness, the owner of the property shall 
execute and record a covenant in favor of the city 
to do such reconstruction or restoration within one 
year of the effective date of the commission’s 
decision to deny a certificate of appropriateness. 
The form of the covenant shall be subject to 
approval by the city attorney, and shall run with 
the land.

(2)    Time Extension on Covenant. Upon 
application to the commission, the time may be 
extended on a covenant to reconstruct if the owner 
shows the work cannot reasonably be performed 
within one year.

(3)    City Action. If the owner refuses to execute 
and record such covenant, then the city may 
cause such reconstruction or restoration to be 
done, and the owner shall reimburse the city for all 
costs incurred in doing the work. The cost of the 
work performed by the city shall constitute a lien 
against the property on which the work is 
performed. Restoration or reconstruction may only 
be required when plans or other evidence is 
available to affect the reconstruction or restoration 
to the satisfaction of the director.

2. This project does not qualify for a
minor project review. According to the
SPMC, a project that qualifies for a
minor review does not change exterior
features and is fewer than 200 square
feet. This is an entirely new project
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that is well over 200 square feet and
dramatically changes the exterior of the
house and has shifted to the south and
is visible from the street. The proposed
addition is completely different that the
2007 project on all elevations, including
the height and pitch of the roof.

        The north elevation called for a
single door, exterior wall
chimney in between, and
another single door. Now,
there is no chimney and one
set of French doors. The north
elevation is moved south more
than three feet.

        The east elevation originally
called for a set of French doors
with glass panel/lights on each
side. Now, the east elevation
has two sets of French
doors. The height of the roof
was 14’11”, it has been
changed to 16’2”.

        The south elevation was a
single door with glass
panel/lights on each side. The
new plans call for a set of
French doors. The south wall is
moved over more than 3 feet
to the south, covering an
existing bedroom window.

This addition is a major project review.
See SMPC below.

(4)   Minor Project Review. A certificate of 
appropriateness may be obtained by going 
through a minor project review if it 
involves: demolition or relocation of non-
character-defining features; 
noncontributing additions, garages, 
accessory structures or incompatible and 
previously replaced windows, doors or 
siding material; any undertaking that does 
not change exterior features such as re-
roofing if the proposed roofing material is 
comparable in appearance, color and 
profile to the existing or original roofing 
material; replacement of windows and 
doors if the proposed replacements are of 
the same materials, form, color, and 
location as the existing or original windows 
and doors; an addition of less than 200 
square feet proposed for the side or rear 
elevations (not visible from the public right-
of-way) and does not materially alter the 
features or have an adverse effect on the 
historic integrity of a cultural resource; 
minor changes to a previously approved 
certificate; or any other undertaking 
determined by the director or his/her 
designee to not materially alter the 
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features or have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of a cultural resource.

(A)    Requirements. The required 
application materials for minor 
project review shall include, without 
limitation: a written narrative of the 
proposed project, a vicinity map, a 
site plan, exterior elevations drawn 
to scale, a window and door 
schedule, and photographs of the 
structure and the neighborhood.

(B)    Review Process. After the 
certificate of appropriateness 
application for minor project review 
is deemed complete by the director 
or his/her designee, the 
commission’s chairperson (the 
“chair”), or his/her designee, shall 
evaluate the application to 
determine its eligibility for minor 
project review. If the proposed 
project meets the eligibility criteria 
for minor project review, the 
commission’s chairperson, or 
his/her designee, may elect to do 
one of the following:

(i)    Approve the Certificate 
of Appropriateness. If the 
proposed minor project is 
deemed consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties and the 
city of South Pasadena’s 
adopted design guidelines, 
the commission’s 
chairperson or his/her 
designee may approve the 
proposed project;

(ii)    Consent Calendar. If 
the chair, or his/her 
designee, determines that 
the proposed minor project 
needs additional review by 
the commission, he or she 
may elect to place it on the 
commission’s next meeting 
agenda. Such project shall 
be noticed pursuant to 
subsection (e)(7) of this 
section, Public Notice 
Requirements, as a consent 
calendar item on that 
agenda; or

(iii)    Deny the Certificate of 
Appropriateness. If the 
proposed minor project is 
deemed to be inconsistent 
with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic 
Properties and the city’s 
adopted design guidelines, 
the chair or his/her designee 
may elect to refer the 
proposed project to the entire 
commission through the 
certificate of appropriateness 
(major project review) 
procedure pursuant to 
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subsection (e)(5) of this 
section.

Major Project Review. The certificate of 
appropriateness application must be 
accompanied by any fee as required by 
the city of South Pasadena and 
documentation as the commission shall 
require, including without limitation:

(A)    Written Narrative. A written 
narrative of the project indicating 
the manner and the extent in which 
the proposed project is consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties and the city of 
South Pasadena’s adopted design 
guidelines.

(B)    Landscaping Plan. A plan that 
accurately and clearly displays the 
following: existing trees on the 
project site that are subject to this 
city’s adopted tree ordinance as set 
forth in Chapter 34 SPMC; species 
of all trees and their appropriate 
trunk diameter, height, and 
condition; proposed final disposition 
of all existing trees; the extent and 
location of all proposed vegetation; 
species and planting sizes of all 
proposed landscaping along with 
the provisions for irrigation and 
ongoing maintenance; an irrigation 
plan; and indication of all hardscape 
along with the exterior of all 
structures and amenities, including 
colors and materials keyed to a 
materials and colors board as 
appropriate.

(C)    Site of Plot Plan. A site or plot 
plan drawn at an appropriate scale 
that reflects the proposed project 
including: areas of alteration and/or 
demolition, property lines, and all 
recorded or proposed easements 
and public rights-of-way. The site 
plan shall also indicate the footprint 
of buildings on adjacent properties.

(D)    Floor Plan. Building floor 
plans and building sections at a 
scale of at least one-eighth inch 
equals one foot.

(E)    Elevations. Exterior elevations 
specifying all exterior materials with 
critical dimensions and existing 
character-defining features clearly 
indicated.

(F)    Exterior Finishes. Materials, 
colors, and finishes clearly indicated 
on elevation drawings and keyed to 
a materials and colors board 
including light reflectance values, a 
clear indication of the appearance, 
location, and light effects of all 
exterior lighting fixtures, and a two-
point perspective rendering showing 
proposed structures with profile 
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drawings of the adjoining structures 
from an eye-level elevation.

(G)    Window and Door Schedule. 
All doors and windows labeled with 
symbols that correspond to the 
labeling on the floor plans and 
elevations. The door and window 
schedule is a table containing the 
following information: existing and 
new window and door sizes, 
window and door manufacturer 
information, exterior finish, 
fabrication material, operational 
type, glazing information, divided 
lite details, and window muntins 
details when applicable.

(H)    Photographs. Photographs of 
the site and its surroundings to 
document the existing conditions 
and provide a complete 
understanding of the property and 
its neighborhood context. This 
includes photographs of the site 
and adjacent properties for a 
distance of 300 feet from each end 
of the principal street frontage, as 
well as properties opposite the 
subject and adjacent properties. 
The photos shall be mounted color 
prints, supplied from continuous 
views along the principal streets, 
along with a key map provided 
indicating the relationship of all 
views to the parcels, streets, and 
related features.

(I)    Other Documentation. 
Documentation as may be required 
to understand the history of 
previous construction on the 
property including but not limited to: 
a series of site plans illustrating the 
chronological order 
of construction of permitted and 
nonpermitted work, the construction 
or removal of character-defining 
features, or building permits.

(J)    Scale Model. Although not a 
mandatory requirement, a three-
dimensional scale model, a 
perspective view, or other similar 
types of graphic information may be 
recommended for a complete 
understanding of a proposed 
project.

3. The setbacks on the drawings are
incorrect. It is our understanding that
no one on the staff has been to the
jobsite to verify any information. The
setbacks on the plans on the south
state “varies”. The owner believes that
he is encroaching on our property and
told us that the city will require
property line verification. On Feb. 21,
2019 the owner wrote to us and said
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“Hi Travis, still waiting on city to process
our intentions. Also, I obtained aerial
picture of our property showing
property lines and setbacks. Although,
these views are only prospective, they
do indicate nonconformity and
encroachment. I will not call for a
survey right now because we might sell
and then I would have to declare it to
any new buyers.”

4. The approval of this project in 2008
required the addition of covered
parking. There have been conversations
about converting the duplex into an
ADU to skirt the parking requirements.
The parking requirements for this
project should not be waived. We are
one block away from Fair Oaks and our
street parking has been impacted by
Mosaic and Blaze. The Blaze parking lot
is almost always full and spills onto
Oxley and Brent. With the addition of
Burger Time, next door to Blaze,
parking will even be more impacted. If
Wells Fargo or Rite Aid were to sell or
develop their parking lots, parking on
Brent would be even worse. With rising
cost of housing most of the apartments
in our neighborhood are inhabited by
couples or families as opposed to
several years ago when many of the
apartments were occupied by single
people. The additional residents in
apartments that do not have off street
parking impact our street parking even
more. Waiving a parking requirement
for a property on a busy street is short
sighted.

Every day when we look out the
windows on the north side of our
house, over the past four years, we are
faced with a huge structure that has
been illegally added and is out of
proportion with the house (see
attached picture). The noisy
construction has been a nuisance and
the addition is an eyesore. The
uncertainty and duration of the project
and the tension it has created between

16 - 225



77

the neighbors and us is causing us
physical and emotional stress. We feel
uncomfortable being in our backyard
and along the north side of our house.
The time we have spent researching
municipal codes, going into the
planning and building office and
documenting the situation is taking
time up too much time. We have been
lied to by the neighbor who told us he
was building a patio, now that he has
been caught over a year ago and is
being forced to comply with the
building codes, he is trying to tweak his
design on the same footprint which
would allow him to build a bigger
structure, that is higher and wider, and
more than 3 feet closer to our property
that what he originally had planned
back in 2008. We are asking the city to
do its job and protect the integrity of its
historic resources and
neighborhoods. We request that this
structure to be removed, with the
possibility of additional penalty.

d)    Additional Penalty. With respect to 
a violation of this article on a landmark 
or an improvement within a historic 
district, or a on a building or structure 
listed on the inventory of cultural 
resources, no building or construction-
related permits shall be issued for a 
period of five years following the date of 
demolition or complete reconstruction 
pursuant to subsection (c) of this 
section, whichever occurs last, for 
property on which demolition has been 
done in violation of this article. No 
permits or use of the property as a 
parking area shall be allowed during the 
five years if plans or other evidence for 
reconstruction or restoration of a 
demolished structure do not exist, or if 
the reconstruction or restoration is not 
completed for any reason. Permits 
which are necessary for public safety or 
welfare in the opinion of the director 
may be issued.

We look forward to hearing from you
soon.

Regards,

Nichole and Travis Dunville
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From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 10:59
AM
To:
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Mr. and Ms. Dunville

Please see the attached
chronology The property owner has
been contacted about existing
unpermitted construction

On November 15, 2007; the CHC
approved the “293 sq. ft. addition on
the first floor and a new 555 sq. ft.
second story, for a total of 848 sq. ft.
This addition will be located in the rear
of an existing single story 1,332 sq. ft.
Craftsman house on a 7,436 sq. ft. lot.
The addition on the first story will
consist of adding a new family room.
The addition on the second story will
add a master bedroom, two walk in
closets, a master bathroom, and a
sitting area. All proposed materials will
match existing materials.”

On December 4, 2007: the DRB
approved the “293 sq. ft. addition on
the first floor and a new 555 sq. ft.
second story, for a total of 848 sq. ft.
This addition will be located in the rear
of an existing single story 1,332 sq. ft.,
Craftsman house on a 7,436 sq. ft. lot.
The addition on the first story will
consist of adding a new family room.
The addition on the second story will
add a master bedroom, two walk in
closets, a master bathroom, and a
sitting area. All proposed materials will
match existing materials.

On March 13, 2018; the Building
Inspector did an investigation
inspection in regards to the
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unpermitted construction taking place
at 1030 1032 Brent Avenue. Staff
received an anonymous call from a
concerned resident reporting the
unpermitted construction. A correction
noticed was left with the property
owner, informing him of the violation
and to contact the Planning and
Building Dept.

On April 9, 2018; the Community
Improvement Coordinator, Marlon
Ramirez sent the property owner a
letter with options on how to resolved
the unpermitted construction.

On April 16, 2018 Property owner
contacted the City stating his intention
to comply with notice of correction. He
had a conversation with the plan
checker, project plans have diverted
from the original approved plans. The
project did not comply with the
required parking four cover parking
spaces and one guest parking.

On April 16, 2018 Community
Improvement Coordinator received a
second call for the same violation.

On April 27, 2018; property owner met
with the CHC Chairman Mr. Gallatin
regarding his proposal for the 293 sq. ft.
single story addition. The CHC approved
project was revised to only include the
single story addition only. Property
owner stated that he was doing the
designs drawings himself.

May 3, 2018; property owner met with
the CHC Chairman again, and provided
a revised set of plans that included the
required covered parking. Four covered
parking spaces and one guest parking.

On May 9, 2018; Property owner wrote
a letter replying to Mr. Ramirez
(received on May 14, 2018) confirming
all unpermitted construction has
stopped, and plans for an ADU have
been submitted. Property owner
wanted to confirm the deadline has
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been extended as he has been working
to resolve this situation.

On May 18, 2018; Property owner
wrote another letter to Mr. Ramirez
(received on May 21, 2018). After
speaking with the Plan Checker,
additional information will be required
to convert the existing second unit to
an ADU.

On August 24, 2018; the CHC Chairman
approved the proposed change to the
2007 CHC project. A 293 sq. ft. single
story addition with exterior materials to
match the existing was approved.

On January 11, 2019; Mr. Jim Fenske
submitted the plans for the 1030 1032
Brent Avenue ADU conversion.

On January 31, 2019; Jim Fenske met
with the CHC Chairman. The Chairman
confirmed he was reviewing the same
project he approved in August 2018.

From: dunvillefisk@earthlink.net
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 9:58
AM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello David,

We appreciate the time you took to
meet with us last week, on Feb. 11
regarding the illegal construction taking
place at 1030 and 1032 Brent. Directly
after our meeting, as you suggested, we
requested copies of the public records
pertaining to 1030 and 1032 Brent. We
would like to know what steps the
Planning and Building Department have
taken and are taking in the investigation
of illegal construction at 1030 and 1032
Brent between February 2018 –
February 2019. We would also like to
request a copy of the chronology and
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review your staff prepared that you
referred to in the previous email. Over
the weekend the owner notified us in
writing that it’s “looking like a major
room addition will take place” and “our
intention is to complete this process
and either sell or rent and move
on.” We request that this project not
move forward until a thorough
investigation has taken place.

We thank you for your attention to this
matter.

Regards,
Nichole and Travis Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 10:27
AM
To:Michael Cacciotti Personal
<macacciotti@yahoo.com>;

Cc: Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Teresa Highsmith
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Lucy
Demirjian
<ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction

Hello Council Member Cacciotti:

Thank you for bringing this matter to
my attention. Other than the request
for an appointment next Monday this is
the first I have heard about this
matter. Although I'm not in the office
today I have requested that my staff
prepare a chronology and review of
what has happened. I will brief you
and Stephanie as soon as I am able to.

Best

David Bergman

Get Outlook for iOS
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On Tue, Feb 5, 2019 at 10:13 AM 0800,
"Michael Cacciotti"
<macacciotti@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hi Nichole and Travis,

Wow, sorry for the
inconvenience,frustration and
uncertainty this project has caused
you.

Since this issue/home construction
project seems to be somewhat
complicated by its history and city
code’s involved, my best
recommendation is to provide our
staff with the background information
you have provided so Mr. Bergman is
informed when he meets with you
next Monday 2/11/19.

Consequently, I am including Mr.
Bergman, the city manager and City
attorney on this email so that they are
aware of this issue and can work with
Mr. Bergman and our Planning and
Building Department to properly
assess all the facts and determine how
we can best assist you with your
request.

I am also asking staff to keep me
informed of how we are working to
resolve this issue.
Thanks
Michael
Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 1, 2019, at 1:11 PM,

wrote:

Hi Michael,

Hope all is well with
you. We’re enjoying
the open space on
Park Ave. and are
looking forward to
working on tree and
shrub planting with my
friend from Edison
very soon.
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We have a separate
issue that we thought
you might be able to
advise us on since we
noticed that you are
the city council liaison
for the Cultural
Heritage
Commission. Our
neighbor went
through the process to
build an addition to
their house in
2007. The additional
square footage was
contingent on them
adding covered
parking spaces in their
backyard. They
decided to not go
through with the
addition and got a
refund for the plan
check in 2009.

In 2015, the neighbor,
who is also general
contractor, started
building the addition
himself, working on it
part time. After three
years of intermittent
construction,
something very
different than the
original plans has
emerged. An
inspector issued a stop
work order in Feb
2018 since the work
was
unpermitted. We’ve
followed up with
Building and Planning
and talked to the
owners but have not
been able to get a
straight answer about
the future of the
unfinished
addition. First,
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Building and Planning
said that it had to be
torn down, then we
were told that the city
said the neighbor’s
duplex had to be
turned into an ADU to
avoid the city’s
additional parking
requirements, then we
were told that the
illegal addition was
approved by the
Chairman since they
had already gone
through CHC and DRB
in 2007. On Tuesday
1/29/19 we went into
Building and Planning
and were told it had
not been
approved. We went
back Thursday 1/31/19
and were shown a
new set of drawings
that had been
approved and signed
shortly before we
arrived. Building and
Planning insisted that
the plans had actually
been approved in
August of 2018 but the
Building and Planning
office lost the signed
and stamped plans
and the architect had
lost his signed and
stamped set as well.
Our next step is to talk
to the new Interim
Director of Planning
and Building, David
Bergman. We are
meeting with him
Monday February 11th,
his first available
appointment time.

The frustrating part of
this process has been
living next to
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unfinished
construction since
2015, not knowing
when it will be
finished and what it
will ultimately look
like. It’s been a
nuisance. Right now
there is a large 20’ by
20’ flat roofed
structure with
plywood siding and no
windows or doors in
the openings. The
neighbor/builder even
recently called it a
monstrosity that he
said he built on a
whim. As much as we
value the friendly
relationship we have
with our neighbors,
our patience with this
project is wearing
thin. We have made
many trips into
Building and Planning
to ask about the
status, and the latest
seems to be that the
neighbor will be able
to keep the structure,
with modifications to
the elevation plans
that allow it to be
wider, closer to our
property, cover
existing windows and
15% higher. We’re
surprised at the
Building and Planning
office’s eagerness to
approve this addition.

We’re asking for
honesty, transparency
and oversite. The city
has taken great care
and time in developing
codes and ordinances
to keep people safe
and maintain the
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historical integrity of
South Pasadena
homes. We would like
the addition either
removed or rebuilt
adhering to the size
and details of the
original plans of the
first story addition.

We appreciate all you
do for the city and
want to thank you in
advance for your
advice.

Sincerely,

Nichole & Travis
Dunville

<mime attachment>
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Door Brochure 
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All doors available single glazed or insulated glass. Beveled glass also available or see page 30 for additional glass options.

French Doors 
True Divided Lites

These doors also stocked with simulated divided lites with low-E glass.  
All other french doors shown are available in simulated divided lites and low-E glass.

12
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City of South Pasadena 
Planning and Community 
Development Department 

Memo 
 

Date: July 16, 2020 
 

To: Chair and Members of the Cultural Heritage Commission 
 

From: Joanna Hankamer, Planning and Community Development Director  
Kanika Kith, Planning Manager 
 

Prepared 
By:

Malinda Lim, Associate Planner 
 

Re: Additional Document for Item No. 2 –1030 Brent Avenue (Project No. 2238-
COA) 

Staff received seven (7) written public comments in opposition of the project from the following 
people: 

 Kate Hetu 

 Catherin Douvan 

 Travis Dunville 

 Leticia Cheng 

 Michael and Barbara McLendon 

 Jessica and Romulo Salazar 

 Brenda Blatt 

and a comment from the applicant’s representative, Jim Fenske; these comments are attached. These 
comments were not included in the Cultural Heritage Commission agenda packet because the 
comments were received after the posting of the agenda packet.  

Attachments: 

1. Written Public Comments 
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From: Kate Hetu
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 8:14 PM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Opposition of Project 2238 CAO: The Addition to 1030 Brent Avenue

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Kate Hetu
1036 Brent Avenue Unit B
South Pasadena, CA 91030

Agenda Item 2: Project Number: 2238 COA

Dear Board Members, 

I writing to oppose the 1030 Brent Avenue Project 2238-CAO. The owners did not adhere to the Cultural 
Heritage Commission guidelines when they began the work on an addition to their property many years ago. 
This project has been going on for too long and has been an inconvenience for existing neighbors. As a 
resident of South Pasadena and a neighboring citizen of this property, I feel it is imperative that all community 
members follow the South Pasadena municipal codes to ensure that the homes in this city maintain their 
historical value and meet the guidelines provided by the Cultural Heritage Commission. Please consider 
denying the proposed additions and having the owners remove the unauthorized patio. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kind Regards, 
Kate Hetu
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From: Kate Douvan
Sent:Wednesday, July 15, 2020 1:00 PM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc: Travis D
Subject: Project Number: 2238 COA Address: 1030 Brent Avenue

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Project Number: 2238-COA Address: 1030 Brent Avenue 

I oppose granting a Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an unpermitted patio at 1030 Brent Avenue into a 
habitable space. 

The owner of this property is a Licensed Contractor and he knowingly built an un-permitted structure on his 
property. If the Cultural Heritage Commission and Planning Department allow his project to go forward, they 
will be condoning the way the 1030 Brent owners have circumvented city planning and have avoided the 
permitting process. 

There cannot be two construction standards in our town. One for regular residents who are required to 
follow planning /permit procedures. And another laxer route for those in the construction business.

Sincerely,
Catherin Douvan 
Owner: 1021 Park Ave., South Pasadena CA 91030 
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From: Travis D
Sent:Wednesday, July 15, 2020 11:39 AM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc:mcacciotti@southpasadena.gov; Nichole
Subject: Project Number 2238 COA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Commissioners,

I previously sent an email for the June meeting with my concerns and opposition to this project. My questions were to
the architect for clarification. As of the writing of this email, the deadline for the owner presentation has expired. It
appears no owner or architect will be able to answer any of the questions. After reading the CHC July 16th Agenda
packet, I have more comments and questions regarding the staff presentation and recommendation. My replies go with
the timeline of staff comments and the Ongoing Enforcement 1 4, in addition to supplemental comments.

I see this is not the first time the GC/Owner has received a stop work order for his home. It appears that he was issued a
stop work order in 2002 for interior demolition and re roofing. While it looks like some permits were pulled, they
appear to have expired with only the electrical panel finalized (Edison had to sign off). While we are not looking into
that, it does show a pattern of ignoring the code as a GC/Owner.

On agenda packet page 2 2 a timeline of events from the city staffers appear to have inaccurate and incomplete
information.

June 19, 2008 states that the Planning staff approved the removal of the proposed second story addition and the 400
square foot carport. There is no documentation of the removal of the carport for approval. In fact, permit #023034 was
issued the next day June 20th, 2008 and states in the description of work “Add Family RM. To Back Of Existing Home;
400SQ/ft carport.” This is signed by the owner. If you scroll to 2 65, you can see a year later on June 5th, 2009 that both
Dianne and Robert Roybal submitted a letter for a refund of permit # 23034 that they state was for the room addition
and carport project that was permitted in June 30, 2008(actually June 20th). If there was approval to eliminate the
carport, why mention the carport in the permit and the refund? I would also ask if parking was not an issue, why did
staffers state in 2019 to David Bergman that parking was holding this project up (see previous emails)?

March 13th, 2018 Planning was notified of unpermitted construction. The inspector came into our house 40 days earlier
on February 1, 2018 and took pictures. The City has failed to provide us with copies of those pictures after numerous
requests. They have not provided the stop work order and correspondences from the owner to comply. The pictures
show 12 doors that were installed vertically and horizontally. We have one picture from our kitchen at night (in the
agenda packet). If you look, you can see the two doors installed next to each other with another above, horizontally.

CHC chair review was done on August 24th, 2018 and it was determined to be consistent with the previous approval and
approved minor modifications. Please see the previous documents as they show the footprint shifted, the height of the
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structure increased and the addition of more doors. These changes were not minor per SPMC that has previously been
mentioned (see previous emails), they required a major design review.

A year later in 2019 the same plans were submitted and now staffers in their current CHC presentation are stating that
the plans are inconsistent. It was discovered that they were not consistent with the CHC chair approval. What happened
in the year of complying? It has been 2 ½ years and they still are unable to comply.

Staff states that with all the changes, the project now requires a new COA? The new design is a hybrid of the original
approval, so why not use the original COA#1101 with a modification to approve, deny or revoke? Because the
information originally provided to DRB and CHC confirms to be false and falls under misrepresentation and fraud in
approval of a COA and that needs to be enforced. See the site plan approval of 2007 vs. 2020.

Ongoing Code Enforcement 1 4

1.

2. Incorrect measurements?

3. Simple tape measurements were able confirm the numerous errors on the original site plan. With or without a
surveyor, the measurement errors were in feet and not inches. The site plan in this agenda packet still has
errors on the building separation from

4. the duplex to unpermitted construction. It shows 10ft 2 inches in an existing site plan. After meeting with the
Director of Planning in November, we followed up with a letter and image to the Director of Planning showing
the measurement of about 7 ft (see

5. both below). We acknowledged that the rafter areas need to be considered in the measurement, but both are
small. When staffers measured the property by tape measure, city staffer (Jose) stated to Robert Roybal (owner)
that he thought all the measurements

6. were good except the building separation. A visit to the property by CHC and councilmember Cacciotti to
confirm this error would be great. We have requested a PRR for the measurements from the January 9th

7. staffers site visit. Don’t forget the carport area that measures 20ft and needed additional space for the
required setback, nor could it have been constructed with the items behind the duplex (see image
below). There is also a utility pole in that area that

8. we asked the Director of Planning about in our one and only meeting in November 2019 that was not included
in the original plans. It too requires an additional setback. Director of planning never got back to us.

9.

2.
3. Construction or conversion
4. to an ADU. Since 2016, the City of South Pasadena has had a minimum lot size for ADUs. This owner’s lot did

not meet the requirement and there was not a state law that overrode it. The owner in a 2018 letter told the
city what could be built to eliminate

5. the carport (see emails). The city was made aware of this numerous times in 2018, 2019 and 2020 but never
formally addressed it. Only in 2020 did the state requirement change that did not require a minimum lot size for
ADUs to be

6. constructed
7. or converted
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8. from an Accessory Structure. This is a legal duplex and the state and city websites are clear that a duplex is not
considered an Accessory Structure (i.e. garage, carport, pool house, incidental). In February 2019 this was
brought up with David Bergman and

9. at the same time, Bergman was in contact with the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (CDHCD) regarding ADUs. Bergman could not provide any support docs on a conversion. In
November 2019, we brought this up to the Director of Planning,

10. but she never got back to us. I contacted the California Department of Housing and Community Development
regarding this issue early on in this process and a follow up in 2020 and they confirmed a duplex is not an
Accessory Structure. The CDHCD can set up

11. a Webex or conference call to confirm this information, but it is in the code.
12.

3.
4. This was brought up informally
5. with city staffer prior to the investigation. Formally we brought it up with Interim Planning Director David

Bergman in February 2019. After numerous requests, City Manager emailed us on October 10, 2019 that “Based
on the Public Works investigation the

6. removed tree was less than 12 inches in diameter and did not require a tree removal permit.” When we
emailed back providing pictures and stated that the tree was multi trunk and required a stump grinder and who
and how did they investigate, there was no reply.

7. After part of the Public Records Request was provided to us in May 2020, Public Works stated that they never
investigated the tree removal. Now city staffers are stating it was investigated with aerial views and unable to
determine. In a PRR we found that

8. on October 10th,
9. 2019 the city arborist was sent pictures of the aerial views and could not determine. The arborist asked for any

ground pictures. No other follow up was done on this request from any city staffers. There are now three
versions of this story. It appears

10. the homeowner was never questioned or asked to provide any support documentation about the tree
removal. Neither tree was ever listed on the original COA approval. You can use Google Earth and the Los
Angeles County Assessor maps for measurements. You can

11. also request receipts and cancelled checks to confirm what work was performed. An arborist can also estimate
the size of the multi trunk trees based on the tree that is visual in Google images from at least 2006 and cut
down in 2015. (To date, the city never

12. followed up with the oak tree that was cut out of season without a permit)
13.

4.
5. When you look at the original

6. COA #1101 which never expired (according to Bergman April 2019 & Stephanie DeWolfe October 2019, see
emails) and the new design, there is no need for a new COA. The designs are very similar. This would fall under
a Major Design Review under the original

7. COA #1101. When misrepresentation or fraud occurs in the approval process, the SP municipal code allows
revocation of the COA and for the project to be torn down and no permits issued for 5 years under this
behavior. The owner and architect did exactly that.

8. They used fraudulent measurements and misrepresented the site plan to the CHC and DRB (which originally
included Morrish) on the original DRB approval. To get around this, staffers are recommending a new COA.
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9.

In the staff presentation slides, there are still mistakes I would like to point out. Remember, the owner and architect
have had 2 ½ years to fix these items and it appears that they continue to misrepresent the project to the residents of SP
and CHC.

Slide 6:

The original, existing, and proposed site plans have never shown the utility pole in the back of the duplex. The pole has
been there since before they owned the property. This was brought to the Director of Planning, but she never followed
up with a CPU set back requirement. See the picture of guide wire below in front of the fence.

The carport area behind the duplex measures 20.89 or about 20ft 10inches. Different from the original measurements
used for approval. The carport they were required to build would have never been able to fit there and comply with the
electrical panel, washer, dryer, garden window and water heater. In a conversation with the owners in January 2019,
the owners told us that they knew all along that the carport would have never fit. See the picture below.

The existing blue line goes completely to the house and is tied into the roof like the proposed red. The blue line makes it
look like it is open (see previous email pictures). In either case, they are both wrong. The “existing” is not what is
built. What is built looks like the red “proposed”. It is a square box. In the existing, it also shows the stairs in the
unpermitted patio running north and south. This is not the case. They come straight off the door and down in a
west/east direction.

The existing blue shows building separation is 10’ 2”. This is not the case as it measures 8 to 9ft. We have requested a
PRR for the field measurements from the city site visit in January 2020. The existing also is misrepresented in scale. It is
built like the red proposed. The only bump out is underneath the rafters that extend out about a foot. The large blue
area that extends out in the existing is the original porch that was torn down in 2015 or 2016 when unpermitted
construction started. See the picture below. Why are there still errors after all the previous notifications?

On the interior, it is unclear if the existing proposed hallway area between the master bathroom and closet will be taken
down. Rafters were modified in the attic to allow plenty of clearance to walk around and a ladder or steep staircase
was installed. I would suggest a site visit or lots of pictures or video provided to you via the owner for a better
explanation. Based on previous details, it appears that this project is being constructed with the intent to add a
staircase and possibly finish the attic like the original COA#1101 approval since the roof line has increased to 17’
10”. The centerline of the roof pitch goes right to the top of the master closet. Compare to the original COA#1101 (see
previous emails)

Slide 9:

Existing makes it appear like it is an open patio, but it has vertical wood 8 10 tall (see previous emails for picture)

The height of the new roof appears to be 17ft 10 which also appears to be tall enough for clearance into the attic. Like
the original approval with the staircase into the closet and a slight turn inches that appears to be high enough that a
dormer would not be needed.

Slide 10:

North elevation existing appears to be open but is installed with OSB plywood. See picture below.

Slide 11:

East elevation shows the existing master bedroom window but fails to show the bathroom window or the exterior door
into the unpermitted construction. See picture below.

Slide 12:
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Staff recommended a new COA when comparing the original approval to the new design because there are so many
changes. When you look at slide 6, it is almost the same footprint, but a little wider which would require a Major Design
Review.

Parking requirements were lied about in measurements in the original approval in the carport section and the driveway
width. Now staffers are stating that the CHC approved in 2008 a single story addition with no carport. The permit and
refund letter from the owners do not confirm that (see agenda packet).

CHC spends lots of volunteer hours on all types of projects to ensure compliance in the city. Send the message and deny
this COA and revoke COA 1101 based on fraud and misrepresentation. Only then will the residents of South Pasadena
know they can be granted a fair approval process with the CHC.
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Kind regards,
Travis Dunville 
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From: Leticia Cheng
Sent:Wednesday, July 15, 2020 3:55 PM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Item 2 1030 Brent Avenue 07/16/2020 Meeting

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

Although the permitting process is laborious, it's a necessary step to ensure that building and safety codes are 
met and historical structures preserved. Further, it is unfair to homeowners who take the time to apply for 
permits for their own construction projects. Please deny the project, especially as stop order has previously been 
issued.

Leticia Cheng 
1033 Park Avenue 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 
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From: Barbra McLendon
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 11:38 AM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Item #2 Project No. 2238 COA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Members of the Cultural Heritage Commission, 

We urge the Commission members to ensure that all projects carried out in South Pasadena are held to the same 
standards and that all residents are treated fairly.  Given how challenging it can be to navigate all of the rules 
and regulations when undertaking a home renovation, residents should at least be able to draw some comfort in 
knowing that everyone has to adhere to the same rules.  

The project being considered today certainly seems to have been handled in ways that are outside the norm.  We 
hope the decisions made today will reflect a commitment to ensuring these past deviations will not be 
perpetuated.

Sincerely,

Michael and Barbra McLendon 
1732 Virginia Place 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 
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From: Romulo Salazar
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 7:57 AM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Project Number: 2238 COA, 1030 Brent Ave

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To Whom It May Concern,  

Regarding the project at 1030 Brent Ave, municipal codes need to be enforced. The current unpermitted 
structure must be approved by the city and meet current building and planning codes or be torn down before 
approval for the addition can be granted. Approval of this project in its current state is a public circumvention of
state and municipal building and planning codes meant to protect the character of the city and significantly 
reduces the power of this department to enforce building and planning codes in the future.  

Had the unpermitted patio been constructed prior to the properties designation as historic we would have been 
more understanding, as the historic structure of the home would have been maintained. Construction of the 
unpermitted patio, however, commenced in February of 2016 per Google Earth (see attached image). Therefore, 
the patio should have gone through, and should still go through, the required historic and building and planning 
review.

Please note, we are not asking the owners at 1030 Brent Ave, to jump through unnecessary hoops to complete 
their project. We understand the challenges of remodeling a historic home in South Pasadena, having completed 
our addition in August of last year. We simply ask that they follow and adhere to the same rules and guidelines 
as other residents within our city. 

Sincerely,
Jessica & Romulo Salazar 
1029 Park Ave 
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Original Message
From: Brenda Blatt
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 12:01 PM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: 1030 Brent Avenue Project COA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Chair and members of the Cultural Heritage Commission,

As a neighbor on Brent Avenue I have concerns about the way the city has handled the requests for documents that
have been submitted multiple times over several years. The fact that David Bergman was unwilling to even look a
documents provided by the Dunvilles is unacceptable. Then instead of giving them the documents requested (stating
they couldn’t be found) Jose called the architect and alerted him but never did forward the documents to the party
requesting them.
Based on what I have read Code Enforcement no longer seems to be a priority for the City.

This is a mess. As far as I can see the city has neglected to serve either party in this situation. Both of my neighbors
have suffered the inadequacy of our current City government, and I think this issue needs to be given the attention it
deserves before anything goes forward.

Sincerely,

Brenda Blatt
1026 Brent Avenue
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Cultural Heritage Commission 
Agenda Report 
 

  

 

ITEM NO. ___ 

DATE: June 18, 2020  
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Cultural Heritage Commission  
 Kanika Kith, Planning Manager 
 
FROM: Joanna Hankamer, Director of Planning and Community Development 
 
PREPARED BY: Malinda Lim, Associate Planner 
 Jose Villegas, Management/Planning Intern 
 
SUBJECT: Project No. 2238-COA – Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an 

unpermitted patio cover into habitable space of approximately 329 square feet as a 
single-story addition to the rear of an existing single-family home, at 1030 Brent 
Avenue (Assessor’s Parcel Number: 5318-015-019). 

 
Recommendation  
Staff recommends that the Cultural Heritage Commission continue this project to the July 16, 2020 
Cultural Heritage Commission meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Staff is requesting continuation of this project to the next Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) meeting 
to provide time for staff and the applicant to finalize project plans and conditions for consideration by 
the CHC.  
 
 

5 
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City of South Pasadena
Planning and Community 
Development Department 

Memo
Date: June 17, 2020

To: Chair and Members of the Cultural Heritage Commission

From: Joanna Hankamer, Planning and Community Development Director
Kanika Kith, Planning Manager

Prepared 
By:

Malinda Lim, Associate Planner

Re: June 18, 2020 Cultural Heritage Commission Meeting Item No. 5 – Public 
Comments for 1030 Brent Avenue (Project No. 2238-COA)

Staff received two comments in opposition o the project; these comments are attached.
These comments were not included in the Cultural Heritage Commission agenda packet 
because the comment was received after the posting of the agenda packet.  
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Planning Commission:


FROM: Richard and Janet Marshall
            1728 Oxley Street


There is no agenda number on the notice we received. We just called the number provided for 
the planning department, but could only leave a message.


We are commenting in regards to 
Project Number: 2238-COA         Address:  1030 Brent Avenue


We strongly oppose granting a Certificate of Appropriateness to convert an “unpermitted patio 
cover into a habitable space” for the following reasons:


1) The owner of this property is a Licensed General Contractor who knowingly proceeded with 
building this unpermitted structure after his next door neighbors, Travis and Nichole 
Dunville, would not agree to sell him a strip of their property. 


2)  First it was just an eyesore with random French doors nailed on horizontally and vertically

     to beams to act as makeshift walls. It was not a patio, so much as a de facto shop/storage 
     area. It is plainly visible from the Dunville’s kitchen window.

3) Then, the owner’s brother, also a contractor, arrived to pour a slab foundation beneath this
    makeshift structure. Again, this work was done with no permit.

4) We know this “project” has been going on for close to five years. The Dunville’s have made 
    requests (PRRs) for paperwork in regards to this project only to be told the records  
    cannot be found.  I know this has been an excruciating experience for them. They are to 
    speak with Mayor Bob Joe as to the inability of the city to provide responses to their PRRs.

5) We are frankly appalled that the Cultural Heritage Commission//Planning Department would 
    even consider looking the other way and allowing this project to go forward since all work 

    was done without a permit to circumvent the city.

This is especially distressing as we completed a 3-year remodel of our 1910 Craftsman down 
the street just last year. We had to submit plans numerous times to the Planning Department. 


We demolished a shed that had been attached to the rear of our house since the 1940s  that 
we were using as a bedroom. Though not visible from the street, we were required to pour a 
new foundation that met current seismic standards. It could NOT be a slab foundation. And all 
of this was done for a one-story bedroom/bathroom addition. 


The city conducted numerous inspections of the work being done. We earned the approvals.

EVERYTHING we did was permitted. Meanwhile, the owner at 1030 Brent, purposely avoided 
the entire permitting process and now wants to keep building.

There cannot be two standards for residents contemplating a construction project. Residents 
who require permits and those who, many times though their professional connections, don’t 
need to bother to wait in line with the rest of us.

Richard Marshall	 	 	 Janet Marshall

626-484-0597		 	 	 626-484-0598
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Malinda Lim

From: Kanika Kith
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 2:04 PM
To: Malinda Lim
Cc: Joanna Hankamer
Subject: FW: Project Number 2238-COA

From: Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent:Wednesday, June 17, 2020 11:35 AM
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc: 'Travis D' <travisdunville@gmail.com>
Subject: Project Number 2238 COA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I am asking for project #2238 COA to be denied. This property already has COA approval under project #1101 for a 293
sq/ft addition to the back of the house. Stephanie DeWolfe stated in an email that this COA is still valid. Why would the
owners submit a new COA? Because the original COA was approved with what appears to be numerous fraudulent and
misleading information to the DRB and CHC for approval that would never allow for an approval. We are asking for COA
1101 to be revoked. The owners could not comply with the original approved COA and are now misleading the CHC and
residents again with a description of what appears to be a simple enclosure of an unpermitted patio.

The unapproved and unpermitted demo and construction started in the summer of 2015 and took more than 2 ½ years
to build with electrical, structural, roofing and the cement slab being poured last and without any footings. When the
owner installed 12 doors to the structure, we inquired about the permits. The city stated there were no permits. The
city inspected this on February 1st, 2018 and has taken more than 2 years and 4 months to investigate. We have
requested the city to enforce the 18 month nuisance ordinance for residential construction. We have also requested a 5
year moratorium for any building permits for this property from the day the structure is torn down based on fraud and
misrepresentations. There are numerous issues with this project.

For fraud and misrepresentation, the owner who is a licensed general contractor and has been for 40 years tried to
purchase a small portion of our property to conform with building requirements on the original approval. We were not
interested in selling our land. On the site plan, Jim Fenske stated the driveway was 8 ½ ft from the SW corner of the
house. A simple tape measurement shows 7 1/2 feet and is confirmed with a survey. Depending on the rear setback of
the garage, the property line is about 6 inches to one foot based on the owner’s survey. The site plan shows 5ft, which
would go into the next door neighbor’s yard and under the garage roofline. There were two trees in the
backyard. Along with the narrative stating no trees could be cut or trimmed, the site plan stated no trees to be cut,
trimmed or removed. The site plan does not show any trees in the backyard. There is required parking for this project
that would need both trees to be removed since they were in the path to the parking. In the required two car parking,
the measurement is about 21ft and the parking required 20ft. There is a utility pole in this area that was not on the site
plan. The plan did not show the objects that encroached into this parking area (bay window, washer, dryer, electrical
panel). There is a building separation that was marked at 10ft(code). The actual measurement was 8ft and some
change. On the site plan, the duplex is modified to appear that there is more room for the separation than the actual
building. There was a correction notice that was given to the owners on the original approval asking about
measurements and setbacks. The owner and architect made no changes. We are asking the CHC to question Jim Fenske
about each item to clarify how there could be so many errors.
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This is just the beginning of the issues and you can see a portion of the email thread below what we have been going
through. We have asked for transparency and the city has failed. We welcome any questions from the CHC or residence
in South Pasadena.

Travis Dunville

1036 Brent Ave

From: Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 11:09 PM
To: 'Tamara Binns' <tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Teresa Highsmith' <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; 'Lucy Demirjian'
<ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Dr. Richard Schneider Personal' <Rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; 'City Clerk's
Division' <CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Robert Joe' <rjoe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov' <mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Michael Cacciotti Personal'
<macacciotti@yahoo.com>; 'Stephanie DeWolfe' <sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>; 'Diana Mahmud'
<diana.mahmud@gmail.com>; 'jhankamer@southpasadenaca.gov' <jhankamer@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Stephanie, thank you for your response and willingness to look deeper into this project. However, we do not understand
why the City continues to ignore its own ordinances. Planning and Building seems to be going out of its way to find
loopholes to allow this homeowner to continue adding onto his unpermitted addition and circumvent required
parking. As a General Contractor, he is aware of the ordinances and the required processes. The relationships that exist
between Planning and Building staff, the homeowner, the architect for this project and the Chair appear to be very
chummy with emails that demonstrate willingness to do favors for each other while ignoring city ordinances. And the
city has yet to fulfill our request for public documents from February 2019.

Here is a summary: Our neighbor, who is a general contractor, had an addition conditionally approved in 2007. The
conditional approval was based upon the addition of covered parking on the property. In 2009 he changed his mind and
requested a refund for the fees he’d paid. No construction was ever started. Years later, in 2015 he started building a
patio with a concrete foundation and a flat roof attached to his house. He cut down a tree and tore off the back porch,
none of this was approved or permitted. After almost 3 years of construction, in 2018, he installed 12 doors vertically
and horizontally to enclose the patio/addition. We went to the city to see the permits but there were none.

As a City Manager, we knew it would be difficult to understand the history since you are using the same incorrect
information from the timeline David Bergman’s staff created and only referencing items from February 1, 2019 present
day. Since the city inspector came to our house to look at the addition through our windows the first week in February
2018, until our email to Michael Cacciotti a year later in February 2019, no one from the City ever was proactive and
reached out to us for one update or asked any questions after that visit. During that period, we called and went into the
office asking for updates. We met with the interim director David Bergman but he was unwilling to hear our complaints
or even look at our documents. There were specific questions that you and David still have not answered and maybe we
will get the responses once our public document request is complete. Below is information regarding ADUs, COAs,
Major vs. Minor Reviews, Code Enforcement, tree removal and trimming, property lines and setbacks that may help you
reevaluate your assumptions.

Converting to an ADU only to circumvent parking requirements
ADU only allowed on lots 12,500 sq/ft per 2016 SPMC which is current. This property is 7,500 sq/ft
Property Lines and setbacks written incorrectly on blueprints
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Illegal tree removal and illegal trimming of Oak Tree
Unpermitted driveway

To City Council

If you read the email thread that started on February 1, 2019, thank you. We realized that you have not received any
other supporting documentation, so we thought it would be best to include it in our response to Stephanie DeWolfe’s
most recent email to us.

If you haven’t read it, we understand and ask that you please review the patio images in this email. This is what we
currently see from our bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, laundry room and backyard every day since construction started in
the summer of 2015. The one at night shows the patio enclosed with glass doors. We will also share the timeline of
construction per Google Earth and street view.

If Stephanie Dewolfe is still not concerned about what really happened, we ask you this; if you do think there are items
that concern you, please let her know. We have tried to get this unpermitted construction to stopped, but you will see
our concerns were ignored when valid points were brought up and not followed through. City Council has the power to
revoke the COA. We ask that you consider revoking the COA.

This us what we look at every day from our bedroom, kitchen, bathroom, laundry and backyard.
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Below is the construction timeline from Google Earth from the original approval in 2007 2019.
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2007 with two trees in the backyard circled in red and the required trellis area in yellow for parking.

November 2009 Two trees in the backyard and no construction.
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March 2011 Two trees and no construction

April 2013 Two trees and no construction
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April 2014 two trees and no construction

March 2015 two trees and no construction
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December 2015 Tree removed and framing started in the summer of 2015. 6 months of construction.
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February 2016 Framing and no concrete. 7 months of construction.
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October 2016 flat roof is on and no concrete. 15 months of construction.
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March 2017 Roof on and no concrete. 20 months of construction.

March 2018 concrete has been poured and visible from the south and east roofline. 2 years 8 months of construction.

Below is our response to Stephanie DeWolfe’s email.

For clarification:

Bold Stephanie DeWolfe quoting our email

Red Stephani DeWolfe’s response to us (SD)

Black Our response to her

Conflicting information regarding the project status in February 2019: 1. “Building and Planning said that it had to be
torn down…” 2. “…had to be turned into an ADU…” 3. “…illegal addition was approved by the Chair…” 4. “…told it had
not been approved.” 5. “show a new set of drawings that had been approved and signed…”

SD: To clarify the Project status, here is a timeline of the Project. The original Project was submitted in 2007 and
included an addition to the rear of the primary residence and a second story addition. The proposed Project was
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approved by the Cultural Heritage Commission on November 15, 2009(2007). Permits were pulled and construction
began soon after the approval, but was later halted and permits withdrawn by the property owner.

At no time did any construction start on this project and the approval was in 2007 not 2009. The homeowner requested
a refund of fees paid in 2009 and was granted the refund. A City staffer confirmed this with us but would not tell us the
amount refunded or provide a copy. This is a public record that we would like to see and should have received on our
original public records request. Construction started in 2015 with the removal of a tree and porch on the back of the
house.

You stated construction began soon after. Can you please elaborate on why you believe this to be true? Who told you
this and what construction began soon after? The more details the better and any supporting documents would be
helpful. We have been told many things from City Staffers that we later discover to be untrue. Jose was the only
employee around at that time, so we assume it is him.

SD: In March of 2018, it was brought to the City’s attention that there was unpermitted construction of a covered patio
adjoining the primary residence. On April 9, 2018, City Staff issued a Correction Notice to the property owner and Notice
to Stop Work.

This issue was actually brought to the attention of Edwar Sissi who recently left the City and is now employed with the
City of Pasadena and Jose Villegas in 2017 with anonymous calls until we actually came into the office. We encouraged
Edwar and Jose to view it from our property, view from the sidewalk or look via Google Earth. Finally, we requested the
City Code Enforcement Officer to investigate. He came into our house the first week of February 2018, so the City
actually knew prior to March of 2018 as you stated in your response. We never found out why it took over 60 days for
the City to issue a correction letter from the initial pictures that were taken. We requested a copy of this too, but Jose
Villegas stated we needed to get it through public records. We never received a copy of this in our public records
request.

SD: In January of 2019, the property owner returned with minor changes and reduced the project to a 293 sq. ft. single
story addition, including revised design of windows and doors, to replace the unpermitted covered patio. The
Commission approvals were still in effect and staff approved the reduced scale of the Project as being in compliance
with prior approvals. These changes were approved by the Commission Chair, as required by ordinance.

SD: On July 10, 2019, the property owner requested a Chair Review to add approximately 36 sq. ft. to the first floor
addition that was previously approved. The 329 sq. ft. addition is pending review.

You mention the owner returned with minor changes and reduced the project to 293 sq. ft to comply with prior
approvals. Why would they come back and ask the City to consider an increase in square footage 7 months later in July
2019? The only reason the owner requested the extra 36 sq/ft is because his structure is already built, the concrete is
poured and he wants to use the footprint he has already built and not the originally approved footprint. We thought the
Chair “approved” these drawings in August 2018. Why are there more changes? We brought this up to David Bergman
in our February 11th meeting and in the emails and have yet to receive an answer. Also in the afternoon on January 28th,

2019 we came into the office and wanted to see the approved plans(see the City timeline). Jose was unable to locate
them. About two hours later Jose was able to find them, but neglected to contact us. Instead he emailed the Jim Fenske
the architect and stated “Let’s meet on Wednesday January 30 and discuss the project plans for the addition of 1030
Brent Ave. I found the approved set of copies. This is a time sensitive issue.”
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Here are more problems with this project approval process.

Original DRB approval All work needs to conform to stamped approved plans, this does not. Planning approval from
DRB is valid for one year. This expired in 2008.

Here are some issues with the changes from the original design.

South: Single door changed to a set of French doors and the room is expanded and now covers a window on the east
side of the house.

East: French door changed to two sets of French doors.

North: Single door, Chimney, Single door changed to a set of French doors without a chimney.

The layout is almost exactly what the owner was caught with in February 2018.
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There are several reasons why this cannot qualify for a Minor Project review. A Minor Project review does not include
structures over 200sq/ft, an increase in the height of the roof from 14ft 11” to 16ft 2”, covering of an original window
that was not originally approved, moving the entire footprint south more than 3ft while being visible from the public
right of way on Brent Ave and Park Ave. These would require a Major Review with notification to the neighbors, which
was not done.
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SD: Is there an ADA concern here that I missed?

No, we are unaware of an ADA issue.

SD: In January of 2019, the property owner submitted plans to convert the second unit into an Accessory Dwelling Unit
(ADU). The conversion would require the removal of the electrical and gas meters. On March 4, 2019 the plans were
reviewed by staff for Zoning Code compliance and approved. On July 11, 2019, the property owner pulled electrical
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permits to remove the electrical meter and on October 1, 2019, the property owner pulled plumbing permits to remove
the gas line to duplex.

Would you not agree that the intent of an ADU is to create new housing in California? David Bergman agreed with this
when he spoke with The California Department of Housing and Community Development (CDHC). Give them a call and
have a discussion with them. They will also say that if the duplex were to be expanded, that too does not justify creation
of an ADU. A duplex just isn’t an ADU.

Jose recommended two options to bypass the parking requirements that were originally a condition of the original
project. Either demolish the unpermitted construction or convert the duplex to an ADU.

Jose Villegas stated convert to ADU(aka SPMC 36.350.200) or SPMC 36.360.090(F). Below is the email and images of
both codes. The owner’s property does not comply with either. SPMC 36.360.090(F) doesn’t work because the CHC
already approved the parking under the trellis.

The current SPMC 36.350.200 was passed in 2016 and signed by Michael Cacciotti and Terri Highsmith and requires an
ADU to meet a minimum lot size of 12,500sq.ft. for an approval and not be visible from the street. The owner’s lot is
less than 7500sq.ft and the duplex is visible from the street, even with the new tree they planted. Why would the City
ignore its own ordinance? At that time, Jose’s second option would be to it tear down.

While we know that new legislation for ADUs lot sizes will change in 2020, we want to make sure everyone is aware that
in April of 2018 the City was having discussions with the owner about converting this into and ADU and state legislation
was not introduced until 2019. In August of 2018 there was discussions of bypassing the parking. Everyone on that
email was in agreement that there is really no change to the structure. In the emails below dated February 8th and 15th

of 2019, you will see what transpired. At that time, Jose’s option to demolish would have been appropriate and would
still be appropriate today. Please note that we met with David Bergman on February 11th with this concern and he
ignored us.

February 8, 2019, Jose emailed David explaining “what was holding up this project” which he stated was the original
parking requirement from the original COA, DRB that was a conditional requirement for approval. Jose failed to address
the previous years’ worth of information that we brought up as our concerns then and now. Why didn’t David Bergman
know about this issue?

February 11, 2019, we met with David Bergman to ask questions and find out why the project was moving forward. We
tried to explain the history of the ongoing construction but he refused to even look at our pictures and documents. We
now know that he did not have the entire story and why he was so confused in our meeting.

February 15, 2019, Jose reviewed and approved the ADU conversion 4 days after our meeting with David to avoid the
original parking requirements of the COA, DRB and CHC requirements. It doesn’t appear as if there was any actual
follow through after our meeting with David.

David and Jose ignored the SP Code and waived the parking requirements on an unpermitted addition. This just doesn’t
make sense. The property is one block from Fair Oaks, between Mission and Monterey. Parking in the area is impacted
by Blaze Pizza and Mosaic Church. Employees and customers from the stores on Fair Oaks that don’t having parking lots,
use Brent for parking. It is shortsighted on the part of Planning and Building to allow a homeowner to add onto their
house and remove parking requirements from the COA, DRB and CHC from 2007. In this area there are some homes and
many apartments that do not have onsite parking so they park on the street. With the housing shortage and increase in
rents, there are more occupants per unit now than in 2007, making street parking more impacted than it was 12 years
ago. Why would Planning and Building overlook this detail?
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Whose name is redacted below? That person told Jim Fenske what was required for the ADU in August of 2018. You’ll
see the owner’s name (Robert) is in the next paragraph, so we assume it’s not him. This shouldn’t be redacted since
there doesn’t appear to be any privilege. Can you please let us know who assisted in the ADU conversion
discussion? You will also see that Mark, Edwar and Jim discussed the fact that the existing unit’s use would not change.
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Expiration of the original Certificate of Appropriateness

SD: The previous code section regarding the Certificate of Appropriate (COA) did not establish an expiration date for
COAs. On July 19, 2017, Ordinance No. 2315 was adopted to repeal and replace Article IVH (Cultural Heritage
Commission) of Chapter 2 (Administration) of the South Pasadena Municipal Code (Code) which established an eighteen
month expiration date for COAs. This Code section does not apply to the Project since the original approval of the COA
preceded the adoption of the ordinance in July 2017. Consequently, the original COA does not have an expiration date.

Since you mentioned that the COA is based on the project, you should have reviewed the conditions for getting permits
on the original approval. The DRB approval was only valid for 1 year which expired on December 20, 2008. See image
below. This is almost 11 years later. Why is the city using this project as the bases to get everything approved?

Even if the COA was still good, which we think is debatable, an additional COA is required for exterior changes not
described in the above description and approved by CHC. The COA needs to conform to the stamped approved
drawings. See the images below.
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Authorization for a Chair Review and difference between a Major and Minor Project Review and request for a copy of
the Chair Review Application

SD: The modifications to the previously approved Project plans were considered minor and therefore were subject to a
Minor Project Review. Chapter 2, Article IVH, Section 2.65 (Certificate of Appropriateness – Alteration and Demolition)
establishes that a Minor Project Review may be conducted if it involves “replacement of windows and doors if the
proposed replacements are of the same material, form, color, and location…” or “minor changes to a previously
approved certificate…” As defined by the Code a Chair Review was appropriate for the review and approval of those
changes. Currently, there is no formal application for a Chair Review. Project applicants that are subject to a Chair
Review are requested to visit City Hall to meet with the Chair to discuss their projects. Moving forward, the City will
create a more defined process for Chair Reviews.
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We understand that minor changes could be acceptable, but these are not minor changes. The structure is over 200 sqft,
the elevation of the roof and the entire structure has increased in size and the structure has been moved to the south.
The height has increased from 14’ 11” originally to 16’ 2” on the new details. The structure now covers an original
window on the house that was not covered in the original approval. The doors and windows have also moved. The
chimney has been removed.

If there were minor changes to the plans, why has it taken over 20 months to get this approved and why do they keep
coming back for more changes? Please see the previous images regarding this section.

Code Enforcement actions and remedies

SD: As previously noted, Code Enforcement issued a Correction Notice and Notice to Stop Work in March of 2018. Once
issued, the property owner had 30 days to report to City Hall to work with City to remedy the issue. Currently, City
policy establishes that as long as the property owner demonstrates good faith to work with the City, Code Enforcement
does not issue any citations. If no remedies are provided Code Enforcement may move forward with the issuance of a
citation. However, the property owner was responsive to the March 2018 notices and has been working with the City to
bring the unpermitted construction into compliance with City code. Therefore, no citations have been issued at this
time.

You claim the owner was responsive, but only after the 30 day deadline from the City letter. These are document we’ve
requested but have yet to receive copies of those notices, letters or responses in our request for public documents. You
mention this demonstrates good faith and compliance with the City code. He is and has been a general contractor for 40
years and knows the City ordinances. Why does Planning and Building continue to assist him in ignoring the ordinances
and finding loopholes to build what he wants without public approval from neighbors? What he intends to build is
different from what was conditionally approved 11 years ago and is almost identical to what he built illegally.

Illegal tree removal and oak tree trimming investigation

SD: In March of 2019, the Public Works Department was informed of a possible illegal tree removal and oak tree
trimming. Based on the Public Works Department’s investigation the removed tree was less than 12 inches in diameter
and did not require a tree removal permit.

Edwar and Jose were notified about the tree removal when we first started this process in 2018. The timeline fails to
address this. At no time did either of them state we should go to the Public Works and report it when a quick Google
search could confirm. We discussed this at the February 11th meeting with David Bergman. If there was an
investigation on the removal of the tree, why not investigate the oak tree at the same time? We contacted Public
works twice by phone on the day of the cutting of the Oak and confirmed there was no permit. After numerous
reminders, nothing appears to have been done on this. Below are pictures in January 2019 and March 2019 of the oak
tree that was trimmed out of season. You didn’t actually respond to this issue.
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Regarding the tree that the Public Works Department’s did investigate, you stated it was less than 12 inches in diameter
and did not require a tree removal permit. This is the first that we have heard of an investigation. Can you elaborate on
this and include the public records that we’ve requested previously? Who investigated this and who did they speak
with? Was it the owner who is a General Contractor? Are you aware that this was a multi trunk tree? You can see in
the first picture from 2007 below that the tree was already well established and taller than the house roof line. Please
see the second picture from July 2007 prior to approvals in November 2007. The red markings show the two trees in the
Google street view. The picture below also shows the original porch that was torn down.
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This is important because it shows that the owner knew that they could not conform to the parking that was a condition
of the original approval. See how the pathway crosses where the tree was cut down and the Oak tree. See
the November 2017 conditional approval plan and no trees to be cut or trimmed.We added the red dots to show the
placement of the trees in the drawing below. The lower left dot was the multi truck tree that was cut down and the
upper right is the oak that sits in the middle of the path to the carport that was supposed to be built if they wanted to
build the addition.
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2007 Narrative
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How was the tree that was cut down investigated? Since the tree was removed 4 years ago, how does the investigator
know the diameter of the tree? Did you know this was amulti trunk tree and one would need to measure the
circumference of each trunks at 4 ft from the ground and add them together? An established tree planted before 2007
and cut down 8 years later in 2015 could reasonably be presumed that the multi truck tree did meet the tree ordinance
minimums with just 3 or 4 trunks. Because the trunks of the tree were so large, a stump grinder was needed to remove
the stumps. You could also call the tree a shrub, the pictures clearly show it towers over 16 ft. Since the owner is a
licensed General Contractor, please note the Intentional violation in the SPMC.
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Property line dispute and setback concerns

SD: Property line disputes are a civil matter and are not addressed by the City. If there are concerns regarding the
property line and setbacks that were used in the Project plans, a surveyor would need to be retained to determine the
exact location of the property lines.

This is not a civil matter as there is clearly fraud in the misrepresentation of the current and 2007 documents provided
to the City. John Pope was recently quoted in the South Pasadena Review stating “The City has little choice but to
respond when the facts are ignored or misrepresented as they have been…..”

We aren’t talking about leaves falling on our property or even disputing inches. This is clearly a big discrepancy and
we’ve taken pictures to help you understand. Keep in mind that the owner approached us to acquire a 2 ft swath of
land for about $12k along the length of their driveway during the process of getting this project approved in 2007. So
even then he knew he did not have enough space to build what he wanted. In the pictures below, you can see the owner
had trouble complying with a correction notice that included setbacks in 2007 when the architect was asked to clarify
unclear property lines and setbacks even in 2007 and it clearly shows they put down what was needed to get approved.

The original plans and the new plans show a setback of 5ft at the back of the property which isn’t even our property, but
another neighbor’s. It doesn’t take a surveyor to see in the pictures below that the fence line is at 2ft 9 inches, not 5
feet like the plans show. If it’s true that they have a 5ft setback, it would be just under their neighbor’s gutter on the
back of the neighbor’s garage.

You’ll see in pink below that we measured the driveway in numerus sections and marked them accordingly on the
owners site plan which don’t conform. We even took a picture of their driveway showing 6 ft in one section when their
site plans clearly shows nothing smaller that 8ft 6 inches at the top of the driveway. The image with the red tape
measurer shows the actual location at 8’ 6”. Because of the confusion of the setbacks on the driveway and back of
garage, the owner needs to have the property surveyed. See the text images from the owner in February 2019 when he
acknowledges that the City may require a survey and thinks it’s a good idea since he mentions he’s probably
encroaching and states that the City may require verification of property lines. Then deciding that he doesn’t want to
disclose it to the new owners if/when he sells as his plans are to move on and not even live in the property.

Neither you nor David ever responded to the driveway that was poured without a permit. It’s time to correct this issue
once and for all and require a survey from the property owner.
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2ft 9 inches at the back yard fence.
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5ft at the section in the neighbor’s backyard and just at the edge of the other neighbor’s gutter.
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We also requested the documents and responses the owner is referring to in those texts in our request for public
documents, but those too have not been provided.
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Public Records Request

SD: The City Clerk’s Office is responsible for Public Records Request and is currently looking into the request.

Unfortunately, this too has been mishandled. The first request was marked complete by J. Equivalls and when you
review that information, he only provided 9 emails from the 2018 calendar year. Of those 9, one was a duplicate and all
were generated in August, just two hours after we visited the planning desk for an update. We know there were
communications throughout 2018 and not just August. We will need the City Clerk’s Office to go back from 2018 to
present day correspondences.

After our initial request in February 2019 with minimal results, Juan reached out in April and asked us to clarify what we
needed. We were very clear and he never provided us with any documents. In June, Miriam Ferrel followed up and
provided a copy of the ordinance 2004 which is not valid anymore. We appreciated that, but she too needed us to
clarify what we needed. After several follow ups with her over the next 2 months, she too provided us with
nothing. Now, Maria Ayala is also requesting clarification. She states “With respect to the role of the City Clerk’s Office,
we are looking to fulfill your request for subject emails to your request. I believe City Manager DeWolfe along with
other Planning personnel will be working to provide you with other records” We have been clear from the first request
and are still asking the same questions. Besides that, you stated the City Clerk’s Office is responsible for the Public
Records Request, but Maria is only looking to provide emails. Please confirm who will provide the documents that are
not in email form and when we can expect them. Since we are now at 9 months and three employees later and have yet
to receive the information we’ve requested, we’d like the City to clarify the email retention policy. We want to make
sure that everyone is clear that no emails or documents shall be deleted, trashed, disposed of or purged from the
network or backup drives. We have more pictures, documents and notes to support our story and can share as soon as
we get the documents we have requested.

Stephanie and City Council, after seeing more information about these problems and actual support documentation and
not hearsay, we hope that you are able to clearly see through this facade of misrepresentation from the owner and
architect. Compliance with manipulation, misrepresentation and fraud give you the right to step in and revote the
COA. Remember, John Pope stated “The city has little choice but to respond when the facts are ignored or 
misrepresented as they have been in regard to the 1726 Hanscom Drive property. And the community has 
expressed an interest in hearing the city’s side of the story,” spokesman John Pope said in a prepared 
statement during the gathering, which also included Mayor Marina Khubesrian, City Attorney Teresa Highsmith 
and, by telephone, City Manager Stephanie DeWolfe. Clearly the facts have been ignored and misrepresented in
this case. It’s time for the City and the City Council to acknowledge that the Owner/GC, Architect, City staffers, and
Design Review failed in their due diligence regarding 1030 Brent Ave over the last 21 months and failed to respond
appropriately. We ask again that all movement for this project stop and the COA be revoked.

Travis & Nichole Dunville 

From: Tamara Binns <tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 3:26 PM
To: Teresa Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Lucy Demirjian <ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>; Dr. Richard
Schneider Personal <Rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; City Clerk's Division <CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov>; Robert Joe
<rjoe@southpasadenaca.gov>; mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov; Michael Cacciotti Personal
<macacciotti@yahoo.com>; Stephanie DeWolfe <sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>; Diana Mahmud
<diana.mahmud@gmail.com>; Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
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Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032
Importance: High

Mr. and Mrs. Dunville, 

Please see the attached letter answering your questions about the construction at 1030 and 1032 Brent Avenue. 

If you have further questions, please feel free to contact our new Planning Director, Joanna Hankamer at 
jhankamer@southpasadenaca.gov or (626) 403-7222. 

From: Stephanie DeWolfe  
Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2019 6:18 PM 
To: Nichole; Teresa Highsmith; Maria Ayala; Tamara Binns; Miriam Ferrel; Lucy Demirjian; Dr. Richard Schneider - 
Personal; City Clerk's Division; Diana Mahmud; Robert Joe; mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov; Michael Cacciotti - 
Personal 
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032 

Mr. and Mrs. Dunville –

Thank you for sharing your concerns regarding the construction activities at this site. I apologize that you did
not receive a timely and appropriate response from City staff in regard to your concerns. I know you had
received several responses from David Bergman and it was my understanding that he was appropriately
handling the issue. I’m sorry I did not realize that you had not received an appropriate response.

I have now personally delved into the history of this project at your request and have found the issues to be
complex. Having the files spread out on my desk, I understand your frustration with the process. While I had
hoped to have a complete response for you by today, I have not been able to complete my review due to the
complexity and lengthy history of interrelated issues. Please know however, that this has my full attention
and I am personally looking into each of the concerns you raised. I anticipate I will be able to provide you with
a complete response next week.

I apologize again for the City’s failure to respond in a timely manner and appreciate your patience. Please let
me know if you have additional concerns in the meantime.

Sincerely,

Stephanie DeWolfe 
City Manager 
City of South Pasadena 
1414 Mission Street 
South Pasadena, CA  91030 
www.southpasadenaca.gov 
626.403.7210 
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From: Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent:Wednesday, September 25, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Stephanie DeWolfe <sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>; Teresa Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; Tamara Binns <tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>; Miriam Ferrel
<mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>; Lucy Demirjian <ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>; Dr. Richard Schneider Personal
<Rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; City Clerk's Division <CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov>; Diana Mahmud
<dmahmud@southpasadenaca.gov>; Robert Joe <rjoe@southpasadenaca.gov>; mkhubesran@southpasadenaca.gov;
Michael Cacciotti Personal <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Michael,

Another month has gone by and we still have not received a response from the city staff. On August 27th you asked
Stephanie DeWolfe to have the staff provide an estimate as to when they would be able to respond to our requests. Is
there a reason no one is responding? Is the city manager or city attorney concerned about liability? They both have been
included on this thread since February.

In the last 9 months the City Clerk has failed to provide the public records we’ve requested, even after multiple requests
and reminders. In the last 18 months, the Planning/Building Department started and failed to complete two
investigations, first under David Watkins and then again under David Bergman. Also, Public Works and city staffers in
Building & Planning have known about the unpermitted tree removal for the unpermitted construction and promised to
look into it and as far as we know, they still have not. Two months into the investigation, Planning and Building knew
that this addition deviated from the expired plans the homeowners had from 2007. Since then, Planning and Building
has done nothing except help the homeowner who is acting as his own contractor, continue what is clearly an
unpermitted addition, blatantly ignoring city ordinances.

We reported the unpermitted construction in 2017, wishing to remain anonymous. This is extremely frustrating. Please
review the email thread below. The entire City Council needs to be aware of the unprofessionalism of city staff and
management.

Kind regards,

Nichole and Travis Dunville

From: Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent:Monday, September 9, 2019 8:41 PM
To: 'Michael Cacciotti' <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Michael,
This is a follow up on your last email to Stephanie DeWolfe. After watching this video of the most recent Planning
Commission meeting, we have a better understanding of what’s going on. Between the antiquated analogue system and
the lack of staff, Planning and Building appears to be off the rails! Now we understand how plans were lost and files
were unavailable and changes were able to happen at the desk without any record or documentation. If you haven’t
seen this yet, we suggest a quick review of Councilmen Richard Schneider’s comments at the 21:40 22:34 mark,
Commissioner Braun from 24:00 25:45 and David Bergman from 30:00 37:30
http://www.spectrumstream.com/streaming/south_pasadena_pc/2019_08_13.cfm
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We understand that City Council doesn’t handle every single issue in the city, but with all of the vacancies in Planning
and Building we have nowhere else to turn. It’s been 4 years and 2 months since the start of the unpermitted
construction going on next door and 19 months since a code enforcement officer was in our house and took pictures of
it. No investigation has ever been completed and our requests for public records have been ignored. David Bergman
claimed to be overworked and was either unwilling or unable to follow up on the investigation or answer our emails.
When you came over to our house you mentioned setting up a meeting. With the departure of David Bergman we think
it’s time to set up a day and time to finally take care of this issue with a decision maker who has authority to put an end
to this illegal construction.

As always, we thank you for your time and service to our city!

Travis and Nichole Dunville

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:15 PM
To: Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Cc: sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov; Teresa L. Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov; Marc Donahue Miriam Ferrel
<mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>; Lucy Kbjian <LKbjian@ci.south pasadena.ca.us>; richard schneider
<rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; cityclerk@southpasadenaca.gov
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Nichole,

I have not received a response from Staff from my email last week. I will check on the status of your request.

Hi Stephanie,

Would you please have our staff provide Nichole and Travis with an estimate as to when staff will be able to respond to
their request. They have been very patient up to this point.
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 27, 2019, at 9:26 AM, Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net> wrote:

Hi Michael,
Wanted to know if you’ve heard anything regarding this, because we haven’t. Thanks for following up
with this!

Kind regards,
Nichole and Travis

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent:Monday, August 19, 2019 9:11 AM
To: dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov
Cc: sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov; Teresa L. Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; Marc Donahue Miriam Ferrel <mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>;
tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov; LDemirjian@SouthPasadenaCA.gov; RSchneider@SouthPasadenaCA.gov;
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richard schneider <rdschneider0@yahoo.com>; dunvillefisk@earthlink.net
Subject: Fwd: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Good morning David,

Just wanted to follow up on my email from two weeks ago about the above mentioned issue on Brent
Ave. Please have staff provide us a response later this week as Travis and Nichole have been patiently
waiting a response.

If for some reason we are not able to provide a response, please let them know when a response will be
provided.
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Nichole" <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Date: August 19, 2019 at 8:35:13 AM PDT
To: "'Michael Cacciotti'" <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Michael,
We appreciate your email two week ago. Have you had any contact or conversations
regarding this issue since you sent the email? The reason we ask is that we still haven’t
heard anything.

Thanks,
Travis and Nichole

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2019 6:27 PM
To: dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov
Cc: sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov; tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov; Marc Donahue
Miriam Ferrel <mferrel@southpasadenaca.gov>; Maria Ayala
<mayala@southpasadenaca.gov>; Teresa L. Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>;
dunvillefisk@earthlink.net; Lucy Kbjian <LKbjian@ci.south pasadena.ca.us>
Subject: Fwd: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi David

Good to see you at city Hall last week.

I wanted to follow up with Travis and Nichole’s request for assistance (see emails below)
on the alleged unpermitted construction occurring at the above location at 1030 and
1032 Brent Ave, just north of Oxley (which is adjacent to and north of their home).

When I met with Travis and Nichole today, they mentioned that they had requested
some documents back in June 2019 from the city, but had not received everything they
had requested in their Public Records Request. They are also concerned because
construction continues intermittently at the location, which they believe is not
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consistent with plans and/or permits approved by the city.

I know we have had substantial turnover in your department and the city clerk’s office,
but please, at your earliest available opportunity, this week, work with the city clerks
office to provide any documents that are responsive to their request and are not
privileged, etc. Also, please work with staff to address and respond to their concerns
about this project including permitting, alleged deviations from approved plans, ongoing
construction activities, etc.

Thanks for your hard work!
Michael
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Nichole" <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Date: August 1, 2019 at 11:25:05 PM PDT
To: "'Michael Cacciotti'" <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

You’re welcome to come over to our house. It’s 1036 Brent Ave.

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 11:16 PM
To: Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Travis and Nichole
I can meet at 2 pm. on this Sunday. Where you want to meet?
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 1, 2019, at 4:06 PM, Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
wrote:

Hi Michael,
Thank very much for responding so quickly! We are
available anytime Sunday afternoon. Would that work?

Nichole and Travis
626 627 1010

From:Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 11:59 PM
To: Nichole <dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction 1030 & 1032

Hi Travis and Nichole,
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I am usually CC’d on the email communications
between our city staff and you.

I would be happy to meet. Are you available to meet
this weekend in the afternoon?
Thanks
Michael

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 30, 2019, at 3:48 PM, Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net> wrote:

Hi Michael,
Hope you’re enjoying your summer.
You may remember that we reached
out to you 6 months ago regarding the
unpermitted construction at 1030/1032
Brent. In that email, we were clear that
we wanted honesty, transparency and
oversite. As of today, we have not
received answers to our questions
about how this project was investigated
and how it keeps moving forward when
there are so many problems that have
not been addressed. We were very
specific in our questions and have yet to
receive answers. In your reply to us on
February 5, you mentioned that you
wanted the staff to keep you informed
on how they are working to resolve this
issue. Besides the below thread, has the
staff informed you of anything
else? We ask because in the attached
email thread, we requested specific
documents with repeated follow ups
with no response.

It's now been over 4 years since the
start of construction and 18 months
since the city inspector took pictures of
the unpermitted structure. This is
unacceptable. We would like to have a
conversation with you when you are
available.

Regards,
Travis & Nichole Dunville
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From: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent:Monday, June 17, 2019 8:25 AM
To: 'David Bergman'
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Teresa Highsmith'
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc: 'Michael Cacciotti'
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Stephanie DeWolfe'
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Code Enforcement'
<CodeEnforcement@southpasadenaca.
gov>; 'Alex Chou'
<achou@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

David,
We reviewed the plans
at the counter on
Friday, June 14th. Once
again we are getting
conflicting answers and
there are still many
errors that have not
been addressed. The
plans dated 7/28/2018
but are different from
the Roybal’s plans they
provided us this year
that are also dated
7/28/2018. It appears
that the architect
continues to make
changes to the plans,
that were not part of
the original approvals,
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without properly
notating them on the
plans. When we were in
on Friday, Jose
mentioned that
everything has been
corrected and permits
are ready to be issued
and paid for. While
there are many errors in
the plans, we pointed
out just a couple of
inaccuracies in the plans
and stated it may be
better to wait for you to
come back on Monday
before issuing anything
and Jose agreed. The
Roybals want an
addition that is based
on what they have
already constructed
illegally. These are
some of the items that
are different from the
original approval: the
pitch of the roof has
increased in height, the
width of the structure
has increased, the
footprint has moved 3ft
south and every
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elevation has changed
from what was
originally
approved. The original
plans were conditionally
approved with the
addition of additional
parking on the property.
The approval was based
on a duplex, not an
ADU. Everything about
this project is different
than the original
plans. We would expect
the planning and
building department to
notice these changes as
we have mentioned
them in person and in
emails.

Also, the drawings have
inaccurate setback
measurements that we
have discussed with you
and your staff. One
example is the setback
behind the garage.
We’ve attached a
picture of the garage
setback that shows 5ft
on both the original and
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new plans from
7/28/19. You’ll see in
the picture the setback
is actually only 2 feet
9inches. Besides the
owner sending us a text
stating that he believes
he’s encroaching our
property with their
driveway, he also
poured a new wider
driveway to possibly
meet the minimum
requirements for new
construction and
parking on the original
approval. You may want
to look at their permits
and see if they have one
for the driveway and if
the driveway is even
wide enough to meet
the minimum parking
requirements for the
original approval.

On February 11th we
requested all public
documents. We
received a few select
items, but not what we
originally
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requested. After our
second request to Juan
on April 30th , we
received an email from
Miriam stating Juan is
no longer working for
the City on June
3rd. We sent her an
email on Friday to
request an update as to
when we may expect
those documents. We
believe that the City
should not move
forward on this project
and issue any permits
until all issues have
been resolved. If you
disagree, please let us
know.

You stated in your April
18th email that public
works is in charge of the
tree trimming and
removal. A tree, that
was never notated on
any of the drawings,
was cut down in 2015 to
build the existing
unpermitted structure
and then another tree,
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an oak, was trimmed in
March of this year
without a permit and
out of season. Public
works was notified
twice on the day in
March. It’s now been
two months and nobody
from public works has
followed up.

It has now been 16
months since the city
inspector took pictures
of this nuisance and 4
years since tree
removal, demolition of
the original back porch
and construction of the
eyesore started. As
residents of this city for
25 years, we expect
more. Regarding our
other concerns in our
previous emails, you
have not responded to
our specific questions
about the approval
process and how Mark
G ignored the South
Pasadena major review
process. Will you or the
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City Attorney be
addressing this issue?

Finally the new
ordinance from 2017
repeals and replaces the
previous ordinance. It
appears that the city is
choosing to ignore
this. Why would the
city choose to use the
old ordinance 2315,
from 1992 and not the
current ordinance from
July 2017?

Sincerely,
Travis and Nichole
Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent:Monday, June 3, 2019 8:55 AM
To: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>; Teresa
Highsmith <thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Code Enforcement
<CodeEnforcement@southpasadenaca.
gov>; Alex Chou
<achou@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello Mr and Ms. Dunville:
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The development application has been
reviewed by the City’s Public Works
Department and returned to the
applicant with requests for
corrections. The property has been
issued a notice to correct unpermitted
construction.

Please let me know if you have any
additional questions.

Best

David Bergman

From: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, June 2, 2019 11:27 AM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Teresa Highsmith
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello Mr. Bergman,
We are following up on our previous
email from April 29th. Can you please
update us regarding 1030/1032 Brent
Ave.?

Sincerely,
Travis and Nichole Dunville

From: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent:Monday, April 29, 2019 10:45 PM
To: 'David Bergman'
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'thighsmith@chwlaw.us'
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>
Cc: 'Michael Cacciotti'
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
'Stephanie DeWolfe'
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032
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Mr. Bergman,

While we are glad to see you
mentioned the structure will be
removed, this is only part of the
problem. If building permits are issued
and the structure is torn down,
whatever the City has approved could
be rebuilt. Rebuilding the new
structure is our concern since the City
did not follow the ordinance and
municipal code. Let’s start with the
investigation that originated on
February 3rd or 4th of 2018. Over a year
later, we receive a text from Bob Roybal
on February 28th, 2019 that states:
”Hi Travis, New Report. I just received a
call from the new City Code
Enforcement Officer Gus. The original
complaint from last April regarding my
patio addition just arrived at his
desk. He knows nothing about
it. Fortunately, I have detailed
documentation on my responses and
compliance to all their requests and
requirements. He indicated that he
would find out the present status of the
matter and inform me. I also notified
my architect. He replied that he is
current and awaiting direction. I am
pulling my hair out at this point and
thinking about lighting matches!
Thanks, hope we can get this done
soon.”

As for the COA still being valid, we
would like the City Attorney to state
why she believes that the COA is
grandfathered in, as the new ordinance
specifically states that the CHC of the
South Pasadena Municipal Code is
hereby repealed in its entirety and
replaced with the following new
CHC. We would like the City Attorney
to explain directly so it doesn’t get
misinterpreted. Perhaps the City
Attorney can explain how the Roybals
will be able to get building permits
without the COA and Design Review
Board (DRB) certificate as well. The
original COA and Design Review
Board(DRB) certificates were needed to
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acquire building permits under that
approval. The original COA is based on
the approved details. The COA then
goes on to state an additional COA is
required for exterior changes not
described in the above description and
approved by the CHC. All work
(alteration, demolition or exterior
changes) requiring a COA shall
substantially conform to the stamped
approved plans dated the effective date
of this approval.

As we’ve previously mentioned to City
staffers, and to you, on our February
11th meeting and in the previous emails,
we still haven’t been told how the Chair
was able to “approve” the updated
drawings. The original approval
specifically states on the certificates
and stamped approved drawings that it
needs to be built exactly as CHC and
DRB approved. This included the
addition of 2 covered parking
spots. The City staffer’s own timeline
states on April 16, 2018 that the owner
called in and spoke to a plan checker
and stated that the project plans have
diverted from the original plans. At that
time staffers should of stated these are
considered new plans and will need to
be resubmitted as a new project. There
is a process that needed to take place
and the former Director did not follow
that process. Even if the Director did
approve, which he did not, the Chair
would have then needed to decide if
this was a Major or Minor
review. Clearly this procedure was
overlooked. It would have been a good
idea to include the other committee
member of the CHC since this was
unpermitted construction that was
under investigation and diverted from
the original approvals. Please let us
know in as much detail as you can why
the Major review was not followed or
the rest of the CHC involved.

The next concern is the property line.
You might remember that we
mentioned the setbacks on the original
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plan and the current site plan were
incorrect and you would investigate
it. What did you find? On February
15th, 2019 Bob Roybal stated in a text:
“Also, City may require verification of
property lines which would probably be
a good idea anyway. I’ll let you know.”
Then the next day on February 16th,
2019 Bob Roybal texted:
“ Travis, just to let you know that, as
per our conversation, our intention is to
complete this process and either sell or
rent and move on. We have really
appreciated you all as neighbors and
will leave with having increased the
value of all our properties. I thank you
for your patience.”
Then on February 21st, 2019 Bob Roybal
texted:
“Hi Travis, still waiting on the City to
process our intentions. Also, I obtained
an aerial picture of our property
showing property lines and
setbacks. Although, these views are
only prospective, they do indicate non
conformity and encroachment. I will
not call for a survey right now because
we might sell and then I would have to
declare it to any new buyers. I will wait
on that. Again, we appreciate your
help.”
This is making more sense to us now
because when the Roybals were getting
the original plans approved in 2007,
they wanted to purchase a 12 inch strip
of our property along the North
elevation of our property. We declined
the offer. Looking back, they probably
didn’t have the minimum requirements
for the driveway. The Roybals need to
confirm their property lines.

There is no consideration of neighbors
who were not living here in 2007/2008
when this was originally
approved. Specifically, the owners
directly behind who can see into the
backyard at 1033 Park Ave. and 1029
Park. who are currently under
construction and can see the addition
from their property as well. Both
neighbors were appalled at the process
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and construction of the structure. Two
doors from them are more new
owners. It keeps on going around the
block and at least 40% of the
homeowners are new to the area since
the original approvals. Maybe these
neighbors should have had a chance to
know what is going on as well.

We are demanding transparency. We
do not want a structure to be built next
door to us that has not gone through
the correct approval process. If they
want to build a structure, they need to
go through the process and let the
neighbors within a 300 foot radius
know what is being built. We look
forward to hearing from you and the
city attorney.

Regards,
Travis and Nichole Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 5:22 PM
To: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Dear Mr. and Ms. Dunville:

Thank you for contacting me with your
concerns about 1030 and 1032 Brent
St. I wanted to provide you with an
update on the status of the project. As I
mentioned in our correspondence on
April 2nd the property owner is in the
process of submitting plans for new
construction that will remove the
unpermitted conditions. The plans for
this project have been reviewed by the
Planning Department for conformance
with the project’s conditions of
approval and with the City’s
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development codes. The City’s Public
Works Department received the plans
for their review on April 17th . They are
currently in the process of checking the
plan for conformance with their
conditions of approval. After they have
completed their review, which is
expected to occur by April 26th, the
City’s Fire Department will review the
plans. Assuming that no major
revisions are required, the property
owner should be able to receive
building permits for the project that will
remove the unpermitted construction
in the first half of May.

As I mentioned previously, as a matter
of policy, the City does not move
forward with code enforcement on a
property when it is being reviewed for
approvals that would
remediate unpermitted
conditions. However, once the permits
have been approved, we will begin code
the enforcement process as an
incentive for the property owner to
begin work within 30 days after the
clearance of the project for building
permits.

As to your other concerns, please note
the following:

1) I have reached out to the
Deputy City Clerk regarding
items missing from your initial
Public Records Request. He
should be able to work with you
to determine if any
disclosable public records were
not included in your
request. He should be able to
engage with you to discuss
other records that may be
relevant to your inquiry. I have
asked him to reach out to you
on this matter.

2) I have contacted our City’s
Public Works Department
regarding the unpermitted tree
trimming and removal. This
department’s staff manages the
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City’s tree program and they
should be able to give you the
correct information on the
status of the trees at the
property. I have asked them to
respond directly to you.

3) I reviewed your concerns about
the Certificate of
Appropriateness with the City
Attorney. The City’s historic
preservation ordnance has
been amended to include an 18
month expiration date on
certificates of
appropriateness. This is a
change from the previous
ordinance that did not have any
time limit for these
approvals. Because the
certificate of appropriateness
for this project was issued prior
to the revision, it does not
expire. If you have questions
about the timing of the
revisions of this ordinance I’d
encourage you to reach out to
the City Clerk’s office for
assistance.

City staff is engaged on this application
and aware of the need for the property
owner at 1030 and 1032 Brent to
remediate any unpermitted
construction. I will instruct our staff to
inform me when the project has cleared
its review for building permits.

Please let me know if you have
additional questions or concerns.

Yours,

David Bergman

David Bergman
Interim Director
Planning and Building Dept.
City of South Pasadena
Wk: 626-403-7223
Fax: 626-403-7221

<image001.jpg>
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Help us shape the future of South Pasadena
by getting
involved in the General Plan and Mission
Street Specific
Plan updates. Click the logo to see how!

From: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent:Wednesday, April 17, 2019 10:58
PM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Cc:Michael Cacciotti
<mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello David,

Thank you for the update. We still have
concerns that have not been
addressed. We have made our position
very clear; we want this addition torn
down. This project has been under
construction since 2015 and now we
look out at an ugly plywood
structure. Since they were cited
building illegally, the Roybals have told
us they want to rebuild it to their old
plans but with many significant
changes, including making the addition
taller and closer to our property. We
don’t understand why the city would
continue to ignore the municipal code
and continue to assist a general
contractor to build without a permit or
a Certificate of Appropriateness. We
requested all public documents on
February 11, 2019. While we have
received some documents, we have
received no emails, letters or
documents between June 5, 2009 and
August 7, 2018. In your timeline you
stated there are correspondences
between the Roybals and the City
during this time period. The Roybals
have the certified letter dated March
13, 2018 from the City to correct the
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unpermitted construction. Jose Villegas
showed the letter to us on January 31,
2019. When we asked him for copies of
the letter and the investigation file, he
stated that we would need to make a
public file request. We were surprised
that this letter was not in the public
document file we requested; it makes
us wonder what else we were not
given.

We still don’t understand how this
process has gone on for over a year
since the Roybals received their non
compliance letter and why the City did
not follow the rules set in place for this
type of situation. After telling you and
your staff that the COA does expire and
providing a copy of the ordinance in the
last email, you still stated they do not
expire. We’d like to point you to the
municipal code that states Certificates
of Appropriateness do indeed
expire. Please review City Code 2.65 
(11)    Expiration of Certificate of 
Appropriateness. A certificate of 
appropriateness shall lapse and become 
void 18 months (or shorter period if 
specified as a condition of approval) 
from the date of final approval, unless a 
building permit (if required) has been 
issued and the work authorized by the 
certificate has commenced prior to such 
expiration date and is diligently pursued 
to completion. Upon application by the 
property owner before the expiration of 
a certificate of appropriateness, the 
commission may extend the expiration 
date of the certificate for an additional 
period of up to 12 months. The 
commission may approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny any request for 
extension. Not only do the COAs expire,
the Roybals COA had conditions to
it. Their certificate stated: “This
certificate of Appropriateness (C of A) is
effective only for exterior changes
detailed that was presented to the
Cultural Heritage Commission on
November 15, 2007. An additional C of
A is required for changes not described
in the above description and approved
by the Cultural Heritage
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Commission.” Not only did the C of A
expire, so did the Design Review Board
(DRB). The letter to the Roybals dated
December 12, 2007 states in bold:
“Assuming no appeal is filed, the
planning approval is valid for one (1)
year from the effective date of
approval.” Because the effective date
was December 20, 2007, this expired
over ten (10) years ago. Not only did
everything expire, the Roybals
requested a refund and they were
refunded fees spent on this project in
2009.

Besides the expirations, we also asked
about the about how the Chair
“approved” this project in our February
11th meeting with you, and again in our
email. You stated you would find out
what happened. After six weeks, all you
state is that “On August 24th, 2018 the
CHC Chairman approved the revisions
to the approved COA for this
project.” We stated that the owners
didn’t file for a new COA and the Chair
has no authority to approve a major
design review. The only item that has a
mention of approval from public
documents was when architect Jim
Fenske tells Jose, “Mark is good with
it”. On August 24th Jose emailed Mark
Gallatin and Mark only responds the
“the site plan looks fine”. Is this how
plans are approved?

Early February 2018 the illegal
construction was reported to the
City. From the beginning of the
investigation in early Feb 2018, the first
email we received in the public
documents we requested was from Aug
7, 2018. This is the same day we
inquired about the status of the
property. A few hours later Jose
emailed Jim, “I was wondering if you
had an update on 1030 Brent St? Can
you please let me know what is going
on with this project? Thanks Jose” Jim
replied “I’d like to meet with Marky G.
on Thursday to see what changes were
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made to the approved design.” On
August 9, 2018 Jim writes back to Jose,
“I met with Mark today and he says he’s
ok with the redesign of the
addition.” On August 24, 2018 Jim sent
Jose the plans for the project. Minutes
later Jose writes to Mark and says, “Jim
mentioned he met with you about two
weeks ago and that you were ok with
this project. However, a site plan
should be provided because it was
missing.” A few minutes later Mark
replies by email, “The site plan looks
fine.” There were no more emails until
five months later on January 28th, 2019,
when we went in the office at about
2pm to ask the status again. On that
day we requested to see the approved
plans and Jose was unable to find them
and he said the architect did not have
copies either. Then that evening at
5:39, Jose emailed Jim, “Let’s meet on
Wed, January 30 and discuss the project
plans for the addition to 1030 Brent
Ave. I found the approved set of
copies. This is a time sensitive issue.”
We find it curious that neither the City
nor the architect had the approved
plans. It was only after we would visit
the planning and building office and ask
questions that emails would start up
again. And why would staff from
planning building reach out to an
architect of a current code enforcement
case? But none of this actually matters
since the COA expired years ago and a
minor or major project review cannot
happen without a COA. The changes
that the Roybals and the architect have
made to the plans would cause this to
fall under a Major Project Review.

At the end of our meeting on February
11th, we talked about the tree that was
cut down to build this unpermitted
structure. You mentioned you would
look into that. What were your
findings? A search with Google Earth
Pro shows the tree prior to the
structure being constructed. The reason
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we bring this up is that on March 13,

2019, the Roybals had the oak tree in
their backyard trimmed. Per the City
staffers, this tree was cut out of season
and without a permit. We believe this
continues to show a pattern of the
Roybals ignoring City regulations.

Thank you for the offer to review the
submitted plans, but we already have
copies of the originals from 2007 and
the plans that were submitted dated
July 26, 2018. That is how we know that
there are changes to all of the
elevations including the amount of
doors, the increase in height and
placement of the structure closer to our
property. On February 11,, 2019 we left
the meeting with you feeling confident
that you would investigate what
actually happened, or didn’t happen. So
far, this is not the transparency we
were expecting. We have CC’d Michael
Cacciotti to assist in a resolution before
this moves any further.

Nichole and Travis Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 2, 2019 9:50 AM
To: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello Mr. and Ms. Dunville

I wanted to provide you with an update
on the status of the application for
development at 1030/ 1032 Brent. The
property owner has been working with
an architect and our staff to bring the
property in to compliance with all
applicable planning requirements and
building codes. Please note the
following:
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1) The owner has submitted plans
for the property that
are currently waiting for Fire
Dept. and Public Works Dept.
review and approvals.

2) The property owner has been
issued a notice to correct the
unpermitted conditions at the
property. As a general rule
unless there is an immediate
life safety issue the City does
not move forward on
enforcement of conditions
where the property owner has
applied for permits to correct
the cited conditions. No
building permits can be issued
until the Fire Dept. and the
Public Works Dept. have
completed their review of the
project. Building Dept. plan
check and Planning Dept. plan
check will proceed, once Fire
Dept. and Public Works Dept.
conditions are approved.

3) No building inspections have
been done on this property as
no building permits have been
issued.

4) The Certificate of
Appropriateness (COA) was
issued at the November 15,
2007 CHC meeting, unlike
building permits COA’s do not
have an expiration date. On
August 24, 2018 the CHC
Chairman approved the
revisions to the approved COA
for this project.

We are continuing to work with the
property owner to ensure that the
conditions on the site are brought in to
conformance with the City’s municipal
code and that all reviews occur as
specified in the City’s approval
process. I’d encourage you to come to
the Planning Department to review the
development plans that have been
submitted. I will follow up with staff to
investigate that any issues regarding
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incorrectly designated set backs are
being addressed under the proposed
development application.

Please let me know if you have any
further questions and thank you for
your patience as we work with the
property owner to remediate the issues
at the property.

Yours,

David Bergman

From: Nichole
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2019 8:33 AM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello David,

We received the records we requested
on March 4. We’ve reviewed the
records, time line and codes, comparing
them with our own notes and
timeline. We wanted to wait to give
you time to review the records as well.
In our conversation on Feb. 11 you
stated that you were going to review
the code enforcement investigation.
Has that been completed? And what
are your findings? We still have yet to
receive any public records regarding the
code enforcement violation. Based on
what we received, the South Pasadena
Municipal Code (SPMC) has not been
followed.

In our review of the records and time
line there are several big red flags.

1. There is no current certificate
of appropriateness.

2. This project does not fall
under minor project review.

3. The setbacks are incorrect.
4. There is no reason to waive

the parking requirement.
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1. In reviewing the public records there
is no current certificate of
appropriateness. The owner/builder
cannot get a building permit until he
has a Certificate of Appropriateness.
The first step after being caught
building illegally, according to the
SPMC, would be to apply for a
certificate of appropriateness. The
owner would have had to apply for this
within 30 days of being notified by the
city. It’s been over one year, and there
is still no public record of a certificate of
appropriateness application. This is a
very experienced General Contractor
who knows exactly what he’s doing. He
cut down a tree without a permit to
begin building, demolished an existing
back porch, built an unpermitted
addition, claiming it’s a patio, and spent
three years on construction. After three
years of construction, he was notified
by the city to stop construction,
another year has passed and it’s been a
total of four years since this project
began. After he was told to stop he
brought in his old plans from 2007 with
an expired certificate of
appropriateness from 2008. It is not
our job to enforce the city of South
Pasadena’s municipal codes. We rely
on code enforcement and the building
and planning office to do this
job. When the codes are violated, the
city has the obligation to investigate
and follow the proper procedures, see
below.
2.67 Enforcement and penalties.Source
(a)    Unpermitted Work without a Certificate. 
Demolition, relocation, alteration or removal of any 
improvement, site or natural feature subject to the 
provisions of this article without obtaining a 
certificate of appropriateness is a misdemeanor 
and is further hereby expressly declared to be a 
nuisance.

(b)    Obligations and Consequences upon Failure 
to Obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness. 
Unpermitted work, without the approval of a 
certificate of appropriateness pursuant to the 
requirements of this article, shall be addressed as 
follows:

(1)    The director or his/her designee shall 
give notice to the owner of record by 
certified or registered mail of the specific 
demolition or alteration work that was 
made without first obtaining a certificate of 
appropriateness. The owner or person in 
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charge of the structure shall apply within 
30 days for a certificate of 
appropriateness.

(2)    In reviewing the unpermitted 
alterations, demolition, relocation, or 
removal, the commission shall either:

(A)    Approve the certificate of 
appropriateness pursuant to the 
criteria specified in SPMC 2.65; or

(B)    Deny the certificate of 
appropriateness and require that 
the inappropriate alteration(s) or 
demolition be abated pursuant to 
subsection (c) of this section.

(3)    If the property owner fails to apply for 
a certificate of appropriateness or 
abatement of the public nuisance pursuant 
to subsection (c) of this section is not 
possible, the matter shall be referred to the 
city prosecutor for further action.

(c)    Abatement of Nuisance. Any work 
undertaken for which a certificate of 
appropriateness is required but was not obtained 
shall be deemed a nuisance. Such nuisance shall 
be abated by reconstructing or restoring the 
property to its original condition prior to the 
performance of work in violation of this article in 
the following manner:

(1)    Covenant to Reconstruct Within One Year. 
Within 30 days of the effective date of the 
commission’s denial of a certificate of 
appropriateness, the owner of the property shall 
execute and record a covenant in favor of the city 
to do such reconstruction or restoration within one 
year of the effective date of the commission’s 
decision to deny a certificate of appropriateness. 
The form of the covenant shall be subject to 
approval by the city attorney, and shall run with 
the land.

(2)    Time Extension on Covenant. Upon 
application to the commission, the time may be 
extended on a covenant to reconstruct if the owner 
shows the work cannot reasonably be performed 
within one year.

(3)    City Action. If the owner refuses to execute 
and record such covenant, then the city may 
cause such reconstruction or restoration to be 
done, and the owner shall reimburse the city for all 
costs incurred in doing the work. The cost of the 
work performed by the city shall constitute a lien 
against the property on which the work is 
performed. Restoration or reconstruction may only 
be required when plans or other evidence is 
available to affect the reconstruction or restoration 
to the satisfaction of the director.

2. This project does not qualify for a
minor project review. According to the
SPMC, a project that qualifies for a
minor review does not change exterior
features and is fewer than 200 square
feet. This is an entirely new project
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that is well over 200 square feet and
dramatically changes the exterior of the
house and has shifted to the south and
is visible from the street. The proposed
addition is completely different that the
2007 project on all elevations, including
the height and pitch of the roof.

        The north elevation called for a
single door, exterior wall
chimney in between, and
another single door. Now,
there is no chimney and one
set of French doors. The north
elevation is moved south more
than three feet.

        The east elevation originally
called for a set of French doors
with glass panel/lights on each
side. Now, the east elevation
has two sets of French
doors. The height of the roof
was 14’11”, it has been
changed to 16’2”.

        The south elevation was a
single door with glass
panel/lights on each side. The
new plans call for a set of
French doors. The south wall is
moved over more than 3 feet
to the south, covering an
existing bedroom window.

This addition is a major project review.
See SMPC below.

(4)   Minor Project Review. A certificate of 
appropriateness may be obtained by going 
through a minor project review if it 
involves: demolition or relocation of non-
character-defining features; 
noncontributing additions, garages, 
accessory structures or incompatible and 
previously replaced windows, doors or 
siding material; any undertaking that does 
not change exterior features such as re-
roofing if the proposed roofing material is 
comparable in appearance, color and 
profile to the existing or original roofing 
material; replacement of windows and 
doors if the proposed replacements are of 
the same materials, form, color, and 
location as the existing or original windows 
and doors; an addition of less than 200 
square feet proposed for the side or rear 
elevations (not visible from the public right-
of-way) and does not materially alter the 
features or have an adverse effect on the 
historic integrity of a cultural resource; 
minor changes to a previously approved 
certificate; or any other undertaking 
determined by the director or his/her 
designee to not materially alter the 
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features or have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of a cultural resource.

(A)    Requirements. The required 
application materials for minor 
project review shall include, without 
limitation: a written narrative of the 
proposed project, a vicinity map, a 
site plan, exterior elevations drawn 
to scale, a window and door 
schedule, and photographs of the 
structure and the neighborhood.

(B)    Review Process. After the 
certificate of appropriateness 
application for minor project review 
is deemed complete by the director 
or his/her designee, the 
commission’s chairperson (the 
“chair”), or his/her designee, shall 
evaluate the application to 
determine its eligibility for minor 
project review. If the proposed 
project meets the eligibility criteria 
for minor project review, the 
commission’s chairperson, or 
his/her designee, may elect to do 
one of the following:

(i)    Approve the Certificate 
of Appropriateness. If the 
proposed minor project is 
deemed consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties and the 
city of South Pasadena’s 
adopted design guidelines, 
the commission’s 
chairperson or his/her 
designee may approve the 
proposed project;

(ii)    Consent Calendar. If 
the chair, or his/her 
designee, determines that 
the proposed minor project 
needs additional review by 
the commission, he or she 
may elect to place it on the 
commission’s next meeting 
agenda. Such project shall 
be noticed pursuant to 
subsection (e)(7) of this 
section, Public Notice 
Requirements, as a consent 
calendar item on that 
agenda; or

(iii)    Deny the Certificate of 
Appropriateness. If the 
proposed minor project is 
deemed to be inconsistent 
with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic 
Properties and the city’s 
adopted design guidelines, 
the chair or his/her designee 
may elect to refer the 
proposed project to the entire 
commission through the 
certificate of appropriateness 
(major project review) 
procedure pursuant to 
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subsection (e)(5) of this 
section.

Major Project Review. The certificate of 
appropriateness application must be 
accompanied by any fee as required by 
the city of South Pasadena and 
documentation as the commission shall 
require, including without limitation:

(A)    Written Narrative. A written 
narrative of the project indicating 
the manner and the extent in which 
the proposed project is consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties and the city of 
South Pasadena’s adopted design 
guidelines.

(B)    Landscaping Plan. A plan that 
accurately and clearly displays the 
following: existing trees on the 
project site that are subject to this 
city’s adopted tree ordinance as set 
forth in Chapter 34 SPMC; species 
of all trees and their appropriate 
trunk diameter, height, and 
condition; proposed final disposition 
of all existing trees; the extent and 
location of all proposed vegetation; 
species and planting sizes of all 
proposed landscaping along with 
the provisions for irrigation and 
ongoing maintenance; an irrigation 
plan; and indication of all hardscape 
along with the exterior of all 
structures and amenities, including 
colors and materials keyed to a 
materials and colors board as 
appropriate.

(C)    Site of Plot Plan. A site or plot 
plan drawn at an appropriate scale 
that reflects the proposed project 
including: areas of alteration and/or 
demolition, property lines, and all 
recorded or proposed easements 
and public rights-of-way. The site 
plan shall also indicate the footprint 
of buildings on adjacent properties.

(D)    Floor Plan. Building floor 
plans and building sections at a 
scale of at least one-eighth inch 
equals one foot.

(E)    Elevations. Exterior elevations 
specifying all exterior materials with 
critical dimensions and existing 
character-defining features clearly 
indicated.

(F)    Exterior Finishes. Materials, 
colors, and finishes clearly indicated 
on elevation drawings and keyed to 
a materials and colors board 
including light reflectance values, a 
clear indication of the appearance, 
location, and light effects of all 
exterior lighting fixtures, and a two-
point perspective rendering showing 
proposed structures with profile 
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drawings of the adjoining structures 
from an eye-level elevation.

(G)    Window and Door Schedule. 
All doors and windows labeled with 
symbols that correspond to the 
labeling on the floor plans and 
elevations. The door and window 
schedule is a table containing the 
following information: existing and 
new window and door sizes, 
window and door manufacturer 
information, exterior finish, 
fabrication material, operational 
type, glazing information, divided 
lite details, and window muntins 
details when applicable.

(H)    Photographs. Photographs of 
the site and its surroundings to 
document the existing conditions 
and provide a complete 
understanding of the property and 
its neighborhood context. This 
includes photographs of the site 
and adjacent properties for a 
distance of 300 feet from each end 
of the principal street frontage, as 
well as properties opposite the 
subject and adjacent properties. 
The photos shall be mounted color 
prints, supplied from continuous 
views along the principal streets, 
along with a key map provided 
indicating the relationship of all 
views to the parcels, streets, and 
related features.

(I)    Other Documentation. 
Documentation as may be required 
to understand the history of 
previous construction on the 
property including but not limited to: 
a series of site plans illustrating the 
chronological order 
of construction of permitted and 
nonpermitted work, the construction 
or removal of character-defining 
features, or building permits.

(J)    Scale Model. Although not a 
mandatory requirement, a three-
dimensional scale model, a 
perspective view, or other similar 
types of graphic information may be 
recommended for a complete 
understanding of a proposed 
project.

3. The setbacks on the drawings are
incorrect. It is our understanding that
no one on the staff has been to the
jobsite to verify any information. The
setbacks on the plans on the south
state “varies”. The owner believes that
he is encroaching on our property and
told us that the city will require
property line verification. On Feb. 21,
2019 the owner wrote to us and said
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“Hi Travis, still waiting on city to process
our intentions. Also, I obtained aerial
picture of our property showing
property lines and setbacks. Although,
these views are only prospective, they
do indicate nonconformity and
encroachment. I will not call for a
survey right now because we might sell
and then I would have to declare it to
any new buyers.”

4. The approval of this project in 2008
required the addition of covered
parking. There have been conversations
about converting the duplex into an
ADU to skirt the parking requirements.
The parking requirements for this
project should not be waived. We are
one block away from Fair Oaks and our
street parking has been impacted by
Mosaic and Blaze. The Blaze parking lot
is almost always full and spills onto
Oxley and Brent. With the addition of
Burger Time, next door to Blaze,
parking will even be more impacted. If
Wells Fargo or Rite Aid were to sell or
develop their parking lots, parking on
Brent would be even worse. With rising
cost of housing most of the apartments
in our neighborhood are inhabited by
couples or families as opposed to
several years ago when many of the
apartments were occupied by single
people. The additional residents in
apartments that do not have off street
parking impact our street parking even
more. Waiving a parking requirement
for a property on a busy street is short
sighted.

Every day when we look out the
windows on the north side of our
house, over the past four years, we are
faced with a huge structure that has
been illegally added and is out of
proportion with the house (see
attached picture). The noisy
construction has been a nuisance and
the addition is an eyesore. The
uncertainty and duration of the project
and the tension it has created between
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the neighbors and us is causing us
physical and emotional stress. We feel
uncomfortable being in our backyard
and along the north side of our house.
The time we have spent researching
municipal codes, going into the
planning and building office and
documenting the situation is taking
time up too much time. We have been
lied to by the neighbor who told us he
was building a patio, now that he has
been caught over a year ago and is
being forced to comply with the
building codes, he is trying to tweak his
design on the same footprint which
would allow him to build a bigger
structure, that is higher and wider, and
more than 3 feet closer to our property
that what he originally had planned
back in 2008. We are asking the city to
do its job and protect the integrity of its
historic resources and
neighborhoods. We request that this
structure to be removed, with the
possibility of additional penalty.

d)    Additional Penalty. With respect to 
a violation of this article on a landmark 
or an improvement within a historic 
district, or a on a building or structure 
listed on the inventory of cultural 
resources, no building or construction-
related permits shall be issued for a 
period of five years following the date of 
demolition or complete reconstruction 
pursuant to subsection (c) of this 
section, whichever occurs last, for 
property on which demolition has been 
done in violation of this article. No 
permits or use of the property as a 
parking area shall be allowed during the 
five years if plans or other evidence for 
reconstruction or restoration of a 
demolished structure do not exist, or if 
the reconstruction or restoration is not 
completed for any reason. Permits 
which are necessary for public safety or 
welfare in the opinion of the director 
may be issued.

We look forward to hearing from you
soon.

Regards,

Nichole and Travis Dunville
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From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 10:59
AM
To: dunvillefisk@earthlink.net
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Mr. and Ms. Dunville

Please see the attached
chronology The property owner has
been contacted about existing
unpermitted construction

On November 15, 2007; the CHC
approved the “293 sq. ft. addition on
the first floor and a new 555 sq. ft.
second story, for a total of 848 sq. ft.
This addition will be located in the rear
of an existing single story 1,332 sq. ft.
Craftsman house on a 7,436 sq. ft. lot.
The addition on the first story will
consist of adding a new family room.
The addition on the second story will
add a master bedroom, two walk in
closets, a master bathroom, and a
sitting area. All proposed materials will
match existing materials.”

On December 4, 2007: the DRB
approved the “293 sq. ft. addition on
the first floor and a new 555 sq. ft.
second story, for a total of 848 sq. ft.
This addition will be located in the rear
of an existing single story 1,332 sq. ft.,
Craftsman house on a 7,436 sq. ft. lot.
The addition on the first story will
consist of adding a new family room.
The addition on the second story will
add a master bedroom, two walk in
closets, a master bathroom, and a
sitting area. All proposed materials will
match existing materials.

On March 13, 2018; the Building
Inspector did an investigation
inspection in regards to the
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unpermitted construction taking place
at 1030 1032 Brent Avenue. Staff
received an anonymous call from a
concerned resident reporting the
unpermitted construction. A correction
noticed was left with the property
owner, informing him of the violation
and to contact the Planning and
Building Dept.

On April 9, 2018; the Community
Improvement Coordinator, Marlon
Ramirez sent the property owner a
letter with options on how to resolved
the unpermitted construction.

On April 16, 2018 Property owner
contacted the City stating his intention
to comply with notice of correction. He
had a conversation with the plan
checker, project plans have diverted
from the original approved plans. The
project did not comply with the
required parking four cover parking
spaces and one guest parking.

On April 16, 2018 Community
Improvement Coordinator received a
second call for the same violation.

On April 27, 2018; property owner met
with the CHC Chairman Mr. Gallatin
regarding his proposal for the 293 sq. ft.
single story addition. The CHC approved
project was revised to only include the
single story addition only. Property
owner stated that he was doing the
designs drawings himself.

May 3, 2018; property owner met with
the CHC Chairman again, and provided
a revised set of plans that included the
required covered parking. Four covered
parking spaces and one guest parking.

On May 9, 2018; Property owner wrote
a letter replying to Mr. Ramirez
(received on May 14, 2018) confirming
all unpermitted construction has
stopped, and plans for an ADU have
been submitted. Property owner
wanted to confirm the deadline has
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been extended as he has been working
to resolve this situation.

On May 18, 2018; Property owner
wrote another letter to Mr. Ramirez
(received on May 21, 2018). After
speaking with the Plan Checker,
additional information will be required
to convert the existing second unit to
an ADU.

On August 24, 2018; the CHC Chairman
approved the proposed change to the
2007 CHC project. A 293 sq. ft. single
story addition with exterior materials to
match the existing was approved.

On January 11, 2019; Mr. Jim Fenske
submitted the plans for the 1030 1032
Brent Avenue ADU conversion.

On January 31, 2019; Jim Fenske met
with the CHC Chairman. The Chairman
confirmed he was reviewing the same
project he approved in August 2018.

From: dunvillefisk@earthlink.net
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 9:58
AM
To: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: RE: Unpermitted Construction
1030 & 1032

Hello David,

We appreciate the time you took to
meet with us last week, on Feb. 11
regarding the illegal construction taking
place at 1030 and 1032 Brent. Directly
after our meeting, as you suggested, we
requested copies of the public records
pertaining to 1030 and 1032 Brent. We
would like to know what steps the
Planning and Building Department have
taken and are taking in the investigation
of illegal construction at 1030 and 1032
Brent between February 2018 –
February 2019. We would also like to
request a copy of the chronology and
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review your staff prepared that you
referred to in the previous email. Over
the weekend the owner notified us in
writing that it’s “looking like a major
room addition will take place” and “our
intention is to complete this process
and either sell or rent and move
on.” We request that this project not
move forward until a thorough
investigation has taken place.

We thank you for your attention to this
matter.

Regards,
Nichole and Travis Dunville

From: David Bergman
<dbergman@southpasadenaca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 10:27
AM
To:Michael Cacciotti Personal
<macacciotti@yahoo.com>;
dunvillefisk@earthlink.net
Cc: Stephanie DeWolfe
<sdewolfe@southpasadenaca.gov>;
Teresa Highsmith
<thighsmith@chwlaw.us>; Lucy
Demirjian
<ldemirjian@southpasadenaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Unpermitted Construction

Hello Council Member Cacciotti:

Thank you for bringing this matter to
my attention. Other than the request
for an appointment next Monday this is
the first I have heard about this
matter. Although I'm not in the office
today I have requested that my staff
prepare a chronology and review of
what has happened. I will brief you
and Stephanie as soon as I am able to.

Best

David Bergman

Get Outlook for iOS
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On Tue, Feb 5, 2019 at 10:13 AM 0800,
"Michael Cacciotti"
<macacciotti@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hi Nichole and Travis,

Wow, sorry for the
inconvenience,frustration and
uncertainty this project has caused
you.

Since this issue/home construction
project seems to be somewhat
complicated by its history and city
code’s involved, my best
recommendation is to provide our
staff with the background information
you have provided so Mr. Bergman is
informed when he meets with you
next Monday 2/11/19.

Consequently, I am including Mr.
Bergman, the city manager and City
attorney on this email so that they are
aware of this issue and can work with
Mr. Bergman and our Planning and
Building Department to properly
assess all the facts and determine how
we can best assist you with your
request.

I am also asking staff to keep me
informed of how we are working to
resolve this issue.
Thanks
Michael
Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 1, 2019, at 1:11 PM,
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net>
<dunvillefisk@earthlink.net> wrote:

Hi Michael,

Hope all is well with
you. We’re enjoying
the open space on
Park Ave. and are
looking forward to
working on tree and
shrub planting with my
friend from Edison
very soon.
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We have a separate
issue that we thought
you might be able to
advise us on since we
noticed that you are
the city council liaison
for the Cultural
Heritage
Commission. Our
neighbor went
through the process to
build an addition to
their house in
2007. The additional
square footage was
contingent on them
adding covered
parking spaces in their
backyard. They
decided to not go
through with the
addition and got a
refund for the plan
check in 2009.

In 2015, the neighbor,
who is also general
contractor, started
building the addition
himself, working on it
part time. After three
years of intermittent
construction,
something very
different than the
original plans has
emerged. An
inspector issued a stop
work order in Feb
2018 since the work
was
unpermitted. We’ve
followed up with
Building and Planning
and talked to the
owners but have not
been able to get a
straight answer about
the future of the
unfinished
addition. First,
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Building and Planning
said that it had to be
torn down, then we
were told that the city
said the neighbor’s
duplex had to be
turned into an ADU to
avoid the city’s
additional parking
requirements, then we
were told that the
illegal addition was
approved by the
Chairman since they
had already gone
through CHC and DRB
in 2007. On Tuesday
1/29/19 we went into
Building and Planning
and were told it had
not been
approved. We went
back Thursday 1/31/19
and were shown a
new set of drawings
that had been
approved and signed
shortly before we
arrived. Building and
Planning insisted that
the plans had actually
been approved in
August of 2018 but the
Building and Planning
office lost the signed
and stamped plans
and the architect had
lost his signed and
stamped set as well.
Our next step is to talk
to the new Interim
Director of Planning
and Building, David
Bergman. We are
meeting with him
Monday February 11th,
his first available
appointment time.

The frustrating part of
this process has been
living next to
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unfinished
construction since
2015, not knowing
when it will be
finished and what it
will ultimately look
like. It’s been a
nuisance. Right now
there is a large 20’ by
20’ flat roofed
structure with
plywood siding and no
windows or doors in
the openings. The
neighbor/builder even
recently called it a
monstrosity that he
said he built on a
whim. As much as we
value the friendly
relationship we have
with our neighbors,
our patience with this
project is wearing
thin. We have made
many trips into
Building and Planning
to ask about the
status, and the latest
seems to be that the
neighbor will be able
to keep the structure,
with modifications to
the elevation plans
that allow it to be
wider, closer to our
property, cover
existing windows and
15% higher. We’re
surprised at the
Building and Planning
office’s eagerness to
approve this addition.

We’re asking for
honesty, transparency
and oversite. The city
has taken great care
and time in developing
codes and ordinances
to keep people safe
and maintain the
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historical integrity of
South Pasadena
homes. We would like
the addition either
removed or rebuilt
adhering to the size
and details of the
original plans of the
first story addition.

We appreciate all you
do for the city and
want to thank you in
advance for your
advice.

Sincerely,

Nichole & Travis
Dunville

<mime attachment>
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ATTACHMENT 6 

Plans Approved by Staff  
on June 19, 2008  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16 - 356



16 - 357



16 - 358



16 - 359



16 - 360



16 - 361



16 - 362



16 - 363



16 - 364



16 - 365



16 - 366



16 - 367



 
ATTACHMENT 7 

Plans Approved by CHC  
Chair on January 31, 2019 
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PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT COORDINATOR 

1414 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030  
TEL: 626.403.7225  FAX: 626.403.7221 

WWW.SOUTHPASADENACA.GOV 

April 9, 2018 

Robert D. Roybal and Dianne J. Roybal 
1032 Brent Avenue 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 

Re:  Stop Work Order for Construction without a Building Permit 

Dear Property Owners, 

This letter serves as a follow-up to a stop work order issued to you for constructing a new structure in the 
backyard without the benefit of City approvals.  I’ve enclosed a copy of the stop work order for your 
convenience.  Construction without a permit is a violation of section 36.640.040 and Ch. 9 section 107.1 
of the South Pasadena Municipal Code.   

In order to bring your property into compliance with the Municipal Code, the following must be 
completed: 

1. Stop all work requiring permits and City approvals.
2. Obtain Planning approval. Submit required plans, application, and fees for required

Planning approval.  If you have any questions regarding Planning approvals, please call a
Planner at (626)403-7220.

3. Obtain a Building permit.  Submit required plans, application, and fees to obtain a building
permit.  Call for all required inspections.  If you have any questions regarding the building
permit process, please call the Plan Checker at (626)403-7224.

4. To Legalize Construction:  Obtain Planning approval within by no later than May 11, 2018.
Obtain a building permit by no later than June 11, 2018.

5. Legalize by Abatement:  Remove unpermitted structure and restore the area back to its
original permitted condition by May 11, 2018.   Schedule an inspection when the structure is
removed by calling (626)403-7225.

Your cooperation in resolving this matter is highly appreciated will avoid the issuance of administrative 
citations.  If you have any questions, please call me at (626)403-7225 or email me at 
mramirez@southpasadenaca.gov.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation.  

Sincerely, 

Marlon Ramirez 
Community Improvement Coordinator 

Enclosure 
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Time Line for 1032 Brent Ave. Project p. 1 of 5

3/13/18 Original Correction Notice and Stop Work Order 

4/9/18 Letter from city (Marlon Ramirez) regarding stop work order and 
steps required to bring property up to compliance. 

5/9/18 Letter to Ramirez re. Progress in complying and deadline dates. 

5/18/18 Letter sent to Marlon Ramirez indicating my progress and compliance 
on correction notice and stop work order. 

6/24/18 Letter to Ramirez explaining architect needs to have a final 
consultation with Jeremy on the 26th, to finalize details on the drawings. 

7/14/18 Letter to Marlon Ramirez to report progress and reporting a path to 
comply.  Intent to begin process to change our duplex to a single-family residence 
with an ADU.  

7/28/18 E-mail from architect (Jim Fenske) saying that he would come by, 
check dimensions and submit work done to Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) 
with drawings.  

7/30/18 E-mail from architect (Jim Fenske) “Ready to submit plans” sends bill.

8/14/18  E-mail from J. Fenske giving us an update on progress and further
steps needed to satisfy City of South Pasadena. 

8/24/18  Letter sent by us to Marlon Ramirez (Planning Coordinator) 
indicating progress and compliance. Reminding him of promise to extend deadline 
dates.   (All letters send to Mr. Ramirez were sent by priority mail with receipts) 

5/9/18-8/24/18   Copies of all 5 letters sent to M. Ramirez. (last letter never 
claimed.) 

12/20/18 E-mail from J Fenske responding to our request for a progress report.  
He indicates that he is now working with new people and is discussing pathways to 
complete this process.  

1/30/19 My contemporaneous notes from J Fenske text: Fenske reports that 
1. He received information that no ADU is needed.  2. Neighbors are getting angry
and Building and Safety knows this.   3. Waiting for stamping plans.  4 Final
decisions on ADU seem to be pending.
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Time Line  1032 Brent Ave.  Project Cont. p. 2 of 5

2/15/19 Email back and forth from Jim Fenske indicating that process of 
approval is again moving. 

3/1/19 E-mails from Jose Villegas (Planning) to J Fenske giving us 30 days to
obtain permits or incur a fine. He asks Fenske to meet with Jeffery Kao (Plan 
Checker) to do an “over the counter” final plan check.  

3/4/19 E-mail to us stating approval of project pending clearing of ADU
requirement. 
3/4/19 Time line sent to Gus Alonzo when he came on scene (hand delivered) 
3/7/19  Receipt of plan check fee $643.43. 

3/22/18- 3/29/19   Contemporaneous notes of discussion during permit process 

3/28/19 E-mail from J. Fenske directing me to pull permits. 

4/23/19 Copy of Public Works Dept. Plan Review Comment checklist with 
notations and supportive comments. 

5/1/19 E-mail to J. Fenske:  Public Works check list and my answers

5/2/19 Letter from Gus Alonzo  (Code Enforcement Officer) as a follow-up to 
formally spell out compliance steps needed to satisfy violation. 

7/11/19 Electrical permit to remove panel from 1030 unit pursuant to ADU 
conversion and to connect new line from main house panel to feed ADU unit. $76.80 

8/4/19 Edison information regarding removal of panel on ADU unit (1030) 
pursuant to city directives. 

8/30/19 Communication to Fenske from Villegas that we would not be on the 
CHC agenda for September, postponed until  October 

10/1/19 Minutes of visit by Jose Villegas and inspector to view compliance in 
ADU conversion.  He asked us to pull permit on removal of gas meter to 1030 unit 
and hook up to main house gas meter.  

10/1/19 Permit for gas meter removal and gas line hook up to main house. 

10/8/19 Comment letter from City of South Pasadena (Malinda Lim) to 
architect Jim Fenske verifying submittal of project and requesting corrections on 
plan measurement.  
11/11/19 E-mail correspondence from J. Fenske to City Planning (Malinda Lim)
showing drawings. 
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Time line Brent Ave. Project  Cont. p. 3 of 5

1/6/20 E-mails to and from city officials (new and old) picking up the ball on
our belated approvals. 

1/6/20 Letter from Gus Alonzo to notify us that officials will be by to our 
property to verify measurements (again). 

1/9/20 Our notes regarding visit and measurements of city officials. 

1/13/20, 2/4/20,2/12/20,  E-mails back and forth from City requiring us to do a 
new property line survey.  Also, communications between City officials and Survey 
Company.  

2/8/20 Survey contract and receipt of payment information $3500. 

2/20/20 Site survey map and interim plans for project. 

3/13/20 E-mails from Dinville’s  disputing lot line surveys asking us to wait to 
record. E-mail from Dunville’s (complaining neighbor) showing preliminary survey 
from their surveyor, asking us to wait.  

5/29/20 E-mail from Jose Villegas stating that he has received the recorded
survey and will accept it in submittal. Reminds us to make sure the site plan is 
consistent with the survey. He states that project is scheduled for June 18 CHC 
meeting.   

5/29/20 E-mail from Fenske requesting copies of survey so that he can update
plans. 

6/8/20 E-mail from Malinda Lim (planner) that city needs more time to
prepare paperwork for submittal to CHC meeting.  Postponed until July. 

6/24/20 E-mail with architect Fenske working out final door placement on
South side of addition. 

6/26/20 E-mail from Fenske showing final placement of doors and window on
south Side of addition. 

7/8/20 Text message from Nichole  Dunville saying that she and her husband 
Travis were interested in buying our house  “AS IS”  before we put it on the market. 
Our response is that we will see it through with the city since we have much 
expense involved because of the complaints.  

16 - 390



Time Line  1032 Brent Ave. Project cont.     p. 4 of 5 
 
7/15/20 E-mails between Fenske and Lim regarding his (Fenske’s) 
participation in the meeting. 
 
7/15/20 E-mail from M. Lim asking for our contact numbers during the 
meeting in case they had questions.  (Note: because of the postponed meeting in 
June, we had to be out of town and would be represented by Jim Fenske.) 
 
7/16/20 Sent by M. Lim:  Complaint letters from neighbors asking for denial of 
approval.  
 
7/16/20 CHC Meeting – City Planner package requesting approval.  
 
7/16/20 CHC after thorough discussion voted 3-0 to approve.  Said we had to 
abide by various restrictions:  Wait 15 days before starting to allow for appeals, 
plant a new tree and incur extra fines.  (Recording of CHC meeting available at city 
website) 
 
7/20/20 E-mail to Malinda Lim explaining why we had not responded before 
the CHC meeting, explaining why this process had been delayed so long, and 
thanking all involved at the city for their help in this process. 
 
7/20/20 E-mail from Joanna Hankamer, Director of Planning, notifying us that 
a complaint was made by our neighbor, Mr. Dunville that we had resumed 
construction on our addition against a required moratorium.   
 
7/20/20 E-mail to J. Hankamer:  We responded that we were doing work but 
that it was preparing for a new air conditioner pad and installing a new cover for 
our water heater.  Also to make room for the new a/c we were disconnecting the 
washer and dryer.  None of this had anything to do with the addition. 
 
7/20/20 E-mail from J. Hankamer to our architect notifying him of us possibly 
starting work too soon.  
 
7/20/20 E-mail from J. Hankamer: Because Mr. Dunville had video tape of our 
activity,  J. Hankamer sent out an inspector and explained that we may be fined.  My 
contemporaneous notes included here indicate the discussion and decision by the 
inspector.  (No violation was found and no citation given.) 
 
7/20/20 E-mail from J. Fenske to J. Hankamer (cc to us) indicating that he 
would be moving forward on the project once the waiting period was over and no 
appeal was made regarding approval of the project. He also asked the City of strike 
libelous remarks made in writing to a public form by. (Our neighbor) Mr. Dunville.  
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Time Line l 1032 Brent Ave. cont.      p. 5 of 5 
 
8/2/20  E-mail from Mr. Fenske indicating that no appeals had been filed and 
that he would begin to move forward with the permit for the ADU work. He also 
outlined how we get our permits on line to do the work unrelated to the addition. 
 
We wrote him that morning telling him that the Dunville’s had a survey crew out 
here at 8:00 on Sunday morning putting down new markers.  We are intimidated at 
Mr. Dunville’s relentless complaints to the city.  
 
8/12/20 E-mail forwarded by me from J. Hankamer indicating another 
complaint from neighbor, and informing us for the first time that our project has 
been “called-up” to the city council for review The end of the appeal was July 31 and 
we are first hearing abut this (not even formally) on August 12.  
 
8/12/20 E-mail to Fenske explaining our frustration at continual complaints 
when we are not working on the addition.  And the difficulty we are having getting 
permits from the city. And in response his advice.  
 
8/12/20 E-mails regarding “call-up” and M Lim’s correction that it is not an 
appeal. Various back and forth e-mails about how to get permits.  J. Hankamer is 
cooperative in assisting us. Also E-mail to M. Lim regarding our rights if any to rebut 
this review.  
 
8/14/20 E-mail from Dennis Tarango about what was needed to get permits. 
 
8/18/20 E-mail to Cacciotti from us asking for reason for the call-up of our 
project, his response and our response.  
 
8/20/20 E-mail to J. Hankamer from us informing her of Cacciotti letter and  
asking for some formal request for the “Call-Up” 
 
8/20/20 Sent site map requested by Nick at permittech to get permits.  
 
8/20/20 Received Mechanical, Plumbing and Electrical permits.  
 
8/21/20 E-mail to J. Hankamer informing her that if she gets complaints today 
we are installing our much-awaited a/c with permits.  
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1

Malinda Lim

From: Michael Cacciotti <macacciotti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 6:44 AM
To: Robert Roybal
Cc: jhamkamper@southpasadenaca.gov; Malinda Lim; City Manager's Office; Jim Fenske; 

Robert Joe
Subject: Re: Call-up 1030-1032 Brent

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Mr. and Mrs. Roybal,

Thanks for your email below.

In response to your question, according to our South Pasadena Municipal Code section 36.610.020, any 2 members of
the City Council can call up a decision made by a subordinate reviewing body by filing a request to do so in writing with
the City Clerk within the applicable appeal period. The request shall not state that an error has been made or other
grounds for reviewing the underlying decision. Neither myself, nor Mayor Joe, who has also made the request, have
done so with any predetermination of the outcome of the matter. The matter will be heard “de novo” by the City
Council pursuant to the call for review.

Thanks for your understanding.

Michael

Sent from my iPhone

> On Aug 18, 2020, at 3:59 PM, Robert Roybal > wrote:
>
> CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
>
>
> Dear Mr. Cacciotti, We are constituents of your district and live at 1030 1032 Brent Ave. On July 16, 2020, after a
thorough discussion, the CHC voted 3 0 in favor of the room addition to the rear of our home. It has just come to our
attention that you have “called up” before the City Council this matter for review, to be heard in September.
> We are demanding an explanation and grounds for this action. With considerable expenditure of time and money, we
have been in a long process working with the Planning Department to comply promptly with everything they have
requested in order to get approval. We need know the reason for this ”call up” so that we can be prepared to respond.
> Very truly yours, Robert and Dianne Roybal
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